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A. Introduction

This testimony responds to the Consumer Protection and Safety Division’s (“CPSD’s”) 

claims regarding the 2003 pole loading analysis by Richard Cromer as set forth in Chapter 4 of 

the CPSD’s Direct Testimony Regarding the Malibu Canyon Fire of 2007.  Although the CPSD 

states that “Mr. Cromer indicated that the proposed NextG installation would overload the poles,” 

it also notes that a safety factor of 4.0 was used in Mr. Cromer’s analysis.  (CPSD Direct 

Testimony at 4-3, 4-5.)  Because Mr. Cromer’s analysis is based on a more conservative safety 

factor than required by General Order 95 (“GO 95”), it cannot support a finding of pole 

overloading or a violation of GO 95.  As set forth below, when Mr. Cromer’s analysis is 

replicated using the appropriate 2.67 safety factor, there is no evidence that the proposed addition 

by NextG would result in overloading the existing poles. 

B. NextG’s Proposed Installation and Mr. Cromer’s Pole Loading Analysis

In 2003, NextG Networks of California Inc. (“NextG”) proposed an installation of 28 

miles of telecommunications optic cable fiber on poles jointly owned by Southern California 

Edison Company (“SCE”), Verizon Wireless, Sprint Communications LP, and AT&T Mobility 

LLC in the Malibu Canyon area.  SCE’s Transmission Design Department was asked to conduct 

an assessment of the route to determine if the proposed attachments would overload the existing 

poles, and I supervised the assessment.   

I assigned the task of conducting the pole loading analysis from Pacific Coast Highway to 

Highway 101 to SCE transmission lineman Richard Cromer.  In 2003, Mr. Cromer had been 

employed at SCE for more than 30 years and had been trained as a lineman in transmission 

system design, construction, and maintenance.  Mr. Cromer was working with the Transmission 

Design Department at the time, because he was injured and temporarily assigned to light-duty 

work.  Pole loading analysis is a topic area familiar to linemen such as Mr. Cromer and is 

addressed in the Transmission Construction Methods book that they use.  (Overhead 

Transmission Manual (Oct. 15, 2000) (relevant excerpts attached hereto as Ex. 1).)  There are no 

specific prescribed qualification requirements for performing a pole loading analysis.  Generally 

speaking, such analysis is performed by trained SCE personnel, with experience in SCE standards 
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of design and construction practices, with the ability to work applicable software programs, or 

perform applicable mathematic equations.  Mr. Cromer was fully qualified to do the pole loading 

work under my supervision.  

To conduct the requested analysis, Mr. Cromer met with me to discuss fully what would 

be required for the evaluation.  Mr. Cromer reviewed NextG’s Joint Pole Authorization and 

pulled copies of relevant inventory maps.  He then spent several weeks going out into the field to 

personally inspect the poles to which the proposed installation would be attached.  This 

evaluation required Mr. Cromer to physically walk the leg of the proposed installation from 

Pacific Coast Highway to Highway 101 to survey the existing facilities to determine whether 

adding load would cause any of the poles to become overloaded.  Among other things, he 

measured span lengths between existing poles and diagrammed the configurations on the poles.

This was done for all of the supporting poles but not for the guyed poles.

After Mr. Cromer examined poles along the entire route, he conducted pole loading 

calculations using an Excel program that had been created by the Transmission Design 

Department, and in which the number of conductors, conductor size, conductor diameter, pole 

length, pole class, construction grade, type of wind loading, and other relevant variables for a 

particular pole are input.1  Because Mr. Cromer did not receive from NextG information 

regarding conductor size and diameter, he input conservative assumptions contained in the Excel 

program based on the likely conductor size for this type of attachment.  Using this information, 

the Excel program calculated the maximum distance (“max span”) that could exist between poles 

without their being overloaded given the anticipated load.  A max span was not calculated for 

every pole; rather, a model was created for similar facilities located adjacent to one another since 

their measurements would be very similar, i.e., if numerous poles in a given stretch had identical 

construction features, the max span calculation would be identical for each span of poles within 

this section.  Measuring the distance between each pole and comparing it to the max span 

1 The Excel program used by the Transmission Design Department to calculate pole loading had 
been used for several years and used pole loading methodology consistent with that in SCE’s Construction 
Methods Book.  While Mr. Cromer had never before used the Excel program, he was adequately instructed 
and supervised regarding the proper utilization of this tool. 
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calculation would determine whether the new load could be accommodated.  

