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A. OJUA Joint Inspection Committee Mission Statement

The purpose of this committee is to determine the feasibility of joint inspections between different utilities within a single service territory.  If joint inspections are determined to be feasible and reproducible, the committee will:

1. Provide answers to typical critical-path questions

2. Establish a set of guidelines that will aid utilities in performing joint inspections

3. Create basic checklists and reference tools that can be used to establish the parameters for a joint inspection

B. Case Studies

1. EWEB/Qwest/Comcast Joint Inspection

a. Summary

This joint inspection program involved Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB), Qwest, and Comcast.  The program was created in response to a notice of an inspection/correction program violation from the PUC due to the fact that EWEB had no effective, documented inspection program at the time.  PUC safety staff suggested a joint inspection program and EWEB representatives met with the other parties.  Due to uncertainties regarding cost and other issues, it was difficult to negotiate cost sharing prior to beginning the program.

Faced with a number of uncertainties, time constraints and other pressures, the companies began the project.  According to participants, it took some time to develop a spirit of cooperation among the companies involved and, due to the variation in policies and priorities, it was a challenge to be consistent throughout the project.  Upon reflection, the EWEB project manager noted that if he were able to do it again, he would have liked more time to do more of the work jointly.  EWEB assumed responsibility for more costs, but the company was able to get the process under way, in part, by building necessary relationships.  Participants agree that the process was a learning experience and demonstrated that people are not as familiar with the code as they perhaps should be.
Participating companies looked at everything on the pole and on midspan, as well as the EWEB point of attachment.  Qwest and Comcast linemen had latitude to make corrections on the pole even if conditions had not been identified by the EWEB report on poles where violations had been noted.  Participants recognized the frustration with new construction creating violations and more difficulties for attachees.

EWEB's policy is that the crew that creates the problem is the same crew responsible for making the correction.  However, it soon became clear that companies needed to rethink how they deal with NESC compliance.  EWEB employees are now specifically assigned to address compliance issues.  The task is now rotated on a two-year basis through the department so everyone will eventually have the opportunity to increase their knowledge about NESC compliance.

Participants suggest that it is helpful to know what pole owner's construction standards are prior to beginning the inspection process.  In the EWEB scenario, a correction map was generated after each inspection.  Completed maps are provided on a weekly basis.  Participants also note that switching from paper reports to PDA dropdown software and electronic data was a significant improvement.
Data was kept in an in-house database, and downloaded to a spreadsheet so it could be easily managed and communicated.  Each violation reappeared in the system until it was assigned a correction date.  The database was updated manually when other parties had made their corrections.  EWEB did not run any sort of aging report for violation corrections, but did look at reporting on a regular basis and let licensees know approximately a month ahead of when they planned to do post inspection in a specific area.
The system was divided into five areas and inspection/correction was completed methodically in each area.  All violations that might result in a company being written up by the PUC were tracked; attachees were notified of any other type of violation they catch but those violations were not tracked.  Reports were also issued to the City of Eugene, ELI, and ATG.
Spot checks were also made to see if any violations were missed, determine what had been corrected and what violations may have been caused through the correction process itself.  Participants emphasize the importance to have the assurance that what has been inspected and addressed was sound.
EWEB inspectors were required to inspect 350 poles per month.  In this particular program, there was a need to conduct a second pre- inspection in part of the program.  One of the important components was a weekly report of violations to attachees rather than waiting until an entire area had been completed.  The correction timeline was managed by staying in one map row with correction crews.  Participants noted that companies did well in getting at the easy fixes, but need to develop an internal process to cleanly deal with the complicated issues.
Participants did not encounter any issues with regard to labor issues.  However, they agree that labor issues might affect corrections/inspections in the future, particularly if costs are shared.

Additionally, public sentiment can also be problematic since the public does not welcome traffic through yards.  EWEB reported having to distribute more comprehensive public information publications.   In some cases, there were also problems with yards that had not been accessed in some time and, occasionally, shrubbery had been planted around poles.
b. Inspection parameters

· The PUC allowed 5.5 years to both inspect and correct to bring the system, into compliance.
· 17,400 poles owned by EWEB
· An additional 9,000 poles owned by Qwest on which EWEB rents space
c. Cost Allocation

EWEB has not pursued a cost allocation formula due to industry push-back.  EWEB ended up covering all costs for the inspection and performing all the inspections with their own inspection staff.
The contract allowed EWEB to stay within the rolling average and update the number each year.  Rental rates increased by 39% due to the project.  No cost per pole estimate was calculated.

d. Background

Participants in the EWEB joint inspection project reported that, initially, inspectors had not done a good job and additional problems were found during the post inspections.  They emphasize the importance of writing detailed specifications for the inspection process, identifying everything to be inspected.

