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March 11, 2009
The meeting was called to order at 1:07 p.m.   
Members Present






Chair Lee (Chair) Charter Communications 

Tamara Johnson, Springfield Utility Board

Jim McGuire, PGE 

John Wallace, PUC Staff
OJUA Staff

Genoa Ingram

Members Not Present 

David Asgharian, PacifiCorp

Dave Chaney, Accent Inc.
Jim Corwin, Verizon
Stan Cowles, Qwest

Scott Jennings, Verizon 
Gary Payne, Qwest

Gary Putnam, PUC Staff

Jim Flu, PacifiCorp 
Rob Kolosvary, PGE

Jeff Liberty, Bend Broadband
Mary Mason, Central Lincoln PUD 
Mark Simonson, Utility Consultants

John Sullivan, PGE

Scott Wheeler, Comcast

Diana Winchester, Qwest
Approval of Minutes

The minutes of the February 27, 2009 meeting were approved as amended.  
Mapping Update
Chair Lee reported that he would be meeting with Dave Chaney on Monday to go over the list to be contacted to secure the Shape files.  He also reported that $288 had been approved for the mailing.
Construction Practices/Spring Training Update

Chair Lee reported that Gary Payne continues his work on fine tuning the Manual and asked for volunteers to assist with presenting the final product at Spring Training. 
Standardization of Pole Application Form 

Deferred

Loose Wires

Chair Lee referred to the document “Review & Recommendations for Cables Attached Directly to Poles” (EXHIBIT A) and discussed the phrase “securely attached”.  John Wallace stated that there was a need for a standard so that everyone would operate under the same guidelines.  Chair Lee provided a brief history by saying that the NESC had been vague, followed by the discussion of the history of grandfathering and the PUC’s recommendations and perspective.  He added that best practices going forward should refer to a modification of the bell drawing and an approved method of attachments would be included in the Standards Manual under the chapter on risers. 

Accuracy Rate

Chair Lee referred to the original accuracy issues document (EXHIBIT B) and indicated that although there was consensus on what defined a discrepancy, there was no consensus on the percentage rate of discrepancies that would trigger a rejection of the Notice at this point.  Jim McGuire offered that accuracy is a continuing process and encouraged entities to continue to work through inspection procedures.  Chair Lee suggested that the discussion on accuracy be placed on the OJUA web site with a summary of recommendations, noting the fact that there is no consensus on the percentage rate of discrepancies that would trigger a rejection of the Notice.

Grandfathering  
Chair Lee asked staff to locate an electronic copy of the Excel Spreadsheet from PacifiCorp and OJUA’s own version.  

Climbing Space

Jim McGuire reported that John Sullivan had suggested discussing the issue with Alan Clapp.  Chair Lee asked PGE to raise the climbing space issue at Spring Training.
Field Reference Cards

Chair Lee reported that submittals have been received by Verizon, Charter, PGE and Comcast.  John Wallace indicated that PacifiCorp also had a good example.  Tamara will forward hers via email.
Next Meeting 
The next meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, April 7 at 10:00 a.m.    
Adjourn

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 2:43 p.m.
EXHIBIT A

Review & Recommendations for Cables Attached Directly to Poles

As operators of electric supply facilities and communication facilities conduct detailed inspections of their overhead facilities to identify violations of the Commission Safety Rules, many inspectors have a different perspective of what constitutes a “loose wire”.  These loose wires are typically communication service drops rising up a pole, but can also apply to such conductors as vertical grounds, secondary feeds from attachment points down into weatherheads, etc.

History/grandfathering of attachments as stated in the NESC Rules: 

1993 NESC: 239A1 Grounding conductors, neutral conductors meeting Rule 230E1, supply cables meeting 230C1, or conduits may be placed directly on the support.

1997 NESC: 239A1 (added the language in BOLD) Grounding conductors, surge-protection wires, neutral conductors meeting Rule 230E1, insulated communications conductors and cables, supply cables meeting 230C1, insulated supply cables of 0-750 V or conduits may be placed directly on the support. These conductors, wires, cables and conduits shall be securely attached to the surface of the structure. Cables not in conduit shall be installed in such a manner as to avoid abrasion at point of attachment.

