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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Pursu ant to 1989 House Jo int Reso lution No. 155, the 
Virginia State Corporation Commission was requested to evaluate 
the need to establish guidelines for the trimming of trees for 
utility line clearance. During the course of the evaluation, the 
Commiss ion examined (1) the scope of utilities' existing internal 
guidelines for tree trimmingi (2) the quality of the utilities• 
tree-trimming pro grams; and { 3) the viewpoints of various 
interested parties relative to the need for guidelines. 

As a result of the lack of uniformity among the utilities• 
tree-trimming specifications and the absence of a framework of 
regulation and accountability, the Commission determined that it 
is in the public's interest to establish guidel ines. The 
purposes of these guide lines are to provide a uniform set of 
minimum requirements, to supersede some questionable practices in 
use prior to the establishment of these guidelin es, and to 
establish a regulatory framework and system of accountability. 
The guidelines are provided at the end of this report. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

GUIDELINES FOR TREE TRIMMING FOR UTILITY LINE CLEARANCE 
HJR NO. 155 

1. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 1989 House Joint Resolution No. 155 (see Figure 
1), the Virginia State Corporation Commission was requested to 
determine whether it is in the public interest to establish 
guidelines for the trimming of trees for utility line clearance 
and, if so, appropriate provisions for such guidelines. HJR No. 
155 specifies that any guidelines should "incorporate accepted 
professi onal standards, proper regard both for the safety of 
utility employees and for the health and appearance of the trees, 
owners' requests, and also to take into consi deration tree 
trimming and pruning during emergency weather conditions or 
conditions of natural disaster." 

In order to determine whether it is in the public interest 
to establish guidelines for the trimming of trees for utility 
line clearance, Commission staff established the following 
objectives: 

(1) To determine the extent of exi sting internal utility
guidelines for trimming of trees.

(2) To evaluate the quality of utilit ies' tree-trimming
programs since 1985.

(3) To review any tree-trimming guidelines established in 
other states.

(4) To obtain and consider the co mments of various
interested part ies relative to the  adequacy of
utilities' internal guidelines for tree trimming.

An objectives tree representation of the above listed 
objectives is provided in Figure 2. The analysis of each of the 
four major objectives is addressed in subsequent sections. 

2. ANALYSIS OF UTILITIES' TREE-TRIMMING PRACTICES

Background 

On A pril 14, 1989, the Divi sion of Energy Re gulation 
requested each investor-owned electric uti lity and electric 
cooperative in Virginia to submit written guidelines relevant to 
the trimming of trees for utility line clearance. A copy of that 
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA - 1989 SESSION 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 155 

Reque sting the State Corporation Commission to establish 
guideZines for the pruning and trimming of trees for utility 
tine ciearance. 

Agreed to by the House of Delegates, January 26, 1989 
Agreed to by the Senate, January 24, 1989 

WHEREAS, utility li nes are a common sight throughout the 
Commonwealth: and 

WHEREAS, trees may t otal l y  or partially hide the 
unattractive utility lines; and 

WHEREAS, keeping utility lines clear of interfering trees 
and bra nch es is the primary res ponsibility of the utility 
companies: and 

WHEREAS, basic standards for proper tree pruning techniques 
have been established by the industry; and 

WH EREAS, .the State Corporation Com mission, which has 
oversight over the construction and maintenance of such lines, 
could help ensure that the health and appearance of trees under 
utility lines are maintained through proper clearance procedures; 
now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring, 
That the State Corporation Commission, with the aid of the 
Virginia Extension Service of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University, the Virginia Department of Forestry, and the 
public utilities doing business in Virginia, be requested to 
determine whether it is in the pub lic interest to establish 
guidelines for the pruning of trees for utility line clearance 
and, if so, appropriate provisions for such guidelines. They 
shall incorporate accepted professional standards, proper regard 
both for the safety of utility employees and for the health and 
appearance of the trees, owners' requests, and also take into 
consideration tree trimming and pruning during emergency weather 
conditions or conditions of natural disaster. The established 
guidelines shall be fol lowed by all utility companies doing 
business in Virginia. 

Figure 1. House Joint Resolution No. 155 
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letter is provided in Figure 3. On June 1, 1989, the Division of 
Communications issued a similar request to all 20 telephone 
companies certificated in Virginia. The objectives of these 
requests were (1) to enable a comparison among utilities of the 
breadth and depth of internal tree-trimming guidelines and (2) to 
enable a performance evaluation of each utility's tree-trimming 
program. These evaluations  are reported in the following 
sections for i nvestor-owned electric u tilities, electric 
cooperatives, and telephone companies. 

Comparison of Investor-Owned Electric Utilities' Specifications 

The five investor-owned electric utilities operating in 
Virginia include Virginia Power, Appalachian Power, Potomac 
Edison, Delmarva Power, and Old Dominion Power. Each of these 
utilities provided the information requested by the April 14 data 
request. The following paragraphs provide a comparative analysis 
of the information provided by the investor-owned utilities. See 
Table 1 for a summary of the analysis. The analysis addresses 
(1) contractor vs. utility-employee work crews, (2) utility
monitoring programs, (3) training, (4) required tree-trimming
methods, (5) customer waiver of preferred methods of trimming,
( 6 ) s k e t ch es of t r i mm i n g met hods , { 7 ) 1 i n e c 1 ea ran c e
requirements, (8) notification of property owners, (9) trimming
cycles, and (10) emergency procedures.

Contractor vs. Utility - Employee Work Crews. All investor­
owned utilities employ qualified tree-trimming contractors. The 
sa fety of the contract employee is the responsibility of the 
contractor. The contractors operate in compliance with federal 
safety standards. Each of the contractors has a training program 
to in str u ct its tree tr im mers in the proper tree-trimming 
methods. This training consists of both classroom and hands-on 
instruction. 

Utility Monitoring Programs. All investor-owned utilities 
monitor contractors' activities. Virginia Power has a system 
forestry section w hic h writes tree-trimming standar ds, 
speci fications, and scope of work for contracts. Virginia 
Power's service area is divided into five divisions. Each has a 
division forester who monitors trimming activities within the 
districts in his division. Each district has a district forester 
or operating person who inspects and approves contractors' work 
for per formance, contract compliance, and quality assurance. 
System has one sen ior coor dinator-forestry who monitors 
divisions/districts for contract compliance and consistency. In 
1988 Virginia Power had a total of 44 people involved in 
monitoring, 22 of whom were foresters. 

Appalachian Power Company's service area is divided into 
five operating divisions. Each of the operating divisions at 
Appalach ian Power has one or more line con struction and 
maintenance representatives (LCMR) assigned to monitor the 
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April 14, 1989 

Dear: 

Pursuant to House Joint Resolution (HJR No. 155 attached), 
the Virginia General Assembly has directed the State Corporation 
Commission (SCC), with the aid of public utilities doing business 
in Virginia, to determine whether it is in the public interest to 
establish guidelines for the pruning of trees for utility line 
clearance. As part of this effort, the sec is requesting all 
public utilities conducting business in Virginia to provide a 
description of any existing guidelines for the pruning of trees 
for utility line clearance. 

Please provide by April 28, 1989, all written guidelines and 
narrative descriptions of unwritten policies relevant to tree 
trimming including but not limited to the following: 

• Tree-trimming standards.
• Safety of utility employees.
• Right-o f-way clearing and maintenance contract

guidelines.
• Plans for monitoring or supervising contractors' work.
• Property owner not ification procedures and owner

requests.
• In-house training programs.
• Complaint-tracking policies.
• Trimming and pr uning during emergency wea ther

conditions or conditions of natural disaster.
• Trimming in historic or environmentally protected

areas.

The following additional information is needed to evaluate 
each utility's existing program. Provide data for Virginia only 
on an annual basis for each year beginning with 1985. 

• Total property owners affected by tree trimming
operations.

• Number of tree-trimming complaints received.
• Expenditures made on tree-trimming operations and on

tree removal.
• Miles of utility lines requiring trimming maintenance.
• Total number of personnel involved in supervising or

monitoring the quality assurance of trimming operations
and number of these personnel who are foresters.

• Expenditures made on any quality assurance/quality
control programs and in-house training.

Figure 3. Letter to Electric Utilities Requesting Tree-Trimming Data 
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Table 1 

Utility Comparison Of Tree-Trimming Guidelines 

Old 
Vepco Apco Pot. Ed. Delmarva Dominion 

x x Natural/Lateral Specified x x x 

I -�
!:, �-ii i 
t: �ISke tches of Trees Included x x x 1 x I 

�� i 

2: R 
'- Sketches of Sawcuts Included x x x x 

v§ Utility 

!::, ' 
..,., '1l 

�Contractor 
x x x x x 

j 
l 

Guidelines in Contracts 
x x x x i 

S2 QC Personnel Emp!oyed x x �� x x x 

!I Degreed Forester Employed x x x x 
.... 

c5 
Required Policy x 

it� 
x x x x 

� 15 R 

Door Hang Tags Used
� � )v x x 

For Utility Staff 
x x x x x 

For Contractors 
x x 

� Attend Conferences x x x x x 

Members of Professional Societiei x x x x x 

Complaint Tracking System x x x x x 

rrimming Cycle Years 
(Urban/Rural) 3/3 3/5 3/4 2.5/8-10 2/2 

Based on Trimming Cycle x x x x 

I Based on Tree Growth Rate x x x 

Based on Specific Tree Species x 
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performance of the right-of-way maintenance contractors. General 
office right-of-way maintenance coordinators periodically 
spotcheck contractor performance with in-depth audits performed 
on a bienniaI basis. Of the 16 employees involved in monitoring, 
seven are four-year forestry graduates and one has an associate 
degree in forestry. 

Delmarva's Virginia service territory is supervised by one 
tree foreman who reports to the southern division forester. 
Delmarva forestry department personnel meet twice each month to 
review operations. Contractor supervision meets with the 
forestry department once each month. Delmarva tree foremen visit 
each contract crew approximately twice each week to monitor 
quality. They then meet at least once a week with the contractor 
general foreman to review the operations of each crew. 

The Potomac Edison Company's supervisor of forestry has 
overall resp onsibility f or administering contracts and
coordinating right-of-way clearing and tree-trimming activities.
Each division has a right-of-way maintenance technician or
division forester whose responsibility is to administer and
periodically inspect right-of-way maintenance activities.
Potomac Edison has a professional forester in each of its two
operating areas of Virginia.

The Old Dominion Power Company uses three engineering 
assistants/inspectors to monitor, schedule, and administer their 
right-of-way clearing program. None of these employers are 
foresters by formal education. 

Training. While each utility recognizes the importance of 
training, there is wide variation in the scope of utility 
training programs among investor-owned utilities. Virginia Power 
has the most comprehensive program. In 1988 Virginia Power had 
an outside consultant conduct two different two-day seminars on 
proper tree-trimming methods which were attended by over 70 
Virginia Power and contractor employees. An annual meeting is 
held to update foresters, as well as contract personnel, on tree­
trimming specifications and proper trimming methods. In-house 
trainin g  on proper method s of tree trimming is taught at 
commercial operations training center to service reps. 

At Appalachian Power Company , the general off ice 
transmission and distribution forestry section conducts an annual 
two-day training session. All facets of right-of-way vegetation 
management are covered, including tree trimming. New innovations 
as well as review of current methods are discussed. This 
training is enhanced by the general office right-of-way 
maintenance coordinator working with the division personnel on an 
one-to-one basis throughout the year. 

Delmarva Power hosts an annual tree-trimming seminar of 
foresters and contract personnel on tree-trimming specifications 
and proper trimming methods. Corporate staff foresters from the 
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Potomac Edison Company periodically present in-house training 
programs for the operating area foresters. Old Dominion Power 
Company's engineering assistant/inspectors attend meetings in 
order to review and update their right-of-way clearing program, 
which includes safety, contracts, trimming procedures, and 
administration. 

The investor-owned utilities in Virginia al so rely on 
memberships in professional societies to keep current with proper 
tree-trimming methods. Several societies publish magazines 
and /or newsletters covering specific ut ili ty vegetation 
management issues. All utilities report having memberships in 
one or more of the following: the International Society of 
Arboriculture, Utility Arborists Association, the West Virginia 
Management Association, the Vegetation Management Association of 
Kentucky, the Mountain Lake Right-of-Way Council, the Society of 
American Foresters, and the Delmarva Professional Forester's 
Association. In addition, personnel who monitor the quality of 
contract work are sent to conferences and seminars sponsored by 
the Mountain Lake Right-of-Way Council, the Vegetation Management 
Association of Kentuc k y, the West Virginia M ana gem ent 
Association, or the International Society of Arboriculture. 

Tree-Trimming Methods. The utilities specifications varied 
widely in their scope, thoroughness, and technical accuracy. All 
tree-trimming specifications and contracts relative to overhead 
distribution lines specify the natural or lateral method of 
trimming to be the preferred method. The name lateral is derived 
from the method of cutting branches back to the next limb or 
lateral-growing branch. Reducing the height of a tree or branch 
by thinning the terminal to a large lateral is called drop­
crotching. In the case of a tree growing directly under a 
distribution line, the terminal leader is removed by drop­
crotching to the fork of the tree. 

Contracts also specify that trees should not be pollarded or 
sheared. Pollarding is done by stubbing off major limbs until 
the tree assumes the desired shape. Shearing involves making 
cu ts on an imaginary plane across the tree resulting in a 
rounded-over appearance. These methods usually produce many more 
problems than they solve. 

In general, Virginia Power's specifications are quite good, 
specific, and complete. Virginia Power promotes lateral trimming 
but uses the term "topping" in one sketch, which could be 
inferred to mean shearing a tree, or removing part of the crown 
without regard for its natural limb structure. Delmarva Power 
and Light includes a very sketchy discussion of tree-trimming 
specifications, althoug h natural trimming techniques are 
required. Delmarva Power has indicated that more detailed 
information is distributed and discussed at their pre-bid 
meetings. 
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Potomac Edison includes a technically accurate, thorough 
discussion of lateral and proper branch trimming. Appalachian 
Power, in addition to a thorough discussion of line clearing 
specifications, incorporates the National Arborist Association 
"Pruning Standards for Shade Trees." 

Old Dominion Power provides the best set of specifications 
from the standpoint s  of technica l accurac y, clarity, and 
educational value. The specifications also outline tree-climbing 
techniques which will minimize damage. 

Cu s t om er W a iv  er of Na tu r a 1 and La t er a 1 Tri mm in g • 
Residential customers sometimes prefer to have their trees 
rounded over. Utilities do not want to trim trees in such a 
manner and will try to convince customers to allow natural and 
lateral trimming. While all utilities will ultimately agree to 
rounding over if the customer insists, only Virginia Power 
requires the customer to sign a waiver of the natural and lateral 
tree-trimming method. 

Sketches of Trimming Methods. Virginia Power, Appalachian 
Power, Potomac Edi son, and Old Dominion Power Company provide 
sketches of proper tree-trimming methods in their contract 
specifications. These sketches illustrate proper saw cuts on 
1 imbs and proper trimming methods depending on the proximity of 
the overhead distribution line to the tree. 

Virginia Power's diagrams could lead one to believe that 
flush-cutti ng is accepta ble thoug h the correct method is 
specified in text. Old Dominion Power includes excellent 
graphics of the effects of both good and bad trimming practices. 

Line Clearance Requirements. Virginia Power provides line 
clearance requirements for primary and sole secondary conductors. 
Ornamentals, yard trees, and municipally-owned trees without 10 
feet of primary conductor clearance are to be trimmed (1) to 
exceed the anticipated growth expected in three growing seasons 
for conductors above and at the side of trees and (2) to regain 
original clearance for conductors under or through trees. 
Sidewalling trees back to the edge of the right-of-way is 
acceptable for all other trees (rural, urban, etc.). The 
standard clearance req uirement of service conductors directs 
contractors to trim tree limbs and branches to provide a minimum 
clearance of one foot ra dius on ser vice conductors where 
practical to prevent abrasion. 

Appalachian Power requires clearances based on trim cycles 
and the tree species and growth rate. The contractor's training 
manual requires a minimum of 2� years clearance, which 
corresponds to 3 - 10 feet depending on the type of tree (fast or 
slow growing) or power lines. Species of fast and slow growing 
trees are not identified. The company's guidelines require a 
wire security zone of 10 feet (horizontal clearance between 
conductor and tree) along rural distribution rights-of-way in 
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order to provide the necessary clearance during five-year 
maintenance intervals. 

The Potomac Edison Company provides a reference guide to 
assist trimming crews in deciding the average amount of trimming 
necessary below primary conductors in order to obtain three-year 
(urban) and four-year (rural) clearances for 35 varieties of tree 
species common on the Potomac Edison service area. These 
clearances range from a minimum of five feet for eastern red 
cedars in urban areas up to a maximum of 28 feet for alders in 
rural areas. Service drops are required to have 18 to 20 inches 
of clearance. 