It is also advisable to run a short pilot inspection, following up with a re-inspection to identify what might have been missed, then re-training inspectors before progressing with the remainder of the project.

Project participants noted that during construction process, crews ignored other problems and only fixed what had been identified by the inspectors.  Inspectors had not captured GPS data or photographic data of the poles.  Participants indicated that ideally, joint inspection data should include where the pole is located, the pole height, who is attached to the pole, and compliance with NESC for everything on pole, everything originating from pole, and everything between this pole and the next pole.  Test and treat should be considered a separate program.

Issues to be considered prior to entering into a joint inspection program should include:

· Labor issues (union vs. non-union)

· Common format for sharing data—Access or Excel, Microsoft based product.

· Proprietary information 

· Managing collected data and the cost of sharing the collected data

· Non participating entities (e.g. cities)

· Corporate management (awareness and agreement)

· Contractual issues

Participants

	Organization
	Role
	Responsibilities

	Eugene Water and Electric Board
	Project manager?
	· Central coordinator

· POC for communications

	Eugene Water and Electric Board
	6 field inspectors (EWEB FTE employees)
	· Performed all inspections

· Performed QA

· Data management

	Qwest
	Tom Fitzgerald
	· POC for communications

· Coordinated corrections

· Data Management

	Comcast
	Joe Chavez
	


e. Results

· This was an example of trust-building and centralization rather than a true joint inspection process.  EWEB performed all the inspections and covered all the costs, then shared the results with the other participants.

· Because Qwest and Comcast did not perform the inspections or QA spot-checks, they had to develop a great deal of trust in the EWEB inspection crews to accurately interpret the needs and design specs of all parties.  Qwest did however identify and correct additional violations not included in the information provided by EWEB’s inspection.  This has led to an improved relationship between the utilities.

· EWEB, as the inspector and QA provider, also managed all the data.

· The PUC followed along after the correction program and was very pleased with the results.
· The big violations were addressed, but the territory was still not 100% in compliance.  Because of the compressed timeframes required by the Oregon PUC, Qwest has struggled to keep up with the pace of corrections.  Specifically, Qwest has been unable to keep up with the large number of pole replacements performed by EWEB.
PGE/Verizon

f. Summary

As of December 2005, PGE and Verizon were performing joint inspections of 55,000 poles.  Verizon is managing the contract but quality control is a joint effort.  The preliminary feedback appears positive.  The audit includes identifying attachments and measuring the amount of space each attachment occupies on joint poles as well as documenting NESC compliance.  Once the inspection process determines the severity of the non-compliance, a correction plan will be developed.  The objective of measuring attachment space is to ensure that companies pay for the amount of space they occupy.  This information will be used to update company records and be used for annual rental billing, starting in 2007.
Audit cost allocation is based on pole ownership and units that benefit each respective company.  Costs are split accordingly and PGE pays Verizon for managing the contract.
g. Background

Participants identified the following key issues:

A number of issues resulted in the undertaking of this project:

· A new contract that bills according to space occupied as opposed to number of poles or attachments.

· Requirement to meet their 10% inspection plan goals

· Obligation to identify and correct NESC compliance issues.

· Value in common data elements for joint use activity and minimize future confusion in ownership and billing.

h. Participants

Participation involves both PGE and Verizon as well as a third party contractor who is conducting the actual field inspections.  Both PGE and Verizon supply pole data records regarding plant information as well as maps identifying locations of poles to be audited.  Verizon serves as the overall contract manager.  Both companies participate in a post audit Quality Control inspection process.

