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DECISION ADOPTING REGULATIONS TO REDUCE THE FIRE HAZARDS
ASSOCIATED WITH OVERHEAD ELECTRIC UTILITY FACILITIES AND
AERIAL COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES

1. Summary

This decision revises General Order (GO) 95 to incorporate new and
modified rules to reduce the fire hazards associated with overhead power lines
and aerial communication facilities in close proximity to power lines. The most
significant revisions adopted by this decision are as follows:

e Construction Grade “F” is eliminated. This has the effect of
requiring communications-only facilities to be built with
higher safety factors.

e The vertical loads that overhead facilities must support are
increased to reflect the increased weight of workers and
their equipment.

¢ The loading calculations for the planned addition of
facilities to a pole must (1) incorporate the most recent
intrusive inspection results, if available, (2) reflect the
condition of the pole, and (3) use industry recognized
values of relevant parameters.

e Records of loading calculations must be retained for the
service life of the pole for which the calculations are
performed.

e GO 95 is reformed to incorporate modern standards
regarding the design and construction of utility structures
using wood, steel, and other engineered materials.

This decision also approves a consensus plan for investor-owned electric
utilities (IOUs) to report fire incidents to the Commission’s Safety and
Enforcement Division (SED), and for SED to use this data to identify systemic
tire-safety risks and develop measures to mitigate the fire-safety risks.

The fire-safety regulations adopted by this decision carry out the statutory
mandate in Public Utilities Code Section 451 that:
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Every public utility shall furnish and maintain such adequate,
efficient, just, and reasonable service, instrumentalities,
equipment, and facilities, including telephone facilities... as
are necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and
convenience of its patrons, employees, and the public.

There are no estimated costs for the regulations adopted by this decision.
This decision finds that the additional costs, if any, are more than offset by the
significant public-safety benefits. The IOUs are authorized to track the costs they
incur to implement the regulations adopted by this decision and to file
applications to recover these costs. The IOUs shall thereafter seek to recover such
costs in their general rate case (GRC) proceedings. The Small Local Exchange
Carriers may use their annual California High Cost Fund-A advice letters to
recover the costs they incur to implement the regulations adopted in this

proceeding until their next GRC proceedings.

2. Background

2.1. Procedural Background

In October 2007, strong Santa Ana winds swept across Southern California
and caused dozens of wildfires. The resulting conflagration burned more than
780 square miles, killed 17 people, and destroyed thousands of homes and
buildings. Hundreds of thousands of people were evacuated at the height of the
fire siege. Transportation was disrupted over a large area for several days,
including many road closures. Portions of the electric power network, public
communication systems, and community water sources were destroyed.

Several of the worst wildfires were reportedly ignited by power lines.
These included the Grass Valley Fire (1,247 acres), the Malibu Canyon Fire
(4,521 acres), the Rice Fire (9,472 acres), the Sedgewick Fire (710 acres), and the
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Witch Fire (197,990 acres). The total area burned by these five power-line fires
was more than 334 square miles.

In response to the widespread devastation, the Commission issued
Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 08-11-005 to consider and adopt regulations to
reduce the fire hazards associated with overhead power lines and aerial
communication facilities in close proximity to power lines. Most of the
Commission’s regulations regarding the construction, operation, and
maintenance of overhead utility facilities are in General Order (GO) 95 and
GO 165. A major goal of these GOs is to minimize public safety hazards,
including fire hazards, associated with overhead utility facilities.

R.08-11-005 was initially divided into two phases. Phase 1 focused on
fire-prevention measures that could be implemented in time for the 2009 autumn
fire season in Southern California. Phase 1 concluded with the issuance of
Decision (D.) 09-08-029. Phase 2 addressed matters that required more time to
consider and implement. Phase 2 concluded with the issuance of D.12-01-032. In
D.12-01-032, the Commission instituted a new Phase 3 to address the issues
enumerated in Ordering Paragraph 8 of that decision.