2002  NESC: 239A1 (same as 1997 – no changes or additions) 

2007  NESC: 239A1 (same as 1997 – no changes or additions)
 (Allan L. Clapp, P.E., NESC Hnadbook, 5th Edition)
(This rule was created 1990; former Rule 239A was moved to Rule 239B.)

A new Rule 239A was added to place the former EXCEPTIONS to Rule 239 in positive terms and increase the understandability of the intention of the requirements. The 1997 revision added surge protection wires, insulated communications conductors and cables, and insulated supply cables of 0-750 V to the list of items allowed to be directly attached to the structure. Conduits enclosing conductors (or empty) may also be mounted on the structure.

Oregon PUC Safety Staff Comments in a letter to the Committee dated September 17, 2008.

Issue:  Loose wire

At a recent meeting of the Standards Subcommittee, OPUC Staff members Gary Putnam and John Wallace were tasked with developing a recommendation for resolving the loose wire issue.  The issue is a continuing matter of controversy within the utility industry during system inspections.  Staff, during program review inspections, has also observed the lack of a standard method of attachment.  Examples of the various types of attachments cited by Staff include:  taping or stay-strapping vertical conductors to existing conduits, taping or stay-strapping conductors directly to poles, vertical conductors pulled up within existing conduit standoff brackets but not directly attached to anything.  For the sake of brevity, this is only a partial list, for there are many more examples possible.  The intent is to demonstrate that the industry has strayed from any semblance of a standard practice for attaching unprotected vertical conductors to poles.

Upon searching the NESC for likely comparisons, the only example that could be found (of unprotected vertical conductors not in conduit) is of vertical ground wires attached directly to the surface of poles.  Staff found that the general industry standard is to attach those pole ground conductors by stapling every 18”-24”.

Staff also studied current and previous editions of construction standards of various utilities, particularly communications utilities.  Although finding various references to the issue, the clearest example is shown in the attached document, taken from a 1989 issue of the US West Placing manual.  As can be seen in the example, the pole ground is stapled to the pole at regular intervals and the vertical communications conductor is similarly attached.

After studying this issue, we believe that the Subcommittee should recommend that all utilities adopt this method of attaching unprotected vertical conductors directly to the surface of poles.  Specifically, that vertical conductors be attached at regular intervals not more than 24” apart.  Additionally, that all such attachments should be placed in the same quarter of the pole, when possible.

Discussion: Is the Bell drawing supported in the Construction Practices book? Do we as a committee make additional comments? 

EXHIBIT B
Discussion of “Accuracy” relating to Notices of Violations

Relevant Oregon Administrative Rules:
860-028-0115   *Duties of Structure Owners* (6)  An owner must ensure the accuracy of inspection data prior to transmitting information to the pole occupant.

860-028-0170  *Plans of Correction* (1)  A plan of correction must, at a minimum, set out: 

(a) Any disagreement, as well as the facts on which it is based, that the pole occupant has with respect to the violations alleged by the pole owner in the notice;

Discrepancies of Data contained in Notice of Violation

1. Notified entity is not located on the pole (nor required to attach)

2. Stated violation does not exist 

3. Mis-identified facility in violation (e.g., TV drop is cut and hanging, not telephone)

4. Code not properly applied to attachment (e.g., exceptions for communication drops over driveways attached to highest point of house only need 11’6”, not 15’ 6”)

5. Pole cannot be located with information provided

Other discrepancies, which often require a pole inspection and response, but would not be considered an issue of “accuracy”:

· Another entity created the violation (disputed)

· Citing party does not own the pole 

· Grandfathered attachments
· Communications spacing agreements (less than 12” separation at the pole, yet the parties have an agreement, which by code, is not a violation)
· Facilities on the pole have been modified since the inspection data was transmitted, and therefore a violation on Notice may not exist
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