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the decay hazard. If we find advanced decay on one
percent of the sample or minor decay on five percent
we recommend an inspection and maintenance pro­
gram to cover the entire population in 8-12 years.
Once this has been completed we recommend the
subsequent cycle to immediately commence. It is
important to recycle on schedule. Let us assume that·
the poles were 20 years old when they were inspected
initially and that the inspection and treatment were
proper, we should expect to find two percent or less
rejects on a reinspection 10 years later.

The timing of the second cycle is important. On
a system in Louisiana groups of poles were inspected
at three times, 1963, 1966 and 1969.. The reject rate
was about 15 percent on the initial inspection. When
the second inspection was performed (1977) after
14 years (1963 poles) the reject percent was 2.3,
after 11 years (1966 poles) the reject percent was
1.5, after 8 years (1969 poles) the reject percent
was zero. REA's recommended time for the second
inspection, in this part of the country, has been eight
years.

Some may think that supplemental treatment
should cure all ills. Supplemental treatment does
not replace the original treatment. It is intended to
only restore the toxicity level in the critical ground­
line sector. Some decay is to be expected on the sec­
ond inspection. If some was present on the first in­
spection we would know that we had a representative
group of poles. If none was found on the second
inspection then we might assume that the inspector
had culled with a heavy hand when he inspected
initially. We want to save as many serviceable poles
as possible, each time we inspect. By following a
proven reinspection cycle we will still find poles
decaying but we can greatly reduce the failure rate.

Conclusions
The maintenance of a wood pole is essential if

they are to remain serviceable and the construction
is to conform to the National Electrical Safety Code.
Some may look for other materials which are perma­
nent. Before the advocates of concrete wax ecstatic
let me invite them to compare wood with concrete.
In a dozen foreign countries I can show them con­
crete poles failing faster than wood. Therefore, we
have a good product. Let's improve it.

For supplemental work on poles in service we have
the Shigometer* to detect decay in very 'early stages
and we have the fumigants to internally treat poles
better than we have before with present external
treatments.

For new poles, it is apparent that air-seasoning is
the cause of many pole failures. The results in the
U.S. and in Europe bear this out. Air-seasoned poles

can be expected to have decay infection. Sometimes
the treatment can arrest and control this decay but in
the thil,1- sapwood species it is impossible to treat the
heart. lin thick sapwood species the infected sapwood
has a higher moisture content and rejects the treat­
ment. If internal decay is found at the mid-point
of the above ground part of the pole it is practically
guaranteed that the pole was infected prior to treat·
ment. When decay commences strength is lost.

There is 110 fungus whose mycelium touch the
wood which can be classified as "Non.Destroying".
Decay has been defined as "the decomposition of
wood substance by fungi". Thus, when a fungus
mycelium penetrates a cell wall decay has commenced.
Even blue stain reacts in this manner and reduces
certain strength properties. IS

Wood pole maintenance is an essential responsi­
bility of utility managers and can be done effectively
with the current state of the art.
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Discussion
DR. JOHN LEUTRITZ, JR.: Pole maintenance has

been traditionally regarded as a corrective proce­
dure. This is valid and it is necessary to remove
decayed poles and bolster the preservative level of
the remaining poles. The primary reason should be
preventative maintenance. Taking care of good poles.
The cost of replacements has escalated in recent
years and it is good economics to maintain what is
currently in plant.

To supplement the data I presented in my paper
I have summarized results gathered from the REA
borrowers. One in Indiana, another in Georgia and
a third in Florida. The Indiana and Georgia uata
illustrate the results obtained, using a penta grease.
The Florida data illustrates the results obtained

using il (oll1binal ion malt-ria!' The Florida data is
from the most severe decay hazard area and we know
that 22.1 % of lhe poles inspected in 1978 (1027
poles). had decay on them in 19<>9. In 190R only
O.\) pcrn:nl had adive decay. The results lell us lhal
poles can be maintained if we have: 1. The right
cycle; 2. A good inspector and 3. An effective com­
bination p~eservative.

Figurtis 2 and 3, page 171 of the 1974 AWPA'
P~oceedings, are based on the performance of sev­
eral thousand REA poles installed in Zones 4 and 5.
Records on remOtld/s for dectly 011/)' since their in­
stallation in the lines indicated that 40 percent failed
during the first 17 year period.

In my report covering the inspection of penta
treated poles it was noted that the poles in Zone 5
were better than in Zone 4 when inspected after
20 years for the same reason. The early failures in
Zone 5 were not taken into account.

An initial study of creosoted specimens from
poles held in storage three to six years and ground­
line treated were exposed in wet and dry sites. Treat.
ments included single preservatives, Le., penta or
fluoride and combinations. Periodic chemical analyses
for penetration and retention of zoned borings indi­
cated that a combination of 15/10/15 creosote penta
and fluoride gave the best results in all exposure sites
with retention thresholds well exceeded an ade­
quate penetration of both penta and fluoride. Pene­
tration of penta into the specimens exposed in
"wet" sites was minimal when used in greases or
emulsions. Penta in creosote appeared to penetrate
better because of the wetting action of the creosote
carrier.

As confirmation of the decision to use a specified
ground line treatment containing a minimum of
15/10/15 percent creosote, penta, sodium fluoride,
all the low retention specimens were sound after 12
years exposure in Orange Park, Fla.

Decayed but
No. Rejects Serviceable Totals

Interior Exterior Total Interior Exterior Tol:t1 Interior Exterior Total
Indiana
Inspected 1967-611
Reinspected 1977 748 9.~ 1.1 10.6 Not reported 9.~ 1.1 10.6
Penta Grease

So. Georgia
1st Inspection 19~ 1 7M ~.~ 111.8 24.3 0.7 19.R 20.~ (,.2 311.11 4~.0
Inspected 1974
Reinspection 1977 1I0~ 3.6 7.~ II.l 1.7 loA 12,1 5.3 17.9 23.2
Penta Grease

Florida

Inspected 1969 B~~ 1.6 25,4 27.0 0.3 21.8 22.1 1.9 47.2 49.1
Reinspected 19711 1027 None None None n.ll 0.1 n,9 n.ll 0.1 0.9
Combination


