
July 9, 2018 
 
 
Rachelle Chong                                                                     PAL Coordinator 
Law Offices of Rachelle Chong                                           Telecommunications Division 
345 West Portal Avenue, Suite 110                                    California Public Utilities Commission 
San Francisco, California   94127                                       505 Van Ness Avenue 
Via Email: rachelle@chonglaw.net                                     San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 
 
Re: Race Telecommunications, Inc. (U-7060-C) Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6 for Approval to Transfer 
Control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (U-7287-C) to Race Telecommunications, Inc 
 
Dear TD PAL Coordinator and Regulatory Counsel Rachelle Chong, 
 
I am writing to urge the Commission and Regulatory Counsel to deny the Advice Letter No. 6, which 
through a stock purchase agreement will transfer control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (Bright Fiber) to 
Race Telecommunications Inc. (Race). 
 
Consumers in Nevada County will likely be harmed if this action is approved by the Commission.  This 
appears to be a now all-too-common “bait-and-switch” maneuver, whereby an underground fiber optic 
infrastructure is first approved (with broad consumer support and public grant funding) and then permitted 
to change to a new project design that seemingly depends on heavy telecommunications wires, boxes, and 
antennae mounted on already overloaded power poles in fire-prone areas. 
 
In 2015 grant funding from state public funds of more than $16 million was given to Bright Fiber to 
facilitate high-speed internet service with an UNDERGROUND FIBER OPTIC system, which is the most 
secure, private, and reliable infrastructure for delivering high-speed internet services to consumers.  This 
proposed stock purchase agreement is unduly financially discriminatory in that Bright Fiber has already 
charged the public for something that will not be built; and then the public will be charged again for a 
different project design that is inferior and dangerous (wireless on poles).  
 
The assertion that Bright Fiber Network has no customers and therefore does not need any more public 
notice than the 3 days required for the CPUC filing is itself questionable. In fact, an unrevealed large 
number of would-be customers in Nevada County have already paid Bright Fiber the cost of their first 
month’s bill for this service ($119). Such an offer has repeatedly been made to my own household by 
Bright Fiber (or Spiral Internet, John Paul’s related internet services business) of Nevada City. A seeming 
large proportion of those would-be customers who have heard of this sale and the changes Race wants to 
make to primarily above-ground “aerial delivery on existing poles in existing rights-of-ways” (as reported 
in a local newspaper article) are unhappy with these proposed changes and are wondering what happened to 
the funds they paid in over the last several years. At the very least more public notice and a longer period of 
commentary should be allowed to inform the people of Nevada County and allow them to participate in the 
deliberations on this proposed change. 
 
The new approach proposed by Race increases their profitability by seemingly switching part of this project 
to above-ground wireless to be built on existing public power pole infrastructure. But this wireless 
component introduces significant privacy, security, health, and reliability problems for internet connections 
and is discriminatory for the customers and residents/businesses affected.  It also could be likely to reduce 
nearby property values. (See the attached document for a select summary and explanation of scientific 
research on adverse health and environmental effects and property-value reductions of radiant low-
frequency wireless installations.) This would appear to take place apart from local governmental review. 
Please do not allow Race to cut corners at the expense of a community’s safety and wellbeing by installing 
on vertical infrastructure. 
 
It is way too unclear and vague what Race means by switching an unknown portion of this project to its 



“standard” delivery of  a “primarily aerial approach along existing poles and right-of-ways."  There are 
many unanswered questions. Does this mean above-ground fiber-optic lines? Does it mean wireless, low-
frequency electromagnetic radiation via antennas? Or something else? Is it subject to change of 
technologies after initial installation? Could this above-ground installation ultimately lead to a back-door 
loss of local control over our public rights-of-ways, as has already been seen where this “bait and switch” 
technique has transpired in various cities across the nation? For example, once installed on poles, are those 
installations subject to collocation by other providers without typical planning review by local government 
bodies? 
 
This sort of change in technology (if that is what it is) seems part of the larger pattern that Americans 
nationally have paid out more than $400 billion to the telecom industry over the last twenty years for 
underground fiber optics to every home, with sparse results and no accounting of the funds paid and spent. 
 
Underground fiber optic installation is the most secure, private, and reliable. The citizens of Nevada 
County deserve that their fiber optics stay underground. Switching to use of power poles and aging vertical 
infrastructure in a drought- and fire-prone California is irresponsible. As has been seen during large 
wildfires of recent years, overburdened power poles create serious fire hazards, and we cannot depend on 
wireless infrastructure to survive fires.  In rural, forested areas like Nevada County, the cost of a single 
uncontrolled wildfire would greatly outweigh any supposed benefits of this changed proposal. 
 
If Race wants to purchase Bright Fiber and continue to install an all-underground system, that would be 
beneficial. But the Commission and regulatory counsel should not simply help Race cut corners on 
costs.  Allowing a sale from Bright Fiber to Race may enrich a company that publicly states wireless is 
quicker and cheaper for them, but it does not serve the best interests the public. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
David Adams, Ph.D. 
Center for Architectural & Design Research 
14487 Burlington Parkway 
Penn Valley, CA 95946 
530-432-8712       
	
	
July 9, 2018 
 
Rachelle Chong                                                                     PAL Coordinator 
Law Offices of Rachelle Chong                                           Telecommunications Division 
345 West Portal Avenue, Suite 110                                    California Public Utilities 
Commission 
San Francisco, California   94127                                       505 Van Ness Avenue 
Via Email: rachelle@chonglaw.net                                     San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Re: Race Telecommunications, Inc. (U-7060-C) Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6 for Approval 
to Transfer Control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (U-7287-C) to Race 
Telecommunications, Inc 
 
Dear TD PAL Coordinator and Regulatory Counsel Rachelle Chong, 
 
This is a brief addendum to the letter I sent last night to urge the Commission and 
Regulatory Counsel to deny the Advice Letter No. 6, which through a stock purchase 



agreement will transfer control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (Bright Fiber) to Race 
Telecommunications Inc. (Race). 
 