A prehearing conference for Phase 3 was held on April 23, 2012. The
Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo for Phase 3 of this Proceeding,
dated June 1, 2012, (hereafter, “the Phase 3 Scoping Memo”) determined that the
scope of Phase 3 would be limited to the following issues identified in Ordering
Paragraph 8 of D.12-01-032 and the Phase 3 Scoping Memao:

1. Revising Section IV of GO 95 to reflect modern materials and
practices, with the goal of improving fire safety.
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2. Revising Section IV of GO 95 to incorporate standards for
wood structures and materials that (i) provide electric utilities
and communications infrastructure providers (CIPs) with
clear guidance for reliably obtaining prescribed safety factors
when using wood products with inherent variability, and
(ii) can be enforced by the Commission and the Commission’s
Safety and Enforcement Division (SED).

3. Revising Section IV of GO 95 to incorporate (i) a new
High Fire-Threat District, (ii) one or more maps of the
High Fire-Threat District, and (iii) fire-safety standards for the
design and construction of electric utility and CIP structures in
the High Fire-Threat District.

4. Assessing whether any of the new fire-safety standards
developed pursuant to the previous Item 3.iii should apply to
existing facilities in the High Fire-Threat District and, if so,
developing a plan, timeline, and cost estimate for upgrading
existing facilities to meet the new standards.

5. Developing a plan for investor-owned electric utilities (IOUs) to
report data to SED regarding power-line fires and for SED to use
such data to (i) identify and assess systemic fire-safety risks
associated with overhead power-line facilities and aerial
communications facilities in close proximity to power lines, and
(ii) formulate cost-effective measures to reduce systemic fire risks.

6. Preparing a detailed work plan for the development, expert
review, adoption, implementation, and funding of fire-threat
map(s) for the purposes identified in Item 7 below.

7. Developing and adopting fire-threat map(s) in conformance
with the work plan prepared pursuant to Item 6 above. The
adopted fire-threat maps must be capable of being used for
the following purposes:

i. In conjunction with the fire-prevention measures
adopted in this proceeding that rely on fire-threat
maps for their implementation.

ii. Identifying the boundaries of the High
Fire-Threat District identified in Item 3 above.
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8. Implementation issues associated with any requirements
adopted in Phase 3, including cost recovery and the timeframe
for implementing the new rules and requirements.

The Phase 3 Scoping Memo excluded (i) matters that are focused on
reducing utilities” legal liability; and (ii) replacing GO 95’s design methodology
for structures and facilities.

The Phase 3 Scoping Memo established a three-track workshop process to
address Phase 3 issues. The three tracks are:

Track 1: GO 95 Rule Changes. The purpose of this track is to develop and

evaluate proposed revisions to GO 95 identified in Issues 1 - 4 above.

Track 2: Fire Data. The purpose of this track is to develop a plan for IOUs

to report data to SED regarding fires associated with overhead power-line
facilities, and for SED to use the data, as set forth in Issue 5 above.

Track 3: Fire-Threat Maps. The purpose of this track is to first prepare a

work plan for the development, expert review, adoption, implementation, and
funding of fire-threat maps, as set forth in Issue 6 above, and then use the
work plan to guide the actual development, review, and adoption of fire-threat
maps as set forth in Issue 7 above.

The Phase 3 Scoping Memo established two workshop processes, one for
Tracks 1 and 2, and the other for Track 3. As the workshops for Tracks 1 and 2
progressed, the parties were unable to develop recommendations regarding the
following issues assigned to Track 1:

e Revising GO 95 to incorporate (i) a new High Fire-Threat District,
(ii) maps of the High Fire-Threat District, and (iii) fire-safety
standards for the design and construction of electric utility and
CIP structures in the High Fire-Threat District. (Issue 3 above.)

e Assessing whether any of the new fire-safety standards
developed pursuant to the previous bullet should apply to
existing facilities in the High Fire-Threat District. (Issue 4 above.)

-6-
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The participants in the workshop process reported that implementable
recommendations regarding the above Track 1 issues could not be formulated
until after fire-threat maps are adopted in Track 3. Accordingly, the above
Track 1 issues were deferred to Track 3 pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s
Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling For Track 3 Issues and Deferred Track 1 Issues
dated May 15, 2013 (hereafter, the “Amended Phase 3 Scoping Memo”).

Today’s decision addresses non-deferred Track 1 issues and Track 2 issues
(i.e., Issues 1, 2, and 5 above). The deferred Track 1 issues and Track 3 issues will

be addressed in future Commission decisions.