The Old Dominion Power Company recommends minimum clearances 
that exceed the anticipated growth expected in two growing 
seasons. The recommended minimum clearance depends on the 
location of the conductor relative to the tree as well as the 
rate of tree growth (fast or slow). The recommended minimum 
clearance ranges from four feet for slCM growing trees beside 
conductors to 10 feet for fast growing trees over or under 
conductors. Secondaries and services are not to be cleared 
except when special authorization has been received. 

Delmarva Power provides no guidance on clearances for 
primary or sole secondary conductors. Service drops and street 
light circuits will only be trimmed to the extent necessary for 
reliable service (18-36 inches). 

Notification of Property Owners. All utilities require 
efforts to notify property owners of routine line clearance work. 
Virginia Power's guidelines indicate that verbal notification of 
the property owner for routine line clearance work is sufficient. 
If the property owner is not home, a notification card (door hang 
tag) may be left at the door. Notification cards shall be used 
only where the owner is likely to be present on site on a regular 
basis. Any line clearance work done without owner notification 
must have specific approval of the company's supervisor. 
Appalachian Power's policy is to contact each property owner 
prior to trimming or reclearing activities. When trimming 
involves trees in a yard or other maintained space, the crew 
supervisor will make a least two attempts to contact the property 
owner. If the property owner cannot be contacted, an APCO LCMR 
must give approval for beginning line clearance work. In areas 
that do not appear to be maintained and in which trimming has 
been performed in the past, the crew supervisor may proceed with 
the necessary work after two unsuccessful attempts to contact the 
property owner. Door knob hangers are being used by the 
contractor in some instances to assist in propert y ow ner 
notification, and the company has developed a hanger for future 
use by all contractors. 

It is the policy of Potomac Edison to make every reasonable 
attempt to contact property owners of the rights-of-way to be 
maintained. In many cases, they have absentee owners, and 
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contact may be with a tenant or caretaker. In the case of tree 
trimming, if specific contact with the owner cannot be made, a 
door hanger is left for the homeowner. If no response is 
obtained from the first notice delivered to the homeowner, a 
second notice is left. If no response to this notice is received 
after two days, the trees are trimmed without making face-to-face 
contact. 

Old Dominion's practice is to confirm their right to 
maintain clearances, and all property owners are contacted to 
review proposed maintenance clearing work. In cases where there 
are absentee property owners or unoccupied parcels, Old Dominion 
proceeds with the right-of-way clearing program on the basis of 
prior permission and does not secure new permission each time 
clearing is performed. 

Delmarva attempts customer notification prior to any tree 
trimming; however, if contact (in the southern division) cannot 
be made, routine trimming is performed. The company's door 
knocker card is not used in the southern division. 

Trimming Cycles. Overhead distribution lines in residential 
areas are maintained on two- to three-year cycles. Establishing 
an optimum trimming cycle requires making tradeoffs among at 
least two conflicting and incommensurate objectives including (1) 
minimizing trimming costs and (2) minimizing potential adverse 
health effects and unsightly trees caused by severe trimming. 
Virginia Power attempts to maintain a three-year trimming cycle. 
Appalachian Power trims on a three-year cycle in urban areas and 
a five-year cycle in rural areas. Potomac Edi son employs a 
three-year cycle in urban areas and a four-year cycle in rural 
areas. Delmarva reports trimming trees on a 2� -year cycle in 
residential yards and trims trees  along wo oded spans of 
distribution line on an 8- to 10-year cycle. Old Dominion trims 
trees on a two-year cycle. 

Emergency Procedures. Trimming during emergency weather 
conditions is sometimes necessary in order to restore electric 
service. Contractors are expected to comply with proper trimming 
methods to the extent possible. Policies of contacting each 
homeowner may not be enforced because of the nature of the work, 
and clean up of debris under emergency situations is the owner's 
responsibility in most cases. 

Comparison of Electric Cooperatives' Specifications 

There are 13 electric cooperatives operating in Virginia 
that are regulated by the Commission. Only one of these electric 
cooperatives, Powell Valley Electric Cooperative, did not provide 
a response to the Division of Energy Regulation's April 14 
request. 
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Among the 12 cooperatives that did respond, al 1 except 
Prince George use contractors to perform at least some tree 
trimming. A&N Electric Cooperative uses contractors only on 
selected occasions where ornamental trees or trees located in 
landscaped areas might be affected. Al though the cooperatives 
claim to have personnel who monitor the trimming operations of 
work crews, there is little evidence that these personnel receive 
any specialized training relative to accepted tree-trimming 
practices (other than operation of machinery). Shenandoah Valley 
Electric C.oopera ti ve uses training films and slide programs in 
addition to sending personnel to right-of-way seminars on a 
regular basis. Rappahannock Electric Cooperative and Northern 
Virginia Electric Cooperative {NOVEC} employ the only degreed 
foresters. 

Al 1 of the cooperatives except NOVEC referenced tree­
t r i mming standar ds for trimming meth ods and clearance 
requirements p ub lished by the Rura l Electrifi cation 
Administration (REA}. The REA guidelines are sketchy, with 
confusing diagrams and 1 it tle regard for tree heal th. Several 
p ractices are suggested w hich are no longer c onsidered 
appropriate, including: 

a. Shearing or pollarding: The diagram numbered M22-1
suggests that rounding out the crown of the tree
without regard for its branching habit is acceptable.
Both illustrations are wrong, as they show branch stubs
which have not been trimmed back to a healthy lateral
branch, as is recommended in "lateral" trimming.

b. Flush cutting is promoted on diagram M22-2, which would
sever the branch bark collar from the tree and prevent
the tree from forming callus tissue over the cuts.

c. Tree paint is recommended as a wound dressing, while in

fact it can promote decay.

Shenandoah Valley asserts that their contractor follows the 
National Arborist Association (NAA} standards for the trimming of 
yard trees. However, Shenandoah Va 11 ey reports that, as a 
general rule of thumb (in conflict with NAA standards), round­
over type trimming is employed for yard trees while drop-crotch 
type cutting is not permitted. Only NOVEC and Rappahannock 
Electric have extensive and technically accurate internal 
guidelines in addition to the REA standards. These internal 
specifications outline (1) proper branch trimming, (2) debris
disposal, clearance requirements, and trimming cycles for 
suburban yard trees and municipally owned trees as well as rural 
and urban trees, and (3) detailed procedures for notifying 
property owners. 

Al though all cooperatives other than Central Virginia 
reported having a policy to notify property owners prior to 
trimming, only NOVEC and Rappahannock Electric use not if ica tion 
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cards (door hang tags) if the property owner is not home. A&N 
Electric Cooperative leaves a message on the door if the property 
owner is not home, but the nature or form of the message was not 
described. 

Comparison of Telephone Companies' Specifications 

There are 20 telephone companies operating in Virginia that 
are regulated by the Commission. Only four of the largest 
telephone companies, Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Company of 
Virginia, Central Telephone Company of Virginia, Contel of 
Virginia, Inc., and GTE South have company-developed written 
guidelines for trimming of trees. The remaining 16 companies use 
either guidelines developed by the National Arborist Association 
and Rural Electrification Admini stration or depend on 
professional tree-trimming companies. 

All telephone companies employ professional tree-trimming 
contractors for major projects. Company employees are used only 
for incidental small limb trimming on private property. All 
companies reported that permission from the property owner is 
obtained prior to tree trimming on private property. 

Depending on the size of the project a company foreman is 
assigned full time with the contractor for monitoring purposes. 
On small jobs management insp ections are made at  perio dic 
intervals. 

Because of the limited opportunity for tree trimming by 
employees of the four larger companies, tree-trimming instruction 
is included as part of the technical training of all outside 
technicians. The smaller companies rely predominately on 
contract labor. 

3. EVALUATION OF UTILITIES' HISTORICAL PERFORMANCES

Another objective of the April 14, 1989, request to each 
investor-owned electric utility and electric cooperative was to 
obtain data needed to evaluate the performance of each utility's 
tree-trimming program from 19 85 to the present. The data 
requested included the following: 

Miles of overhead distribution lines requiring tree­
trirnming maintenance 

Resi dentia l customers affecte d by tree-trimming 
operations 

Expenditures made for tree-trimming maintenance 
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Total number of 
monitoring the 
operations 

employees involved 
quality assurance 

in 
of 

supervising or 
tree-trimming 

Expenditures made o n  qua lity control programs, 
salaries, and in-house training 

Complaints related to tree-trimming maintenance 

In or der to make jud g me nts relative to a particular 
utility's tree-trimming program or to make comparisons of 
programs among utilities, the data received was used to calculate 
the following performance attributes: 

( 1} Millions of dollars expended on trimming per thousand 
miles of line maintained 

(2) Dollars expended on quality control and training per
mile of line maintained

{3) Quality Control employees retained per thousand miles 
of overhead distribution line maintained 

(4) Complaints entere d per thousand property ow ners
affected by trirruning operations

A review of the received data revealed no significant trends 
from 1985 to 1988. Therefore, the most recent data from 1988 
(see Table 2) was used to make a comparison among utilities 
rather than attempting to aggregate the data for all four years. 
It is apparent, after analyzing the data, that the performance of 
the five investor-owned utilities appears to be satisfactory. 
(This observation should not be interpreted as a judgment about 
the potential benefit of guidelines.) In particular, the number 
of complaints reported is not excessive. Many of the complaints 
reported by the utilities concern brush removal, excessive 
clearance, dissatisfaction with the natural and lateral trimming 
methods, and herbicide use. Only a small percentage of the 
reported complaints actually concern improper trimming. 

The performances of Virginia Power, Appalachian Power, and 
Potomac Edison, as indicated by the values of the attributes in 
Table 2, are surprisingly similar. Old Dominion and Delmarva 
Power have spent more dollars and employed significantly more 
quality control personnel per mile of overhead distribution line 
maintained than Virginia Power, Appalachian Power, or Potomac 
Edison. In addition, Old Dominion and Delmarva received the 
least number of complaints per 1, 000 property owners. This 
neither proves that Old Dominion and Delmarva are outperforming 
the other utilities nor indicates that the other utilities can 
reduce the number of complaints by increasing expenditures or QC 
personnel. While there is, certainly, some correlation between 
performance and expenditures or the number of QC personnel 
employed, the variations among the five investor-owned utilities 
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Table 2 

Tree Trinm1ng Performance Statistics For 1988 
Electric Ut111� Oierhead D1str1butia, Lines 

PotalBc Old 
Vepco lc>co EdiSCJl Daninia, Oel1r&rva 

Ut11 icy Line Miles Maintained 11.810 5.282 1.366 210 252 

01 Pn fmJal Basis 

Tree Trimning Expenditures ($ Mill ioos) 16.0 4.5 1.7 0.5 0.36 

EJtpendi tures a, Qual 1 t.y Cootrol (QC} 746,(XX) 375,(XX) 76 .. 00J 
Progrcm;, Salaries and IrHtluse Training. $ 

oc Eni>l QYeeS tt>ni tori ng 44 16 5 3 2 
Tree Trimning Q:)erations 

Numer of OC E'nl>l � Woo 22 8 5 0 1 
Pre Degreed Foresters 

Total Prq>ercy °"1ers Affected 401.tBS 60,(XX) 18 .. 268 12.500 6.924 
By Tree Trinmfng Q)eratia,s 

Numer of Tree Trimn1ng 198 59 38 1 

Ccnplaints Received 

OC Enpl e&eeS Per 100) Miles of Line 3.7 3.03 3.66 14.3 7.9 
M:lintained 

Coq)l a1nts Per lCXXJ Prci,ert;y Oiiers 0.49 0.98 2.00 0.00 0.14 
.Affected f:&t Tr1nmfng Q,erat1ons 

TrinmiD':1 El<penditures Per lCXX) 1.36 0.86 1.27 2.43 1.42 
Miles of Line M,.1nta1ned ($ Millions) 

OC am Training Dollars E,cperD!d Per 63.44 70.99 55.63 
Mile of line Maintained 

loJtine hldits of RM Clearing Qleratioos 4500 Ism 298 169 

(est.) (est.) 

Findings of lJqJroper Practices Rec,rlring ax) 12 0 
Corrective ktioo (est.) (est.) 
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could be (1) the result of variatio ns among service-area 
topographies (number of trees) or complaint-tracking methods, or 
(2} because the statistical population of Delmarva's or Old 
Dominion's distribution line miles or property owners in Virginia 
is simply too small to attach a high degree of confidence to the 
calculated attribute measures. While the data from Table 2 
readily enables an analysis of a utility's performance relative 
to complaints, there are not, unfortunately, any means for 
evaluating performance of the various utilities tree-trinuning 
programs relative to tree health. 

The information provi ded by several of  the electric 
cooperatives was sketchy and reported inconsistently and thus did 
not lend itself to a meaningful comparative analysis. Most of 
the cooperatives could not determine the number of complaints or 
could provide estimates only. 

Only two of the 20 telephone companies recorded any customer 
appeals relating to tree trimming. Of the six appeals recorded, 
all involved failure to clean up the area following the trimming 
activity. 

4. OTHER STATES' GUIDELINES

During March, 1988, the Commission contacted the public 
utility commissions in 49 of the 50 states to determine the 
extent of tree-trimming regulations in other states. Alaska 
could not be reached because of telephone communication problems. 
Each commission was asked if they had promulgated rules relating 
to tree-trimming in public utility rights-of-way. None of the 
states reported having rules or guidelines relative to trimming 
methods or the health and appearance of trees. 

Two state commissions (Hawaii and Oregon) have rules which 
mention right-of-way clearing. In these two cases, as with the 
other commissions, the emphasis is on safety and reliability of 
electric service, and neither of the states with written policies 
has specific guidel incs relating to the actual cut ting of the 
trees. 

Nineteen of the states require their utilities to follow the 
National Electric Safety Code guidelines in Section 281. Three 
states indicated that tree trimming falls under the jurisdiction 
of another agency. In Arizona, tree trimming falls under the 
j ur isdict ion of the city. In Iowa, there a re no PUC rules 
relating to utility trimming for electric utilities: however, 
railroad right-of-way clearing falls under the purview of the 
Federal Railroad Association. In Washington, the Bureau of Labor 
and Industries monitors tree  trimming from the standpoint of 
safety. 

In three states the need for tree trimming is determined on 
a case-by-case basis by commission inspection of the right-of-
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way. In Florida, Missouri, and New York inspections and 
subs equ e nt requireme nts for trimming m ay be trig gered by 
complaints of, excessive outages. Two states, Pennsylvania and 
Vermont, have right-of-way clearing policies which specify 
notification requirements to land owners for the application of 
herbicides and the use of aerial spraying. 

In May, 1989, another, smaller survey of states was made to 
determine if any changes had been ma de since the 19 8 8 survey. 
The survey included nine southern/middle atlantic states, three 
northwestern states, and four northeastern states. None of these 
had established any guidelines on tree trimming since the March 
1988 survey. 

This section is included for informational purposes only. 
The purpose of the survey was to dete rmine whether any other 
state had tre e-trimming re gulatio ns that could serve as a 
potential model for Virginia. The results of the survey should 
not be construed as an argument for or against developing 
guidelines for utilities operating in Virginia. 

5. INTERESTED PARTIES' PERSPECTIVES ON TREE TRIMMING

Obtaining various interested parties' viewpoints is 
essential to understanding the socio-political context within 
which a particular te c hnology,  su ch as tree  trimming, is 
deployed. The Commission staff determined that understanding the 
preferences of certain interested parties would be crucial to the 
development of a well-balanced public policy to regulate tree 
trimming. The interested parties contacted to comme nt on 
proposed guidelines for tree trimming included expert arborists, 
residential ratepayers, The Garden Club of Virginia, and utility 
companies. The viewpoints of these groups are presented in the 
following text. A sample letter of the request for comments, the 
initially proposed guidelines, and · the complete responses are 
provided in the Appendix. 

Expert Arborists/Foresters 

Both the Virginia Department of Forestry and Virginia 
Cooperative Extension Service {VCES) were directed by HJR155 to 
assist the Commission in determining whether guidelines for the 
pruning of trees would be in the public interest. On June 13, 
1989, the Commission requested the Department of Forestry to 
review each electric utility's individual guidelines for the 
trimming of trees. On June 5, 1989, the practices and procedures 
used by the larger telephone companies were forwarded to the VCES 
for review and comment. 

A district fore ster wit h  the Department of  Forestry 
determined that the electric utilities' specifications varied 
widely in their scope, thoroughness, and technical accuracy. One 
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set of guidelines was characterized as "sketchy, with confusing 
diagrams and little regard for tree health. 11 The district 
forester conc luded that "given the wide variance of t he 
specifications in terms of their depth and accuracy, it may be 
appropriate to provide a standardized version for universal 
application." The district forester recommended the following 
guidelines should be stressed: 

1. "Lateral" pruning shou ld be speci fied, wit hout 
exception.