The Advice Letter states the following: "Race hereby attests that the transaction does not 
have a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guideline 15378. BFN has successfully 
completed its CEQA review of its CASF Bright Fiber Project. See Resolution T-17565, 
issued May 16, 2018. Race intends to use its standard primarily aerial approach along 
existing poles and right-of-ways which minimizes environmental impacts yet delivers 
reliable broadband speeds." 
 
As also argued in part in my previous letter, I contend that the original CEQA review 
approving the original CASF Bright Fiber Project would be no longer valid, given the 
intended change in the project by Race to "Using the standard Race construction 
approach using primarily aerial delivery on existing poles in existing rights-of-ways . . ." 
This changes the primary technology of the project from a benign underground fiber 
optic approach to an apparently above-ground low-frequency electromagnetic radiation 
antennae approach. The attachment to my previous email cites a variety of scientific 
evidence that this above-ground technology is harmful to wildlife and the natural 
environment and possibly also to the authentic appearance of national historic 
preservation sites in Nevada County. 
 
Thank you for your earnest consideration of this additional point, 
 
David Adams 
Center for Architectural & Design Research 
14487 Burlington Parkway 
Penn Valley, CA 95946 
530-432-87812    ctrarcht@nccn.net 
 
	



7/10/2018	
	
Re:		Race	Communications/Bright	Fiber	Nevada	County	
	
Dear	Sirs:		I	am	writing	regarding	the	purchase	of	the	Bright	Fiber	Network	by	race	
communications.		First	off,	let	me	say	that	I	am	quite	please	to	see	a	bigger	company	
(Race)	buying	Bright	Fiber.		The	past	5	years	of	waiting	for	work	to	begin	on	a	new	
fiber	network	in	Nevada	County	has	been	very	frustrating,	and	I	hope	that	having	
Race	take	over	will	move	things	along.	
	
I	do	have	a	couple	of	questions/comments	though.	
	
First,	I	was	quite	happy	to	see	the	original	plan	included	underground	cable	(glass).		
I	would	like	to	see	all	utility	lines	in	this	heavily	forested	county	be	moved	
underground,	as	we	are	all	tired	of	power	failures	and	fire	potential	caused	by	
falling	tree	limbs.		Thus,	I	am	sorry	to	see	that	the	new	plan	calls	for	using	existing	
poles.		If	that	could	be	reversed,	yet	the	project	still	move	forward,	that	would	be	
great.		
	
If	however	the	above	ground	installation	is	necessary,	won't	that	cost	a	lot	less?		If	
so,	will	the	monthly	charge	to	hook	up	(currently	set	at	$119	a	month)	be	lowered	to	
reflect	the	cost	savings	to	Race?		I	assume	above	ground	will	cost	roughly	half	of	an	
underground	installation	(or	maybe	even	less).		Given	that,	will	the	monthly	fee	go	
down	to	something	closer	to	$60	a	month?		That	lowered	fee	would	certainly	make	
it	more	affordable	for	folks	to	use.		And	given	the	original	$16.7	million	grant	was	
for	an	underground	installation,	I	see	no	reason	that	if	done	above	ground	at	a	
significant	cost	savings	that	the	money	saved	should	not	be	used	in	a	way	to	benefit	
the	public,	since	it	is	public	grant	money	being	used.	
	
Thank	you	for	hearing	my	concerns.	
	
Sincerely,		
Jeff	Barton	
12199	Cement	Hill	Rd.	
Nevada	City,	CA	95959	
jeff@scoresheet.com	
	



July 8, 2018 
  
Richard Cristdahl 
14846 Monte Vista Drive 
Nevada City, California 95959 
530-277-6883 
 
 
 
PAL Coordinator 
Telecommunications Division 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
  
Re:    Letter in Opposition to Stock Purchase of Bright Fiber by Race Telecommunications 
  
Dear TD PAL Coordinator, 
  
The Commission should not approve the Advice Letter No. 6, which through a stock purchase 
agreement will transfer control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (BFN) to Race Telecommunications 
Inc. (Race). 
 
 
We the consumers in Nevada County will be hurt if this action is approved by the 
Commission.  It is a bait-and-switch problem when fiber optic infrastructure is first approved 
(with broad consumer support and public grant funding) and then permitted to change to a new 
project design that depends on heavy telecommunications wires and boxes mounted on already 
overloaded power poles in fire-prone areas. 
 
 
Grant funding from public funds of more than $16 million was given to Bright Fiber to facilitate 
high-speed internet service with underground FIBER OPTIC system, which is the most secure, 
private and reliable infrastructure for delivering high-speed internet services to consumers.  This 
proposed stock purchase agreement is unduly discriminatory in that Bright Fiber has already 
charged the public for something that will not be built; and then the public will be charged again 
for a different project design that is inferior and dangerous.  It is like Bright Fiber simply got into 
the game to resell and make a profit on the transaction, leaving the public hanging. 
 
 
The new approach proposed by Race maximizes their profitability by switching to wireless to be 
built on existing public power pole infrastructure. But this wireless component introduces 
significant privacy, security, and reliability problems for internet connections.   
 
 
Worse, overburdened power poles create serious fire hazards and we cannot depend on wireless 
infrastructure to survive fires. California has experienced the terrible consequence of wildland 
fires in Napa and Sonoma counties where above-ground wireless communications burned up (77 
cell towers and countless power poles with wireless infrastructure). The CPUC itself has fined 
SCE many millions of dollars for the Malibu fires which were attributed to power poles 
overburdened by telecommunications.  In areas like Nevada County where homes are widely 



interspersed in oak woodland and conifer forested hills, the cost of a single wildfire would greatly 
outweigh any benefits of this proposal. 
 
