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1. Introduction 

 

The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid (“National Grid” or 

“Company”) submitted a response to the State of Rhode Island Division of Public 

Utilities and Carriers (“Division”) dated April 19, 2012 (the “National Grid 

Response”)1 in regard to Gregory L. Booth’s2 February 2012 report on National 

Grid’s Storm Preparedness, Response, and Restoration Efforts (the “Booth 

Report”).  The Company’s response addressed: 

A. System Reliability Concerns, including: 

1. Storm Hardening and Impact of Trees 

2. Engineering Analysis and NESC Standards  

 B. Electric Emergency Plan (“EEP”) and After Action Reviews, including: 

  1. Planning Scenarios and Decentralization 

  2. Resource Coordination 

  3. Damage Appraisal 

 C. Communications and Outreach 

The Company acknowledges some of the observations in the February 2012 

Report prepared for the Division and details areas it is working on to improve, 

specifically in the areas of Resource Coordination and Damage Appraisal.  

National Grid’s Response also outlines areas of disagreement with the Booth 

Report.  The following response is intended to bring some level of closure, 

particularly on areas of disagreement.  It is essential to recognize that the review 

of National Grid’s Storm Preparedness, Response, and Restoration Efforts dated 

                                                 
1 National Grid, Response to RIDPUC’s Review of National Grid Tropical Storm Irene Preparedness, 

Response, and Restoration Efforts, April 19, 2012. 
2 The Report was authored by Gregory Booth, PE, but the review also involved several other professionals 

in the firm of PowerServices, Inc,, a professional engineering and management services consulting firm. 
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February 2012 must be placed in the context that National Grid controls not only 

the flow of data from a storm event, but more importantly controls the accuracy of 

the collection process and thoroughness of the post-storm assessment process.  

The Booth Report was prepared not only in the context of the data requests and 

information obtained from National Grid, and the completeness, or lack thereof, 

of the post-storm data collection and assessment but, just as important is the 

considerable utility response experience of the PowerServices team (See the 

attached experience summary for the PowerServices, Inc. team involved in the 

evaluation, which served as the basis for both the February 2012 Report and this 

May 16, 2012 Response to the National Grid’s Response) involved in the report 

preparation and assessment of the data.  The Booth Report also draws upon 

Hurricane Irene response information collected from other utilities along the East 

Coast and within the North East by an experienced team that has dealt with 

dozens of hurricane events, including the effects and aftermaths.  This response to 

the Company’s response will focus primarily on the areas of continued 

disagreement rather than re-addressing the areas of apparent acknowledgement by 

the Company of issues and areas in which the Company has identified that they 

will be taking further actions and steps for improvement. 

 

2. Responses to National Grid Report Responses 

 

A. System Reliability Concerns 

1. Storm Hardening and the Impact of Trees 

We do not believe our report significantly discounts the impact of 

tree failures on the outages.  As it relates to more than ten years of 
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reliability assessments and the Company’s implementation of both 

the feeder hardening program and its feeder reliability assessment 

and feeder ranking, we do find that the Company has qualified 

utility personnel evaluating each feeder. The Company’s feeder 

evaluations should not be just for reliability concerns associated 

with animals, deteriorated equipment, and lightning, but the overall 

quality and ranking of the feeders which, per our understanding, 

has included  pole strength, the amount of joint use attachers and 

their impact on pole strength, the overall quality of the line 

construction strength to withstand ice and tropical windstorms and 

other storm events, together with the general quality of the circuits 

to be in full compliance with the National Electrical Safety Code 

(“NESC”) and the construction standards of the company based on 

feeder hardening and overall enhanced system reliability and 

feeder reliability improvement.  Our comments relative to the 

feeder hardening program point to whether the historical programs 

have had sufficient and appropriate focus on the systems’ ability to 

perform under storm conditions, including ice storms, snow 

storms, and tropical wind storms.  To the extent that the prior 

programs have been deficient in these areas, and as the Company is 

embarking on new inspection and maintenance program processes, 

these issues should be incorporated.  The incorporation of practices 

to improve system performance during storm events may drive 

future operating initiatives including: shorter life cycles for key 

pole facilities, pole inspections and maintenance, heavier and more 
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frequent pole guying, and the addition of a system reliability 

component to Vegetation Management planning.  

 

Furthermore, based on our observations, we believe that the level 

of pole failures and other failures that we have seen require a level 

of improved post-storm assessment to clearly define whether they 

are due to tree failures versus other line equipment, such as 

insulator ties, wrap ties, preformed ties, or other system equipment  

failures.  The simple statement by the Company, as contained on 

page 3 of their report3, “The Company’s interruption records show 

more than a 1,873% increase in the average daily number of full-

tree failures caused interruptions for the four days of the storm 

(8/28/11-8/31/11) as compared to that same metric for all of the 

previous days in August of 2011 (8/1/11-8/27/11).”, is in our 

opinion is a 50,000 foot view of the issues rather than a detailed 

assessment of all of the feeder outages.  We submit that useful 

system performance metrics can be derived as the Company 

commits to completing adequate post-storm assessments using data 

collected from this storm and future events. Our team’s experience 

with tropical storms and, more significantly, hurricanes, did not 

exhibit the level of National Grid failures seen with this tropical 

storm and, therefore, still leaves open the issue of failures beyond 

simply full-tree failures. 