2.2. The Phase 3 Workshops for Track 1 and Track 2
The Phase 3 Scoping Memo established a two-stage workshop process for

Tracks 1 and 2. Stage 1 consisted of self-directed technical panels to develop
consensus proposals (Technical Panels). There was one Technical Panel for Track
1 and a second Technical Panel for Track 2. Each Technical Panel filed a report
containing the participants” proposals and alternate proposals. The parties then
filed comments and reply comments regarding the two Technical Panel reports.
Stage 2 consisted of facilitated all-party workshops where each party’s
concerns regarding the Technical Panel reports were considered. A total of nine
days of workshops were held over a three-month period. Thirty-four parties
actively participated in the workshops, including SED, the IOUs, publicly owned
electric utilities (POUs), telecommunications companies, cable providers,
consumer groups, fire agencies, independent consultants, and one individual.

The parties represented at the workshops are listed below:

List of Participants in the Workshops for Phase 3, Tracks 1 and 2
AT&T California (AT&T)

Bear Valley Electric Service, a division of Golden State Water Company
(Bear Valley)
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List of Participants in the Workshops for Phase 3, Tracks 1 and 2
California Cable and Telecommunications Association (CCTA)

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire)
California Municipal Utilities Association (CMUA)
California Pacific Electric Company, LLC (CalPeco)!

The Commission’s Safety and Enforcement Division (SED)
Comcast Phone of California, LLC (Comcast)

County of Los Angeles Fire Department (LA County Fire Dept.)
Cox California Telcom, LLC (Cox)

Cox Communications California, LLC (Cox)

Crown Castle NG West, Inc. f/k/a NextG Networks of California, Inc.
(Crown Castle)

CTIA-The Wireless Association (CTIA)
Extenet Systems (Extenet)

Frontier Communications (Frontier)

Hans Laetz (Laetz)

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)
Modesto Irrigation District (Modesto)

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)

New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (Cingular)

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)

PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power (PacifiCorp)
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)

On September 13, 2013, CalPeco served notice that it had changed its name to Liberty
Utilities LLC. This decision will refer to Liberty Utilities LLC as CalPeco for
consistency with the record of this proceeding.
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List of Participants in the Workshops for Phase 3, Tracks 1 and 2
The Small Local Exchange Carriers (Small LECs)?
Southern California Edison Company (SCE)

Sprint Nextel (Sprint)

Sunesys, LLC (Sunesys)

SureWest Telephone (SureWest)

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)

Time Warner Cable (Time Warner)

T-Mobile West Corporation, d/b/a T-Mobile (T-Mobile)
tw telecom of california, Ip (TW)

Verizon

During the workshops, the parties considered and discussed all the
proposed changes to GO 95 in the Technical Panel 1 Report and the proposed
plan for the IOUs to report data on power-line fires to SED (the “Fire Incident
Data Collection Plan”) in the Technical Panel 2 Report. Opportunities were
provided to modify the recommendations in the Technical Panel reports and to
suggest additional associated rule changes.

Parties were given an opportunity to request an evidentiary hearing on
Track 1 issues and Track 2 issues using the procedures in the Phase 3 Scoping
Memo. There were no requests for an evidentiary hearing and none was held.

The workshop process resulted in thoughtful proposals for reducing fire
hazards. Much of the credit for the success of the workshops belongs to

Administrative Law Judge Minkin who served as the neutral facilitator for the

2 The Small LECs are Calaveras Telephone Company, Cal-Ore Telephone Co., Ducor
Telephone Company, Foresthill Telephone Co., Happy Valley Telephone Company,
Hornitos Telephone Company, Kerman Telephone Co., Pinnacles Telephone Co., The
Ponderosa Telephone Co., Sierra Telephone Company, Inc., The Siskiyou Telephone
Company, Volcano Telephone Company, and Winterhaven Telephone Company.
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Stage 2 workshops. With her guidance, the 34 parties were able to debate dozens
of proposals and reach a consensus in important areas. We also thank the
workshop participants for their hard work and dedication. We appreciate the
cooperation exhibited by all the parties in both the self-directed technical panels
and the workshops. Lastly, we extend our thanks to the Workshop Report team

for preparing the workshop report summarized below.