 
If Race wants to buy Bright Fiber and install an all-underground system, that would be beneficial. 
But the Commission should not help Race cut corners on costs.  Allowing a sale from Bright 
Fiber to Race simply enriches a company who publicly states that wireless is quicker and cheaper 
for them.  It is not better for the public. 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Richard Cristdahl, homeowner 
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ColfaxNet, LLC 
PO Box 1597 
Colfax, CA 95713  
530.346.8411 
cs@colfaxnet.com 
 
 
 
 
 

July 10, 2018 
 

VIA EMAIL AND  OVERNIGHT MAIL TO TD_PAL@CPUC.CA.GOV 
Telecommunications Proposal and Advice Letter Coordinator 
Communications Division 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

 
 Re: Bright Fiber Network/Race Communications 
  Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6 
  Opposition to transfer between Bright Fiber and Race 
 
Dear RD PAL Coordinator: 
 
ColfaxNet, LLC, (ColfaxNet) operates High-Speed Wireless Internet Service in 
Nevada and Placer Counties including the area that T-17495, as proposed, will 
duplicate service to. The Commission is aware that ColfaxNet is an Interested Party 
and a Significant Stakeholder in this issue. It is appropriate that ColfaxNet be notified 
of any actions pertaining to this topic and is now being harmed by the fact that the 
proper channels of communication were not used to include ColfaxNet in the 
discussion. 
 
This proposed stock purchase agreement is specifically anti-competitive and 
discriminatory due to the enormous government contribution of $16,700,000.00 that 
was given to our competitor creating a government-sponsored monopoly that will 
compete with us in our already-served areas in direct contradiction to the spirit of the 
CASF fund. The grant is a public asset and should not be “sold” to anyone 
(especially for an individual’s profit) without the same scrutiny that the original 
application endured.  
 
ColfaxNet only became aware of the BFN Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6 when a 
concerned resident in Nevada County brought it to our attention and directed us to 
the local newspaper article. This resident is concerned that their monies entrusted to 
the CPUC are being not being properly guarded by the CPUC. 
 
Why were ColfaxNet and other WISPs and ISPs not properly notified by the CPUC, 
BFN or Race of the Advice Letter’s existence and the intention to transfer this most 
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important public asset to another entity? The deadlines, imposed by the rules 
governing the time to comment regarding the Advice Letter and the lack of proper 
notification to interested parties, were insufficient to seek appropriate counsel. 
 
ColfaxNet specifically opposes the sale and ownership transfer of the funds granted 
to BFN by Resolution T-17495 to Race Communications (selling of the grant) on the 
basis that they are anti-competitive and discriminatory and is in need of discussions 
with Interested Parties and Stakeholders. 
 
Race has not gone through the scrutiny of the CASF fund requirements regarding T-
17495 and, although ColfaxNet originally contested the awarding of the funds, we 
further contest this transfer because the area of T-17495 is now further covered by 
our service area and at higher speeds than originally were available. In short, the 
landscape of T-17495 has changed dramatically in the last two and half years of 
inaction on BFN’s part. Although service levels in 2015 were sufficient to satisfy the 
Commission’s requirements, ColfaxNet’s current Service levels have improved well 
beyond the “served” levels required by the Commission. 
 
Because of the quiet nature of this proceeding, ColfaxNet has not been given the 
appropriate amount of time to enlist the support of legal counsel to respond to this 
Advice Letter. In fact, ColfaxNet and others were not notified of the submission of 
this letter at all and merely happened across an article in a local newspaper. As 
such, the Advice Letter does not have the proper public input to be allowed to 
progress through the required processes.  
 
Bright Fiber Network (BFN) claims to have no assets i.e. customers or infrastructure, 
despite the fact that more than 250 households have paid BFN $119.00 for 
services1.  
 
Don’t these 250+ households (as of 02/17) that have signed up and paid $119.00 for 
their first month’s service deserve the opportunity to address this issue? What has 
BFN done with that income? BFN claims “Any household that made an advance payment 
of $119 for the first month of gigabit service will be given that service as promised.”1  and 
“Those interested in having the service have paid $119 — the cost of the first month's 
bill.”2 Are these households not customers? These residents need proper notice of 
this proceeding.  
 
The project’s plans have dramatically changed from their original underground 
installation to aerial. During BFN’s initial sales pitch to the Commission regarding T-
17495, BFN claimed that the reason for the entire system was going to be installed 
underground was because the existing aerial system in Nevada County was “aged”, 
“antiquated” and “unorthodox” and would be unreliable if it was installed on the 
existing overhead infrastructure. How is it that Race can overcome this significant 
shortfall?  
                                                 
1 https://www.theunion.com/news/race-communications-to-acquire-nevada-countys-bright-fiber-and-its-fiber-
network-project/# 
2 https://www.theunion.com/news/local-news/tweaks-made-to-bright-fiber-plan-fiber-optic-network-will-be-
both-above-below-ground/ 
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The project has changed too much to not be properly re-evaluated with input from 
Stakeholders and Interested Parties. The households that paid $119.00 signed up 
for underground service to their home not overhead. 
 
We ask that the deadline for submission of protests be extended so that we and 
other interested parties have the needed time to enlist proper support of legal 
counsel a respond to this in an appropriate fashion. ColfaxNet and others will be 
harmed if not given the reasonable opportunity to completely comment on this issue. 
 
