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Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your full name?2 

A. Stephen R. Eckberg3 

Q. By whom are you employed and what is your business address?4 

A. I’m employed by the New Hampshire Department of Energy as a Utility Analyst in the5 

Regulatory Support Division.  My business address is 21 S. Fruit Street, Suite 10, Concord, 6 

NH, 03301.  7 

Q. Please summarize your education and professional work experience.8 

A. I have a B.S. degree in Meteorology and a M.S. degree in Statistics.  I’ve been employed as a9 

utility analyst since 2007 when I was hired by the New Hampshire Office of Consumer 10 

Advocate (OCA).  In 2014, I joined the Public Utilities Commission, and in July 2021, I 11 

became employed by the newly created Department of Energy.  A more complete listing of 12 

my experience is included as Attachment SRE-1. 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?14 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide my recommendation to the Public Utilities15 

Commission (PUC) on the Joint Petition to Approve Pole Asset Transfer filed on February 16 

10, 2021 by Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 17 

(“Eversource”) and Consolidated Communications of Northern New England Company, 18 

LLC d/b/a Consolidated Communications (“Consolidated”). 19 

Q. Please provide a brief description of the transaction proposed in the Joint Petition20 

under consideration in this docket. 21 

A. The petitioners, Consolidated and Eversource, propose to transfer the ownership share of22 

certain poles which are currently jointly owned by both petitioners from Consolidated to 23 
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Eversource so that Eversource will be the sole owner of the poles under consideration.  1 

Along with the ownership share of the poles, Eversource would also gain certain license and 2 

property rights with respect to the transferred poles including the authority to collect pole 3 

attachment fees from third parties as explained in the petition.  4 

Q. What is the number of jointly owned poles that are proposed to be transferred to5 

Eversource, to become solely owned by Eversource? 6 

A. The testimony of Mr. Lajoie at Bates 18 states that there are 343,098 jointly owned poles in7 

Everource’s service territory, with each Company owning a 50% interest in the poles, and 8 

with Consolidated solely owning approximately 3,844 poles in Eversource’s service territory 9 

to which Eversource has attached electric facilities.  Each of the 343,098 jointly owned poles 10 

counts as one-half of a pole which Eversource will acquire which equates to 171,549 pole 11 

equivalents.  Then, add to that the 3,844 Consolidated solely owned poles to be acquired by 12 

Eversource for a grand total of 171,549 + 3,844 = 175,393 pole equivalents.   13 

Q. Could you state briefly whether you recommend approval of the joint filing made by14 

CCI and Eversource? 15 

A. Certainly.  I do not recommend the approval of the asset transfer as proposed in the joint16 

petition.   17 

Q. Would you please explain the reason(s) why you do not recommend approval?18 

A. The primary reason why I do not recommend approval of the pole asset transfer as described19 

in the joint petition is that Eversource ratepayers would be required to pay for costs that 20 

Eversource should instead collect from Consolidated.  The proposed transaction and 21 

associated cost recovery mechanism would result in certain costs being included in 22 

Docket No. DE 21-020 
Direct Testimony of Stephen R. Eckberg 

Page 3 of 10

000003

Docket No. DE 21-020 
Exhibit 22



Eversource’s rate base following the completion of 1 

not be included in rate base.   2 

Q. Would you please provide some more specific details on the costs you refer to?3 

A. The testimony of Mr. Lajoie at Bates 18, Lines 14-19 explains, “The net purchase price of4 

the Transferred Poles is BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL  END CONFIDENTIAL.  5 

The net purchase price is comprised of a gross purchase price of BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL 6 

 END CONFIDENTIAL for the Transferred Poles, reduced by BEGIN 7 

CONFIDENTIAL   

 END 9 

CONFIDENTIAL.”  Mr. Lajoie goes on to explain that the agreement also includes a 10 

settlement of disputes between the Parties, including vegetation management costs that 11 

Consolidated has not paid Eversource since 20181.  See Testimony of Lajoie at Bates 19, 12 

Lines 1-14.  Specifically, the Parties have agreed to deduct BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL   

 END CONFIDENTIAL from the net purchase price for the Transferred Poles to 14 

resolve any disputes between them, including regarding vegetation management costs.  As a 15 

result of the settlement, Eversource’s resulting net payment amount due to Consolidated for 16 

the purchase of the Transferred Poles is BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL  END 17 

CONFIDENTIAL.   18 

Q. Of the amounts you’ve described above, what amount does Eversource intend to use as19 

the “book value” of the assets it would acquire in the transaction for the purpose of 20 

calculating its revenue requirement relating to these newly acquired assets?  21 

1 At Bates 19 Line 8, Mr. Lajoie states further that “Consolidated has denied liability for such costs.” 
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A. If the plan is approved as filed, Eversource seeks to include1 

BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL  END CONFIDENTIAL as the rate base of the 2 

transferred pole assets.  This can be seen in the revenue requirement model included with the 3 

testimony of Horton and Menard in their Attachment DPH/ELM-1 Page 1 of 1 (Bates 55) at 4 

Line 15 of that attachment.  Note that the Petitioners have requested that the amount shown 5 

there at Line 15 in the model be treated as confidential.  Including this full net purchase 6 

amount in rate base means it would earn a return at the Company’s most recent approved 7 

overall pre-tax weighted average cost of capital (WACC) of 6.87% (See Order 26,433 at 8 

page 14).  As described above, the joint petition makes it clear that this net purchase amount 9 

includes a settled amount of BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL  END 10 

CONFIDENTIAL which reflects a settlement amount resolving disputes between the two 11 

companies, including vegetation management amounts owed by Consolidated to Eversource 12 

which have not been paid since the beginning of 2019.  See Testimony of Lajoie at Bates 19 13 

Lines 8-14.  On an annual basis, Eversource bills Consolidated for approximately $7 million 14 

of vegetation management, so to the extent Consolidated has not reimbursed Eversource 15 

since the beginning of 2019, the reimbursement owed to Eversource continues to rise.2  It is 16 

my position that the amount reflecting the dispute resolution should not be included in the net 17 

book value of the assets for purposes of establishing a revenue requirement related to the 18 

acquired assets.  In other words, the net purchase amount stated above should not be used as 19 

the rate base amount as it includes an amount agreed to by Consolidated and Eversource to 20 

resolve disputes and, therefore, does not reflect only the value of the assets themselves.   21 

2 Joint Petitioners’ Response to Staff 1-006 which is included as Attachment SRE-2.  
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Q. Do you have an amount that you propose be considered as the Net Book Value (NBV) of 1 

the Transferred Poles?2 

A. Yes.  The amount that I recommend be used as the NBV for the Transferred Poles should be3 

considered as a maximum allowable amount and that is $13,382,128.  This is the amount that 4 

I recommend be used as the “book value” of the approximately 175,393 poles to be acquired 5 

by Eversource. 6 

Q. What is the derivation of this value that you recommend as a maximum net book value?7 

A. I used information provided by Consolidated pursuant to Order 26,534 requiring8 

Consolidated to prepare and provide information responsive to data requests propounded by 9 

NECTA.  Specifically, data request NECTA 2-019 sought updates as of December 31, 2020 10 

to information contained in Fairpoint Communications (NH) 2017 ARMIS report which 11 

would be used to establish a net book value of the pole assets.  Consolidated provided an 12 

initial response to the discovery request which NECTA averred was non-responsive.  A 13 

discovery dispute ensued which the Commission addressed in its Order 26,534.  14 

Consolidated eventually provided the information requested and required.  I attach a copy of 15 

the updated “ARMIS” report as Attachment SRE-3 to my testimony.  Information from that 16 

document was used to calculate the value $13,382,128 which I believe is the maximum 17 

amount that Eversource should be allowed to use as the net book value of the pole assets 18 

under consideration – regardless of the actual amount that Eversource pays to Consolidated.  19 