2. The branch bark ridge should be protected by making the
final cut just outward from that point. Flushcutting

or leaving a branch stub are unacceptable.

3. Wound dressing should be applied only in conjunction
with a growth inhibitor, and not for protective or 
cosmetic reasons.

4. Sufficient latitude should be allowed to address the
varying conditions between rural and urban rights-of­
way. Some intensive maintenance practice essential in 
urban line clearing may be unnecessary or not cost­
effective in certain rural situations.

5. Tree removal should be encouraged where long term
maintenance costs will be high, where property risk is
high, or where the extent of pruning necessary will
destroy the natural shape of the tree.

Through a concerted public relations program, uti 1 i ty 
companies can promote planting of slow growing trees 
which will retain the aesthetic appeal of the location 
while avo iding line interference and sub sequent 
maintenance costs. The Virginia Cooperative Extension 
Service and Department of Forestry cou ld be 
instrumental in making this a palatable alternative to 
homeowners, through public education and personal 
contacts. 

6. A list of appropriate species for planting under power
lines can be provided upon request.

An urban-county forester with the Department of Forestry 
provided specific recommendations to improve each utility's 
individual specifications. A few of the recommendations may not 
be applicable since they were made without the benefit of each 
utility's com plete packa ge of right-of-way clearing 
specifications. That is, in some instances, the Department of 
Forestry wa s provided only those sections of a utility's 
specifications that addressed tree trimming specifically. In 
addition to the recommended improvements, the urban-county 
forester developed an outline of a general set of utility 
specifications for vegetation management which are in some way 
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applicable to most utilities. The complete recommendations and 
specifications are provided in the Appendix. The recommendations 
and specificc}tions should be reviewed by each utility with the 
objective of improving its individual guidelines. 

Dr. Harry L. Haney, Jr., of the Virginia Cooperative 
Extension Service, after reviewing the telephone companies 
guidelines, stated that the guidelines contain "a few minor 
errors of fact and some of technique." Dr. Haney opined that 
"the overall usefulness of the guidelines could be improved by 
rewriting them in plain English, in logical order and including 
better designed illustrations." 

The city arborist from Virginia Beach was contacted for his 
perspective on the Commission's report and draft of guidelines 
for tree trimming. In a 1986 letter to Delegate Mitchell Van 
Yahres of Charlottesville, the city arborist had offered to 
provide assistance in establishing tree-trimming standards 
regulating overhead utility work. 

The city arborist' s primary comment was that trimming 
standards should not be relaxed in rural areas where trees are 
adjacent to public rights-of-way or public properties where they 
are visible. The city arborist 's complete response is provided 
in the Appendix. 

The Garden Club of Virginia 

The chairman of The Garden Club of Virginia Conservation 
Committee wrote that the most essential guideline would require 
notif ication of property owners prior to trimming. The 
chairman's complete response is provided in the Appendix. 

Residential Ratepayers 

Two residential ratepayers (one from Alexandria and one from 
Boones Mill) were asked to comment on proposed tree-trimming 
guidelines. Each of these ratepayers had filed complaints with 
the Commission in 1989 expressing dissatisfaction with right-of­
way clearing on private property. Neither ratepayer responded to 
the request. However, some concerns and suggestions were stated 
in their initial complaints relative to prior notification, 
excessive clearing, and establishment of penalties. 

Utilities 

A ll of the investor-owned electric utilities and the 
Association of Electric Cooperatives were asked to comment on a 
draft of this report and the proposed guidelines. Several of the 
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investor-owned utilities and a consensus of electric cooperatives 
opined that the report does not support a need for establishing 
any tree trimming guidelines. They provided comments relative to 
the draft rep ort and proposed guidelines. The utilities' 
complete responses are provided in the Appendix. 

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Nearly every utility operating in Virginia has some form of 
internal guidelines or specifications for the trimming of trees 
for utility line clearance. The specifications vary widely in 
scope, thoroughness, and technical accuracy. Clearly, the five 
in v es tor - owned e 1 e c t r i c u t i 1 i t i es an d the two e 1 e c tr i c 
cooperatives that employ professional foresters have the highest 
quality and most complete specifications; however, even among 
these seven companies' specifications there is a disturbing lack 
of uniformity. The Commission recommends that each utility 
review the programs of other utilities and the responses from the 
Department of Forestry and Virginia Cooperative Extension Service 
for possible impro vements to their right-of-wa y  clearing 
programs. 

The Commission sta ff coul d not find any evidence of 
excessive customer complaints relative to right-of-way clearing. 
In 1988 such compla ints ranged in number from zero to 10 
complaints per 1, 000 customers affected by trimming operations, 
and the majority of those were for reasons other than improper 
trimming, such as brush removal. Valid conclusions cannot be 
made about the number of complaints because of inconsistent 
reporting. Furthermore, the numbers of complaints per 1,000 
customers affected by trimming operations are artificially low 
beca u se the utilities d id not correct for customers with 
underground service or for customers with overhead service who 
have no trees on their property. Nearly every utility employs 
contractors to perform necessary tree trimming. The number of 
complaints is, in part, a function of the work crews' quality of 
work and sensitivity to the public's concerns. The Commission 
recogn izes that the establi shment of guidelines will not 
necessarily result in an improvement in the performance of 
in dividual work crews or reduce the number of customer 
complaints. The performance of work crews depends on the 
utility's philosophical commitment to professional standards in 
tree trimming and the adequacy of the utility's quality-control 
or contractor-oversight programs. Utilities probably would 
realize substantial benefits by ensuring that the best crews 
worked specific residential areas where residents are known to 
have ac ute concern for the environment. The Commission 
recommends each utility review and eva.luate its own corporate 
philosophy and oversight program relative to tree trimming to 
determine if improvements need to be implemented. 

During the course of this investigation, the Commission 
staff req uested a substantial amount of data from the utility 
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companies for the purpose of assessin g their tree- trimming 
programs. In many cases the information was sketchy or not 
available. Utilities cannot adequately evaluate their programs' 
performance without the proper attributes and attribute measures. 
The Commission recommends that utilities begin to collect the 
following data on an annual basis: 

• Total number of customers in Virginia

• Number of residential customers in Virginia

• Percent of residential customers in Virginia who have
overhead service

• Percent of residential customers in Virginia who have
underground service

• Percent of residential customers with overhead service
who are subject to periodic tree trimming because of
potential interference with utility line clearance - -
exclude residential customers with overhead service who
don't have any trees in their yards ( estimate as
necessary)

• Number of residential customers in whose yards trees
were trimmed during the calendar year

• Number of residential yard trees trimmed during the
calendar year

• Number of residential yard trees removed during the
calendar year

• Number of residential yard trees treated with growth
inhibitors during the calendar year

• Miles of overhead distribution lines in Virginia

• Percent of overhead distribution lines in Virginia
requiring right-of-way maintenance - - specificall y
tree trimming and/or removal (estimate as necessary)

• Miles of overhead distribution lines maintained for
clearance during the calendar year

• Percent of right-of-way maintenanc e performed by
contractors as opposed to utility employees

• Total number of audits/inspections of tree trimming
made by the utility's quality assurance personnel

• Number of audits that detect ed improper trimming
techniques resulting in the need for some corrective
action on the part of the contractor (or utility)
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Total number of complaints received and resolved by the 
contractor 

Total number of complaints rece ived by the utility 
company ( itemize acco rding to brush removal, excessive 
trimming, stubs left, objection to natural trimming, 
etc.) 

o Total number of degreed foresters on staff

• Total number of pe rsonnel involved in qu ality
control/quality assurance of tree-trimming programs

• Expenditures on right-of-way maintenance - itemize
according to tree trimming, tree removal/brush removal,
growth inhibitor program, qu ality control/quality
assurance pro gr a ms ( include salaries}, traini n g
prog-rams (in-house, conferences, etc.}.

Companies wanting to itemize certain data, such as miles of 
overhead distribution lines, according to rur al/mountain and 
sub urban cla ssif ica tio ns, sho uld do so for compla ints, 
expendit ures, etc., as well. 

As a result of the lack of uniformity among the utilities' 
tree- tr irnming specifications and the absence of a framework of 
regulation and accountability, the Commission has determined it 
is in the publ ic int erest to establish guidelines. The purposes 
of these guidelines are to provide a uniform set of minimum 
requirements, to supersede some questionable practices in use 
prior to the establishment of these guidelines, and to establish 
a regul ato ry framework and syst e m  of accounta bili ty. The 
guidelin es a re provided at the end of this chapter. The 
guidelines ar e in no way mean t to undermin e a util i ty's 
responsibi 1 i t y  to provide for continuity of service to customers 
and to a vo id po tential hazards that tre es prese n t  to the 
operations of systems and the public if allowed t o  grow into 
utility lines. 

Each electric utility, electric cooperative, and telephone 
company under the jurisdiction of the Commission shall submit to 
the Division of Energy Regulation or Division of Communications, 
as appropriate, by January 30, 1990, a written report responding 
to the recommendations in this chap ter and conta ining the 
foll owing inf orma t. ion: 

{ 1} Chang·es in specifications incorpora ted as a result of
this report or as a result of the recommenda tions made
by the Department of Forestry an d/or Vir g inia
Cooperative Extension Service.

(2} Results of the re view of the company's corpo ra te 
phi 1 osophy or qual ity-con trol/contractor-oversight 
program rela tive to tree trimming. 
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(3) Statement of capability to track previously specified
data in order to respond to Commission data requests on
an �nnual basis beginning with the calendar year 1990.

(4) Statement of intent to implement the Commission's
guidelines on tree trimming promulgated by this report.

(5) Estimated annual increase in expenses for right-of-way
clearing and maintenance and data collection as a
result of new requirements promulgated by this report.
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1. Tree-trimming practices shall consider costs, safety, 
continuity of service, the health and vigor of affected 
trees, aesthetics, concerns of property owners, wildlife 
management, and environmental concerns. 

2. Tree trimming should be performed in accordance with the
pruning standards for shade t rees established by the
National Arborist Association, unless the property owner
insi sts otherwi se. Each right-of-way clearing work crew
should be familiar with and have access to those standards
and these guidelines. Intensive maintenance practices may
be unnecessary or not cost-effective in heavily wooded,
rural, and mountainous locations.

3. Each right-of-way clearing work crew should be familiar with
and have access to utilities' right -of-way clearing
specifications (1} which generaly conform to the above noted
standards and guidelines and (2) which should include
sketches of trimming techniques for trees in close proximity
to overhead distribution lines and guidelines addressing
proper tree clearances based on both the chosen trimming
cycle and tree species.

4. Right-of-way clearing operations must comply with applicable
standards published by the Occupational Health and Safety 
Administration (29 CFR Part 1910 .269 (r), "Line-clearance
tree-trimming operations"), and the American National
Standards Institute (ANSI Z133.1, "Pruning, Trimming,
Repairing, Maintaining, and Removing Trees, and Cutting
Brush - Safety Requirements").

5. Severe pruning in urban areas should be avoided in the
summer.

6. In areas where aesthetics are important to the property
owner, severe V-notch trimming and sidewalling should be
minimized.

7. Trimming and pruning during emergency weather conditions is
sometimes necessary in order to restore service. Policies of
contacting each homeowner may or may not be enforced because
of the nature of the work, and clean up of debris under
emergency situations may or may not be performed according
to the utility's discretion.

8. Tree removal should be con si dered where long-term
maintenance costs will be high, where property risk is high,
or where the extent of trimming necessary will severely
alter the shape of the tree. 

9. Utilities shall attempt to notify property owners prior to
trinuning except when prior approval has been obtained from
ab sentee property owners. A written  mes sage (e.g. a
letter/notification-card/door-hang-tag) is an appropriate
alternative when verbal communication is not practical.
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APPENDIX 

This Appendix contains the following documents: 

Complete responses relative to the preliminary draft 
report and tree-trimming guidelines from the Department 
of Forestry, Virginia Cooperative Extension Service, 
Virginia Beach City Arborist, The Garden Club of 
Virginia, five investor-owned electric utilities, the 
Virginia-Maryland-Delawar e Assoc iation of Electric 
Cooperatives, five electric cooperatives, and five 
telephone companies. 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY 

P. 0. Boa 3306, Ponsmouth. Vir1inia 23701 

(ICM) 68l-23S4 

Shillflina Addrm: 3909 Airline BIYd. 

Cheupcakc, Virrinia 2.'321 

DATE: August B, l '98'9 

TO: J. w. Garner, Jr., State Forester 

FROM: c. �- Allen, District Forester ��,4. 

SUBJ: HJR lSS, Tree Trimming for Utility Line Cle•rance 

I have had some opportunity to review the line clearing 
specification& which you forwarded, and have several comments as 
listed below. In addition, I Just discovered that Cindy Zimar, 
Fairfax County Forester, is well versed in the subject. She 
worked closely with various utility companies and line clearing 
contractors while with ACRT, lnc., and I have forwarded the 
various specific�tions to her for review as well. 

The line clearing specifications reviewed are from six 
sources: 

1. Virginia Power/North Carolina Power 
2. Appalachian Power 
3. Delmarva Power and Light
4. Potomac Edison Company
5. Old Dominion Power 
6. Rura� Electrification Administration

The specifications varied widely in their scope, 
thoroughness and technical accuracy. 

1. Virginia Power/North Carolina Power:

Promotes lateral pruning, which is desirable, but uses the 
term "topping", which could be inferred to mean shearing a
tree, or removing part of the crown without regard far its
natural limb structure. In addition, no mention is made of
preserving the branch bark ridge which is essential for
formation of healthy callus tissue over the wound. Instead,
diagrams included in the specifications might lead one to

�

.

believe that flush-cutting is ac�eptable. 

�· "'"'oS" o{ �fosi(•!l: A Forl.""I Rl."�ourcc to :l.kct the Need� of 1hr Comm1inweahh 
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J. W. Garner, Jr. 

2. Appalachian Power: 

- 2 - August 8, 1989 

Includes a thorough discussion of line clearing specifi­
cations, including BMP's for construction of access roads 
which consider filter strips, inslope and outslope angles, 
and drainage systems. Also incorporates the National 
Arborist Association "Pruning Standards for Shade Trees tt as 
Exhibit 8. 

3. Delmarva Power and Light: 

Includes a very sketchy discussion of tree trimming speci­
fications, although ",,atural" triinming techniques are 
required. 

4. Potomac Edison: 

Includes a technically accurate, thorough discussion of 
lateral trimming and proper branch pruning. Also indicates 
the relative growth rates of a number of selected species, 
to assist in establishing maintenance schedules or choosing 
appropriate species to replant near power lines. 

5. Old Dominion Power: 

The best set of specifications from the standpoints of 
technical accuracy, clarity and educational value, includ­
ing e�cellent graphics of the effects of both good and bad 
pruning practices. Specifically outlines tree climbing 
techniques which will minimize damage. 

6. Rural Electrification Administration: 

Guidelines are sketchy, with confusing diagrams and little 
regard for tree health. Several practices are suggested 
which are no longer consider�d appropriate, in�luding: 

a. Shearing or pollarding: The diagram on page M22-1 
suggests that rounding out the crown of the tree 
without regard for its branching habit is acceptable. 
Both illustrations are wrong, as they show branch stubs 
which have not been pruned back to a healthy lateral 
branch, as is recommended in "lateral" pruning. 

b. Flush cutting is promoted, which would sever the 
branch bark collar from the tree and prevent the tree 
from forming callus tissue over the cut. 

c. Tree paint is recommended as a wound dressing, �hile in 
fact it can promote decay. 

J. �. Garner, Jr. - 3 - August S, 1989 

Given the wide variance of the specifications in terms of 
their depth and accuracy, it may be appropriate to provide a 
standardized version for universal application. Several areas 
should be stressed: 

1. "Lateral" pruning should be specified, without eKception. 

2. The branch bark ridge should be protected by making the 
final cut just outward from that point. Flushcutting or 
leaving a branch stub are unacceptable. 

3. Wound dressing should be applied only in conjunction with a 
growth inhibitor, and not for protective or c�smetic 

. reasons. 

4. Sufficient latitude should be allowed to address the varying 
conditions between rural and urban rights of way. Some 
intensive maintenance practice essential in urban line 
clearing may be unnecessary or not cost-effective in certain 
rural situations. 

5. Tree removal should be encouraged where long term 
maintenance costs will be high, where property risk is high, 
or where the eKtent of pruning necessary will destroy the 
natural shape of the tree. 