Please contact us with any questions or comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ Lynele Juchau 
Lynele Juchau 
ColfaxNet, LLC 
PO Box 1597 
Colfax, CA 95713 
530.346.8411 
support@colfaxnet.com 

 
cc via E-mail: 
 Rachelle Chong 
 Raul Alcaraz 
 John Paul 
  

 
 

























July 10,  2018 

  

  

Rachelle Chong                                                                        PAL Coordinator 

Law Offices of Rachelle Chong                                            Telecommunications Division 

345 West Portal Avenue, Suite 110                                   California Public Utilities Commission 

San Francisco, California   94127                                       505 Van Ness Avenue 

Via Email: rachelle@chonglaw.net                                     San Francisco, CA 94102 

  

Re: Race Telecommunications, Inc. (U-7060-C) Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6 for Approval to 
Transfer Control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (U-7287-C) to Race Telecommunications, Inc 

  

Dear TD PAL Coordinator and Regulatory Counsel Rachelle Chong, 

  

I am writing to urge the Commission and Regulatory Counsel to deny the Advice Letter No. 6, 
which through a stock purchase agreement will transfer control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. 
(Bright Fiber) to Race Telecommunications Inc. (Race). 

  

Consumers in Nevada County will likely be harmed if this action is approved by the 
Commission.  This appears to be a now all-too-common “bait-and-switch” maneuver, whereby an 
underground fiber optic infrastructure is first approved (with broad consumer support and public 
grant funding) and then permitted to change to a new project design that seemingly depends on 
heavy telecommunications wires, boxes, and antennae mounted on already overloaded power 
poles in fire-prone areas. 

  

In 2015 grant funding from state public funds of more than $16 million was given to Bright Fiber 
to facilitate high-speed internet service with an UNDERGROUND FIBER OPTIC system, which 
is the most secure, private, and reliable infrastructure for delivering high-speed internet services 
to consumers.  This proposed stock purchase agreement is unduly financially discriminatory in 
that Bright Fiber has already charged the public for something that will not be built; and then the 
public will be charged again for a different project design that is inferior and dangerous (wireless 
on poles). 



  

The assertion that Bright Fiber Network has no customers and therefore does not need any more 
public notice than the 3 days required for the CPUC filing is itself questionable. In fact, an 
unrevealed large number of would-be customers in Nevada County have already paid Bright 
Fiber the cost of their first month’s bill for this service ($119). Such an offer has repeatedly been 
made to my own household by Bright Fiber (or Spiral Internet, John Paul’s related internet 
services business) of Nevada City. A seeming large proportion of those would-be customers who 
have heard of this sale and the changes Race wants to make to primarily above-ground “aerial 
delivery on existing poles in existing rights-of-ways” (as reported in a local newspaper article) are 
unhappy with these proposed changes and are wondering what happened to the funds they paid in 
over the last several years. At the very least more public notice and a longer period of 
commentary should be allowed to inform the people of Nevada County and allow them to 
participate in the deliberations on this proposed change. 

  

The new approach proposed by Race increases their profitability by seemingly switching part of 
this project to above-ground wireless to be built on existing public power pole infrastructure. But 
this wireless component introduces significant privacy, security, health, and reliability problems 
for internet connections and is discriminatory for the customers and residents/businesses affected. 
It also could be likely to reduce nearby property values. (See the attached document for a select 
summary and explanation of scientific research on adverse health and environmental effects and 
property-value reductions of radiant low-frequency wireless installations.) This would appear to 
take place apart from local governmental review. Please do not allow Race to cut corners at the 
expense of a community’s safety and wellbeing by installing on vertical infrastructure. 

  

It is way too unclear and vague what Race means by switching an unknown portion of this project 
to its “standard” delivery of  a “primarily aerial approach along existing poles and right-of-ways." 
There are many unanswered questions. Does this mean above-ground fiber-optic lines? Does it 
mean wireless, low-frequency electromagnetic radiation via antennas? Or something else? Is it 
subject to change of technologies after initial installation? Could this above-ground installation 
ultimately lead to a back-door loss of local control over our public rights-of-ways, as has already 
been seen where this “bait and switch” technique has transpired in various cities across the 
nation? For example, once installed on poles, are those installations subject to collocation by 
other providers without typical planning review by local government bodies? 

  

This sort of change in technology (if that is what it is) seems part of the larger pattern that 
Americans nationally have paid out more than $400 billion to the telecom industry over the last 
twenty years for underground fiber optics to every home, with sparse results and no accounting of 
the funds paid and spent. 

  

Underground fiber optic installation is the most secure, private, and reliable. The citizens of 
Nevada County deserve that their fiber optics stay underground. Switching to use of power poles 



and aging vertical infrastructure in a drought- and fire-prone California is irresponsible. As has 
been seen during large wildfires of recent years, overburdened power poles create serious fire 
hazards, and we cannot depend on wireless infrastructure to survive fires.  In rural, forested areas 
like Nevada County, the cost of a single uncontrolled wildfire would greatly outweigh any 
supposed benefits of this changed proposal. 

  

If Race wants to purchase Bright Fiber and continue to install an all-underground system, that 
would be beneficial. But the Commission and regulatory counsel should not simply help Race cut 
corners on costs.  Allowing a sale from Bright Fiber to Race may enrich a company that publicly 
states wireless is quicker and cheaper for them, but it does not serve the best interests the public. 