It is worth noting that the joint petitioners have not claimed or requested that any part of the 20 

currently proposed net purchase price be considered as “good will” nor that any portion of 21 

the net purchase price should be considered in any way other than as rate base for the 22 

purpose of determining Eversource’s revenue requirement related to the acquisition.  As 23 
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such, the amount proposed by Eversource to be included in rate base for the transferred poles 1 

– the net purchase amount – is too great and the transaction, as proposed, should not be2 

approved. 3 

Q. Have the parties previously entered into any agreements that might inform how4 

disputes relating to Vegetation Management expenses might be resolved? 5 

A. Yes.  A Joint Use/Ownership Agreement, and related Intercompany Operating Procedures6 

govern the amount of Vegetation Management costs that may be billed by Eversource to 7 

Consolidated, amongst other things.3  Intercompany Operating Procedure #2 defines specific 8 

avenues for recourse if either party fails to perform their obligations under the agreement, 9 

including arbitration.  To date, Eversource has not fully engaged these dispute resolution 10 

avenues as a means of resolving the dispute.   11 

Q. Are there aspects of the proposed transaction other than the transfer value that you12 

wish to comment on?  13 

A. Yes, I would like to comment on the proffered reliability benefits of the transaction and the14 

current state of the joint poles in the Consolidated maintenance area.  The Joint Petitioners 15 

assert that “[t]he transfer of the Transferred Poles to the sole ownership of Eversource will 16 

result in significant reliability and operational benefits,” and then proceed to describe 17 

Eversource’s pole inspection and replacement program, as well as its role as a first responder.  18 

I must observe that the Intercompany Operating Procedures addresses both issues: 19 

3 Joint Petitioners’ Supplemental Response to Staff 1-008 which is included as Attachment SRE-4.  Eversource 
currently bills Consolidated based on a formula of approximately 20% of scheduled maintenance and mid-cycle 
trimming costs as defined in sections 1.a and 1.b, 50% of storm trimming costs as defined in section 1.c, and 50% of 
hazard tree costs as defined in section 1.d.  If the proposed transfer were to occur, Consolidated would no longer pay 
these defined amounts, but instead would pay an attachment fee to Eversource as the full owner of the poles to 
which Consolidated facilities are attached..  As a result of the sale, the per attachment fees for all attachers would 
likely be significantly reduced, beginning in year three, due to the significant increase in Eversource-owned poles 
but less significant increase in undepreciated pole plant.  See, Joint Petitioners’ Response TS1-006 and TS1-009 
which are included as Attachments SRE-5 and Attachment SRE-6, respectively. 
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Intercompany Operating Procedure #19 requires Consolidated to meet the same average 1 

response time to emergencies in its maintenance area as the target average response time for 2 

the electric company in its maintenance area, and Intercompany Operating Procedure #7 3 

requires that both Eversource and Consolidated inspect all poles in their maintenance area 4 

every 10 years.  If Consolidated’s emergency response timelines or pole inspection cycles 5 

were inconsistent with the Intercompany Operating Procedures, or otherwise below the 6 

standards agreed to by both Joint Petitioners within the Intercompany Operating Procedures, 7 

then Eversource should have exercised its right to dispute resolution procedures under 8 

Intercompany Operating Procedure #2.  Rather than exercise this right, Eversource instead 9 

appears to have begun setting poles in Consolidated’s maintenance area.4  Given that 10 

Eversource appears to already set poles in Consolidated’s maintenance area, rather than 11 

waiting for Consolidated to set the poles, it is conceivable that the timing of pole replacement 12 

during emergency situations would not be impacted materially by the proposed transaction.   13 

Q. Do you have any further comments regarding Consolidated’s pole maintenance and14 

inspection? 15 

Yes.  Within the Joint Petitioners’ testimony, directly after a confidential discussion of the 16 

net purchase price of the transferred poles and what that purchase price is reduced by, the 17 

Joint Petitioners’ note that “In particular, the poles that failed inspection were identified by 18 

an outside company in an inspection report dated January 20, 2020, or were earlier 19 

designated and tagged as failed inspection.”  Subsequent discovery related to the 2020 report 20 

shows that approximately 73,000 poles within the CCI maintenance area were inspected prior 21 

to that report, but that a significant portion of the inspected poles were not actually within the 22 

4 Joint Petitioners’ Response to Staff to 2-001 which is included as Attachment SRE-7. 
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population of transferred poles and were instead jointly owned by Consolidated with a joint 1 

owner other than Eversource.5  Neither Eversource nor Consolidated has conducted a full 2 

inspection of the transferred poles that are at issue in this proceeding, an inspection which 3 

could have focused on the Consolidated maintenance area and determined whether the value 4 

of the transferred poles within CCI’s maintenance area should be adjusted downward due to 5 

an abnormally high reject/failure rate compared to other poles within CCI’s territory.6  Of the 6 

73,000 poles that were inspected, the inspection Company found 2,249 poles that did not 7 

pass inspection, recommending that 2,173 poles be restored, and that 76 be replaced.7  8 

Although Eversource had repaired poles prior to 2015,8 due to significant near-term cost 9 

savings of doing so,9 neither Eversource nor Consolidated repair poles any longer, instead 10 

prefer to replace repairable poles, and have modeled full replacement within the revenue 11 

requirement forecast associated with this transaction.10 12 

Q.  Your testimony does not support the PUC’s approval of the proposed transaction based13 

on the cost of the purchase that will be passed on to Eversource customers.  Could you 14 

comment on the Department of Energy’s general position of pole ownership by electric 15 

distribution utilities? 16 

A.  Yes.  In general, the Department believes there could be operational and administrative17 

efficiencies associated with the transfer of jointly-owned poles to the electric distribution 18 

utilities.  However, such transfers must be based on the purchase of poles at net book value 19 

5 Joint Petitioners’ Response to DOE 4-001 which is included as Attachment SRE-8. 
6 Similarly, neither Eversource nor Consolidated conducted a survey of pole attachments to determine the actual 
number of attachments on the transferred poles.   
7 Joint Petitioners’ Response to Staff 3-004 which is included as Attachment SRE-9.   
8 Joint Petitioners’ Response to DOE 4-007 which is included as Attachment SRE-10. 
9 Joint Petitioners’ Response to Staff 3-008(b), Attachment Q-STAFF 3-008 Conversation Friday Follow up 9 25 
2019, page 5 
10 Joint Petitioners’ Response to Staff 3-003 
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and should not shift costs unreasonably from the telecommunications company to the electric 1 

utility or its customers.   2 

Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 3 

A. Yes. 4 
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Qualifications of Stephen R. Eckberg 

My name is Stephen R. Eckberg.  I am employed as a Utility Analyst with the Regulatory 

Support Division of the New Hampshire Department of Energy.  My business address is 21 S. Fruit 

Street, Suite 10, Concord, New Hampshire 03301.   

I earned a B.S. in Meteorology from the State University of New York at Oswego and an M.S. in 

Statistics from the University of Southern Maine.   

After receiving my M.S. degree, I was employed as an analyst in the Boston office of Hagler 

Bailly, Inc, a consulting firm working with regulated utilities to perform evaluations of energy efficiency 

and demand-side management programs.  From 2000 through 2003, I was employed at the NH 

Governor's Office of Energy and Community Services as the Director of the Weatherization Assistance 

Program.  Following that, I was employed at Belknap Merrimack Community Action Agency as the 

Statewide Program Administrator of the NH Electric Assistance Program (EAP).  In that capacity, I 

presented testimony before the NH Public Utilities Commission (PUC) in dockets related to the design, 

implementation and management of the EAP.  I have also testified before Committees of the New 

Hampshire General Court on issues related to energy efficiency and low income electric bill assistance.  