i. Methodology

The methods employed consist of using pole data records from each company, along with company section maps.  The pole data records are presented to the Pole Audit contractor in the form of an access database, along with each company’s maps.  The database contains all of the pole data records reflecting all poles to be inspected.  All poles are inspected for Pole Tags (attachment of tags as required), GPS readings, attachment types, attachment heights, violations (NESC) using OJUA Deviations and descriptions, not in field situations (NIF), poles not on map (NOM), poles not jointly used, and no access situations.
Once the inspection process has occurred, the updated database is returned to the contractor manager (Verizon).  A joint quality review process then occurs through a field verification by PGE and Verizon of a sample of the audited poles.  If significant deviation is found in accuracy of the records and map data, the Pole Audit Contractor is expected to correct inaccurate situations.  If other situations are found, such as poles Not on the Maps or data indicating a pole Not in the Field, then each of the companies benefit by updating both map and data records based on audit results.
Through detail provided by the audit, queries are developed to determine many different conditions.  Primary key to this audit is determining if PGE is attached to Verizon poles and the space occupied by PGE along with any possible violation of pole conditions for compliance with NESC and company practices. In addition verification of Verizon attachments to PGE poles is also available.  Pole tagging of both Verizon and PGE poles is occurring when attachments exist on a pole and no tag is present.

j. Results

The PGE/Verizon audit is currently in progress (05/11/06).  From the time the project started it will take nearly two years to complete field inspection activity, because of the complexity of the audit and the number of poles involved.  At the current state of progress, the project is on schedule.  The pole audit results are just now being summarized by individual exchange area and quality inspections are in progress.  Data evaluations are occurring that will allow the project to accomplish its original goal.
k. Conclusions

The conclusions are preliminary, since the audit and following evaluations will continue for the balance of the current year (2006).  However, we are learning that the results will provide a consistent set of data elements to be applied throughout the joint service areas.  The audit provides pole tagging opportunities, GPS readings, (for ease of pole locating in the future), and an updated record of plant and the associated attachments residing in the field.  It will provide a basis for identification of standards violation issues that will need attention and it will offer a basis for contractual agreements for licensee space used for attachments on joint use poles.
As with any project of this size there are always challenges when faced with millions of pieces of data.  These must be reviewed and analyzed for consistency and correctness.  Multiple queries are used to determine missing data elements, transposition errors, and acceptance of each data record.  When issues are discovered a reasonable recovery process must be used.  This may involve a simple correction to a field within a database table or a revisit to a pole by the Pole Audit team.  This becomes a part of the total effort.  The project offers a great deal of value and the results will be used for many years to come in the day to day joint pole administration process.
2. Comcast/Qwest/PGE Joint Correction
a. Summary

Please refer to this on-line video:  http://www.poletrack.net/Files/OJUA%20collaborative%20corrections.wmv
b. Conclusions

This project was a joint correction project rather than a joint inspection.  One conclusion we draw is that the best “bang for the buck” may come from jumping to the joint corrections phase as quickly as possible.

Guidelines and best practices for conducting a collaborative inspection program

3. Collaborative Inspection Goals/Success Factors

A successful collaborative inspections program should provide these benefits:

· Cost savings for the inspecting parties

· Reduced long-term costs, including manpower reduction (initial cost could be more, but may be offset by cost recovery)

· Reduced number of visits to the pole

· Build trust, develop relationships, and improve coordination with all participating entities

· Improved customer perception

· Clarified expectations among parties

· Established geographic areas that are “clean” (providing correction program follows inspection program)

· Identified facilities (location of pole and identification of attachees)

· Improved coordination among the pole owner and the attachees

· Established uniform reporting

· Increased compliance resulting in reduced sanctions

4. Decision Points

· Will inspecting parties collect enough information to make a collaborative inspection a cost-saving process?

· Should inspecting parties tag poles during the inspection process?

· Define area to be inspected—need to establish common territories with mutual benefit.  Attachees may not be attached to all of proposed inspection area.  Recent inspections by one utility in that area will probably lead them to opt out of a joint inspection cycle.

· In Oregon or other states with cyclical inspection requirements, determine how the collaborative inspection addresses the cyclical quota for all participants.

· Identify feasibility in urban versus rural areas

· Determine the need to capture as much information as possible while at the pole to reduce the need to return to the pole.

· Generality/specificity of the inspection specifications (NESC safety, unauthorized attachment, permit compliance, etc.)

· What do pure licensees expect to pay for from a joint inspection?

· Determine parameters for make-ready work

· Who pays for it?

· Who is considered “at fault”?

· How will you divide the work?

· Is pole testing/treatment separate from the inspection?

5. Major Hurdles

	Challenge
	Approach

	Labor issues (union vs. non union)
	· Communicate with Union shops in the planning stage

· Use third party, signatory companies for inspections

	Proprietary information
	· Non disclosure agreements—create a specific agreement for inspections.