  

Thank you for your consideration, 

  

Pamela D. Hall 

14981 Greenhorn Rd. 

Grass Valley, CA 95945 

530-477-1829 – landline 

  

	













	
Dear	CPUC	Telecommunications	Division	PAL	Coordinator,	
	
										I	am	writing	to	express	my	concerns	regarding	Tier	2	Advice	Letter	No.	6.,	which	
was	published	in	the	local	Union	newspaper	on	Saturday,	July	7th,	2018,	17	days	after	
the	filing	of	this	advice	letter	with	the	CPUC	on	June	20th.	This	news	article	in	the	Union	
newspaper	was	the	first	public	notice	of	the	existence	of	the	advice	letter,	allowing	only	
4	days	for	the	public	to	review	the	content	and	make	comments.	This	timeframe	is	
wholly	inadequate.	
	
										I	am	not	protesting	Race	Communications	acquiring	Bright	Fiber	Network	(BFN)	
per	se.		Race	Communications	has	the	qualifications,	expertise,	and	financial	capability	
to	break	ground	and	complete	this	project.	My	concerns	center	around	issues	and	
intentions	raised	in	the	advice	letter,	as	noted	below:	
	

• It	is	not	true	that	"the	transaction	does	not	have	a	potential	for	resulting	in	
either	a	direct	physical	change	in	the	environment	or	a	reasonably	foreseeable	
indirect	physical	change	in	the	environment	pursuant	to	the	California	
Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	Guideline	15378."	The	network	will	take	an	
entirely	different	path	on	poles	than	was	given	a	CEQA	exemption	on	May	11,	
2017	(Resolution	T-17565)	which	utilizes	an	underground	route.	While	it	is	
possible	that	the	environmental	change	will	be	negligible,	it	is	anti-
competitive	to	allow	for	this	change	in	construction	type	to	go	without	CEQA	
review,	which	any	other	fiber	construction	company	would	need	to	undertake	
during	a	normal	sales	transaction	process.	

• Individual	deposits	of	$119	were	collected	from	prospective	customers	in	the	
project	area	from	December,	2016	until	the	present	day.	It	is	not	known	what	
the	total	is	of	these	deposits	(the	Union	newspaper	has	cited	the	number	of	
~$30K	collected	as	of	February,	2017),	but	it	is	unclear	in	the	advice	letter	how	
these	deposits	will	be	handled	going	forward.	Since	this	money	was	collected	by	
Spiral	Internet,	and	"the	Spiral	Business"	(currently	a	DBA	of	Bright	Fiber)	is	being	
transferred	to	an	affiliate	company	before	the	BFN	sale	to	Race	Communications	
is	complete,	it	is	unclear	in	the	advice	letter	where	these	funds	will	ultimately	
reside.	Adding	to	the	confusion	is	the	statement	that	"there	is	no	customer	
base"	for	BFN,	though	technically	this	is	true	since	the	case	can	be	made	that	the	
deposits	were	made	for	Internet	services	only	and	not	future	
voice/telecommunications	under	BFN's	CPCN.	However,	this	confusion	still	
needs	to	be	resolved.	

• As	noted	above,	the	notice	period	has	been	completely	inadequate.	Why	didn't	
Race	and	BFN	inform	the	public	about	Tier	2	Advice	Letter	No.	6	when	it	was	
posted	on	June	20,	2018?	Also,	there	is	a	typographical	error	in	the	email	



address	for	notification	of	protest	to	the	CPUC,	TD_PAL@cpuc.ca.govv,	which	
may	cause	some	comments	to	not	reach	the	CPUC.	

• The	advice	letter	claims	that	Race	Communications	will	"fully	comply	with	all	the	
requirements	of	the	CASF	grant	award"	to	build	the	network	as	described	in	
CPUC	Resolution	T-17495,	and	yet	they	are	also	planning	to	make	substantial	
changes	to	the	construction	type	and	fiber	technology,	putting	the	fiber	on	poles	
instead	of	going	underground	and	presumably	using	G-PON	instead	of	Active	
Ethernet,	though	this	last	point	is	not	entirely	clear.	Both	Active	Ethernet	and	
underground	construction	are	specifically	cited	in	the	grant,	and	during	debate	
before	the	vote	on	the	resolution	on	December	3,	2015,	the	4	CPUC	
commissioners	who	voted	to	approve	the	grant	were	very	clear	that	they	were	
voting	in	favor	due	to	these	construction	characteristics	for	the	reason	of	
building	a	robust	network	that	would	be	resistant	to	weather	and	fire,	increasing	
public	safety.	

• 		The	grant	specifies	a	per	household	connection	subsidy	of	$8,324,	compared	to	
"previously	approved	last-mile	applications	[of]	$3,531	per	household."	This	
reflects	the	higher	cost	of	putting	fiber	underground	vs.	placing	it	on	poles.	
Nowhere	in	the	advice	letter	is	it	specified	whether	Race	Communications	
intends	to	decrease	the	total	cost	of	the	project	or	adjust	the	number	of	
connections	higher	to	accommodate	this	change.	At	the	very	least,	new	
proformas	should	be	made	available	to	the	CPUC	to	reflect	this	significant	
change	to	the	project's	financial	structure.	The	existing	rate	structure	of	$119	
per	month	per	customer	will	be	unduly	discriminatory	if	it	is	not	adjusted	as	a	
result	of	the	lower	household	subsidy	cost.	

	
						I	would	like	to	reiterate	that	I	am	not	protesting	in	general	the	sale	of	BFN	to	Race	
Communications.	In	fact,	I	welcome	Race	Communications	to	the	Nevada	County	
community	and	will	do	everything	I	can	to	help	them	make	their	project	successful.	My	
concern	and	hope	is	that	by	making	several	aspects	of	the	project	more	clear	to	the	
public	as	specified	above,	Race	Communications	will	have	a	better	product	and	a	more	
satisfied	Nevada	County	community,	which	will	be	a	benefit	to	Race	Communications	in	
the	long	term.	
	