From 2007 – 2014 I was employed as a Utility Analyst with the New Hampshire Office of the Consumer 

Advocate (OCA).  During my tenure with the OCA, I attended rate making and regulatory training at 

New Mexico State University's Center for Public Utilities.   

In my position with the OCA, I entered pre-filed testimony jointly with Kenneth E. Traum, 

former Assistant Consumer Advocate, in the following dockets:  

• DG 08-048 Unitil Corporation and Northem Utilities, Inc. Joint Petition for Approval of Stock
Acquisition

• DW 08-070 Lakes Region Water Company Financing & Step Increase

• DW 08-098 Aquarion Water Company of New Hampshire
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• DE 09-035 Public Service of New Hampshire Distribution Service Rate Case

I entered (non-joint) pre-filed testimony in the following dockets:

• DT 07-027 Kearsarge Telephone Company, Wilton Telephone Company, Hollis
Telephone Company & Merrimack County Telephone Company Petition for
Alternative Form of Regulation. Phase II & Phase III.

• DW 08-073 Pennichuck Water Works, Inc. Petition for Rate Increase

• DW 08-070 Lakes Region Water Company Third Step Increase.

• DW 08-065 Hampstead Area Water Company Petition for Rate Increase.

• DE 09-170 2010 CORE Energy Efficiency Programs.

• DW 10-090 Pittsfield Aqueduct Company Petition for Rate Increase.

• DW 10-091 Pennichuck Water Works Petition for Rate Increase.

• DW 10-141 Lakes Region Water Petition for Rate Increase.

• DE 10-188 2011-2012 CORE and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs.

• DE 11-250 PSNH Installation of a Wet Flue-Gas Desulphurization Scrubber.

• DE 12-262 2013-2014 CORE and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs.

• DE 12-292 PSNH 2013 Default Energy Service Rate.

• DE 12-262 2014 CORE Energy Efficiency Programs Update Filing.

• DE 13-108 PSNH 2012 Energy Service Reconciliation.

• DG 14-091 Liberty Utilities Special Contract and Lease Agreement with Innovative Natural Gas,
LLC dba iNATGAS.

In August 2014, I joined the PUC’s Sustainable Energy Division (SED).  My responsibilities included 
grant review and administration, and compliance oversight of New Hampshire’s Renewable Portfolio 
Standard requirements.  While employed with SED, I filed testimony in: 

• DE 18-140 Liberty Utilities Petition for Approval of a Renewable Natural Gas Supply and
Transportation Contract

In October 2019, I joined the PUC’s Electric Division.  I have filed testimony in: 
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• DE 17-136 2018-2020 New Hampshire Statewide Energy Efficiency Plan - 2020 Third Year
Programs.

• DE 19-197 Development of a Statewide, Multi-Use Online Energy Data Platform (Joint
Testimony with Jason Morse).

• DE 20-092 2021 – 2023 Triennial Energy Efficiency Plan.

• DE 21-030 Unitil Request for Change in Rates.

In July 2021, with the passage of HB2, the New Hampshire Legislature created the Department of 
Energy, I became an employee of the Regulatory Support Division of the Department of Energy.  
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 04/12/2021 Date of Response: 04/27/2021 
Request No. STAFF 1-006 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 

Witness: Douglas P. Horton 

Request: 
Reference Lajoie Testimony, Bates 19. Please provide: 
a. The full amount billed to Consolidated for vegetation management by year for 2018, 2019 and

2020.
b. The dates and amounts billed.
c. Copies of all invoices for such amounts billed.
d. List of any payments made by Consolidated during that time period.

Response: 
a. Please see Attachment Staff 1-006 A for the amounts billed to Consolidated for maintenance and
storm tree trimming for the 2018-2020 time period.

b. Please see the response to part a.

c. Please see the attached zip files for the 2018-2020 invoices sent to CCI for maintenance trimming and
storm related trimming work.

d. Please see Attachment Staff 1-006 D for a list of CCI payments received for vegetation management
related costs during the 2018-2020 time period. Please note there is a time lag between when expenses
are incurred, when invoices are sent, and when payment is received.
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Year Billed Service Period TOTAL Hazard SMT/Traffic Date Billed
2020 Jan-20 580,506.02 502,771.63 77,734.39 5/4/20
2020 Feb-20 564,026.79 415,798.39 148,228.40 5/5/20
2020 Mar-20 333,051.10 199,749.11 133,301.99 6/9/20
2020 Apr-20 484,421.24 230,908.37 253,512.87 7/10/20
2020 May-20 519,530.64 368,944.00 150,586.64 10/8/20
2020 Jun-20 1,124,164.43 1,001,274.82 122,889.61 10/8/20
2020 Jul-20 772,300.36 515,517.14 256,783.22 10/8/20
2020 Aug-20 345,786.95 215,921.49 129,865.46 11/18/20
2020 Sep-20 372,538.54 264,390.08 108,148.46 12/28/20
2020 Oct-20 495,751.90 329,442.03 166,309.87 12/29/20
2020 Nov-20 761,713.12 632,079.84 129,633.28 12/30/20
2019 Jan-19 591,565.83 316,561.79 275,004.04 6/10/19
2019 Feb-19 798,238.34 412,864.92 385,373.42 6/6/19
2019 Mar-19 766,932.78 494,527.98 272,404.80 6/7/19
2019 Apr-19 509,659.92 323,859.83 185,800.09 6/12/19
2019 May-19 657,627.79 504,894.66 152,733.13 9/17/19
2019 Jun-19 1,401,166.24 1,191,227.93 209,938.31 9/18/19
2019 Jul-19 543,801.61 425,606.61 118,195.00 9/19/19
2019 Aug-19 612,685.08 400,143.08 212,542.00 11/29/19
2019 Sep-19 328,596.84 170,977.84 157,619.00 11/29/19
2019 Oct-19 204,534.00 0.00 204,534.00 12/31/19
2019 Nov-19 91,707.00 0.00 91,707.00 12/30/19
2020 Dec-19 1,480,621.08 1,415,809.08 64,812.00 2/12/20
2018 Jan-18 492,269.63 454,343.61 37,926.02 7/20/18
2018 Feb-18 804,399.63 737,091.19 67,308.44 7/23/18
2018 Mar-18 478,887.08 443,384.58 35,502.50 7/24/18
2018 Apr-18 421,445.72 410,292.67 11,153.05 7/25/18
2018 May-18 409,343.02 290,126.11 119,216.91 7/19/18
2018 Jun-18 764,526.71 458,591.20 305,935.51 9/11/18
2018 Jul-18 458,309.18 212,144.08 246,165.10 9/13/18
2018 Aug-18 783,537.80 322,570.08 460,967.72 12/19/18
2018 Sep-18 1,091,175.69 625,224.18 465,951.51 12/10/18
2018 Oct-18 774,442.97 346,726.42 427,716.55 12/21/18
2019 Nov-18 1,080,708.82 382,904.17 697,804.65 1/11/19
2019 Dec-18 538,418.40 351,118.30 187,300.10 6/11/19
2018 Nov-17 326,856.22 105,491.28 221,364.94 3/23/18
2018 Dec-17 413,376.42 165,950.66 247,425.76 3/26/18

Year Billed Total Amount Hazard Amount SMT/Traffic Amount
2018 $7,218,570.07 $4,571,936.06 $2,646,634.01
2019 $8,125,642.65 $4,974,687.11 $3,150,955.54
2020 $7,834,412.17 $6,092,605.98 $1,741,806.19