Through a concerted public relations program, utility 
companies can promote planting of slow growing trees which 
will retain the aesthetic appeal of the location while 
avoiding line interference and subsequent maintenance costs. 
The Virginia Cooperative Extension Service and Department of 
Forestry could be instrumental in making this a palatable 
alternative to homeowners, through public education and 
personal contacts. 

6. A list of appropriate speci�s for planting und�� power lines 
can be provided upon request. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY 

Jamee Garner 
State Forester 
P.O. Box 3758 

r.o.tw .. Q 
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Alderman , McCortaick Rde. 
Charlotteavi lle, VII 22903 

Deir Jhi: 

I apologhe for the delay in returning my co-ente on the utility 
R-0-W maintenance specifications. ln addition, l had 111y husband 
review the specifications and assist with the co1111nents. He has 
more experience in the utility industry and l believe his co1a111ents 
are beneficial. 

If you have any questions please feel free ta call ••· 

Cindy M. Zi111ar 
Urb,m-County Forester 

cc: C. Allen, District Forester 

/Enclosures 

tree". Prable• tree identi flcation is not 
alwa:ra obvious, leavinl auch roo• tor 
per•on•l int.erpretatlan b:, contract 
per•onnel who ••>' or •a:r not not be 
qualitied. 

c, Pase IV-1 - Wall tri-ins specification• 
do not. include the uae of accepted 
tri••inr standards, 

d, Paae lV-Z - Cheaical treataent baa 11 ttla 
dbcuHlon of what pesticide• wUl be uHd 
and under what circuaat.ancea, 

3. General 
a, Theae specifications are ver:, vasue in 

relation to envlron-nt.al awarene••, 
public relation•, lon1 tera 10•1•, 
trl••inl requireaent.a •nd •tand•rd•, 
herbicide u•e, tr•ininl and educat.ion,etc. 

c. Old Doainion Power Co•pany 
1, Section I I - Clearing and Maintenance Hethod• 

a, Goad uae of description• and dia1r••• 
1ivea clear interpretation of vhat. i• 
expected, 

2, General 
•· These apecifications are explicit and well 

prepared, However, • •ention of 
prot.ectln1 environaentall)' ••nait.ive 
area•, •trea• croaalnl•, wetlands, etc, , 
would be a 1ood addition. Parta of the 
la•t aection were •i••in1 fro• thia cop)', 

D. Poto•ac Ediaon Coapan:r 
1, Tree Tri-ins Procedure• 

a. Pa8e 1 - Su1se•t.ed tri-inc di•taneea in 
order to aeet. propoaed -1ntenanee cycle• 
are 1ood reference for aaaurin1 adequate 
clearance• are achieved, 

2, Natural Tri-inl 
a. Pa1e 3 - Dia1r-• used are ao•ewhat 

obacure. 
3. ROW clearing 

a. Pase 2 - Diacuaaion of herbicide use lacka 
detail•· 

4, General 
a. Specifications are 1enerally adequate but 

could uae increaaed e•phaaia on 
enviranaent. and aafet.7, 

E. Rural Electric Adainiatration 
1. Tree Trlaaing Guide 

a, Pa111 l - Dia11raa illustrates • round over 
aa beins the correct. way t.o prune, Thia 
la 1enerallr not accepted b)' the util it)' 
induatry or arboricul tural oraan i zat lan 
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su .. ary co .. enta on Utility 
HOW Maintenance Specification• 

1, co .. enta on Specific Coapanie• 

A, Appalachian l'ower CoapanylAPCO) 
l, Windrowins 

a, Page 7 • Care ahould be taken when 
windrowing to avoid the po•aible creation 
of • fire hasard, Frequent break• in the 
windrowa could reduce hazard b)' reducin1 
fuel continuity. 

2, Herbicide• 
a. Pase 12 - Speciflcat.iona allow lit.tie 

control by owner aa to what specific: 
herbicide• are uaed on ROW• and tor which 
purpoaea. Certain herbicide•, althou1h 
approved by resulatinl •1encle•, aay be 
inappropriate for uae in apecial 
circuaatancea, particularly fro• public 
relation• and environaental viewpoints. 

b, Pase 13 - Injection la ,enerally accepted 
a• aeanln1 the uae or •pecializeli 
oqujp•ont. to aako preciae applica,t.ion or 
aateriala at. apeci tic locations to a hole 
drilled into the x:,le• of a wood)' ate•, 
particularly for srowth re1ulator• and 
nutrient aupple•enta. What ia deacri bed 
h aare appropriately t.eraed a Crill cut 
application. 

3. Pruninl Standard• 
a. Exhibit B - Uae of HAA at.andarda are a 

1ood approach to inaurinl the uae of 
accepted prunin1 technique• and 
proeedurea, 

4. General 
a. Speciticationa are adequate but not 

exeaplary, particularly in resard t.o 
herbicide• and lon1 ranae aaintenance 
1oah. 

B, Del-rva Power and Li1ht Coapan:, 
1, Safet.:, 

a, Pase II-8 Z:lZ,12 references Del•arva 
Power'• aafat)' pro1raa which i• not. 
available in docuaent., 

2, Technical Requireaent.a 
a. Pase 1v�1 - Tree tri-inc apecificat.iona 

extreaeiy va11ue. These would benefit 
,creatly fro• illustrative exaaplea. 

b, Pa11e IV-1 - Tree re•oval apeci fications 
need iruidelinea for det.eraininR a "probJea 

•• beins correct.. 
b. Pace 2 - Cut.a illustrated aa flush 11ith 

trunk 11ith no recard for branch collar and 
current. practicea, 

2, Clearins 
a, Pase II-1 - protection of around cover i• 

good step toward environ•ental a11areneaa • 
Increaaed di•cuaaion of aenaitive 
ait.uationa would be helpful, 

3. General 
a, Th••• apecificationa a:re quite va1ue, 

partic\llarly in reapect. t.o tri••inl 
auidelinea, public relations, clearances, 
cycles, lon, ter• goala, and environ-ntal 
protection. The:r aeea to be outdated and 
in need or aaJor reviaion, 

F. Vir1ini• Power 
J, Scope of Vo:rk 

a. Pase 1 - Appropriate resard for 1ood 
public rel• tiona. 

2, Tri .. inl Net.hod• 
a. Pase 4 - Concern for training and 

education of contractor• ta inaure use of 
updated technique11 

3, Notice to Propert:r Owners 
a. Pase 3 - Beat peraon for notification is 

-•ber ot crew pertor•ins work in aoat. 
el rcuaa tancea 

4. Slde11all 
a. Pase 5 - In re•oval or dead li•bs, it 

would be better if they could be reaoved 
at the branch collar where practical for 
public aafet:, and public relations even 
thoulJh hazard to conductors can be reduced 
by indicated procedures. 

5. General 
a, These apecifications are generally quite 

good. They are specific and co•pletc. An 
inc:reaae in discussion of protecUon in 
env iron111ent.al i )' 11ensi t. i Ye a rea11 would be 
helpful, 
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lI. Utility Specifications for Ve11et.at.lon Mana1eaent in 
Genel"&l 

A. Purpose 
1. To insure the safe, ettlcient, econo•ical, and 

unint.errupt.ed t.rans•lssion and diatribution of 
electric aervicea t.o cuato•er,. 

a. Maintain adequate clearance for •ini•u• 
cost. 

t 

b. Stabilize or reduce annual •aintenance 
coat in the long run 

c, lleduce tree cauaed out.age a 
d, Plan •aintenance activitiea baaed on 

cyclea rat.her than reacti.n& to crisis 
e. Maintain 11ood public reiationa 
t. Uae •et.hods and procedurea accepted within 

the profeaai.on 
g. Maintain environ•ent.al integrity 
h, Reduce all potential electrical ha&ard11 to 

public 
o. Met.hods 

I, Trlaalnc and clearlnll 
a. Confor• lo principles and atandards 

cu, tabl hhed and accepted by lbe iireen 
industry and to the p11bl ic in 11eneral 

b. lnaure the safety or workers 
c. Prevent. de1radation of environaent 
d, Spectrlc and concise 
e. Pro\lide control over field 

operations 
r. Speci fie bruah dlapoaal •ethoda 
I• C:rcle• depend on the apecitic 

characteriatlca or the 11t.1lit.:, and the 
variation or condition• alonlC the ROW 

h, Specitic cri.t.er-ia tor raaovals on and off 
ROW 

i. Reduce aervice requeat.a 
j. Cooperate with aunicipali ties 
k. E•phaaise earl)' pr11nlnc of younc tr-ees to 

pr-event tree/wire conCl ict.a 
2. Herbicides 

a. Contor• t.o lecal requireaent.a 
b. Reaponaibilit.:, for proper use ahould be 

the utility' a 
c, Deacribe apecific aituationa where 

che•ical• are appropriate or inappropriate 
d, Necessary for aoae aanaceaent options 
e. Need careful record keepin1, aonitorin11 

and evaluation 
r. Individual che•ical• evaluated before uae 

on systea 
e. Spc,cific prescri1•t.ion11 by situution and 

11itc 
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r. Used safely by registered •PPl
°

icalors 
I· Proper precautions apecified to &\/Old sit., 

or water conta•ination 
h, Show concern for environment 
.i, re La.in coapatible species 

C. Public RelaLions 
I, Public .information 

,. • Ed .. c:ate whJ vegetation aanageaenl is 
needed 

I,, Diacloae methods 
c, Solicit co-ent and respond 
d. Notify or intent 

2. Provide service• 
a. Trade a tree tor re•ovals 
b, Plant.in& inforaation for species/location 

Solicit. possible haEard identification 
d, Handle aervic:e request.a 
e, Listen and l:'eapond to co•plaint& 
t. Cooperate with public agencies 

J. Policy 
a. Establiah policy in regard to ri11hts of 

the utiliLy and re11ai11 cont1iBL.,11L lo t.he11 
h, lle•"nd "u"l i ty work and 11dhe r••11cr. I.<> 

11pce if icationR by cont.ractora 

"fh� nl101.·c oull inc rcr,raacnls com•ents on the S(.tet.· i r i c11t i <>11.!. 
of utilitiee operatin,i: in Vir,:inla and pointa on the 11ti1 ity 
vegetation aanaiie•ent apecifications in 1eneral, it should 
be noted th11t each utility operatea under o unl'I"" set of 
circu•stance• requiring it11 own individually tailored set of 
apecificationa, It. is very difficult to de11i1n s complete 
set or apecilications applicable to all utilities. The 
point• ln section II of thia 011tline are in soae way 
applicable •ost ut.ilitie•. 
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VIRGINIA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

VIRGINIA 

TECH 

August 28, 1989 

Hr. William E. Thomas, Jr. 
State Corporation Commission 
Rox 1197 
Richmond, Virginia 23209 

304 Cheatham 
Blacksburg VA 24061-0324 

703 231-7268 

RE: House Joint Resolution No. 155 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

VIRGINIA 

STATE 

SEP 22 118 

As you requested, I have reviewed the guidelines for tri111111ing trees on right-of­
ways used by the major telephone companies in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

In general, the guidelines are accurate with regard to the techniques for prun­
ing, trimming, and shaping trees adjoining telephone right-of-ways. All company 
guidelines emphasize the need to adequately protect the health and vigor of the 
affected trees. The guidelines also address aesthetic considerations, the 
rights of private landowners adjoining the right-of-ways and environmental con­
cerns. Kost of the guidelines were drafted from material provided by the 
National Arbor Association or a similar authority on tree care. 

Although the guidelines that you forwarded to me are generally accurate and ade­
quate for the job being performed by telephone companies, there are a few minor 
errors of fact and some of technique. For example, the practice of painting 
�ounds after trimming is subject to debate. In addition, there are many new 
herbicides that have been introduced into the market for controlling vegetation 
and the guidelines may need review with regard to the use of these materials. 

In my opinion the overall usefulness of the guidelines could be improved by 
rewriting them in plain English, in logical order and including better designed 
illustrations. The guidelines prepared by C � P Telephone are the most com­
plete; however, all have shortcomings with respect to organization and presenta­
tion. 

In summary, the tree trimming guidelines are adequate to accomplish the objec­
tives for which they were designed. Concern for the environment, aesthetics and 
the Chesapeake Bay beneficially suggest that they could be reviewed for accu­
racy, timeliness, and utility to the using organization. 

Vi1R;int.l Qmptrauw E.1n11� �in.;, an £duca1iunll 5,n,i(w- ul dw Vi .. in� Palylffhnic 't111ei•uer,.... SUw Uniffl'-N:ty •• Virlltria SUw Un1'W11i&7. 
\.'ir111n-ia-'t Land·�il'tll l11M11u,....._ w11h. U.S. DrpanlMftt a( Apit1.1k1.1tf' and UX'all �1 C"nnprr11ut1g. Prupa.a, IICli\tilin. and ffllplo,,llltftt: 

opp,wtunuen .att �net.Ir en 111 peinplr rwprdlnl of tact'. c-oltw, rrl .. Klr'I. 1r.1;, ..... MilOl\lil ... ;,m. handlC'lip, or pali1ttal alli\i.ation. 
An eq..al apponunicyiaflmna1iw anion�· 

I hope this information will be helpful to your review. Please call me at 
{703) 231-5212 if you have any questions about my comments or if you need addi­
tional information. 

I)��Ha e Jr. 
Profess Extension Spe t 
Forest Ma ement-Economics 

c: J, Hosner 
R.E. Adams 
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City of' Virgiriia Beach 

DEPARTMENT OF GEl'IERAL SERVICES 

LAl'IDSCAPE SERVICES DIVISION 

MUNICIPAL CENTER 

VIRGINIA SEAC�. VIRGINIA 234S6•J002 

September l5, 1989 

Dr. W. Timothy Lough 
Special Projects Engineer 
State Corporation Conrnission

Division of Energy Regul�tions 
Box l l97 
Richmond, Virginia 23209 

Dear Dr. Lough: 

RE: Tree Pruning Guidelines 

l had the opportunity to review the referenced subject guidelines and

have the following cor.rnents:

Paragraph 5 addresses a differentiation between rural and urban ar·eas. 
Pruning standards, in my opinion, should not be relaxed in rural a;•eas 
v.here trees are adjacent to public rights-of-way or public properties 
,Jiere they are visible. 

Par·agraph 6 ut il i zes the word "encourage". I have see;z areas \.<.here 
tree maintenance costs are high but removal of tl'ees would be 
w,ucceµluu, t: for• u vilr i t:ty of 1'eui101,s. I ,....-,i.du .;:i11:;,1yt: t.'ii;; v.(lr·J. i "Y tu 
"cons"idered." in lieu of "encouraged". 

Paragraph 9 is not necessary unless the utility is outside an easement 
or not on utility property. 

Paragraph lO -- Is this necessary? 

Paragraphs l l and 12 -- �\tty get another department involved? You 
might :mke a requirement that the utility firr.rs have staff foresters 
or arborists. 

Dr. W. Timothy Lough 
Page� 
September l5, l989 

Please contact me if l can 

/'/
,, 

RRH: jk 
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MRS. CLARKE T. COOPER. JR. 
MRS. JOHN J. DEMPSEY 
MRS. FRANK T. ELLETT 

MRS • .JOHN PAGE ELLIOTT 
MRS. E. STEWART EPLEY 

MRS . .JOSEPH W. HAZELGROVE 
MRS. WESLEY B. JONES 

9'ie �� �t:U ¥'Y� 
MRS. ULBURN T. TALLEY, PRESIDENT 

CONSERVATION COMMIITEE 
MRS. ROBERT CARTER, CHAIRMAN 

1244 ROTHESAY ROAD 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23221 

MRS. DONALD J. KENDALL, JR. 
MISS LORA MACKIE 

MRS. LOCKHART B. McGUIRE 
MRS. P. WILLIAM MOORE, JR. 

MRS. WARREN L. ROMANS 
MRS. ERIC J. SORENSON 
MRS. WILLIAM T. TUCKER 

!,__,"l,.. l)'}A\ {l\U. ct, l-l(I.ft<ht ,1J "i ---f {-1.,.A 

�(.H•-� � (�..J.w {Cu.� ,( l;;·'C\ ,�; lLJjsw,,.,,.J

f'I-., 'J..L6('iJ f; � . �'<"m9 (...;J.L .... ,., f"'

I -· . J. ( � , \ ,-.,... , , . l II �le? \ [L, 
l_j,:Q{J...�U t.l' • � \,' 1--' I a I '"" .U {) , 

1:il Cl• 0-ude l v_ S .