Sincerely	Yours,	
	
Michael	P.	Anderson	
President	
Clientworks,	Inc.	
Nevada	City,	CA	95959	
	
 
	



 

CPUC: 
I oppose the stock sale from Bright Fiber to Race if Race is going to cut 
corners and have rights to install  wireless antennas on existing poles in 
community owned right of ways. This would put heavy equipment on 
already overloaded power poles in fire-prone areas.  In Sonoma and Napa 
couonties above-ground wireless systems burned up cell towers and 
power poles.  In the Malibu fires CPUC fined SCE millions for fires 
attributed to overburdened  telecom power poles.  Nevada County is in 
fire prone forested area.  
 
What ,pray tell, has happened to the $400 billion already paid out by 
taxpayers to the telecom industry to install underground fiber optics? We 
need responsible,  independent accounting.  In relation to Bright Fiber 
specifically, they already received public grant funds of over $16 million 
for underground fiber optic system which is the most secure, private 
and reliable infrastructure for delivering high-speed internet 
service.  They haven't delivered in spite of getting the funds, and now 
they're selling off to Race.  
 
Supposedly the CPUC acts in behalf of public interest and is not in the 
pocket of the telecom companies.  Therefore, I urge you to rule in behalf 
of requiring the telecom company to install an underground fiber optic 
system which is more secure, safe, private and reliable than loading up 
poles with antennas in the right of way to increase profits for a telecom 
company. 
 
Paula Orloff 
Nevada City, Calif. 95959 
	



I	am	writing	to	request	that	you	extend	the	deadline	
concerning	comment	on	this	matter	(Tier	2	Advice	Letter	No.	
6).		The	public	received	notice	of	this	comment	period	only	
last	Saturday,	with	publication	of	an	article	in	the	Nevada	City	
Union	newspaper,	and	I	learned	of	this	only	today.		Please	
extend	the	deadline	for	another	10-14	days	so	that	the	public	
has	time	to	better	understand	and	respond	to	the	details	in	
the	Letter.		Thank	you.	
Paul	N.	Anderson	
450	San	Luis	Ave.,	Los	Altos,	CA	94024	
650-948-2339	
	



July 10, 2018 

PAL Coordinator 
Telecommunications Division 
California Public Utilities 
Commission 505 Van Ness 
Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re:       Letter in Opposition to Stock Purchase of Bright Fiber by Race Telecommunications 

Dear TD PAL Coordinator, 
We would like to urge the Commission not approve the Advice Letter No. 6, which through a 
stock purchase agreement will transfer control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (BFN) to Race 
Telecommunications Inc. (Race).  We have just been informed of this situation and are very 
disturbed that what we in Nevada County have been promised, expected and essentially paid for 
will be changed completely. 
Consumers in Nevada County will be hurt if this action is approved by the Commission.  This is 
not what we expected - when fiber optic infrastructure is first approved (with broad consumer 
support and public grant funding) and then allowed through a sale to change overnight to a project 
that depends on heavy telecommunications wires and boxes mounted on already overloaded 
power poles in fire-prone areas. 
The whole idea of changing from underground installation of a fiber optic system in heavily 
wooded areas  with well-documented fire return intervals to continuing to add fiber to existing 
overhead poles and wires is ridiculous.  This was supposed to be a clean, safe underground 
installation.  We currently live in a community with underground utilities and it is far superior to 
the old-fashioned system of myriad wires and poles.  
Grant funding from public funds of more than $16 million was given to Bright Fiber to 
facilitate highspeed internet service with underground FIBER OPTIC system, which is the 
most secure, private and reliable infrastructure for delivering high-speed internet services to 
consumers. 
The new approach proposed by Race maximizes their profitability by switching to wireless to be 
built on existing public power pole infrastructure. But this wireless component introduces 
significant privacy, security, and reliability problems for internet connections.  This is not what 
the community wanted or envisioned. 

Fire is one of the hazards in California and must be taken into consideration. Overburdened 
power poles create serious fire hazards and we cannot depend on wireless infrastructure to 
survive fires. California has experienced the terrible consequence of wildland f ires in Napa and 
Sonoma counties. The CPUC itself has fined SCE many millions of dollars for the Malibu fires 
which were attributed to power poles overburdened by telecommunications. 
Because there has been a takeover of one company (Bright Fiber) by another (Race) does not 
mean that the agreements that the original company makes can be completely negated.  The 
Commission should not help the new company reduce its costs on the backs of the 
consumer.   Allowing a sale from Bright Fiber to Race simply enriches a company who 
publicly states that wireless is quicker and cheaper for them. It is not better for the public. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Barbara and Don Rivenes 



108 Bridger Ct 

Grass Valley CA 95945 
	



July 6, 2018 
 
Rachelle Chong    PAL Coordinator 
Law Offices of Rachelle Chong  Telecommunications Division 
345 West Portal Avenue, Suite 110  California Public Utilities Commission 
San Francisco, California   94127  505 Van Ness Avenue 
Via Email: rachelle@chonglaw.net   San Francisco, CA 94102 
  
Re: Letter in Opposition to Stock Purchase of Bright Fiber by Race Telecommunications 
 
Dear TD PAL Coordinator, 
 
The Commission should not approve the Advice Letter No. 6, which through a stock purchase agreement 
will transfer control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (BFN) to Race Telecommunications Inc. (Race). 
 
Consumers in Nevada County will be hurt if this action is approved by the Commission.  It is a bait-and-
switch problem when fiber optic infrastructure is first approved (with broad consumer support and public 
grant funding) and then permitted to change to a new project design that depends on heavy 
telecommunications wires and boxes mounted on already overloaded power poles in fire-prone areas. 
 