Total 2018-2021 $23,178,624.89 $15,639,229.15 $7,539,395.74

Total CCI/Fairpoint Maintenance Trimming Reimbursement Billing
2017 to present
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Year Storm Date Storm Work Order TOTAL Date Billed
2018 10/24/2017 MS17M006 5,055.45 1/9/18
2018 10/29/2017 MS17N006 399,523.22 1/9/18
2018 11/10/2017 MS17P006 11,961.10 1/9/18
2018 12/23/2017 MS17Q006 26,718.09 6/20/18
2018 01/23/2018 MS18A006 23,298.15 6/19/18
2018 03/02/2018 MS18B006 6,063.72 6/20/18
2018 03/08/2018 MS18C006 24,290.67 6/20/18
2018 04/04/2018 MS18D006 46,813.51 6/19/18
2018 04/16/2018 MS18E006 18,830.81 6/19/18
2018 05/04/2018 MS18F006 41,959.34 6/19/18
2018 06/18/2018 MS18G006 57,131.32 10/29/18
2018 07/17/2018 MS18H006 3,282.76 10/29/18
2018 07/28/2018 MS18J006 7,096.52 10/29/18
2018 08/03/2018 MS18K006 6,458.82 10/29/18
2018 08/07/2018 MS18L006 5,551.15 10/29/18
2019 09/21/2018 MS18M006 2,220.54 1/23/19
2019 10/15/2018 MS18N006 14,465.67 1/23/19
2019 10/27/2018 MS19P006 7,772.44 1/23/19
2019 11/03/2018 MS18Q006 34,747.62 1/23/19
2019 11/13/2018 MS18R006 11,233.89 1/23/19
2019 11/26/2018 MS18S006 87,000.47 1/23/19
2019 01/09/2019 MS19A006 21,070.89 6/20/19
2019 02/25/2019 MS19C006 16,921.46 6/20/19
2019 02/28/2019 MS19B006 6,385.34 6/20/19
2019 04/03/2019 MS19D006 12,911.18 6/20/19
2020 10/17/2019 MS19F006 78,916.09 3/4/20
2020 10/31/2019 MS19G006 83,990.59 3/5/20
2021 02/07/2020 MS20A006 34,159.42 3/24/21
2021 02/27/2020 MS20B006 18,290.51 3/19/21
2021 03/23/2020 MS20C006 2,077.96 3/19/21
2021 04/13/2020 MS20D006 18,288.80 3/25/21
2021 05/15/2020 MS20E006 14,526.02 3/25/21
2021 07/08/2020 MS20G006 3,895.94 3/22/21
2021 08/04/2020 MS20F006 28,236.91 3/22/21
2021 09/30/2020 MS20H006 2,760.58 3/18/21
2021 10/17/2020 MS20K006 3,783.81 3/18/21
2021 11/02/2020 MS20M006 3/24/21 Included in MS20A006
2021 12/05/2020 MS20N006 59,875.66 3/17/21
2021 12/24/2020 MS20Q006 7,816.73 3/17/21

Year Billed Total Amount

2018 $684,034.63

2019 $214,729.50

2020 $162,906.68

2021 $193,712.34
Total 2018-2021 $1,255,383.15

Total CCI/Fairpoint Storm Reimbursement Billing
2017 to present
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Type of Bill Paid Posted Date Receipt Amount Year
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/11/2018 $526,813.69 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/11/2018 $364,114.68 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/11/2018 $357,484.99 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/11/2018 $448,281.07 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/23/2018 $138,699.19 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/24/2018 $441,494.81 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 04/27/2018 $326,856.22 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 05/02/2018 $413,376.42 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 $492,269.63 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 $478,887.08 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 08/27/2018 $421,445.72 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 11/29/2018 $1,222,835.89 2018
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/22/2019 $783,537.80 2019
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/22/2019 $1,091,175.69 2019
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 01/25/2019 $774,442.97 2019
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 $1,080,708.82 2019
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 $485,229.20 2020
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 $211,659.94 2020
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 $332,125.65 2020
MAINTENANCE/HAZARD TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 $317,316.36 2020

Year Amount Received
2018 $5,632,559.39
2019 $3,729,865.28
2020 $1,346,331.15

Total 2018-2020 $10,708,755.82
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Type of Bill Paid Posted Date Receipt Amount Year
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 03/08/2018 11,961.10                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 03/08/2018 5,055.45                      2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 03/12/2018 399,523.22                 2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 41,959.34                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 18,830.81                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 46,813.51                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 23,298.15                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 26,718.09                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 6,063.72                      2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 08/24/2018 24,290.67                   2018
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 01/17/2019 57,131.32                   2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 01/17/2019 7,096.52                      2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 01/17/2019 3,282.76                      2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 01/17/2019 6,458.82                      2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 87,000.47                   2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 2,220.54                      2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 14,465.67                   2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 7,772.44                      2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 34,747.62                   2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/12/2019 11,233.89                   2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 02/21/2019 5,551.15                      2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 10/28/2019 45.92                           2019
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 12,911.18                   2020
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 6,385.34                      2020
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 16,921.46                   2020
STORM RELATED TREE TRIMMING 04/16/2020 21,070.89                   2020

Year Amount Received
2018 $604,514.06
2019 $237,007.12
2020 $57,288.87

Total 2018-2020 $898,810.05
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NHPUC Docket DE 21-020

Consolidated Response to NHPUC Procedural Order of November 19, 2021

COMPANY: Consolidated Communications of Northern New England Company, LLC

STUDY AREA: New Hampshire SUBMISSION 1

PERIOD: From: Jan 2020 To: Dec 2020 Table III
COSA: FPNH Page 1 of 1

Table III - POLE AND CONDUIT RENTAL CALCULATION INFORMATION

ROW TITLE Amount
(a) (b)

100 Telecommunications Plant-in-Service 395,349
101 Gross Investment - Poles 63,530
102 Gross Investment - Conduit 17,388

200 Accumulated Depreciation - Total Plant-in-Service 184,883
201 Accumulated Depreciation - Poles 35,765
202 Accumulated Depreciation - Conduit 4,924

301 Depreciation Rate - Poles 5.8
302 Depreciation Rate - Conduit 2.2

401 Net Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Poles 0
402 Net Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Conduit 0
403 Net Current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Total 0

404 Net Non-current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Poles 4,865
405 Net Non-current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Conduit -11,148
406 Net Non-current Deferred Operating Income Taxes - Total -20,842

501.1 Pole Maintenance Expense 13,625
501.2 Pole Rental Expense 3,507

501 Pole Expense 17,132

502.1 Conduit Maintenance Expense 439
502.2 Conduit Rental Expense 0

502 Conduit Expense 439

503 General & Administrative Expense 8,615
504 Operating Taxes 8,043

601 Equivalent Number of Poles 251,845
602 Conduit System Trench Kilometers 1,108
603 Conduit System Duct Kilometers 6,483
700 Additional Rental Calculation Information 0

(Dollars in thousands; Operating data in actual units)

ROW
Financial Information ($000)

Operational Data (Actual)
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May 20, 2021 

By Electronic Mail Only 

Brian D. Buckley, Staff Attorney
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
21 S. Fruit Street, Suite 10
Concord, NH 03301

Re: Docket No. DE 21-020 Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Joint Petition to Approve Pole Asset Transfer 

Dear Attorney Buckley: 

Attached is a  supplemental response to STAFF 1-008.   If you have any questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 

Very truly yours,

Very truly yours, 

Erica L. Menard 
Manager, Revenue Requirements NH 

ELM:kd 
Enclosures  

780 N. Commercial Street, Manchester, NH 03101 

Eversource Energy 
P.O. Box 330 
Manchester, NH 03105-0330 
(603) 634-2261
Fax (603) 634-2511

Erica L. Menard 
Manager, Revenue Requirements NH 

erica.menard@eversource.com 
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 04/12/2021 Date of Response: 04/26/2021 
Date Supplement Request Received: 05/13/2021 Date of Supplement Response: 05/20/2021 
Request No. STAFF 1-008-SP01 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 

Witness: Lee G. Lajoie, Michael Shultz, Sarah Davis 

Request: 
Reference Lajoie Testimony, Bates 19, describing a “Joint Ownership Agreement dated September 1, 
2011 between Eversource and Consolidated.” 
a. Please provide a copy of the aforementioned Joint Ownership Agreement, including any and all

schedules, appendices, amendments, modifications, and supplements of or to that agreement.
b. Please provide a copy of any other currently effective joint ownership agreements which have

been entered into by either Eversource or Consolidated, including Intercompany Operating
Procedures.