· o pt,-w c\c.-O

·iv fiD4f2f? '°'
n}tifj r�(kS�
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IIPP�•itAl.illl rawrr 1,GMjliiillf 
I'() 1lu.1 lO� \ 
lt11.1nn�t VA. 140�:· ;i 1 .11 
l11.1 1u1.�i·nuo 
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-

APNLACHIAH 

September 26 , 1989 POWIR 

W. T i mothy Lough , Ph . D . , P . E .
Specia l  Projects Eng i neer
State Corporation Convni ss ion 
Di v i s i on of Energy Regul at ion 
P .  o. Box 1197 

Richmond , V i rginia  23209

Dear Tim: 

SUBJECT: HJR 155 - Gu i del  I nes for the Prun ing and 
Trimmi ng of Trees for Ut i l t ty l ine C learances 

In response to your September 6, 1989 l e tter on the subject 
matter, our comments are as fol l ows : 

Add i t i onal Data Requests 

1. The nllllber of routine IIIOnitoring aud i ts of prun ing
crews i n  1988.

Each of the Div i s i on L i ne Construc t i on & Ma i ntenance
Representa ti ves ( U1CRs) a s s i gned to ri ght-of-way 
control acti vi ties is in the f ie ld  on v i rtual ly
a da i ly basi s routinely observ ing the contract crews
and checking on the qua 1 ity and quant i ty of work
performed . These i llspections are not recorded but
a conservat i ve estimate is  tha t approximate ly  4 ,500 
such inspections were ca rried out i n  1988 . 

2. The nllllber of audi ts that detected resul ts of i111pro­
per pruning techniques requi ri ng corrective action.

Any need for correct i ve actfon tha t is noted during 
the inspec tions i s  immedi ately CDlllllun1cated to the 
contractor ' s f i e ld  superv i sor for impl ementation .
No record i s  ma in ta ined o f  such cases but our bes t
estimate i s  that approx imately ZOO inspect ions re­
sul ted in the need for some correc tive action on 
the part of the contrac tor.

September 26 , 1989 
W .  Timothy Lough 
Page Three 

2. Tree pruning shall be perfonned fn accordance wi th 
the accepted practices of the National Arborfst 
Association .  Natural and lateral pruni ng should be 
spec i fied,  wi thout exception. When pruning branches,
the branch bark ridge should be protected by making
the fi nal cut just outward from that point. flush­
cutt ing or l eaving ii brilnch stub ilre unacceptabl e.

We suggest de leting the phrase "wi thout exception"
in thi s guidel i ne .  It coul d wel l  be interpreted
to requ i re latera l tri11111ing in a l l  cases , thereby
effectivel y negat ing gui del i ne l as  i t  re l ates to
the wishes or ri ghts of the property owner in regard 
to trimming methods .  We would al s o  suggest changing 
the mandatory " sha l l "  in the f i rst  sentence to 
" shoul d'' for the same reason.

A guidel i ne that prec l udes the property owner from 
hav i ng an e ffective voice in tne trimming method 
to be used on h i s  trees i s  not going to be effect i ve 
no matter how wel l i ntentioned . 

3. Uti l i ties '  internal guidel ines and uti l i ties' speci­
fications which are incorporated into contracts 
shoul d include sketches of triirming techniques for 
trees in close proxiaity to overhead distribution
l ines , graphics of both good and bad trianing techni·
ques , tree c1 tlllbing techniques which wil l  minimize
tree daiaage , and tree clearances based on both the 
chosen tri•ing cycle and tree species. Guidcl ines
should include special rcqui rements for triaming
ornainental yard trees and municipal ly  owned trees.

In our opinion , thi s guidel i ne wou ld  not be hel p ful
and may, in fact , be counterproduct ive .  Guidel i ne 2 
makes clear that the National Arborl s t  Assoc iat ion 
(NAA) practices are the preferred techniques . lhe 
requi rement for an addi tional set of spec ifi cat ions , 
sketche s ,  etc. has the potentia 1 for confus i on as 
wel l  as possibly perpetuat ing out·of·date pract i ces .
We  woul d  suggest  that Gu idel ine 3 be el imi nated
as Gu ide!  ine 2 (modi fied as per our suggestion)
woul d appea r to a l ready prov i de a better means of
obta i n i ng the des i red resu lts .

Scptcni!Jer 26 , 1989 
W. T i mothy Lough 
Page Two 

Prior to mak i ng any other co1T1J1ents ,  we would sugge s� tha t �he 
data shown i n  Tabl e 2 of  your eva l ua t i on of electnc ut 1 l 1 ty 
performance indi cates opt i on ( 1 )  -- no guidel ines -- i s  
the proper choice of the three op t ions presented . The t rec 
trinmi ng program In APCO is being carr ied out in  a resp�n­
s ib le , profess iona l manne r wi th a proper bal ance be i ng ma i n­
tai ned between l i ne c learance req ui rements and property 
owner wi shes .  The qua l i ty of the program in APCO as wel l  
as the other l hted uti l i ties i s  apparent from the rel a t i ve l y  
few comp la ints recehed concerning the trimmi ng operat ions . 
We do not feel that e i ther extens i ve or general gu i del i nes 
are needed In v i ew of present perform.ince by the e lect r i c  
uti l i t ies i n  V i rg i n i a .  

I n  the event the comi ss ion dec ides there i s  a need for 
gui del ine s ,  we would suggest that there i s  a fourth opt i on 
that is compat ib le  wi th the resol ution and. one that shoul d 
f ind support wi th a l l  parties. Such an option wou ld cons i s t 
of the fol l owing s ingle guidel ine:  

Tree trimni ng and pruning sha 1 1  be performed in 
accordance w i th the accepted pract i ces  of the 
Nat iona l Arborist  Assoc i a t i on ( NM) except in 
those ins tances i n wh i ch the property owner i ns i s ts 
on a l ternat ive methods. 

ln accord wi th your request for comments on the poss i b I e 
general guidel i nes ,  we submi t the fol l owi ng:  

1 . Tree tri11111ing practices shal l consider the health 
and vi gor of affected trees .  aesthetics. righ�s of
property owners , wi ldl i fe 111anage111ent , and env1 ron­
mental concerns .

We would suggest  the phrase "wi shes of property
owners" be substi tuted for "ri ghts of property
owners" . The electric ut i l i ty must have the right 
to obta in proper cl earance of conductors _ from 
trees but consideration i s  g i ven to lhe w i shes
of the customer.

SepteQ\ber 26 , 1989 
W. Timothy Lough 
Page Four

4. Wound dressing should be appl ied only in  conjunct�on
wi th a growth i nhibitor, and not for protective 
or cosmetic reuons.

5. 

Thi s  is our present practice.

Suffic ient ht1 tude should be a l l owed to address the
varying condi tions between rural and urban rights­
of-way. S11111e intensive 111.intenance practice essen­
tial in  urban l i ne clearing 11ay be unnecessary or 
not cost-effective in certain rural si tuations.

We would agree that there is a ba�i s . tor vari a�ce
in  certain  aspects of the tree trimmrng operation
as i t  appl ies to urban versus rura l areas . 

6. Tree rl!IIOvaJ should  be encouraged where l ong tem 
maintenance costs wi l l  be high,  .. here property ri sk
is high, or where the extent of pruning necessary 
wi l l  destroy the natural shape of the tree. Such 
trees wil l  be replaced at the uti l i ty ' s  expense 
wi th slow growing species. A l i st of appropriate 
species for planting under power l i nes  can be pro­
v ided by the V i rginia Department of Forestry.

We are 
should 
due to 
trees. 
basi s .  
o f  the 

i n  agreement that tree removal and replacement 
be encouraged where economi cal ly feasibl e 

high maintenance costs assoc iated with probl em 
APCD has such a program i n  p l ace on a 1 lmi ted 
We are not In agreement wi th the rema i nder 

guidel i ne and rec011111Cnd it be el imi na ted.  

I t  would certa in ly  be inappropriate for the ut i l i ·  
ty t o  a sslJN! the cost of tree remova 1 and repl acement 
because of a property r i s.k to non-ut i l i ty properly 
if lha t 1 s  what l s  i ntended. The property owner 
1�i th a tree that endangers hi s or h i s nei ghbor' s 
property should be respons ib le  for any remova l and 
repl acement cost .  

The portion of  the guidel ine dea l i ng wi th u�i l i ty 
removal and repl acement due to the tri11111i ng 1mpact 
on the shape of the tree i s  not workab le  i n  our 
op in ion.  The number of trees invol ved and the sub­
ject ive nature of a j udgment on tree shape has the 
potenthl of creating tremendous costs and/or contro­
ve rsy i f  such an I tem i;ere to be i nc 1 uded in the 
gu idel ines . 



September 26, 1989 
W. Timothy Lough 
Page f'1ve 

7. Utll 1 ties shl.11 .attellpt to notify property ownen 
prior to trt•ing. A written 11essage (e.g •• .a door 
h.ang t.ag) shall be left where verbal COIIIIIUnic.ation 
ts not possible. Such nottffc.atton shall include 
an expJ.anation of pruning methods to be used. 

The use of the door hangers for notlf1cat1on is 
a current APCO policy. We do not believe that any
explanation of trf11111ing 111ethods ts necessary or 
feasible u a part of such a notice. The vast 111ajor-
1 ty of the trees to be tri11111ed wi l 1 have been tr111'med 
previously and the property owner will be knowledge­
able of the methods to be used. The property owner 
who does desire additional information will ffnd 
that an •on site" discussion with our right-of-way 
personnel can address hh particular situation in 
a much better fashion. 

8. Trfming and pruning during e11ergency weather condi­
tions fs s011eti11es necessary fn order to restore 
electric service. Policies of contacting each home­
owner 111y not be enforced bec1use of the nature 
of 111>rlr. 0 and clean up of debris under einergency 
situations ts the °""er 1 5 responsfbfltty. 

we are in general agreement with this guideline. 

9. The utility or fts designated contractor shall get 
written perwfsslon prior to using herbicides or 
removing trees. 

We have extremely serious reservations about this 
guideline for the following reasons: 

A. This guideline goes far beyond the resolution 
which requested the State Corporation Connis­
sion to establish guidelines for the prring 
and trirmiing of trees for utility 1 ine c ear­
ance. 

n. APCO presently has written permission to 
install and maintain its Hnes in the form 
of easements, franchises or permits. These 
documents provide for the rights of APCO 
in regard to right-of-way control as well 
as any restrict ions imposed by the grantor 
of that easement, franchise or pemit. 

September 26, 1989 
W. Timothy Lough 
Page Seven 

O. Recleartng operations fn rural areas includ­
ing removal of d.Jnger trees would also be
made more difficult 1f the guidelines were 
to be interpreted to require new written 
pemlssion. Many of the same loghttcal 
proble11s involved tn the aerial herbicide 
progr.a11 would be encountered and the guide­
line 111akes no provision for a property owner 
refusal to permit tree removal. There are 
a large number of trees -- diseased, leaning, 
shallowly rooted, etc. -- for which the 
only effective treatment is removal. 

JO. Utfltties shall c11111Pfle and llike available any 
dah deemed necessary by the State CorporiltiOn 
Co.ahsion to 110nitor the effectiveness of tree 
trf•fng progrillls. 

APCO hu been respons Ive to Co111111ssion data re­
quests in the past and would not expect to change 
its pr act ices f n this regard. 

11. Any inquiries by the utilities or ratepa.yen rehtive 
to appropriate tree trinnfng techniques Sha 11 be 
directed to the Virginia Oeparblent of Forestry 
for resolution. 

APCO feels the Virginia Department of Forestry is 
well qualified to perform this function. 

12'. If the Department of Forestry, upon inspection of 
tree triming work which is the subject of c0111plaint, 
detel'9ines that improper tri1111tng practices were 
used. reconstructiYe triming or replanting will 
be perfol'llled at the utf1itie5 1 expen5e. 

APCO feels the Virginia Oepartment of Forestry is 
well qualified to perform this function. 

s1:;;;y, 

�,,.-
c. A. SilllllOnS 
Vice President 
Construction & Maintenance 
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SeptClllber 26, 1989 
W. Timothy Lough 
Page Six 

c. 

f•ii Hu• 7021 

If the intent of the Commission is to �on­
sfder the existing ease111ents, franchises 
and pemtts as written permission, this 
guideline wf 11 not serve any purpose other 
than to possibly create ambiguity and contro­
versy between the utf 1 tty and property 
owners. If the intent of the COC1111issfon, 
11owever, 1s to create a requirement for 
additional pel'llltssion. the impact would 
be devastating to existing right-of-way 
maintenance programs. 

The aerial herbicide application program 
utilized 1n rural areas of APCO could not 
be carried out ff the guidelines were to 
be interpreted to require written permission 
of existing property owners. The logistics 
of fdenttfyfng current property owners, 
determining current boundaries and 11arkfng 
boundaries of properties for which penaissfon 
could not be obtained would sfiaply be too 
great. The identfftcatfon of property owners 
could only be done by perfoiwfng a treGendous 
amount of courthou5e research. Once proper­
ties were identified by deed description, 
boundaries and line relationships would 
have to be established fn the field. The 
number of miles of line fnvohed and the 
dynamic nature of property ownership would 
combine to make such a task virtually 
illpOSSfble. 

Jn APCO in Vfrgfnia, the replace111ent of 
present aerial herbicide control 11ith_conven­
tional reclearfng 111ethods would increase 
costs by approximately $2 11i 11 f on/year. 
APCO' s aerial herbicide appl f cation program 
has met w1 th a ht gh degree of property owner 
acceptance and any change which would reduce 
efficiency and increase costs would be unw•r­
ranted. 

"''""''""· ..,,. i•on nn 
!UJ YH� 2JOO 

October 27. 1989 

w. Timothy Lough, Ph.D., P.E. 
Special Projects Engineer 
State Corporation C0111Disston 
Division of Energy Regulation 
P. O. Box 1197 
Rictnond, Virginia 23209 

Dear Tim: 

SUBJECT: HJR 155 - Guidelines for the Pruning and 
Tri1111ing of Trees for Ut;Jity Line Clearances 

APPALACHIAN 
POWER 

We continue to feel the demonstrated quality of the present 
trirmiing programs of APCO and the other utilitie_s f_n Virg!nia 
fs excellent and there is no need for establishing guide­
lines. If guidelines are to be established, however, we have 
no objection to the version attached to ycur October 20, 
1989 letter. 

Sincerely, 

//ff>��.-
C. A. Simons 
Vice President 
Construction & Maintenance 

CAS:psb 

c; Mr. John W. Vaughan 



Delmarva 
Power 

September 28, 1989 

Su11th•·lfl U1v1:ao11 l;l'fl11;ll Ulhn 
II:; U III N,,yluc Mell H.,,,,, 

1'0 Um1:l'!:t11 
S.1hst111n1 MlJ:'.l>i111 

l'!,!Jl)!tll,(•'1'1'11 

Dr. W. T. Lo,;gh 
Spectal ProJects Engineer 
State Corporatlon Commiasion 
Division or Publlc Utilities 
Ric;h111ond, Va 23209 

Dear Dr. Lough: 

You requested the following additional inrormat1on con­
cerning tree pruning 1n Virginia during 1988; 1) the number 
or routine monitoring audits or prunlng crews and 21 the number 

��q����!: ����e�:�=� t =�t��:�1 ts or improper pruning techniques 

ln answer to your f1rat question, Delmarva Power employed 
one Company crew ror 10 months which was routinely audited 61 
times. There were alao three dirrerent contract crews which 
worked a tot.al or 16J months during the year. They were audited 
by Delmarva Power supervisors 108 times and by contractor su­
pervisors 59 times. 

In answer to your second question, all pruning .,as by the 
lateral method and none required eorrec tt ve act ion. 

I would like to clarify a couple of items in your report 
concerning Delmarva Power• s specifications. 

On page 11, paragraph i! you state; "Oel•arva Power includes 
:0�:�!c:�etchy discussion or tree trimming specifications• in its 

While we did not include an 1n-dept.h discussion in the con­
tract doc:ument, the ate.ached Journal or Arborlculture artic:le 
"Management Tec:hniques for Utility Tree Maintenance• was dis-' 
trlbut.ed and Olscussed at. the pre-bid meeting, You Will notice 
that this article also addresses tree removal and replacement. 

On page 1�, paragraph 1 you sta1:.e; "Delmarva Power provides 
no guidance on clctarance ror primary or sole secondary conductors•. 
You then go on to reco1111end that tree clearances be established 
in your "Tree Pruninl' Guidelines• suggestion 13. 

lf a ut111ty states that 10 reet or clearance is recommended 
ror a particular specie or tree to provide ror three year•5 clear-
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ance ana in two years that tree ls contacting tne prl•ary con­
ductors. the u t lllty could be held liable for damages should 
the tree cau:u: an interruption or iii person tnc.urs an clectr1c.cd 
contact .. 

A more professional approach 1S to look for the Oest lateral 
branch that can direct the tree':s growth away fro" the conductors. 
This must be deternilned t,y the professional tree trimmer and ls 
seldom a uniform distance rrom the conductors. This ls \lhy a 
proper laterally trimmed tree has :staggered cut.s and does not 
appear to be •rounded over•. 