	Common format for data sharing
	· Access, Excel, other Microsoft-based product

	Non participating entities (e.g., cities and entities that have recently conducted detailed inspections)
	· Address through legislative fix, administrative rules and/or franchise rules

· Identify cost issues, such as who eats the costs of inspecting facilities of nonparticipants.

	Corporate management (awareness and agreement)
	· Management from all companies needs clear communication about the project parameters

· Management buy-in needs to be nailed down early.

	Contractual issues
	· Operators will need contracts with the Pole Owner or the Inspection Contractor directly

	Information collection during the inspection process (will parties actually collect enough info to make this a cost savings process?)
	· Need a formula/tool to determine ROI

	Identification of facilities (would inspecting parties tag poles during inspection?)
	· Pole-tagging has long-range benefits for all participating utilities.  It’s a good idea to encourage this.

	Cost sharing (what’s the fairest way to split the cost?)
	· Suggest using or modifying the scoping/costing matrix associated with this document

	Coordinating the 10 percent issue (how do you find an equal 10 percent for all participants?)
	· If Charter, for example, is required to coordinate inspections with each of the 33 utilities from which it rents, the logistics will be daunting.  Additionally 10% for each of those owners may not add up to 10% of Charter’s attachments.  This would lead to a very complex formula for full compliance.

· Suggested solution: pick the low-hanging fruit.  Coordinate joint inspections only in areas where there is a clear benefit, such as urban areas with high JU density.  Rural joint inspections may also work if there is a clear benefit to participants in clear-cut territories.

· Assume that solo inspections will always be needed to augment collaborative inspections in order to hit full compliance.

	Percentage of area to be inspected (attachees may not be attached to all of proposed inspection area)
	· 

	Managing collected data and cost of sharing data
	· Try to keep cost-sharing formula simple

· One organization has to take responsibility for data management (probably the one managing inspections and quality assurance)

· The Inspection Contractor must have the expertise and flexibility to provide for the data management needs of each operator involved.

	Quality control (who will be responsible for quality control?)
	· It is advisable to run a short pilot inspection, follow up with re-inspection by all parties to identify what was missed, then re-train inspectors before progressing with the remainder of the project.

· Utility with the most data to collect should generally take the QA role.

· A third-party organization may be able to take this responsibility.

	Finding qualified inspectors
	· Establish project scope with all participants, then post an RFP for inspection vendors

· To evaluate vendor proposals, interview and test the inspection vendor managers for understanding of the needs of all participating utilities.  Also test the inspectors to make sure they can handle all aspects of the inspection.

	Common denominator for design specifications
	· Confer upon and document mutually acceptable specifications and designs at the beginning of the project

· Create an effective training program for inspectors

	Dealing with bootlegs
	· Develop a plan for handling and paying for discovered unpermitted attachments prior to kicking off the project.

· Factor in a “bootleg” margin of error when calculating estimated costs for attachers (see matrix)

	Keeping project scope realistic
	· Pole test and treatment should be considered a separate project.

	Assigning responsibility for repair (solution may fall on entity that did not create non compliance—who pays for correction)
	


Basic joint-inspection process

1. Establish joint territory and/or facilities to be covered

2. Establish individual territory and facilities to be covered while in the field

3. Identify inspection types

a. Pre-construction

b. Post-construction

c. Quality control

d. Detailed

e. Safety

f. Test & treat

4. Identify data elements to be collected

5. Identify roles & responsibilities

a. Project manager

b. Lead agency

c. Quality assurance / spot-checks

d. Organization managing and storing the data

6. Do a pilot inspection in a limited area

7. Perform quality assurance re-inspection of pilot area.  Inspectors should accompany utility staff to the poles to discuss issues and receive clarification.

8. Return to table with inspectors and refine inspection criteria.  Re-educate as needed.

9. Begin full inspection process.

10. At regular intervals (bi-weekly), perform spot-checks on inspected territories.

11. Provide continuous feedback to inspectors.

12. Establish “next steps” for future inspections.

6. What not to do

· Don’t rush into a joint inspection—there are a lot of potential issues

· Don’t short-cut the planning process.  Effective, thorough planning is essential to success.

· Don’t under-allocate your budget.  Assume there will be surprises and complications.  Factor a margin of error into your budgeting.
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