RESPONSE





QUESTION NO. CR-299





For both AEP and CSW, state the policies on pole inspection, particularly concerning frequency and criteria for total replacement and replacement of appurtenances.





RESPONSE NO. CR-299





AEP:





AEP has adopted a targeted pole replacement strategy based on reliability centered maintenance (RCM) concepts.  AEP evaluates outage history and outage causes in order to target maintenance needs including pole replacement. In addition, when infrastructure improvement projects (such as public relocation projects and service upgrades) are performed, pole upgrades are made based on physical inspection of the poles during the engineering design phase of the project.  Furthermore, each pole is evaluated for soundness by line personnel before any work is performed on that structure.  Bad poles are identified and scheduled for replacement as a result of this practice.





Appurtenances are upgraded based on need and the work processes needed to complete the work.  Crossarms, etc. are transferred when they are in good condition when doing so does not result in net added expense to the job.





In addition to each CSW Operating Company’s policy on pole inspections, all CSW Operating Company linemen are trained to check a pole’s condition whenever work is being performed on it.  As a normal course of maintenance, once the linemen finds a defective pole (rotten at the ground or hollow inside), the foreman informs the engineer-in-charge of the project and a job order is created to replace the defective pole.





SWEPCO:





Pole inspection policy - approximately one third of the distribution and transmission poles are inspected annually.





Poles are stubbed when their integrity is compromised due to ground-line deterioration.  If this deterioration extends beyond the ground line, it is replaced.





Appurtenances are replaced based upon visual inspection due to deterioration.  





�
CPL:





CPL has a pole maintenance program using external contractors that inspect and treat distribution and transmission poles.





CPL has for many years conducted a pole inspection and treatment program that targets poles older than ten years.  





CPL’s transmission pole inspection cycle is ten to twelve years. 





Poles are inspected and then treated externally.  Some poles require an internal inspection and further treatment.  The pole inspection and treatment contractor reports poles that are not internally treatable to CPL.





Priority non-treatable poles are replaced by CPL as resources and schedules permit.








WTU:





Distribution was on a 20-year cycle in 1995 for pole inspection by an outside contractor.  In 1996 and 1997, WTU did not hire an outside contractor.  In 1998, WTU is having an outside contractor inspect 3200 poles in Abilene and San Angelo.  The previous pole contractor treated every pole over 10 years old, which was not rejected as a danger pole.  The new contractor does sonic testing and only treats those poles (internal or external) which will still have adequate strength characteristics.  Danger poles are also reported and will be replaced. 





Transmission poles were treated in 1995 on a 20-year cycle.  The outside contractor ground line treated every pole over 10 years old which still had adequate strength characteristics.  The danger poles were either replaced or reinforced with a channel depending upon the status of the pole.  There was no ground line treatment in 1996 and 1997.  In 1998, the outside contractor is scheduled to do sonic testing of 8000 poles which correlates to a 10 year cycle for the transmission poles on the WTU system. 





The outside contractor for 1998 pole inspection and treating (distribution and transmission) does sonic testing and uses boron rods for internal decay.  External decay is treated if removal of external decay does not reduce the strength characteristics of the pole to an insufficient level.  Poles under 10 years old are not tested.  All poles with decay that are not treated are reported as danger poles.
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