Response: 
ORIGINAL RESPONSE: 
a. See attachment Staff 1-008a

b. The Joint Petitioners have not entered into any other such agreements between the companies.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 
The response to part a. is being supplemented to include the Intercompany Operating Procedures (IOPs) 

as part of the Joint Use/Ownership agreement. Please see Attachment Staff 1-008-SP01 for the 
agreement that includes the IOPs. 

The response to part b. is not being revised as part of this supplement. 
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 05/13/2021 Date of Response: 05/27/2021 
Request No. TS 1-006 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 

Witness: Douglas P. Horton, Erica L. Menard 

Request: 
Reference Joint Petitioners’ Response Staff 1-029, stating “total annual bill for Consolidated's pole 
attachments would be $5,047,374 using the 2020 third party pole attachment rate which was in effect 
at the time of negotiation ($12.38) multiplied by the assumed number of attachments (407,704). The 
payment from CCI to Eversource in years 1 and 2 is a negotiated, fixed amount of $5.0 million per year.”  
Please explain the basis for the CCI payment to Eversource in year 3. 

Response: 
As shown in the table below, Consolidated's payment to Eversource in Year 3 is calculated by multiplying 
the estimated Year 3 pole attachment rate ($8.94) by the number of negotiated Consolidated 
attachments of 407,704. This results in approximately $3.6M in revenue in Year 3 as shown in 
Attachment DPH/ELM-1 Line 27, Column labeled "2023 / Year 3". 
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 05/13/2021 Date of Response: 05/27/2021 
Request No. TS 1-009 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 

Witness: Douglas P. Horton, Erica L. Menard 

Request: 
Reference Joint Petitioners’ Response NECTA 1-026, describing the Eversource attachment rates and 
suggesting that FERC Form No. 1 input changes are reflected two years later in attachment rates, and 
Petitioners’ Response NECTA 1-029 describing the attachment rate as changing from $12.38 in year 1 
and 2 to $8.94 in year 3.  
a. Please explain which inputs from the FERC Form No. 1 are driving the approximately 30 percent
reduction in attachment rates in year 3 and why.
b. Reference Petitioners’ Response NECTA 1-030(d), stating that the rate for the third year assumes the
inputs from the model are accurate and all other inputs are held constant from the 2018 FERC Form 1
information, and NECTA 1-026, which states that the Eversource attachment rates are based on FERC
Form 1 inputs reflected two year later in attachment rates. Please explain whether the Company used
the 2018 FERC Form 1 for all three years, and if so, please explain why.
c. If the answer to (b) above was yes, please provide an updated version of Petitioners’ Response Staff 1-
032 that accounts for the latest FERC Form 1 inputs available for each year.

Response: 
a. Please see Attachment TS 1-009a for a side by side calculation of the $12.38 Year 1 rate and the

$8.94 Year 3 rate. The rate decrease is a product of (1) 31% decrease in the Net Cost of a Bare Pole
and (2) a 5% increase in the Carrying Charge Rate. The main drivers of these changes are (1) the
number of poles increases approximately 66%, while the net investment only increases 14% and
(2) an increase in Account 593 due to the absence of vegetation management contribution from
Consolidated and increases due to pole inspection and transfer costs as a result of the transaction.

b. When Eversource was designing its model, and subsequently negotiating the transaction with CCI,
the latest publicly available data at that time was the Company's 2018 FERC Form 1 information.
This is the same information that was used to calculate Eversource's 2020 pole attachment rate.
The model starts with that data as the base for all three years and then rolls in all financial
changes as a result of the transaction into the calculation of rates in future years.

c. Please see Attachment TS 1-009b CONFIDENTIAL for an updated version of Eversource's response
to STAFF 1-032 using the Company's 2019 FERC Form 1 data.  Please see Attachment TS 1-009c
CONFIDENTIAL for a comparison of the rates by year using the Company's 2019 FERC Form 1 data
vs. the 2018 FERC Form 1 data.

Consistent with Puc 203.08(d), the Joint Petitioners state that they have a good faith basis for confidential 
treatment of the material provided in this response and will file an appropriate motion for confidential treatment 
prior to the commencement of hearings in this matter. 
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Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy
Docket No. DE 21-020

Data Request TS 1-009
Dated 05/13/2021

Attachment TS 1-009a, Page 1 of 4

2020 Rate Year 3
Calculation Calculation Difference % Change

Space Factor Formula Assumptions

Space Occupied 1 1 0 0.0%
Unusable Space 24 24 0 0.0%

No. of Attaching Entities 2.7 2.7 0 0.0%
Pole Height 37.5 37.5 0 0.0%

Maximum Rate
Space Factor 18.47% 18.47% 0% 0.0%
x Net Cost of a Bare Pole $470.15 $323.47 ($146.69) -31.2%

 x Carrying Charge Rate 32.416% 34.021% 1.605% 5.0%
x Conversion Factor 44% 44% 0% 0.0%

Maximum Fully Owned Rate $12.38 $8.94 ($3.44) -27.8%
Maximum Jointly Owned Rate $6.19 $4.47 ($1.72) -27.8%

Public Service Company of New Hampshire dba Eversource Energy
Unified Pole Rent Formula
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Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy
Docket No. DE 21-020

Data Request TS 1-009
Dated 05/13/2021

Attachment TS 1-009s, Page 2 of 4

2020 Rate Year 3
Calculation Calculation Difference % Change

$303,587,829 $341,442,779 $37,854,950 12%
79,417,697 87,829,313 8,411,617 11%
76,813,648 85,470,660 8,657,012 11%

$147,356,485 $168,142,806 $20,786,321 14%

$147,356,485 $168,142,806 $20,786,321 14%
266,408 441,841 175,433 66%

Net Cost of a Pole (Including Non-Pole Related Appurtenances) $553.12 $380.55 -$172.57
0.85 0.85 0 0%

Net Cost of a Bare Pole $470.15 $323.47 ($146.69) -31%

Public Service Company of New Hampshire dba Eversource Energy
Pole Cost Calculation

Net Pole Investment
Number of Poles

x 0.85 (To Remove Non-Pole Related Appurtenances)

Net Pole Investment

Net Pole Investment

Net Cost of a Bare Pole

    - Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (Account 190, 281-283) (Poles)

  Gross Pole Investment (Account 364)
  - Accumulated DepreciaƟon (Account 108) (Poles)
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Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy
Docket No. DE 21-020

Data Request TS 1-009
Dated 05/13/2021

Attachment TS 1-009a, Page 3 of 4

2020 Rate Year 3
Calculation Calculation Difference % Change

A. ADMINISTRATIVE ELEMENT

$3,503,972,154 $3,541,827,104 $37,854,950 1.1%
740,353,953 741,685,063 1,331,110 0.2%
886,573,362 886,597,457 24,095 0.0%

$1,877,044,839 $1,913,544,583 $36,499,744 1.9%

$72,270,824 $72,270,824 $0 0.0%
Net Plant Investment (Electric) $1,877,044,839 $1,913,544,583 $36,499,744 1.9%

3.850% 3.777% -0.073% -1.9%

B. MAINTENANCE ELEMENT

$1,044,035,899 $1,081,890,849 $37,854,950 3.6%
273,116,767 278,294,743 5,177,976 1.9%
264,161,465 270,821,146 6,659,681 2.5%