I sub1111 t the:se addition al comiaents concern 1ng your proposed 
"Tree Pruning Guidelines•. 

21 •Natural or lateral pruning ahould be speciried without 
exception•. While this 1:s the ideel, not all property 
owners \llll allo\l their trees to be trl111meC:1 laterally. 
This ls in conrllct with 11 concerning "rights of prov 
perty owners•. 

l would also point out that on inacces:slble rights-or-way, 
particularly transmission hign voltage, some utllltles 
use helicopters which lo,.er saw blades, or use boom cut.ters 
to side trim encroaching trees. It ls not po:sslble to 
make N. A. A. accepted pruning cuts Dy tnese •et.hods. The 
alternative, cl11Db1ng and hand cutting, could be safety 
and cost prohlbltive. 

3l I have previously di:scu:ssed our exception to specifying 
tree clearances. 

I question why special require11ents are necessary for tr1m-
1111ng ornamental yard trees and municipally owned trees. If 
the recommendation is to prune all trees by the lateral 
method, why c11rrerent1ate� 

71 Delmarva Power does attelOpt to not1ry prop.,rty owners prior 
to tr111a11ng, but 1r no one ts hone and it 1:s. rout1nl' main­
tenance, we tl'im the tree. 

Door hang tags have not proved successful in our Virginia 
service area because or the numerous absentee owners. espe­
cially ln the resort areas. l r door hang tags are use<!, 
they shoulcl be followed up w1 t.h tr1mm1ng within two clays. 
Otherwise the crew wll l have to spend too much t1me bacl<· 
tracking on circuits which will adversely affect produc:tivlty. 

9) Urban tree ma1ntenance anti rural tree maintenance arc va.stly 
different. 

It is com•on practice for the tree crew to get wr1 tten per-
11ission berore a tree ls removed rro111 a custo111er• s yard. 
However, when a rural right-of-way ls Delng reclai111ed, 
thousands or trees must be tri•med. removed, Dushhogged or 
herbicide treated. Slnce there are few houses to Inquire 
about ownership, and with the absentee owner problem, rural 
maintenance would require constant tax record research to 

det ermine ownership and hopefully obtain permission. 

Should permls:slon be denied, what does the utl li ty dn? 

Delmarva Power contracts the use or herbicides but not 
normally in conjunctlon Wlth tree tri,011lnr;. llerbicJ<11, 
spraying Is perror,oed by ,specialized crews under ltu, 
supervision or certiflod peat1c1de appl lcators. 

Requiring written po,r"lsslon prior to hcrblclfle Lrca1.­
ml!nt indicates that alternative maintenance a,t>�t be pcr·­
formed should permission be dented. This could adver:;eh 
arrect our right-or-way malnt.enance budget anll conflict 
with our wildlife management efforts. 

We are presently cooperating with the Virginia Game 
Commlssion in establishing vegetation plots which provide 
stream rtltration burrers and enh•nce small game h;,hl tat. 
Proper herlllcide use is crucial to this management. 

1 0 I The type:, and amounts or data should not be overllurdensom", 
as this coul d detract from present quality control efforts. 
We would appreciate the opportunity to comment on any pro­
posed data requirements. 

Thank you for the opport11ni ty to review your report and 
comment on your proposed guidelines. 

Sincerely 

·12.:L..f.. J . .:..�
Richard A. J£n�tone 
Supervisor Forestry & Building Services 

ilAJ /wmb 
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Delmarva 
Power 

!A•lllh1,111 IJ1v1sion Oti1mrnl c Jl11.:1· 
11.s 1:111, Nav101 Miii u .. 111 

f>() Jinx )'tel 
!li11lsl>111y,t1111l:!llkll 

1:1011 !,,11, ,;, ··�) 

October 30, 1989 

Dr. W. T. Lough 
Special Projects Engineer 
State Corporation Commlssion 
Division or Public Utilities 
Ri�nmond, Va 23209 

Dear Or. Lougt:: 

Thankyou ror the opportunity to comment on your revised 
Tree �runing Guidelines. 

This drart appears to be much more workable, but there 
are still a couple areas or concern. 

IJ Each right-or-way clearing work crew should De ramiliar 
with and have access to specir1cat1ons that include sketches or 
trimming techniques ror trees 1n close proximity to overhead 
distribution lines and guidelines addressing proper tree clearances 
based on both the chosen trimming cycle and tree species. 

The proper trimming techniques should be the same 
as those outlined in guideline 12, 

Stating tree clearance guidelines exposes the utility 
to liability if the recommended clearance does not prevent 
an interruption or a contact accident during the specir1ed 
trimming eye:: le. 

I would propose that the Virginia Department or 

Forestry publish a list or common tree species found 
throughout the state, w1th average nor111al growth rates 
and sucker growth rates induced by pruning. The crews 
could then bt instructed to lateral trim the tree •nd 
to make their cuts so as to provide two year's· clearance, 
or whatever the cycle 1s, based on expected tree regrowth. 

The decision as to how much clearance to obtain is 
then left u� to the proressional tree trimmer doing the 
work. This alleviates the utility rrom accepting un­
necessary liability. 

flO Utilities shall attempt to notiry property owners 
prior to trimming except when prior approval has been 
obtained rrom absentee property owners. A written message 
[e.g. a letter/notification card/door hang tag) is an appropriate 
alternative when verbal communication 1s not practical. 

Door hang tags can be used when attempting to trim 
a yard tree at a residence. 

When attempting to sidetri111 and re111ove trees from 
rural rights-or-way where there are no houses, prior 
notification would require researching court records to 
rind the present property owners. 

Does the right-or-way agreement constitute -prior 
approval •. , rrom absentee property owners•? Ir so, 
then the guideline would not pose a problem. 

Ir the right-of-way agreement ts not considered 
"prior approval", then this guideline would make rural 
trimming very cumbersome and expensive. 

If property owner approval is necessary before 
each tri•ming; I) what good ts the right-of-way 
agreement which supposedly granted the utility 
maintenance rights; and 21 if a property owner can 
disapprove scheduled maintenance, how can the utility 
provide reliable and sare electric service? 

Please consider these points when finali�ing the guidelines, 
and thankyou for your past consideration. 

Sincerely 

-ld:1..J.. a .. z.a=· 
Richard A, Joh stone 
Supervisor Forestry & Bu1ld1ng Services 

RAJ/wmb 
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OLD DOMINION POWER COMPANY 
ONE QIJALIT't STAl:E1 

LE XllolGTOlol, KENTUCKY 

�0501 

September 21, 1989 

Mr,. W. T. Lough, Ph. D. P.E. 
Special Projects Engineer 
Division of Energy Regulation 
State Corporation Commis6ion 
P.O. Box 1197 
Richmond, v� 23209 

Dear Mr. Lough: 

Thank you for your letter dated September 6, 1989 and the 
copy of the preliminary draft report on HJR 155 and the proposed 
general tree pruning guidelines. 

Old Dominion Power Company has reviewed the preliminary 
draft report prepared for responding to the Legislature on HJR 
155 and agrees with the factual basis of co11U11ents concerning ODP. 

With regard to the proposed "Tree Pruning Guidelines, 
Possible Option", ODP has reviewed the twelve items and has 
several collllllents it would like to make in general and on certain 
items as follows: 

1) GENERAL COMMENTS 

ODP believes its present right-of-way maintenance 
program sufficiently provides for the safety and well being 
of all affected parties in an economical manner. The 
quality, experience, and expertise of the people involved in 
the program is reflected by the relative non-existence of 
customer complaints (one in 1988) and lack of any required 
corrective action from improper pruning techniques. The 
implementation of the proposed guidelines would unnecessari­
ly add to the costs OPP customers realize for right-of-way 
clearing. The apparent areas for cost increases are 
through: 1) aesthetic trimming techniques which would add 
undeterminable labor time; 2) the replacement of trees 
including the purchase, planting, nurturing, guarantee of 
life, and administration: 3) the requirement of written 
permission before using herbicides or tree removal would 
increase labor costs when locating out of town property 
owners, especially on extended rural aerial spraying routes 
where prior approval had previously been received; 4) 
increased contractor or crew labor costs when attempting to 
secure written permission may require retracking trinuning 
routes; and 5) the participation of the Department of 
Forestry in utility, customer, and sec matters. There are 

numerous unidentified overhead costs that could occur as 
well. With ODP's proportionately small customer base, the 
customers would likely realize a higher cost per customer 
than the other participating electric utilities. 

However, should the legislature determine the proposed 
guidelines necessary, ODP proposes several modifications in 
the preliminary draft report guidelines. In addition, such 
guidelines should include a preface identifying the basic 
requirement for tree trimming the responsibility to 
provide for continuity of service to electrical customers 
and the avoidance of potential hazards that trees present to 
the operations of electrical systems and the public if 
allowed to grow into lines. 

2) ITEM 2 

ODP believes there should be wording to provide soine 
latitude of flexibility in this guideline rather than a 
firm, no-exception provision. While every effort would be 
made to follow proper procedure and practices, there are 
generally exceptions in isolated instances. Henceforth, ODP 
recommends, "Tree pruning shall generally be performed in 
accordance with the accepted practices of the National 
Arborist Association ••. •. 

3) ITEM 3 

ODP is unsure of the intent of the last sentence 
regarding special requirements for trimming ornamental yard 
trees and municipally owned trees. ODP would generally 
comply with the practice of the National Arborist Associa­
tion (Item 2) and does not perform special techniques for 
aforementioned trees in either rural or urban environments, 
since the necessity for the trimming is the same (ie. 
maintenance of service reliability) • Therefore ODP recom­
mends that the last sentence be stricken. 

41 ITEM 6 

ODP does not believe the utilities should be required 
to pay for the replacement of trees that have been removed 
from its right of way in urban or rural environments. The 
utilities have the responsibility to maintain their lines to 
operate safely, effectively, and efficiently. Any cost of 
replacement of trees under the conditions listed in Item 6 
should be the responsibility of the party other than the 
utility. The replacement trees would not necessarily have 
to be a slow growing species, but should be a species that 
will not grow into conflict with utility lines at maturity. 
ODP recommends that the last two sentences be stricken. 
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5) ITEM 7

COP• s contractors presently use the proposed method 
when direct verbal communications are not possible where 
property owners are local residents. However, some property 
owners do not live in the community where the property is 
located. In these instances the right-of-way clearing is 
performed based on prior approval. ODP recommends the 
incorporation of a provision in Item 7 to accommodate those 
instances where prior approval has been obtained. 

6) ITEM 9

The requirement of writt-=:n permission prior to using 
herbicides or removing trees is not practical in all in­
stances. For example, aerial spray applications are based 
on prior approval from property own�rs and cover inaccessi­
ble extended routes which do not lend itself to written 
permissive contact prior to application. This situation is 
a common occurrence for CDP with the mountainous terrain of 
its service area. Also, removal of trees may involve small 
scrub growth in fence rows, etc., which are removed as 
routine and written permission is not secured. 
Consideration should be given when prior approval exists as 
expressed in Item 7, 

7) ITEM 11

CDP believes that inquiries by the utilities or 
ratepayers relative to appropriate tree pruning techniques 
should be directed to the sec. Such a course of action 
would provide a consistent communication exchange between 
ratepayers and utilities. In those instances where the sec 
requires assistance, the Department of Forestry could be 
consulted for their input toward an amiable solution for the 
sec, utilities, and ratepayers. 

8) ITEM 12

As mentioned in response to Item 11, OOP believes the 
link between ratepayers and utilities should be the sec, 
wherewith there will be a consistent governing body avail­
able for the right of due process for the parties involved 
when appropriate. OOP recommends the following rewritten 
guide: "If the sec or its representative upon inspection of 
right-of-way clearing which is the subject of complaint, 
determines that improper clearing practices were used, then 
the utility involved will be contacted by the sec and be 
required to present an acceptable solution to the sec for 
the property owner.d 

Additionally, you requested information for 1988 on: 1) the 
number of routine monitoring auditB of pruning crews and, 2) the 
number of audits that detected results of improper pruning 

techniques requiring corrective action. There were 298 audits 
performed during 1988 without any corrective action required. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the 
preliminary draft report and the proposed guidelines. If we can 
be of furth�r assistance in this matter, please let us know. 

WL-je 

cc: W. E. Johnson 
H. E. Armsey 

Sincerely, 

1.f'J.t.,1 )JJ lllJi;z/1-
Robert M. Hewett 
Vice President, Rates, 
Budget and Financial Forecasts 
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OLD DOMINION POWER COMPANY 
ONE OUAl.lTVSTAEE.T 

LEXINGTON. KENTUCKY 

40507 

October 26, 1989 

Mr. W. T, Lough, Ph.D. P.E. 
Special Projects Engineer 
Division of Energy Regulation 
State Corporation Commission 
P. o. Box 1197
Richmond, Virginia 23209

Dear Mr. Lough: 

Thank you for your letter and revised version of recommended 
Tree Pruning Guidelines dated October 20, 1989. 

As stated in our September 21, 1989 letter responding to the 
preliminary draft report, Old Dominion Power Company (ODP) 
believes its right-of-way clearing program provides for the 
essential concerns of costs, safety, continuity of service, the 
health and vigor of affected trees, the wishes of property 
owners, wild life management, and the environment. We are 
hopeful the legislature concludes the proposed Tree Pruning 
Guidelines are not necessary and thus would avoid increasing the 
cost of providing service to ODP's customers. 

Should the legislature determine the proposed guidelines 
necessary, ODP proposes modifications as follows: 

ODP recommends that the last part of the first sentence, 
which reads "unless the property owner insists otherwise," be 
deleted. The inclusion of this statement may require our crews 
to perform work contrary to established standards and to our 
Company's specifications. The responsibility of the final 
decision should rest with the Company. 

Since ODP has established right-of-way clearing specifica­
tions, we believe the second sentence should include wording to 
make work crews familiar with utility procedures as well. ODP 
recommends the following: " .•• and have access to utilities' 
right-of-way clearing specifications, which generally conform to 
the above noted standards and guidelines." 

Mr. w. T. Lough 
October 26, 1989 
Page 2 

ODP is unsure of the intent of this guideline and su9gest 
that it be deleted. Since we must clear our lines on a systemat­
ic schedule, we may be working in an urban area during one of the 
summer months (months with full leaves on the trees such as May 
through September) and major limb removal may be required. 

ODP believes this guideline is subject to various interpre­
tations as to what areas are aesthetically important. Generally 
speaking, most property owners are concerned with the appearance 
of their property and may have a preference in the tree trimming 
method to be employed. These interpretation problems would cause 
conflicts in scheduling, may cause safety problems, and may 
greatly increase our costs without due benefit. ODP recommends 
that this guideline be deleted. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments on the 
proposed guidelines. If we may be of further assistance in this 
matter, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

� � ',\,\. .. ¢� 
Robert M. Hewett l�) 
Vice President, Rates, 
Budget and Financial Forecasts 

RMH: jm 

cc: H. E. Armsey 
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ft The Potomac Edison Company 
.,. '

111
�n��n:me 

Mr. W. Timothy Lough 
5pecial Projects Engineer 
State Corporation Commission 
Division of Energy Regulation 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
Box 1197 
Richmond, VA 23209 

Dear Mr. Lough: 

Hagerstown, MD 21740 

September. 20, 1989 

Re: Tree Trimming Guidelines, Possible Option 

We are in receipt of your September 6, 1989 guidelines. 
After reviewing the guidelines Potomac Edison has several 
comments. 

Paragraph 2 

Natural and lateral pruning should be specified without 
except1.on. 

We would suggest that this sentence be changed to: "Natural 
and lateral pruning should be specified unless the individual 
property owner requires otherwise." 

It is not uncommon to encounter an individual property owner 
who would prefer to have his tree pollarded. Many property 
owners_are often quite insistent that trees be trimmed according 
to their perc!ived concepts of what a trinuned tree should look. 
We 9? alon� with the property owners' desires after trying to 
convince him that pollarding is not good for the tree. 

Flesh cuttin or leavin a branch stub are unacce table. I 
would agre� that leaving a branch stub is unacceptable n the 
urban setting or where a tree is the visual focal point in a 
�andscape. However,_in many remote areas where trees are grouped 
into a W?od!d_situation.they are functional as a entity rather 
tha� as individual specimen tree. The use of mechanical trimming 
�quipment such.as a Jarraff, Kershaw Cutter, or aerial side trim 
is_of�en used i� th� remote areas. These mechanical methods of 
trimming are quite inexpensive and do little harm to the tree 
except that a branch stub is left. 