 

                                                 
3 National Grid Response, at p. 3. 
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2. Engineering Analysis and NESC Standards 

We continue to have concern and disagreement with the Company 

in this area.  The Company has addressed the major transmission 

structure failure in its response4; however the Company conceded 

that the failed pole “was not retained for examination” and “ the 

Company’s usual detailed analysis of its condition and the cause of 

the failure could not be done”.  It is our opinion that prudent utility 

practice would be to perform a post-transmission structure failure 

analysis and we would anticipate that the Company’s North 

American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) 

documentation would indicate that a company under those 

standards would, in fact, perform a post-transmission structure 

failure analysis.  The transmission structure clearly failed either 

due to a design flaw, an installation flaw, or a maintenance 

deficiency.  Furthermore, the transmission structure accounted for 

nearly 50% of the customers which were outaged.  In addition, the 

Company stated, 5“…this structure was more than thirty (30) years 

old and may not have had all of its original strength as a result of 

decayed or mechanical damage such as woodpecker holes.” From 

the Company’s statements, this raises a concern with the 

maintenance efforts that have occurred involving National Grid’s 

transmission structures.  The Company is implying that the failed 

structure may be beyond its reliable expected life. From a post-
                                                 
4 National Grid Response, at p. 3-4, footnote 7. 
5 National Grid Response, at p. 3-4, footnote 7. 
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storm assessment and reliability standpoint, the Company has 

made no indication of any efforts to address the other pole 

structures in this transmission line that were constructed at the 

same time as this failure (30 years ago) using the same materials 

and maintenance standards.   

 

Regarding third party pole attachments, the Company, in its 

paragraph A.2. response6, indicates its lines meet or exceed the 

strength requirements of the NESC.  That would certainly be the 

expectation and, in fact, would be customary good utility practice.  

However, the Company states7 “While the Company acknowledges 

that some joint-use parties do not follow the appropriate process to 

license and obtain approval for their attachments to the Company’s 

distribution poles, where that process is followed adequate pole 

strength is assured.”  National Grid does not explain when in the 

process it realizes that (1) third party attachers did not follow the 

appropriate process, (2) what the Company does in those instances, 

or (3) how they quantify the magnitude of the issue.  

PowerServices’ experience is that in recent years (the last 10 years 

or so) pole attachers, particularly cable and broadband companies 

across the United States, have followed a typical practice of failing 

to obtain permits and licenses for attachments including cable 

overlashing, and attachment to or increasing facilities on electric 

utility poles without the appropriate engineering assessment, 
                                                 
6 National Grid Response, at p.3. 
7 National Grid Response, p.4. 
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particularly for pole strength.  Our observations of the National 

Grid system in Rhode Island and of the failures in this storm 

continue to lead us to believe that appropriate make ready work 

has not been completed for pole attachers, thus leaving distribution 

lines without the customary factor of safety for pole strength.  

Since the Company now has an I&M program and previously had 

a program for evaluating each of its feeders and feeder reliability, 

such programs should include in their focus whether the attachers 

on the feeders have licenses, and if the attachments meet both the 

Company standards and the NESC pole strength and clearance 

requirements. From the Company’s response, we can find no 

indication that the Company plans to address its joint use 

attachments through a system inventory and NESC pole audit 

process.  We still take the position that unauthorized joint use 

attachments and upgrades, even by the Company’s admission, are 

a condition which can exist on the system and that only in those 

cases where the Company’s process is followed is adequate pole 

strength assured.  As is customary in the practice and teaching of 

the NESC “You get what you inspect, not what you expect.”, thus 

meaning that if you have not, in fact, inspected the attachments and 

continue to monitor the attachments on your poles, then you will 

have pole attachers without licenses reducing the NESC strength 

requirements of your pole lines.   
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B. Electric Emergency Plan (“EEP”) and After Action Reviews,  

C. Communications and Outreach 

I do not believe there is any need to dispute the Company’s paragraph B. 

or the Company’s paragraph C., since the Company recognizes there are 

improvements and enhancements combined with acknowledging that there 

are areas that require additional structure for future storm events. 

 

3. Conclusion 

We believe, based on our original report position, our current position, and the 

report response from National Grid, that there remains a gap in, primarily, the 

issues associated with NESC strength concerns.  I believe that the Company’s 

inspection and maintenance programs and feeder reliability assessments need to 

include components which address the location of power lines relative to trees, 

the inclusion of pole attachers that have not proceeded through the appropriate 

licensing and “make ready” process for line strengthening, and overall line 

assessment and performance capability and risk in a storm event, be it a hurricane, 

tropical storm, ice storm, snow storm, or other severe storm event for which an 

electric utility system should have a degree of resiliency.  Most importantly, 

transmission system failures should receive a comprehensive post-failure analysis 

in order to not only determine the failure, but to mitigate future failures and to 

appropriately address NERC compliance requirements of the bulk electric system.  

That being said, there are many areas in which the Company can be proud of its 

restoration successes, including the very hard work of its dedicated employees, 

particularly its line crews. 
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