Utilizing this methodology, if it was determined that a pole would be overloaded with the 

addition of NextG’s proposed attachments, Mr. Cromer would circle that pole on a map of the 

canyon and also indicate the maximum span allowed with the proposed addition and the actual 

span between the poles.  Mr. Cromer’s analysis of the Malibu Canyon route indicated that many 

poles along it would be overloaded with NextG’s proposed attachments.  (As set forth more fully 

below, however, his analysis used a more conservative safety factor calculation than that actually 

required by GO 95, i.e., a 4.0 safety factor as opposed to 2.67.)  He explained his findings to me, 

and I verified the work.  The results of Mr. Cromer’s analyses were packaged and submitted to 

SCE’s Joint Pole Committee Organization.  Because SCE indicated that NextG’s proposal should 

be denied, the Transmission Design Department did not perform further assessment.  The 

Department heard nothing more regarding this project until this investigation.

With respect to the three poles that failed during the Malibu Canyon fire in 2007, Mr. 

Cromer indicated that one of them – Pole 1169252E – would be overloaded with the addition of 

NextG’s proposed attachments.  Mr. Cromer indicated that the “max span” for this pole with the 

NextG installation would be 246 feet and that the actual spans on either side of this pole were 265 

feet and 275 feet, for an average of 270 feet.  (Map attached hereto as Ex. 2.)  Because the 

average actual span (270 feet) exceeded the “max span,” Mr. Cromer circled this pole on his map 

to indicate that with the proposed addition, it would be overloaded.  He also completed a Foreign 

Joint Pole Authorization Review Document dated August 5, 2003, on which he wrote, “Request 

denied due to overload.  Poles in Red Overloaded.”  (Form attached hereto as Ex. 3.)  

C. Replication of Mr. Cromer’s Pole Loading Analysis

As a part of this testimony, I replicated Mr. Cromer’s 2003 pole loading analysis.  Using 

the same Excel program used by Mr. Cromer, I ran an analysis of a 50 foot pole and input 

information regarding the existing and proposed attachments at 44 feet, 39 feet, 34 feet, and 26 

feet, 21 feet, and 20 feet.  My assumptions were based on photographs of Pole 1169252E, the 

height of the pole, and applicable construction standards: 
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Conductor 
Location 

Cond.
Size 

Cond.
Dia.

No. of 
Conds. 

Point of 
Support 
Height 

STATION #1 336ACSR 0.684 2 44 

STATION#2 336ACSR 0.684 2 39 

STATION #3 336ACSR 0.684 2 34 

STATION #4 #4 AL 0.232 2 26 

Comm. #1 25PR-
5/16MSG

R

0.943 3 21 

Comm. #2 ADSS-24
SMF 500’ 

DC

0.579 1 20 

(See Van Beyeren Replication (attached hereto as Ex. 4).)  Selecting Mr. Cromer’s designations 

of Pole Class 1 and Construction Grade A in the Excel program, I calculated the max span for a 

Douglas fir pole in a light loading area (8lb/ft2) with the addition of NextG’s installation to be 248 

feet – a pole loading result almost identical to Mr. Cromer’s max span of 246 feet, thus validating 

Mr. Cromer’s analysis as input.  (See id.)

 Although the calculation suggests that the NextG installation would have overloaded the 

pole, this result and Mr. Cromer’s result are technically incorrect as they apply a more 

conservative approach to pole loading than that actually required by GO 95.  This is because in 

2003, the Transmission Design Department applied a 4.0 safety factor to the calculation as 

opposed to the GO 95 required 2.67 safety factor. The Excel program used for pole loading at 

that time did not calculate a 2.67 safety factor.   