Grant funding from public funds of more than $16 million was given to Bright Fiber to facilitate high-
speed internet service with underground FIBER OPTIC system, which is the most secure, private and 
reliable infrastructure for delivering high-speed internet services to consumers.  This proposed stock 
purchase agreement is unduly discriminatory in that Bright Fiber has already charged the public for 
something that will not be built; and then the public will be charged again for a different project design 
that is inferior and dangerous.  It is like Bright Fiber simply got into the game to resell and make a profit 
on the transaction, leaving the public hanging. 
 
The new approach proposed by Race maximizes their profitability by switching to wireless to be built on 
existing public power pole infrastructure. But this wireless component introduces significant privacy, 
security, and reliability problems for internet connections.   
 
Worse, overburdened power poles create serious fire hazards and we cannot depend on wireless 
infrastructure to survive fires. California has experienced the terrible consequence of wildland fires in 
Napa and Sonoma counties where above-ground wireless communications burned up (77 cell towers and 
countless power poles with wireless infrastructure). The CPUC itself has fined SCE many millions of 
dollars for the Malibu fires which were attributed to power poles overburdened by telecommunications.  
In areas like Nevada County where homes are widely interspersed in oak woodland and conifer forested 
hills, the cost of a single wildfire would greatly outweigh any benefits of this proposal. 
 
If Race wants to buy Bright Fiber and install an all-underground system, that would be beneficial. 
But the Commission should not help Race cut corners on costs.  Allowing a sale from Bright Fiber to 
Race simply enriches a company who publicly states that wireless is quicker and cheaper for them.  It is 
not better for the public. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Cindy Sage, Owner, Sage Associates 
22950 Swenson Ravine 
Grass Valley (Nevada County), California 95949 
Telephone:  (530) 268-4645   Email: sage@silcom.com 



 
Rachelle Chong                                                                        PAL Coordinator 

Law Offices of Rachelle Chong                                             Telecommunications Division 

345 West Portal Avenue, Suite 110                                   California Public Utilities 
Commission 

San Francisco, California   94127                                       505 Van Ness Avenue 

Via Email: rachelle@chonglaw.net                                      San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

 

Re: Race Telecommunications, Inc. (U-7060-C) Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6 for Approval to 
Transfer Control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (U-7287-C) to Race Telecommunications, 
Inc 

 

Dear TD PAL Coordinator and Regulatory Counsel Rachelle Chong, 

 

I am the former mayor, current city council member of Nevada City, County of Nevada. I 
am writing to ask that you deny the Advice Letter No. 6, which proposes to transfer 
control of Bright Fiber Network, Inc. (Bright Fiber) to Race Telecommunications, Inc. 
(Race). 

Today, nearly $17 million has already been paid to Bright Fiber by taxpayer money via 
the California Advance Service Fund (CASF), to provide high speed underground fiber 
optic for underserved rural Nevada County, California. The intention has been to 
ultimately serve approximately 1941 households in 21 square miles. The CPUC awarded 
the grant in 2015 specifically for this entity and this particular project.  They stated that 
Ethernet over single-mode fiber underground was chosen for its resiliency. 

Consumers in Nevada County will likely be harmed if the Commission approves this 
transfer. This appears to be a now all-too-common “bait-and-switch” maneuver, whereby 
an underground fiber optic infrastructure is first approved (with broad consumer 
support and public grant funding) and then permitted to change to a new project design 
that seemingly depends on heavy telecommunications wires, boxes, and antennae 
mounted on already overloaded power poles in fire-prone areas. 

In addition, the assertion that Bright Fiber Network has no customers and therefore 
does not need any more public notice than the 3 days required for the CPUC filing is 
itself very questionable. In fact, an unrevealed large number of county residents in 
Nevada County have already paid Bright Fiber the cost of their first month’s bill for this 



service ($119).  Just because they did not receive said services does not mean they 
weren’t customers. 

The CPUC must also understand this is financially discriminatory for the people who 
have paid once, twice perhaps and now will pay again for an inferior and dangerous new 
infrastructure design (wireless on poles). Do they know they have already paid for this 
service through their ratepayer fees and US subsidies? 

A great number of Bright Fiber customers (let’s call them what they are) are very 
unhappy regarding Race’s intention to install primarily above-ground “aerial delivery on 
existing poles in existing rights-of-ways” and are wondering what happened to the funds 
they paid over the course of the last few years. 

These are most definitely customers of Bright Fiber and at the very least we should 
expect earlier public notice and a longer period of public comment -- ultimately allowing 
Nevada County residents their due rights to participate in the deliberations of this 
proposed change. 

It is stated in the CPUC Resolution T-17495 Communications Division Resolution 
December 7, 2015, which approved funding of the $16 million project, that “Bright Fiber 
contends underground deployment is essential because of weather factors, tree density, 
the obsolescence of existing poles and unorthodox pole attachments (e.g. wires attached 
to trees) for existing wireline networks in the area.” 

It is also noted in the Resolution: 

•         Fiber optic networks are advantageous as they are much less susceptible 
to congestion due to each household having a dedicated link 

•   •      Fiber optic To The Premises (FTTP) is not subject to terrain variability- 
trees and hills- thus is the best and most equitable method for delivery of 
broadband Internet. 

•   •      Limited coverage for line of sight transmission towers is described in the 
proposal if wireless networks used, indicating only partial and unequal 
coverage if installed. 

•   •      Bright Fiber has committed to serve every household in the project area 
with fiber optic 

Underground fiber optic broadband systems are safer, more private, and more reliable 
than wireless in a fire. The issue with the transfer of sale is that it enables Bright Fiber 
systems to use wireless networks instead of fiber optic for broadband expansion. In the 
last several years, telecommunications companies have conveniently switched their fiber 
optic business strategy to propose wireless communications systems, with cell antenna 
and accessory equipment mounted on utility poles, as these are cheaper and faster to 
erect than fiber optic cable.  They are however inferior in safety, reliability and quality, 
especially in rural areas, that still depend on our critical landlines, which should also be 
preserved as a backup. 