- "2 -

The value gained by not leaving branch stubs is not 
conunensurate with the cost. To side trim a tree manually or with 
an aerial device cost approximately $7 per tree. The use of 
mechanized equipment reduces the cost per tree to approximately 
$1.25. In situations where we use this mechanical equipment, the 
cost differential of aesthetic trimming cannot be justified. For 
example, Potomac Edison aerial side trimmed on George Washington 
National Forest. In the Forest Service opinion, the areas that 
we worked has value for its aggregate aesthetic value and timber 
values were not an issue. The US Forest Service felt in this 
case, the aerial side trim outweighed the benefits of not leaving 
branch stubs because of reduced cost, decreased worker exposure 
to electric lines, decreased possibility of fire caused by tree 
trimming activities and decreased environmental disruption from 
ground equipment. We would suggest that mechanized tree trimming 
and leaving of branch stubs is appropriate, in situations where 
specimen trees of high aesthetic value are not an issue. These 
areas are generally limited to wooded situations in remote, rural 
and mountain areas. 

We think that the proposed guidelines allude to our concerns 
in paragraph S. Paragraph S states that some intensive 
maintenance practice is essential in urban line clearing but may 
be unnecessary and not cost effective in certain rural 
situations. This is the thrust of our concern for the last 
sentence of paragraph 2. It may be wise to combine paragraph 2 
and paragraph 5. This would address our concerns. 

Paragraph 3 

Sentence 1
1 

Tree climbing techniques which minimize tree 
damage. The most important consideration in tree climbing 
techniques is one of safety. The utility cannot and should not 
specify any work practice. We employ tree contractors as 
independent contractors and tree experts. As independent 
contractors we cannot specify work practices without asswning 
liability. 

In addition, the voluntary standard ANSI Z-133 addresses the 
issue of tree climbing techniques. For the utility to specify 
anything except 1\NSI Z-133 would be in contradiction with an 
accepted voluntary standard of the industry. Also an OSHA 
standard 29 CFR Part 1910 is being developed which will address 
tree climbing techniques. We cannot supersede the authority of 
the federal government. 

Paragraph 6 

We suggest the last sentence be changed to: a list of 
appropriate species for planting under power lines can be 
provided by the Virginia Department of Forestry or approved by 
the Virginia Department of Forestry. This would give the utility 
more latitude in dealing with tree species to plant under our 
lines. 
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Paragraph 8 

We like this paragraph, however, We are not sure that our 
customers will accept the responsibility of cleaning up debris 
when we are operating under emergency situations. During 
emergencies most of our customers have been very understanding in 
allowing us to leave debris until after the emergency is lifted. 
However, after the emergency, if we receive a request from a 
customer to come back and clean up debris we will do so. We 
think we will be hard pressed to tell our customer it is his 
responsibility to clean up our debris. 

Paragraph 9 

We have some reservations concerning written permission for 
herbicides and tree removal. We question if this paragraph could 
be interpreted as a herbicide regulation. The regulation of 
herbicides is the responsibility of the Virginia Department of 
Agriculture. 

Requiring written permission for herbicides or tree removal 
is not needed because of language in our right of way agreement 
with the property owner. The Right-Of-Way Agreement gives us the 
right to apply herbicides and remove trees. This requirement 
would restrict the language of our rights of way agreements. 

As we are sure you are aware, rights of way agreements 
transfer with property. often property changes ownership without 
our knowledge. To notify individual property owners in such 
situations would be extremely difficult and expensive. To secure 
written perroission would require a title search of all lines 
prior to herbicide application or tree removal. 

It should also be noted that when practical we are verbally 
notifying a property owner of our intent to apply herbicides or 
remove trees. 

�lso, tree removal written permission may not be possible 
under emergency storm conditions. 

A tree must be defined if this paragraph is to stay intact. 
When does brush become a tree and therefore require permission? 
This sentence could lead to a great deal of confusion. 
Conceivably a customer could demand written permission to use 
mechanical clearing equipment if he perceives brush as being a 
tree. 

Also, under the definition of herbicides, would tree growth 
regulators and maintenance pole treating chemicals be included? 
If written permission is required for growth regulators and pole 
treating chemicals the cost and administration problems would be 
large. 

We offer the following on your request for additional data: 

l. Routine monitoring audits = 1820/yr. (Estimate) 
2. Audits requiring corrective action = 12/yr. (Estimate)

The majority of corrective actions was for additional tree 
trimming or removal. That is, the contractor did not meet our 
minimum specifications. 

W. Timothy Lough 
Special Projects Engineer 
Conrnonwealth of Virginia 
State Corporation Co11111ission 
Box 1197 
Richmond, Virginia 23209 

Dear Mr. Lough: 

Re: Tree Pruning Guidelines 

very truly yours, 

M. R. Watson
Supervisor, Forestry

ft The Potomac Edison Company 
·� hrtata......,,-.s,-. 

Downsville Pike 
Hagerstown, HO 21740 

October 25, 1989 

I nave reviewed your October 20, 1989 Tree Pruning Guidelines. The 

guidelines are acceptable to Potomac Edison. 

Sincerely yours, 

�-r��lani 
Supervisor, Fores try 
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September 22, 1989 

Virginia State Corporation co-i11sion 
Divbion o! Energy Regulation 
Attention: Dr, W. Timothy Lough 
P. o. Box 1197 
Jefferson Building - Roo11 918 
Rich11ond, Virginia 23209 

RE; cuzpELlNJ:B POB TRH PRUNn1q fOB PTILIU LINE 
CLEJ!,RANCE - HOUSE JOINT BESQLQTIQN NUMBER 1ss 

Dear Tim: 

Pursuant to your request, the draft of the report 
responding to Kouae Joint Resolution Number 155 has been 
reviewed. Your inquiry has found that each of the five 
investor-owned utilities has taken the responsibility of 
est�bli�hing comprehensive written guidelinee for the 
mon1tonng of t:dmming, notification of property owners 
train�ng, tncking of complaints, and establishment oC 
trimm1ng cycle years. As such, the report does not 

:�r��nne!. 
need for establishing any tree pruning 

Specific comments to the report are as follows: 

( ll R�fe:er:ice is made in Paragraph 2, page 11, to 
Virginia .Power's use of the tet11 "topping'', which 
could be inferred to mean shearing II tree. The only 
place t;t1at we find the word •topping" it. the sketch 
on ExI:ibit B showing before and after "topping". 
The d:i.agram ot after "topping" illustrates only 
natural and lateral tree trii11111ing, not shearing. 
The sketch used was reproduced from II publication 
'?f the Utility Arborists Association. In addition, 
J.� t�e. same paragraph, the report indicates that 
Virginia Power does not mention "preserving the 
branch bark. ridge 1o1hich is essential for formation 
of healthy callus tissue over the wound. 11 In 
Attac�me.nt. c, A. Trimming Methods, Paragraph 1 of 
the VJ.rg1n1a Power/North Carolina Power Distribution 
Tree Trimming Specifications, the co11pany requires 
that "All cuts shall be made i.ufficiently cloi.e to 
the trunk or parent lilllb without cutting into the 
branch collar or leaving a protruding stub. Clean 
cuts shall be made at all ti111es. care should be 
taken to prevent splitting or peeling the bark," 

Dr. w. Timothy Lough 
Septellll>er 22, 1989 
Page 2 of 2 

(2) 

(3) 

Guideline f6 - Due to place111ent of trees and pC1wer 
lines, it i• fs:-equently necessary to ts:-i111 a tree for 
line clearance thus c;ausing a part of the natural 
shape to be deatroyed. Reqi.1iring total re11oval in 
such circU111stances may be too aevere a requirement. 
The standard would al•a require that utilities 
maintain an active tree replacement program. Before 
such a requirement is impl-ented, a thorough 
cost/benefit analysis should t>a perfor111ed, 

Guideline C9 - The standard would require utilities 
to obtain written permission prior to removing trees 
whether or not they are covered by existing easement 
agreements allowing such removal. If such 
peniission is to be included, it should only be 
required in the absence of preexisting a9ree111ents. 

In addition, in your trans11ittal letter, you req'Jested 
that information be submitted it availal:lle regarding: (1) 
the number of routine monitoring audits of pruning crews 
and (2) the number o! audits that detected results of 
improper pruning techniques requiring corrective action. 
such information is not available, 

Virginia Power, as well as the other tour investor-owned 
utilities, recognii:es the importance of the tree tri11111ing 
process. For this reason, we have established our own 
stringent requirements in order to ensure that all work 
is properly perfor111ed. 

If you have any qi.1estions or if you need further 
information, you may contact 111e at 771�3063, 

Jl.t;/Ofli,·,•//aT.?6(i66 
Jlif.'lt1lllil1«/.Virfli-1Ui,J.L')(}J 

October 27, 1989 

Virginia state Corporation commission 
Division of Energy Regulation 

:�
t

��
t

��:\��; W. Timothy Laugh 

Jefferson Building - Room 918 

Richmond, Virginia 23209 

R2: Gl1rDELINES fOB TREE PRQNINq fOB 11'fILJ'l'X LZNE 
CLEARANCE - HQUSE JQIN'l' RESQLQTXQI IYHltB 1ss 

Dear Tim: 

A£ter reviewing your proposed tree tri111ming guidelines dated 
October 20, 1989, I would refer you to the Co111pany•s co111111ents dated 
September 22, 198!1, in which we respectfully suggested that the 
curren1;- procedures tor tree trimming followed by Virginia• 6 
utilities were felt to be m_ore .than adequate to protect the rights 
of pr�perty own�rs. This is currently done without unduly 
bur�en1ng electric ratepayers with unnecessary costa. I would 
again ur�e careful consideration of the cost consequences of 
establishing such standards before a final reco1DJ11endation is 111ade. 

The propos�d guidelines retain a general quality. This may lead 

���;��;�
y1ng complaints if adopted. We otter no other specific 

The Co111pany appreciates the opportunity to provide comments If 
you ha.Ve any questions or if you need further assistance yo� may 
contact me at 771-3063. 

' 
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September 26, 1989 

Dr. Tim Lough 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
P. o. Box 1197
Richmond, Virginia 23209

Dear Tim, 

VIRGINIA 
MARVtAND 
DELAWARE 

e 
ASSOCIATION 
OF ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVES 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report and 
the possible option of general guidelines for utility line 
clearance. I have asked our cooperatives to review the report and 
guidelines, and while all responses have not been received, I am 
summarizing the responses presently on hand and will forward any 
additional comments to you as they are received. 

The overwhelming consensus of our cooperatives is that there is no 
basis to support the need for state-imposed guidelines mandating 
utility line clearing practices. We would ask for the opportunity 
to further discuss the cooperatives' work in this area in a meeting 
with you as soon as your schedule would permit. I will contact you 
next week to discuss the possibility of scheduling this 
appointment. 

Please �all me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Dick 
Director Government Affairs 

SPECIPIC CQHMENTs ON TREE PRUNING gorpELINES 

Guideline 1. This provision fails to consider public and employee safety, 
quality/availability of power to consuiners, and line loss. From a utility 
perspective, these are paramount and must be given the highest possible priority 
and should be included. 

G\lideli.De 2. We strongly believe that the owner should have the final say on how 
his trees will be truimed. Sentence U should be amended to include the phrase 
"unless the owner directs otherwise". We would note that natural and lateral 
pruning will be much more costly in the heavily wooded areas found in cooperative 
service territories. 

Guideline l. These guidelines should be applied to urban and suburl:>an areas and 
ornamental year trees. 

Guideline , • No problem. 

Guideline 5. It is essential that there be a clear distinction bebleen urban and 
rural right of way. 'l'his guideline shol.11.d specifically exempt rural right of way. 

Guideline ,. we have serious problems with this guideline for HVeral reasons. 
If removal of the tree is the most cost effective appn,acb, cooperative 
llll!lllber/owners should not be forced to bear the additional cost involved in planting 
trees. It the property owner prefers removal, be should not be raquired to have 
additional trees planted. Required removal may not be C01ot effective for the 
utility. Raising • downed power line through any tree, slow gmwing or not, is 
difficult. We have :major cost concerns. 

Guideli.De 7. Substantial flexibility is required, In scme situations the 
property owner may be a non-resident or difficult to locate. We would note that 
not all property bas a dwelling on it and that property may be transferred without 
the knowledge of the utility. General notice of right of vay clearing in .&!nl 
.1J.xing magazine should be an acc:aptal)le alternative. We question the need to note 
pruning methods. Door tags would likely be 110re usetul wben other than routine 
trimming is required for yard trees. Major cost illlpact. 

Guidelill• a. No problem. 

Guideline s. We would have serious objections to .this ...asure. . In :niany 
instances private easements have been obtained and already grant the right to spray 
or rQJIIOVe trees. This is simply not practical. 

GUidelil:le 10. We would hope that any request for data be based on a demonstrated 
need for the information. 

Guideline 11. 
ttlird party. 

We have serious concems about sec abrogating its authority to any 

Guideline 12. Improper trimming, as defined by the Department of Forestry, is 
sometiJDes insisted on by the property owner. The owner could later decide the job 
is ilnproper and, under this provision, require replacement at the utilities 
expense. Allowances should be made for complying uith the propeny owners 
requests, which may run counter �o Department of Forestr/ techniques. 

,n 



PuDl,ahDII g, ,:i,uR..t.l t IY(,V(j 

october 31, 1989 

Dr. Tim tough 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
P. O. Box 1197 
Richlllond, Virginia 23209 

Dear Tim, 

VIRGINIA 
MARYi.AND 

IILAWAIIE 

e 
ASSOCIATION 
OF ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVES 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised version of the Tree 
Pruning Guidelines which we received on October 2J, 1989. Before I address 
these guidelines, however, I want to express on behalf of the Association our 
appreciation for the time you recently spent meeting with our representatives in 
Western Virginia. I believe that the trip was mutually beneficial. 

With respect to the guidelines generally, we continue to believe that there is 
no basis to justify state imposed guidelines mandating utility line clearing 
practices. However, concerning the revised recommended tree pruning guidelines 
we offer the following specific comments, which should be read in conjunction 
with, rather than separate from, the c0111111ents that were submitted regarding the 
original tree pruning guidelines. 

1. No comment at this ti.me� 

2, The National Arborist Association (NAA) standards for shade trees may not 
allow the use of climbing spurs in live trees. If this is true, then every 
live tree that is pruned in a non-rural location must be climbed using a 
rope and saddle. The cost of such an operation would be prohibitive. 
Further, the NAA shade tree standards apparently will not allow the use of 
a mechanical side trimming machine. At least one of our cooperatives has 
invested over $150,000 for such a machine. The use of this machine has 
increased productivity, decreased cost and has been well received by the 
general public. Finally, it is our recommendation that the word "remote" 
be deleted from this guideline since it seems to be redundant and 
confusing. In other words, rural areas are by definition remote, distant 
locations. 

3. No comment at this time. 

4. No comment at this time. 

5. For purposes of clarity, we suggest that •severe pruning" be defined. In 
addition, the disallowance of summer pruning may adversely affect the 
availability of trimming crews. 

Dr. T i.m Lough 
OCtober 31, 1989 
Page 1'lo 

6. severe v-notch pruning and sidewalling should not be minimized because to 
do so could result in the increased risk of contact by persons working or 
children playing in trees. 

7. Where a tree has fallen due to circumstances beyond the control of the 
utility, it is the responsibility of the utility to restore electric 
service and to clean up only that debris preventing the reatoration of
service. The property owner is responsible for cleaning up the remaining 
debris. 

8. No comment at this time. 

9. No comment at this time. 

10. As you may know, the Association publishes J3YW .Ltdng magazine. It is 
received in Virginia by every consumer of electric cooperative power except 
central Virginia Electric Cooperative. In every monthly issue of BYru 
lJJd.Dg each cooperative has at least two pages devoted to news regarding 
that particular cooperative. We believe that through our magazine the 
notification require1Dent of this guideline can be met. Clarification of 
this guideline should be made to allow for this notice. 

11. Improper trimming, as defined by the Department of Forestry, is sometimes 
insisted upon by the property owner. The owner can later decide the job is 
improper and, under this provision, require that the utility illlpleaent an 
acceptable solution. Therefore, allowances should be made for c:oJDplying 
with the request of property owners which may run counter to the standards 
of the Department of Forestry. .Additionally, it is our understanding that 
according to this guideline, right-of-way clearing will be inspected only 
upon the receipt of a co111plaint and the complaint must originate with the 
property owner. 

In conclusion, the overimelming consensus of our cooperatives is that there is 
no basis to support the need for these proposed tree pruning guidelines. 
However, we again thank you for the opportunity to co111Jnent. 