 Specifically, the Excel program offered the choice of either a safety factor of 4.0 (“Grade 

A construction”) or a safety factor of 3.0 (“Grade B construction”), but it was not set up to offer 

the choice of a safety factor of 2.67, which is the safety factor appropriate for the construction 

proposed by NextG, i.e., 4.0 x 2/3. See GO 95, Rule 44.1, Table 4 (indicating 4.0 is minimum 

safety factor for wood poles, Grade “A”); GO 95, Rule 44.3 (“Lines or parts thereof shall be 

replaced or reinforced before safety factors have been reduced (due to deterioration) in Grades 

“A” and “B” construction to less than two-thirds of the construction safety factors specified in 
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Rule 44.1…”). 

 Mr. Cromer’s use of the Excel program and selection of a 4.0 safety factor for the pole 

loading analysis was based on a misapplication of GO 95 requirements by the Transmission 

Design Department.  At approximately the time that NextG proposed its installation, the 

Transmission Design Department was instructed by SCE’s Maintenance & Inspection 

organization that third-party attachments should be treated as Grade A construction.  The 

Transmission Design Department interpreted the instruction to mean that a minimum safety factor 

of 4.0 should be used when performing pole loading analyses for existing poles involving third-

party attachments, because a minimum 4.0 safety factor always had been used for new poles 

designed to meet Grade A construction requirements.  The practical effect of applying a 4.0 safety 

factor meant that some poles were determined to be overloaded when, in fact, these poles were 

not overloaded per GO 95 requirements. 

 The Transmission Design Department later learned that GO 95, Rule 43 allows a 2.67 

safety factor to be applied to existing poles supporting third-party attachments.  Not long after Mr. 

Cromer conducted the pole loading analysis at issue in this investigation, the Transmission 

Design Department began to use a safety factor of 2.67 for pole loading analyses involving third-

party attachments on existing poles and began using new pole loading software.  A minimum 2.67 

safety factor is still used today when performing pole loading analyses for existing poles 

involving third-party attachments.    

D. Replication of Mr. Cromer’s Pole Loading Analysis With A Safety Factor Of 2.67

 Although the Excel program used by Mr. Cromer does not allow one to change the safety 

factor to 2.67, the program can be used to calculate a max span with a 3.0 safety factor by 

changing the grade of construction from A to B.  Rerunning the same pole loading analysis as 

described above on a Class 1 pole with Grade B construction, the max span is 344.  (Van Beyeren 

Max Span Replication with 2.67 Safety Factor (attached hereto as Ex. 5).)  Using these same 

assumptions with a safety factor of 2.67, the max span would be even greater.  Accordingly, if Mr.

Cromer had run the same analysis with the safety factor appropriate under GO 95, he would not 

have concluded that the Pole 1169252E was overloaded, i.e., the max span would have exceeded 
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the actual average span of 270. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY  

OF JACK VAN BEYEREN 

Q. Please state your name and business address for the record: 

A. My name is Jack Van Beyeren, and my business address is 28250 Gateway Village Drive, 

Santa Clarita, California. 

Q. Briefly describe your present responsibilities at the Southern California Edison Company. 

A. I am currently a Planner III in the Transmission Design Department, a position that I have 

held for more than 16 years.  My responsibilities include planning for installation of new 

facilities and modification of existing facilities.  I am also responsible for maintaining 

methods and standards for transmission design and interfacing with other groups within 

the SCE’s Transmission and Distribution Business Unit.  

Q. Briefly describe your educational and professional background. 

A. I have a Certificate in Project Management from the University of California at Irvine.  I 

was hired by SCE in 1971, and have worked as a groundman, an apprentice, a journeyman 

lineman, a senior patrolman, a heavy line crew foreman, a transmission estimator, and 

operations supervisor, and a planner.

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

A. The purpose of my testimony in this proceeding is to sponsor Exhibit SCE-2.   

Q. Was this material prepared by you or under your supervision? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Insofar as this material is factual in nature, do you believe it to be correct? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Insofar as this material is in the nature of opinion or judgment, does it represent your best 

judgment? 

A. Yes, it does. 

Q. Does this conclude your qualifications and prepared testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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