Race states it will use its standard approach of "aerial delivery on existing poles in 
existing rights-of-ways." This is a slippery slope that could ultimately lead to loss of local 
control over our public rights-of-ways as we have already seen transpiring in cities 
across the nation. 

Wireless systems are now being scrutinized as a much less secure, less private and less 
energy efficient communication network. Science is also clearly identifying wireless 
devices and infrastructure as an emerging threat to both public health as well as 
ecosystems.  

Lastly, the  original CEQA review approving the original CASF Bright Fiber Project 
would be no longer valid, given the intended change in the project by Race to "Using the 
standard Race construction approach using primarily aerial delivery on existing poles in 
existing rights-of-ways . . ." This changes the primary technology of the project from a 
benign underground fiber optic approach to an apparently above-ground low-frequency 
electromagnetic radiation antennae approach. The attachment to my previous email 
cites a variety of scientific evidence that this above-ground technology is harmful to 
wildlife and the natural environment and possibly also to the authentic appearance of 
national historic preservation sites in Nevada County.  

Public grant funds are to be used as originally agreed upon. They are not a give away to 
industry. This proposed stock Bright Fiber/Race purchase agreement is unduly 
financially discriminatory as the public has already paid Bright Fiber for services that 
will not be built and then will be charged again for an entirely different sub-optimal and 
hazardous system that is wireless. This will provide only partial coverage and thus is 
discriminatory. This transfer could ultimately be used as a precedent, leading to loss of 
local control and oversight by cities/counties regarding placement of cell antenna on 
utility poles, rents charged and suitability of location. This, alone, is a most dangerous 
position for our community. As an elected official this is what I am most concerned 
about. How can such an important item such as loss of local control of public rights-of-
ways not have a public comments period…at the very least? 

Ultimately, this transfer will result in a major change in the original contracted 
business plan and thus appears to violate the original Commission Resolution. It will be 
also be discriminatory to the underserved community who will be provided only partial 
service if wireless systems were to be instituted. 

This transfer should be denied. If Race wishes to continue developing broadband only 
through underground fiber optic in this area then this should be clearly written in the 
agreement and not subject to change without a full public hearing. 

  

Respectfully, 

 

Reinette Senum 

Nevada City City Council Member 



  

  

 
	



July 10, 2018 
 
Telecommunications Proposal and Advice Letter Coordinator (PAL) 
Communications Division 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
Dear CPUC Telecommunications Division PAL Coordinator, 
 
I am writing regarding the Tier 2 Advice Letter No. 6., which was published in the local Union 
newspaper on Saturday, July 7th, 2018, 17 days after the filing of this advice letter with the 
CPUC on June 20th. This article in the Union newspaper was the first public notice of the 
existence of the advice letter, allowing only 4 days for the public to make comments. This is not 
enough time for the community to comment on the letter. 

I hope that the CPUC will allow more time for the review and comments on the advice letter. By 
allowing for more time, the community will be able to fully understand the proposed transfer 
and what it means for this important project in Nevada County. This review will allow Race 
Communications to have a better product and a more satisfied Nevada County community. 

Sincerely, 
Andrew Collins-Anderson 



Dear CPUC Telecommunications Division PAL Coordinator, 
 

I am writing to express my concern over the short comment period allowed regarding the Tier 2 Advice Letter 
No. 6., which was published in the local Union newspaper on Saturday, July 7th, 2018, 17 days after the filing 
of this advice letter with the CPUC on June 20th.  Allowing only 4 days from public dissemination of the advice 
letter is not enough time to fully study and understand the ramifications of said letter. 

As a potential subscriber who has made the $119 deposit in anticipation of receiving gigabit inter service, I am 
fully in support of Race Communications, with a proven track record of providing internet access in areas such 
as ours, taking over the grant and project. 

I do have some concerns which do not seem to be addressed in the advice letter. 

x Will Race provide an active fiber network?  If we can get a gigabit connection I will be doing backups 
exceeding one terabyte to a cloud server.  On a passive connection this may take a long time 
depending upon the other traffic on the shared link.  And, will the connection provided by Race be a 
symmetric network? 

x I have been told that Comcast protested our road and street as being in their service area and as a 
result houses along my road were excluded from the grant.  Comcast does not offer service in my area.  
I have tried every year for the past six years to request service from Comcast only to be told that they 
do not provide service to my area. 

x I also understand that SmarterBroadband may be protesting the advice letter.  I have previously 
applied to Smarter Broadband and was told that there were too many trees between my property and 
the access point.  In addition, SmarterBroadband’s speeds are very slow and their service comes with 
data caps which I would exceed with one backup to the cloud. 

x Looking at Race Communications’ rates, they are half what Spiral/Bright Fiber were proposing for the 
same speed.  It is not clear what the subscriber rate would be if Race Communications takes over the 
project. 

x As far as the aerial vs buried fiber, I In this area I am not sure that one method will be the best for all 
locations..  I do think that the fiber should be buried along roadways but could be aerial from the 
roadway to the subscriber premises.  Particularly in this rural area, going underground could run into 
problems.  The 3 houses on our private road would require tunneling under multiple driveways and 
avoiding buried water and power lines to our wells.  There is a direct run from my property to the main 
road via power poles which would avoid the problems of burial. 

x Again, I ask for a longer comment period so that I may study both the original resolution as well as the 
advice letter. 

Sincerely, 

David C. White 
Independent Network/Systems Consultant 
14036 Diamond Ct 
Grass Valley, CA  95945 
530.277.2748 
 
 