$506,757,667 $532,774,960 $26,017,293 5.1%

$38,832,062 $50,949,002 $12,116,940 31.2%
$506,757,667 $532,774,960 $26,017,293 5.1%

7.663% 9.563% 1.900% 24.8%

C. DEPRECIATION ELEMENT

$303,587,829 $341,442,779 $37,854,950 12.5%
$147,356,485 $168,142,806 $20,786,321 14.1%

2.0602 2.0307 (0.0296) -1.4%
0.0320 0.0320 0.0000 0.0%

6.593% 6.498% -0.095% -1.4%

D. TAXES ELEMENT

3,503,972,154 3,541,827,104 $37,854,950 1.1%
740,353,953 741,685,063 1,331,110 0.2%
886,573,362 886,597,457 24,095 0.0%

1,877,044,839 1,913,544,583 $36,499,744 1.9%

125,394,937 125,394,937 $0 0.0%
Net Plant Investment (Total Plant) 1,877,044,839 1,913,544,583 $36,499,744 1.9%

6.680% 6.553% -0.127% -1.9%

E. RETURN ELEMENT

Return Element = = 7.630% 7.630% 0.000% 0.0%

F. TOTAL CARRYING CHARGE

3.850% 3.777%
7.663% 9.563%
6.593% 6.498%
6.680% 6.553%
7.630% 7.630%

32.416% 34.021% 1.605% 5.0%
Return

Total Carrying Charge

Ratio of Gross Investment to Net Investment

Depreciation Element

Gross Plant Investment (Total Plant)
 - Accumulated Depreciation (Account 108)
 - Accumulated Deferred Taxes (Plant) (Accounts 190, 281-283)
Net Plant Investment (Electric)

Accounts 408.1 + 409.1 + 410.1 + 411.4 - 411.1

Taxes Element

Applicable Rate of Return 

Administrative
Maintenance
Depreciation

 x Depreciation Rate for Gross Pole Investment

Taxes

Account 593

Maintenance Element

Net Plant Investment (Accounts 364, 365 & 369)

Gross Pole Investment (Account 364)
Net Pole Investment

Administrative Element

Pole Investment in Accounts 364, 365 & 369
 - Deprecation (Poles) Related to Accounts 364, 365 & 369
 - Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes related to Accounts 364, 365 & 369
Net Plant Investment (Accounts 364, 365 & 369)

Public Service Company of New Hampshire dba Eversource Energy
Carrying Charge Calculation

 - Accumulated Depreciation (Account 108 - Electric)
 - Accumulated Deferred Taxes (Electric Plant) (Accounts 190, 281-283)

Total Administrative & General Expenses

Gross Plant Investment (Electric)

Net Plant Investment (Electric)

Docket No. DE 21-020 
Direct Testimony of Stephen R. Eckberg 

SRE-6 
Page 4 of 5

000089

Docket No. DE 21-020 
Exhibit 22



Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 06/03/2021 Date of Response: 06/17/2021 
Request No. STAFF 2-001 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 

Witness: Lee G. Lajoie, Michael Shultz, Sarah Davis 

Request: 
Reference Joint Petitioners’ Supplemental Response Staff 1-008, IOP # 19, stating “The Electric Company 
and FairPoint shall maintain notification procedures to ensure early communication between each other 
during pole emergency situations. The utility with responsibility for maintenance area involved shall 
notify other attaching carriers affected by the incident. Effective April 1, 2010, FairPoint will meet the 
same average response time to emergencies in its maintenance area as the target average emergency 
response time for the electric Company in its maintenance area.”  In light of this commitment, please: 
a. Summarize any actions taken by either party to enforce commitments relating to pole

replacement response time during an outage; and
b. Explain how purchase of the transferred poles will allow Eversource to “more quickly replace the

poles and, therefore, potentially shorten duration of power outages in these cases.”

Response: 
a. The clause was added to IOP #19 when it was re-negotiated in 2010 in an effort to have FairPoint

respond quicker, targeting a two hour time frame.  Although response time initially improved, it
has subsequently declined.  No further discussions have taken place.  As described in the response
to Staff 1-013 (f), Eversource sometimes sets poles in Consolidated's maintenance area, if their
response is delayed.

b. Please see the response to Staff 1-013.f. The Joint Petitioners further note that in an outage
situation, if the pole is in a Consolidated maintenance area, Eversource may be required to
dispatch to clear any power issues and make sure the scene is safe for the Consolidated crew to
set the pole. Thereafter, Consolidated would set the pole.  After Consolidated completes the
replacement, Eversource then would move its power facilities to the new pole. Following the
transaction, Eversource can dispatch and perform all three functions at once without having to
wait for Consolidated to arrive on scene and/or set the pole.
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 08/20/2021 Date of Response: 09/01/2021 
Request No. DOE 4-001 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: Department of Energy 

Witness: Sarah Davis, Sady Rancourt 

Request: 
Reference Response 3-001. Please explain why the 2019/20 inspection (Column G) appears to have 
inspected more poles than the combination of jointly owned (column D) and jointly used poles (column 
F) for the following municipalities;
a. Albany, 984 inspected, 962 total transferred poles
b. Alexandria, 2,291 inspected, 1348 total transferred poles
c. Belmont, 4,377 inspected, 4,032 total transferred poles
d. Conway, 6,331 inspected, 4,536 total transferred poles
e. Enfield, 3,319 inspected, 107 total transferred poles
f. Gilford, 5,006 inspected, 4,739 total transferred poles
g. Gilmanton, 3,224 inspected, 650 total transferred poles
h. Grafton, 1,722 inspected, 930 total transferred poles
i. Hanover, 3,451 inspected, 31 total poles
j. Hebron, 1,209 inspected, 1,054 total transferred poles
k. Littleton, 4,540 inspected, 48 total transferred poles
l. Lyme, 1,608 inspected, 1,112 total transferred poles
m. Orange, 409 inspected, 55 total transferred poles
n. Randolph, 968 inspected, 840 total transferred poles
o. Sanbornton, 3,109 inspected, 2,463 total transferred poles
p. Sandwich, 3,733 inspected, 672 total transferred poles
q. Shelburne, 830 inspected, 668 total transferred poles

Response: 
Excel spreadsheet Staff 3-001 contains a summary of data from Consolidated’s pole inspection data 
produced by Osmose Utilities Services, Inc. (“Osmose”).  Staff 3-001, column G (Inspected), contains 
data from the Osmose inspection Excel spreadsheet labeled CCI.Pole Inspection 2019 at column AE 
(Township). Staff 3-001, column D (Joint Owned) contains the number of Consolidated/Eversource joint 
owned poles as recorded in the Eversource pole records system. 

Eversource’s electric service territory does not encompass the entirety of all municipalities.  Other 
electric utilities serve customers in multiple municipalities also served by Eversource, although the 
electric service territories do not overlap.  For example, the municipalities of Alexandria, Belmont, 
Conway, Enfield, Gilford, Gilmanton, Grafton, Hanover, Hebron, Littleton, Lyme, Orange, Sanbornton 
and Sandwich are served in part through the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative and Eversource.  See 
https://www.nhec.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/tariff-document-service-area.pdf  
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As noted in responses to DOE data requests 4-003 and 4-004, Consolidated instructed Osmose to inspect 
all poles in the various municipalities for which inspection data has been provided.  Osmose was not 
provided with pole ownership data by electric utility.  Therefore, Osmose’s inspections were conducted 
on poles solely owned by Consolidated, poles owned jointly with Eversource and poles owned solely by 
or jointly with other electric utilities.  In column D of Excel spreadsheet Staff 3-001, Eversource identified 
what portion of the inspected poles are among the Transferred Poles based on Eversource's records. 
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 06/29/2021 
Request No. STAFF 3-004 

Date of Response: 08/04/2021 
Page 1 of 2

Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 

Witness: Sarah Davis, Sady Rancourt 

Request: 
Reference Joint Petitioners’ Response Staff 1-005(b).1. 
a. For column AI, please define the following status designations and indicate the most likely course

of action taken by CCI as a result of those designations: (1) non-reject; (2) non-restorable reject;
(3) priority non-restorable reject; (4) priority restorable reject; and (5) restorable reject.

b. For columns CA and CB, please define the following status designations, how they relate to the
status designations defined in the subpart directly above, and indicate the most likely course of
action taken by CCI in light of these designations: (1) restoration recommended; and (2)
replacement recommended.

c. Reference “sheet 1.”  Please explain the difference between the terms “failed quantity” and the
“reject quantity.”  Please explain why Enfield, Hanover, Lebanon, and Littleton are not included in
the “failed quantity” but are included in the reject quantity.

d. Reference “sheet 1.”  Please explain how the designations defined in response to the subparts (a)
and (b) above relate to the terms “failed quantity” and “reject quantity.”