2.3. The Workshop Report and Briefs
On May 8, 2013, Sunesys filed and served the Phase 3 Joint Parties” Workshop

Report for Workshops Held January — March 2013 (hereafter, “the Phase 3 Workshop
Report” or “Workshop Report”) on behalf of the following parties: AT&T and
Cingular (AT&T); Bear Valley; CCTA; Cal Fire; CMUA; CalPeco; SED; Comcast;
the LA County Fire Dept.; Cox; Crown Castle; CTIA; Extenet; Frontier; Laetz;
LADWP; Modesto; MGRA; PG&E; PacifiCorp; SMUD; SDG&E; the Small LECs;
SCE; Sprint Nextel; Sunesys; SureWest; TURN; T-Mobile; TW; and Verizon.

The Phase 3 Workshop Report contains 50 proposed regulations. There are
33 consensus proposals in Appendix A of the Workshop Report; 16 contested
proposals in Appendix B of the Workshop Report; and the proposed Fire
Incident Data Collection Plan in Appendix C of the Workshop Report.

Opening Briefs regarding the Phase 3 Workshop Report were filed on
May 22, 2013, by the following parties: A coalition of communication

infrastructure providers (the CIP Coalition),® Laetz, the LA County Fire Dept.,*

3 The CIP Coalition is comprised of AT&T, CCTA, CTIA, Comcast, Cox, Crown Castle,
Extenet, Frontier, the Small LECs, Sprint, Sunesys, SureWest, Sprint, T-Mobile,
Time Warner, TW, and Verizon.
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MGRA, SED, and a coalition of IOUs.> Reply briefs were filed on June 5, 2013, by
the CIP Coalition, the IOUs less SDG&E, Laetz, the LA County Fire Dept.,
MGRA, a coalition of municipal electric utilities (the publicly owned electric
utilities or POUs),® SED, and SDG&E.

SED’s opening brief contained one additional proposal which SED
described as a consensus proposal that was mistakenly omitted from the Phase 3
Workshop Report. There was no opposition the proposal in the reply briefs.

SED’s proposal will be treated as a Consensus Proposal by this decision.

3. Commission Jurisdiction

The purpose of this rulemaking proceeding is to consider and adopt
regulations to reduce the fire hazards associated with (1) overhead power-line
facilities, and (2) aerial communication facilities located in close proximity to
overhead power lines. The California Constitution and the Public Utilities Code
provide the Commission with broad jurisdiction to adopt regulations regarding
the safety of utility facilities and operations.” Ultilities are required by Pub. Util.
Code § 702 to “obey and comply” with such requirements.?

The LA County Fire Dept. participated in the Phase 3 workshops and the preparation
of the Phase 3 Workshop Report. The County of Los Angeles County Counsel
prepared and submitted briefs with assistance from the LA County Fire Dept. and
other departments. For simplicity, this decision will use “LA County Fire Dept.” to
refer to all County of Los Angeles departments that participated in Phase 3.

5 The IOUs are Bear Valley, CalPeco, PacifiCorp, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E.
6 The POUs consist of CMUA, LADWP, and SMUD.

7 Cal. Constitution, Art. XII, §§ 3 and 6, and Pub. Util. Code §§ 216, 701, 761, 768, 770,
1001, 8037 and 8056. See also SDG&E v. Cal. Super. (1996) 13 Cal.4th 893, 923-924.

8 See also Pub. Util. Code §§ 761, 762, 767.5, 768, 770.
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The Commission has enacted an extensive set of safety regulations
governing utility facilities and operations, including GO 95. A major goal of
GO 95 is to minimize fire hazards.

In addition to the Commission’s broad jurisdiction to regulate
investor-owned utilities, Pub. Util. Code §§ 8002, 8037, and 8056 provide the
Commission with authority to adopt and enforce rules governing electric
transmission and distribution facilities of publicly owned utilities (POUs) for the
limited purpose of protecting the safety of employees and the general public.
Today’s decision does not re-visit the Commission’s determination in the OIR
and the Phase 1 Decision that it may adopt and enforce safety-related regulations
for POU electric transmission and distribution facilities.’

The Commission’s comprehensive jurisdiction over matters of public
safety associated with utility facilities extends to attachments to utility poles by
CIPs. Specifically, 47 U.S.C. § 224 provides that the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) does not have “jurisdiction [under 47 U.S.C. § 224] with
respect to rates, terms, and conditions, or access to poles, ducts, conduits, and
rights-of-way as provided in subsection (f) for pole attachments in any case
where such matters are regulated by a State.” The Commission has certified to
the FCC that the Commission regulates such matters in conformance with
47 U.S.C. 8§ 224(c)(2) and (3).1° Further, under 47 U.S.C. § 253(b) the Commission
may adopt regulations to protect public safety and welfare.

Likewise, the Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984 specifically grants

states jurisdiction over cable service in safety matters. (47 U.S.C. § 556(a).) The

9 OIR at 6, and D.09-08-029 at 8 - 9 and Conclusion of Law 3.
10 D.98-10-058, 82 CPUC2d 510, 531, as modified by D.00-04-061, 6 CPUC3d 1, 5.
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California Legislature asserted such jurisdiction in Pub. Util. Code § 768.5, which
gives the Commission authority to regulate cable companies with respect to the

safe operation, maintenance, and construction of their facilities.

4, Criteria for the Adoption of New Regulations

The main purpose of this proceeding is to consider and adopt regulations
to reduce the fire hazards associated with overhead power lines and aerial
communication facilities in close proximity to power lines. Therefore, in deciding
whether to adopt the proposals in the Phase 3 Workshop Report, the primary
standard we will use is whether the proposals are likely to reduce fire hazards.
This is consistent with the public safety goals articulated in Pub. Util. Code 451,

which states, in relevant part, as follows:

Every public utility shall furnish and maintain such adequate,
efficient, just, and reasonable service, instrumentalities,
equipment, and facilities, including telephone facilities... as
are necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and
convenience of its patrons, employees, and the public.

Because this is a quasi-legislative rulemaking proceeding, today’s decision
may rely on legislative facts'! obtained from written submissions in this

proceeding, such as the Phase 3 Workshop Report and briefs. We may also draw

1 Phase 1 Scoping Memo at 16. A quasi-legislative proceeding establishes policies or
rules affecting a class of regulated utilities. (Rule 1.3(d) of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure.) Legislative facts are general facts that help the Commission
to decide questions of law and policy and discretion. (Rule 13.3(c) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.)
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on evidence from past proceedings, our experience and expertise in regulating
utilities, our current policies, and common sense.!?

Pub. Util. Code § 1708.5(f) provides that “the commission may conduct any
proceeding to adopt, amend, or repeal a regulation using notice and comment
rulemaking procedures, without an evidentiary hearing, except with respect to a
regulation being amended or repealed that was adopted after an evidentiary
hearing, in which case the parties to the original proceeding shall retain any right
to an evidentiary hearing accorded by Section 1708.” Notice of OIR 08-11-005
was served on all potential parties, including regulated electric corporations,
municipal electric utilities, and CIPs operating in California.'®> Parties were given
an opportunity to request an evidentiary hearing regarding the matters that are
addressed in this decision using the procedures in the Phase 3 Scoping Memo.

No party requested an evidentiary hearing and none was held.

5. Consensus Proposals

5.1. Summary of Proposals

Appendix A of the Phase 3 Workshop Report contains 33 consensus
proposals to revise GO 95 (hereafter, “Consensus Proposals”). SED’s opening
brief added one more Consensus Proposal. The following table summarizes the

34 Consensus Proposals.

12 D.06-06-071 at 26; D.06-12-029 at 13 - 14; D.04-03-041 at 11; and D.99-07-047,
1 CPUC3d 627, 634 - 636.

13 OIR 08-11-005, at Ordering Paragraph 6.
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Summary of Consensus Proposals

Consensus Proposal 1 re: GO 95, Rule 42, Grades of Construction

Purpose of Rule 42: This rule specifies “grades of construction” A, B, C, and
F, with Grade “A” having the highest safety factors and Grade “F” the lowest.
Grade F applies to communications-only facilities.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal (CP) 1 eliminates Grade “F” from
Rule 42. Grade “C” would become the lowest grade. This change would
require new communications facilities to be built with higher safety factors.
The elimination of Grade “F” is also reflected in CPs 7, 9, 16, 28, 29, 32, and 33.