Response: 
a. There is no action required for a non-reject pole.  The designation “non-reject” means the pole

has not failed the pole inspection.  For those poles in the categories of “reject” poles,
 Consolidated Communications would replace the poles.  Consolidated Communications does not 
restore poles that failed inspection with some form of designation as “restorable”. 

b. Poles with a designation of “replacement recommended” are reject poles and have failed the pole
inspection.  These poles will be replaced.  As noted above, Consolidated
 Communications does not restore poles that failed inspection with some form of designation as 
“restorable” and those poles would be replaced. 

c. Failed quantity and reject quantity are used interchangeably. The pivot table on Sheet1
summarized column AJ with the header "Reject Quantity" from the source data on the
Consolidated_Communications_DPI tab. The table to the right of the pivot table was intending to
list only the towns entirely in Eversource's service territory and excluded the towns of Enfield,
Hanover, Lebanon, and Littleton.

d. The table below summarizes the failed/reject quantity in the pivot table on Sheet1 according to
the columns identified in subparts (a) and (b).
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Docket No. DE 21-020 

Date Request Received: 08/20/2021 Date of Response: 09/01/2021 
Request No. DOE 4-007 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: Department of Energy 

Witness: Johnson, Russell, Sarah Davis, Sady Rancourt 

Request: 
Reference Response 3-003. 
a. Please state whether the Eversource NH or its predecessors ever repaired, restored, reinforced, or

chemically treated reject poles. If the answer is yes, please explain when the decision to replace all
reject poles (including priority restorable reject restorable reject) rather than restoring them,
occurred and why the decision was made.

b. Please state whether the CCI NH or its predecessors ever repaired, restored, reinforced, or
chemically treated reject poles. If the answer is yes, please explain when the decision to replace all
reject poles (including priority restorable reject restorable reject) rather than restoring them,
occurred and why the decision was made

Response: 

a. Yes, Eversource considered reinforcement for a period prior to 2015.  As noted in NECTA TS 3-002,
“Eversource adopted the policy of replacing all reject poles in approximately 2015.”  The decision
was made to be consistent with the Company’s interest in promoting a more resilient electric
distribution system.  The vast majority of reject poles are smaller diameter class poles (i.e. class 4
and 5) than the minimum standard class 2 pole required by Eversource today.

b. Consolidated and its predecessor, FairPoint Communications, has never repaired, restored,
reinforced, or chemically treated reject poles.  Consolidated’s policy is and FairPoint
Communications’ policy was to replace the reject poles.  Consolidated does not believe that Verizon
New England Inc., FairPoint Communications’ predecessor-in-interest, restored poles that failed
inspection in its Northern New England service territory.
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy   
Docket No. DE 21-020  
  
Date Request Received: 06/29/2021 Date of Response: 08/04/2021 
Request No. STAFF 3-008 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 
 
Witness: Lee G. Lajoie, Sarah Davis, Sady Rancourt 
 

 
Request: 
Reference Lajoie Testimony, Bates 18, stating “the poles that failed inspection were identified by an 
outside company in an inspection report dated January 20, 2020, or were earlier designated and tagged 
as failed inspection.” 
a.  Please provide a narrative explaining how the “outside company” was chosen and whether they 

received any direction regarding how many poles should be inspected and which municipalities or 
other geographically defined areas should be the focus of the inspection.  

b.  Please provide any communications between the “outside company” and CCI occurring between 
January 1, 2019 and February 1, 2020.  

c.  Please provide any communications between the “outside company” and Eversource occurring 
between January 1, 2019 and February 1, 2020.  

d.  Please provide any communications between the “outside company,” CCI, and Eversource, 
occurring between January 1, 2019 and February 1, 2020.  

 
 
Response: 
a.   The "outside company" was chosen by Consolidated.  It has been subsequently disclosed that this 

company is Osmose.  Eversource has no data on the requested information. 
 
b.   Please refer to the attached zip file containing 29 files documenting communications between 

Osmose and Consolidated between January 1, 2019 and February 1, 2020. 
 
c.   Eversource has had no communications with Osmose relative to their inspection work performed 

for Consolidated. 
 
d.   Eversource has had no communications with Osmose relative to their inspection work performed 

for Consolidated. 
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1

Charron, Karen

From: Spencer, Joe <jspencer@osmose.com>
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 12:43 PM
To: Freeman, Steven
Subject: Conversation Friday Follow up
Attachments: Consolidated Restoration.pdf

Hi Steve, 
 
Thank you for taking the time, Friday.  It’s part of what we’re often required to do, adjusting to budget challenges.   
 
With regard to the restoration, thanks for your candor.  We misunderstood that you were moving forward with an 
inspect/truss/replace program, as proposed and discussed in the pre‐sales and early phases of the program.  You 
challenged us early on to save as much money as possible, all the while get through the system in four years.  This is why 
we built in restoration as a key to your overall program spend.  In our work with Verizon and CenturyLink, and now 
AT&T, there is significant restoration (80‐92% restoration of rejects) happening today.  For every company, whether to 
restore or replace is essentially a financial decision, as shown below.  If there are any operational issues that need to be 
addressed, please let us know.  We have successfully addressed many operational issues in the past 50 years restoring, 
such as Union, climbing, or cosmetic issues. 
 
I want to make sure we understand where you are heading, to ensure alignment.  Below, we modeled out the current 
inspection numbers, reject rates, the replacement/restoration pricing, to illustrate a “replace all rejects” program 
compared with “restore most rejects”.   To replace all rejects, Consolidated will spend more than 3X, or ~$30.8M more 
than leveraging restoration. 
 
Is this in line with your current understanding and budget expectations?   
 

 
 

Trussing can be used as a “dial”, if needed, to hit a budget number. For example: 

 Replace all rejects: (Current) four year budget $43.8M 

 Truss 10% of rejects: four year budget $40.3M 

 Truss 25%: four year budget $35.2M 

 Truss 50%: four year budget $26.7M 

 Truss 75%: four year budget $18.1M 
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 Truss 90%: four year budget $12.9M (example in chart, above) 
 
I have attached a PPT, as well, summarizing Pole Restoration (PR) description, resources, and high level financials.  PR is 
not a band aid, but a true life extension component.  We went to the field to analyze the longevity of our restoration 
solutions.  Of more than 42K poles that were inspected (trussing completed from 10 to 40+ years ago), 98% were still in 
service.  The 2% rejects were mostly due to above ground issues (split/decayed tops, woodpecker holes, etc.). 

 https://www.osmose.com/pole‐restoration‐services  
 
We were planning to have a mid‐year’ish project checkpoint meeting.  We’d like to sit down and discuss this with you at 
the same time.  Will that work? 
 
Thank you! 
 