Consensus Proposal 2 re: GO 95, Rule 43, Temperature and Loading

Purpose of Rule 43: This rule specifies the ambient temperature, wind load,
and ice load that are used to determine the required strength of lines and
associated support structures (e.g., poles and towers).

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 2 revises Rule 43 to incorporate the
term “Lines” that is defined elsewhere in GO 95; clarify that the terms
“loading” and “loads” include vertical, transverse, and longitudinal loads; and
clarify that the need to obtain the Commission’s approval to use other load
conditions for the design of lines applies only to “less stringent” conditions.

Consensus Proposal 3 re: GO 95, Rule 43.1-C, Heavy Loading Temperature

Purpose of Rule 43.1-C: This rule requires a temperature of 0 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F) to be used when determining maximum load, 60°F for
computing construction conditions, and 130 °F for computing sag.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 3 revises Rule 43.1-C so that a
conductor temperature of 0°F shall be assumed at the time of maximum

loading and at least 130°F for computing sag and its effect on structural loads.
The temperature that should be assumed during construction is deleted.

Consensus Proposal 4 re: GO 95, Rule 43.2-C, Light Loading Temperature

Purpose of Rule 43.2-C: This rule requires a temperature of 25°F to be used
when determining maximum load, 60 °F for computing construction
conditions, and 130°F for computing sag.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 4 revises Rule 43.2-C so that a
conductor temperature of 25°F shall be assumed at the time of maximum

loading and at least 130°F for computing sag and its effect on structural loads.
The temperature that should be assumed during construction is deleted.

-15 -



R.08-11-005 COM/MF1/avs

Consensus Proposal 5 re: GO 95, Rule 44, Safety Factors

Purpose of Rule 44: This rule defines the term “safety factors” and describes
how safety factors should be applied in determining the required strength of
structures and materials.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 5 revises the definition of “safety
factors” so that it applies to all materials and line elements under all loading
conditions specified in GO 95. The proposal also eliminates the term
“maximum working stresses” which is not applicable to those line elements
that are designed on the basis of designated load capacities versus stresses. In
addition, the proposal adds a new “note” that states the purpose of safety
factors is to account for “uncertainties in strengths, loads, design performance,
and minor construction deviations.”

Consensus Proposal 6 re: GO 95, Rule 44.1, Installation and Reconstruction

Purpose of Rule 44.1: This rule states that newly installed or reconstructed
lines and line elements “shall provide as a minimum the safety factors
specified in Table 4” of GO 95 for vertical loads, transverse loads, and
longitudinal loads. The rule further provides that the design of a structure
shall consider the structural loadings and mechanical strength requirements of
all facilities that are planned for the structure.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 6 shortens Rule 44.1 to state that
newly installed or reconstructed lines and line elements “shall provide as a
minimum the safety factors specified in Table 4” and that the design for a
structure must consider all facilities that are planned for the structure.

Consensus Proposal 7 re: GO 95, Rule 44.1, Table 4 - Safety Factors

Purpose of Table 4: This table lists the minimum safety factors for newly
installed line elements such as poles, crossarms, conductors, and guys for each
grade of construction.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 7 revises Table 4 to (1) delete
construction Grade “F”; (2) broaden the description of materials and line
elements (e.g., change “steel” to “metal”); (3) eliminate redundant provisions;
and (4) incorporate non-substantive edits.
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Consensus Proposal 8 re: GO 95, Rule 44.2, Additional Construction

Purpose of Rule 44.2: This rule requires an entity planning to add facilities
that materially increase the load on a structure to perform a loading
calculation to ensure that the additional facilities do not reduce the safety
factors below the values in Rule 44.3.

Proposed Revisions: Consensus Proposal 8 (CP 8) and Consensus Proposal 2
(CP 2) together move the definition of “loads” from Rule 44.2 (CP 8) to Rule 43
(CP 2). CP 8 also includes non-substantive changes to Rule 44.2.

Consensus Proposal 9 re: GO 95, Rule 44.3, Replacement

Purpose of Rule 44.3: This rule requires lines and the parts thereof to be
reinforced or replaced before the safety factors drop below the minimum
values prescribed by Rule 44.3.

Prop