Joe 
 

Joe Spencer | Business Development  
Office: 816‐733‐5001 | Mobile: 816‐668‐4148  

 
 

From: Finlay, Anthony  
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 1:41 PM 
To: Acker, Dave <DAcker@osmose.com>; Bleech, Bob <bbleech@osmose.com>; Roberto Diaz 
(roberto.diaz@consolidated.com) <roberto.diaz@consolidated.com>; Schnubel, Kurt <KSchnubel@osmose.com>; 
Spencer, Joe <jspencer@osmose.com>; Upham, Colin (Colin.Upham@consolidated.com) 
<Colin.Upham@consolidated.com> 
Subject: CCI Status 07.23.19 
 

 My apologies for sending this out a little late. Wanted to update all of my budgetary estimates. 
  
Link to meeting notes: CCI Status 07.23.19  (Web view)  

  

CCI Status 07.23.19 

  
Notes 
  
Links 
CCI Program Dashboard 
CCI Town Schedule 
CCI weekly schedule 

 Inspections completed 36,721 poles, ~50% of 2019 planned inspections. (accounting for reduced 
scope in 2019) 

 Schedule is still positive (+3071) against baseline. 
 ***Reject rate excluding duplicate pole records, NIFS etc is 4.21% year to date 
 Average $/pole has been relatively static (~15.77/pole) 
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 Budgetary estimates have been updated to total approx. 1.2M 

  

  
Created with Microsoft OneNote 2016. 
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Consolidated

Pole Restoration Economics

Joe Spencer
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POLE RESTORATION OVERVIEW
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Pole Restoration Overview

Decay rates used in analysis are based off projections using a general linear model with a logistic link function and binomial variance  (see Methodology for more details – Appendix)
Source: OW analysis, Osmose 600k Wood Pole Survivor Rates by Decay Hazard Zone Initial Inspection vs. Recycle Inspection

Once a wood pole's strength is reduced 

below code requirements (67% RSM) due to 

decay or damage, the pole is considered a 

“reject” and must be restored or replaced.
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Pole Restoration History

Decay rates used in analysis are based off projections using a general linear model with a logistic link function and binomial variance  (see Methodology for more details – Appendix)
Source: OW analysis, Osmose 600k Wood Pole Survivor Rates by Decay Hazard Zone Initial Inspection vs. Recycle Inspection

During 50+ years of pole restoration:

• More than 1 million restored nationwide

• Over $2 billion in avoided cost when 

compared to pole replacement

• Installed in all 50 states

• Widely capitalized investment 

• Proven long-term life extension

Osmose has successfully restored 

wood utility poles since 1965
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Restoration Extends Pole Life

Decay rates used in analysis are based off projections using a general linear model with a logistic link function and binomial variance  (see Methodology for more details – Appendix)
Source: OW analysis, Osmose 600k Wood Pole Survivor Rates by Decay Hazard Zone Initial Inspection vs. Recycle Inspection
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Osmose Pole Restoration Benefits

Osmose restoration systems:

• Restore pole to code-mandated strength

• Add decades of service life

• Avoid substantial cost, as pole restoration 

is often one-third or less than the cost of 

replacement

• Improve structural resiliency of the grid

• Reduce time, eliminate regulatory 

hurdles, and avoid hassle of replacement

• Sustainable and environmentally-

preferable alternative to replacement
Consolidated Example

Pole Replacement - $3,200

Pole Restoration - $695

Per Pole Savings - $2,505
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Osmose Truss Systems

Engineered for safety and reliability, thoroughly tested and proven, no other pole 

restoration system has a comparable history of success in actual field applications:

• Constructed to exceed NESC strength requirements; formed from 80,000 psi yield strength 

steel (C-Truss®) and 100,000 psi yield strength steel (C2-Truss™)

• Hot-dip galvanized to ASTM A-123 standards to ensure long-term corrosion protection

• Banding is the strongest in the industry at 138,000 psi tensile strength (minimum)

• Maintains positive contact with the pole butt below ground to properly transfer bending loads

• Trussed poles are remedially treated to effectively control decay and ensure the longevity of the 

restoration
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How Osmose Trusses Work

When bending loads are applied to a reinforced pole, they are transferred to the truss. The truss 

allows the bending loads to effectively bypass the decayed or damaged ground line area of the 

pole, transferring the loads to sound wood foundation below ground line
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Osmose Restoration Systems

Steel truss systems

o Designed to restore original 
strength of pole

o Most common restoration 
system (>1M installed 
nationwide)

Fiberglass systems

o Designed to restore original 

strength of pole

o Used to restore above 

ground decay and in other 

unique circumstances

Filler / injectable systems

o Used together or separately 

to repair decayed or 

damaged areas above 

groundline

o Ideal for repairing fire, 

woodpecker, or mechanical 

damage

Extended truss systems

o Engineered to increase 

bending capacity of a sound 

wood pole

o Ideal solution for overloaded 

poles or system hardening 

projects
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A Truss Solution For Any Decay Problem

Truss solutions can be adapted based on pole conditions. For more advanced decay (thinner shell 

applications), double trusses can be utilized. For decay that has progressed beyond standard 

installation heights, a taller truss is the optimal solution
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Restore vs. Replace: Comparative Summary

Restoration Replacement

• Low cost alternative

• No service interruptions

• No scheduling

• Short timeline, Lowers risk

• 100% Capital investment

• Clean, unobtrusive, sustainable solution

• Long-term life extension

• No transfers, No switching, No “double-wood”

• Reduced field Safety exposure (Pole Pulling 

and Transfers)

• No design/engineering

• Exact strength at groundline as replacement

• High cost activity

• Potential service interruptions

• Complex scheduling

• Long timeline, Increases risk

• O&M expense required

• May leave unattractive “double wood”

• New pole life expectancy

• Requires transfers, possibly switching

• Increased field Safety exposure (Pole Pulling 

and Transfers)

• Involves design/engineering

• Less sustainable, less environmentally friendly
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Restoration vs. Replacement
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About Osmose – Safety

• At Osmose, our safety culture is truly our way of life

• It’s how we think and how we approach our jobs every day

• Though CVCs are not OSHA indices, they are important to us. Driving is risky 

and it’s our single largest exposure with a fleet logging more than 22 million 

miles each year

• We typically experience a CVC only once every 500,000 miles – that’s like 

circumventing the globe 20 times without an accident

• 21 of our crews have exceeded 100,000 safe hours. To put this achievement 

into perspective, that’s the equivalent of an individual working for 50 years 

without a recordable injury or chargeable vehicle claim (CVC)
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Pole Restoration Video

https://www.osmose.com/pole-restoration-services
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Joe Spencer
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy   
Docket No. DE 21-020  
  
Date Request Received: 06/29/2021 Date of Response: 07/14/2021 
Request No. STAFF 3-003 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 
 
Witness: Lee G. Lajoie 
 

 
Request: 
Reference Joint Petitioners’ Response Staff 1-005(a), column AI.  
a.  Please define the following status designations and indicate the most likely course of action 

Eversource would take regarding each status designation if the Commission approved the pole 
asset transfer: (1) non-reject; (2) non-restorable reject; (3) priority non-restorable reject; (4) 
priority restorable reject; and (5) restorable reject.  

b.  Please indicate how Eversource has incorporated each status designation into the cost benefit 
analysis provided in attachment DPH/ELM-1 and why this is the case.  

 
 
Response: 
a.   The most likely course of action for poles in these categories is as follows:  1) Non-reject: take no 

action;  2) Non restorable reject: replace;  3) Priority non restorable reject: replace; 4) Priority 
restorable reject: replace; and  5) Restorable reject: replace. 

 
b.   All reject poles have been modeled as replacements.  Reinforcing or chemically restoring a 

potentially undersized pole does not fit with the Company objective of hardening the distribution 
system to provide more reliable power for its customers. 
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