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Dick 
Director Government Affairs 
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Potlf, ,li.•t\. c I IU)il/1.J l JVJNC� 

November 16, 1989 

Mr. Dave Hall, Assistant Director 
Division of Energy Regulation 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
P. o. Box 1197
Richmond, Virginia 23209

Dear Davs, 

VIRGINIA 

MARYLAND 

DELAWARE 

e 
ASSOCIATION 
Of ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVES 

on behalf of our electric cooperative leadership, I want to 
express our appreciation for the opportunity to discuss with you, 
Tim Lough and Marta Davis the proposed tree trimming guidelines. 
We recognize that a great deal of effort has gone into this and 
we are thankful for the opportunity to comment further. 

We believe that the proper pruning of trees is important both to 
maintain right-of-ways and to preserve the aesthetics of the 
environment. Our commitment to this belief is reflected in the 
relatively few number of complaints filed by consumers against 
electric cooperatives for improper tree trimming practices. 

We continue to believe that the need for regulations in this area 
has not been demonstrated. Therefore, we strongly urge that the 
Commission decide against promulgating tree trimming guidelines. 
However, should the Commission decide that guidelines are 
necessary, it would be our hope that each individual cooperative 
be permitted to adopt its own tree trimming guidelines. 

To follow up on our Tuesday, November 14, 1989 meeting, attached 
is a summary of our comments regarding the modifications required 
to clarify the Commission's November 1, 1989 proposed guidelines. 

We greatly appreciate your willingness to work with us on this 
matter and look forward to working with you in the future. 

Sor� 
Charles c. Jones, Jr. 
Executive Vice President 

VIRGINIA MARYLAND' DELAWARE ASSOCIATION OP ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES 

SUMMARY OP CJIABGES TO NOVEMBER 1 DRAJ'T GUIDELINES 

• Guideline 1 should read "consideration or concerns of pro­
perty owners" rather than "wishes of property owners".

• Guideline 2, in the last sentence, the phrase "remote rural
and mountainous locations" should be replaced with "heavily
wooded, rural, and mountainous locations.

• Guideline 7 should be re-worded so that it is clear that it
is the discretion of the utility whether to clean up debris.

• Guideline 9 should be deleted altogether or at least made a
part of Guideline 8, so that the public will not be misled
into believing that certain approved trees are to be planted
under power lines.
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DISTRICT OFFICES 

STAUl(TON 

TElf�OHf Ul ... 71 

DAl'TON 

TELE""ClNE f71·2UI 

-""! JACllSON 

T£LEf'HONE «77-31q 

November 22, 1989 

SHENANDOAH 

VALLEY 

ELECTRIC 

CooPERAr1ve 

Servin� The Valley Since l9Jf, 

Mr. Dave Hall, Assistant Director 
Divisicn of Energy Rzgulation 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
P.O. Box 1197 

Richmond, VA 23209 

Dear Dave, 

• 
P.O. Box8 

Dayton.VA 22821-0008 

Telephone 703�79·2551 

I would like to express some concerns our cooperative has on the 
need for the sec to promulgate tree-trimming guidelines for the 
State of Virginia. But, first, we are very appreciative of the 
cooperation of your staff for meeting with our people, and for 
Dr. Tim Lough's willingness to incorporate the changes we 
recommended in the proposed guidelines. Dr, Lough has given us 
a chance to review and comment on each draft of the guidelines. 

A further comment on the draft of November l, 1989 concerning 
Guideline Number 9 is that we do not feel that trees of any kind 
should be promoted under power lines. This is not to say that 
we don't have many trees under power lines, but I don't think we 
should have a statement that gives the impression that trees 
should be planted under power lines. The trees under power lines 
are the reason these guidelines are even being considered now. 

on thing that r.aa been bro1,ght t.o our attention d11ring the 
several months that we have been working on this is our need to 
formulate into written form our tree-trimming policies. We work 
very closely with our right-of-way contractors and consumers on 
the tree-trimming practices. we just do not get complaints on 
our trimming methods. We do have some consumers who do not want 
anything trimmed, which we all know is not feasible. I don't 
believe you would find that the sec is receiving complaints on 
our tree-trimming practices. We plan, though, to develop 
written guidelines and, in fact, our guidelines will incorporate 
the majority of those Dr. Lough has proposed. 

Mr. Dave Hall 2 November 22, 1989 

I think that if written guidelines were developed by ourselves 
and others who do not presently have them, there would be no 
need for the sec to have guidelines. 

Dr. Lough points out in his report that the Comm.ission contacted 
the public utility commissions in 49 of the so states to 
determine the extent of tree-trimming regulations in other 
states. "None of the states reported having rules or guidelines 
relative to trimming methods or the health and appearance of 
trees." 

We de not feel that there is any solid basis for the need to 
regulate tree-trimming. I think you would be justified in 
requiring each cooperative to develop its own tree-trimming 
guidelines. 

Again, we appreciate your willingness to work with us. 

Very truly yours, 

w. R, Fleming
Executive Vice President

WRF:srb 
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RAPPAHANNOCK ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. 
P.O. Box 7388 

frederididJur1, v,,.;..;. 22-t<M-7388 
Telephone (7031 898-8500 

BOWLINC CIIEEN OISTRICT 
P.O.llo•JOII 
Bowline c.-. v ....... l2427-0J08 
T,kpi,,,N (IIOoll 1>33-5011 

CULP£l'£R DISTRICT 
P.O.P..392 

c..r.-. ,,,...... 22701-41392 
T.i.,,t- (703) 125,1373 

Nnvcmbcr 21, 1989 

Honorable Thomas P. Harliood, Jr., Chairmrol\ 
State Corporation canr11ission 
Jefferson Building - 13th Floor 
Governor and Bank Streets 
Richmond, Virginia 2l219 

Dear chairman Han,ood 

Subject: Proposed tree-trinming 9uideUnes 

we appreciate tho opportunity for our forester, Eugene Crisp, to meet 
with members of your staff concornin9 the proposed tree-trimmin9 
guidelines. The meeting on No\'ember U, was with your Tin. Lc\lgb, Marta 
Davis, and Dave Kall. 

We remain c011Y11ittQd to being good and qualified custodians of all of 
the property that our power lines cross. We believe that we are 
successful in this endeavor as evidenced by the s111&1l nUlllber of com­
plaints concerning tree tri-ing and other property-related incidents. 
Therefore we feel that tree trin111ing teV\ll&tions are unnecessary. 
However, if the COl!lllisllion finds that such re91,1lat1ona are in the 
public interest, we su9gest that tree tri.llllling be handled under the 
filed Tems and Conditions of service of each utility. At the present • 
time. R&ppahannock bas in effect its own tree•triffling guidelines, 
which we would bo pleased to sublllit for filing if necessary. 

If we can furnish fun.her infomation on this subject we will be happy 
to do so. 

sincerely 

�l �- \j:J���-
Cecil E. Viverette, Jr. 

wt,/ 

Executive Vice Pcesldent 
and General Ma.na9er 

CENTRAL \'IRGINIA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 
r O IIOXHl 

I.OVll«'.sroH. Y\l{',IHIA 11949 

Octobcr 24, 1919 

l)T. W. Timothy l.ough. P.E. 
Special Projects Engineer 
Slate CoTporallon Cammlnlon 
Division of Energy Reirulatlon 
IJox 1197 
IUc:hmond, Virginia Z3209 

Dear Or. Lough: 

Th•nk you for your lettor or October 20, 1919. 

Many ye.rs ago I heard .ludge HDOker make the atatnient, "The SCC 
does not get lnvolv•d with right o{ way," He thought It beat then. I think 
it best now. 

I can 11Ce all kinda of problam• with a l'el"l&tlnr apney entering a 
conll'Overey, whleh la I legal matter between the holder oC an eue•ent and 
a property owner. 

WLT/jsp 
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::MIE�EC�r================= 
A & N ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE l'.O.IOXl121 

PAIIKSI.EY. VIIIGtltlA 23421 

llove111ber 24, 1989 

John D. Hall, Jr., A••l•tant Director 
Division of tt,er<ry Re<rulation 
State Corporation COIDlllisaion 
Bole 1197 
Rich110nd, Va. 2l:l09 

Dear Dave, 

II04.tf5.S111 

t •• wrlt.ing in reqard to the proposed ugulations on 

tree tri-ing. It 1• 111y opinion requlations should be adopted 
if there were • hiqh number of member c11111plaints or 
dhsati9far.tlon ot the general public. To my knowledge, neither 
of the above cited conditions exist. In fact, I think you 
will find that A , N, in particular, and co-ops in aeneral, 
are doinq • very good job in ple .. inQ the general public with 
our current tri-inq st•ndard•. 

I\ , N has •pent a great deal of -ney in purct,asinq 
specialhed riqht-of-vay equipo,ent, The equipment produce. 
a very attractive right-of-way at a very reasonable cost. The 
proposed guidelines as written would prohibit A • N from usinq 
ou.r present equii-,ent. The end result -uld be a le•• attractive 
riqht-of-ay &1: a 11uch hi41her r.ost. 

There is •n old ••ring we hear often, "if it ain't broke 
don't fixt it". I vould stronqly encourage the COINllission to 
follow thia adviaa and not i111ole111ent re�n,lationa defining tree 
trimminq standards. 

Thanlo i,ou for ron•iderinq this infol'ffiat.ion in your final 
der.J.sion. 

8 

Very aincerely your•, 

A l H ELECTRIC COOPERIITIVE 

i=r:.� 
Executive Vice President 

A R C ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

p O IOI 25"' MILUIOIIO. V1RG11<1A 2"60-0HC 

November 21, 1!189 

Mr. Dave Rall, udstant llinctor 
Divbion of En•Z'9Y Jleg,il.ation 
Virginia State Corporation CO&aission 
P.O. BOX 1197 
Richmond, Virginia 2320!1 

Jte, '!ree '!'ri-1.ng Guidelines 

I have pe,:.onally dbc:usaed tha t:ree triming guideline• vith 
Dr, �1- Lou9h. 

Of course, - oppoM eny ac!di tiona.l reg,ilation and probably 
alw11y• Ifill. Given the number of acr,as (percentage bads) ot 
tree ihhabited d9ht-of-ays, - fHl that thb p'l:Obl- is not 
•• u,portant. as .any think it i•. 'therefore, - respectfully 
uquest that the eoi.iBBion not adopt vuidelinH until a 
greater need �s dellOIUltrated. 

l personally f"l thllt. IJC)Venuaenta should set. <J08h, reward 
tho- vho exceed the goab, penalb.a those who do not meet 
goals and lea¥e the 11411&,J-nt of hOw to attain the ']Oala to 
the uUU.ty. In this case, if tree trimming b truly • probl1t111, 
my su9ges ted approach would be for the Casisaion to set II 
complaint ratio of, say one C011Plalnt per 1000 meter• per year 
as a goal. Over that, c:-isaion guidelines would apply, If 
aanagement •tays under the pre-determined goal, then the problelll 
lfOUld be detcirained to !:le JDinor. 

'l'h.lllllts tor revievin9 this and be assured that we will work vith 
you, the Staff and the COllllldssion in the future. 

pac 
Tom Dick 
tlr. Till 14ugb 

Sincerely, 

�/JI. ;!� 
Rugh K, Landes 
Genaral Manager 



Amelia Eia 
lDS Telephone Corporation 

I 

\ 

State Corporation Conmlssion 
P.O. Box 1197 
R i crunond. VA 23209 

Dear Mr. Wickham, 

November 2, 1989 

In response to your letter dated October 19.1989. pertaining to 
tne need for establlsnlng guidelines for the trtmn,lng of trees 
a long r I ght-of-way•. 

Please be advised that Amella Telephone Corporation foresees no 
dlfflculty In abiding by the guldel Ines dated October 20, 1989 
and attached to the above referenced letter. 

Please accept my apology for the tardiness of this respon11e. 

A CHI•' C°"'P••, 
JJ47 Hpdt•wk lkMld 
1".0. •a• e,u 
Ch•1loUHwl#•. VA HNI 
T-... -t7T·HS1 

ft,1•hlllll 11 . .101111,011 
c:;o,.,...,,.ltft, •llld ·--�··,, .............. ,.,. v .. 

Mr. Alan R. Wickham 
Manager - Operations 
State Corporation C0111111ission 
P. O. Box 1197 
Richmond, Virginia 23209 

Dear Alan, 

CENrEL 

October 30, 1989 

Centel has revie\ied the proposed tree pruning guidelines 
as requested. We are of the opinion that our current guide­
lines, as previou1'1y furnished, are sufficient. However, the 
eleven Ill I guidelinea generally do not appear burdenaON, 

Sincerely, 

�R-�Mm 
Elizabeth R. Johnson 

C:..alV.-111<. 
.......... _ 
-·· 

-,.'IADIII 
.113 ..
.. , ...... 

CO�TEL I:!::.:. 
Oct.ober 30, l!IH 

Hr. Alan R. IUckha• 
Mana9er Oparat.iona 
St.at.a Corporat.lon Co••laalon 
P. O. Bo• 1197 
Rlch•ond, Vtr9tni• 23209 

D••r Hr. IUckha•• 

Thia wl 11 hav• reterenc• t.o :,our let.t.er ot October lt, l 989 
ancloatn9 proposad 9uldelln•• tor pruning ot t.r••• tor 
ut.iUt.::, Une claal'•nca. Addtt.tona have bean ••d• t.o t.ha 
followtnv it••• •• tncllc:ated1 

lt.•• !i - Savera pr11ni119 in urban •r••• ahould ba avold•d ln 
t.he au•-r when poaatble. 

It•• 6 - In •r••• vhere •••that.lea are l•part.ant ta t.ha 
proparty ownar, aevara V-not.ch prunln9 and aldawalllng 
ahould be a1n1a1zed axcapt vhen ••••••nta prov id• ot.harvl ••, 

lt•• 7 - Trla•lng and pruning during e•argency weat.har 
conditlona 1• aoaat.t••• nac••••r1 ln ordar to raat.ora 
alect.l'ic and talephona aervtca. Poltci•• ot contact.lng each 
hoaeowner ••J' no£ iia entorcad becauae ot t.h• nat.ura ot t.ha 
work, and clean up ot debrl• under •••rvancy alt.uatlona 1• 
parforaed at. t.ha ut.iUt.:,'a diacrat.ion. 

lf :,ou have any quest.ion•, pl•••• 9lve •• a call. 

Sinceral
� 

Dal la• H. Reid, Director 
Re9ulat.or1/Induat.r::, Ralat.ion• 

DHR1jb11 

48 



=11\E Scott County Cfelephone Co·Op 
r. 0. Box 487 - WOODU.ND STklff - 703/452-9119 - GAT1C1n. VutOINI� 24251 - JAMD w. McCONN&LL, MANACIR 

October 'i!l, 1989 � ... 

Kr. Alan R. Wicknam 
llllnager - Operat10M 
Virginia State Corpol"lltion Coaml.,sion 
Box 1197 

I , .. �-�,, \:. 
�--��.:\: ;���>�� Richmond , Va 23209 

RE: HJR NO. 155 

Dear Hr. Wickna.111: 

Tbis correspondence is in response to your letter dated Cktober 19, 1989, 
concerning guidelinaa for tree trillming. The Scott County Telephone 
Cooperative has studied the tree pnuiing guideline:i which have been prepared 
by the State Corporation CC1Ja1.,9ion and concur with all the provisions you 
have indicated. 

I COlllllend you on this ooamon sense approach 1n the handling of tnis 
delicate nat�. We will WOf'k with you in accordanoe with the guidelines 
provided. OW' goal is to provide a safe worlc1ng envil'O!Dent and not destroy 
the aesthetica or trees and shrubs. 

xo: RAB 
HPD 

Corcilally. 

SOOTT COONn' TELEPIDIE CXlOPERATIVE 

/2�·-#.�� 
r,:.. HcCD!nell 

Manager 

:· '. � .,. : i ' . • • 

,J Mtt.:t�u� Sw;1II!-. 
�ale MittLil{JP.' · fx1a,nal AHmrs 

Mr. Alan R. Wickham 
Manager - Operations 
State Corporation Commlselon 
P, 0. Box 1197 
Richmond, VA 23209 

Alan: 

GTE: South 

:·,,, !M�Ulll Sll(!t!I 
I' 0 Bo• 4338 

NOV l9W 

1,,_� 
llha(:11,Jerl. W1!SI Vi,�,,,.·;1 ;!-1101 UJ:#t 
:HM '.l?.�1 1:,1() 

October 30, 1989 

In response to your OCtober 19 letter, listed below are brief comments 
conc;ernlng the recommended tree pruning guidelines. 

Item 7 - The first 1entence should read, "to restore electrlc; 
and/or telephone service.· 

Referenc;e Is made to standards established by the NAA (Item 2), 
OSHA and ANSI {ltem 4) and approved tree species (Item 9). Wiii 
the CommJ.sslon make these standards/llsts available to the 
tel cos? 

Item 10 - In the first sentence, does prior notification Include 
recorded easements which grant authority to trim trees on a going 
forward basis? Sentence two could use further clarlflcatlon 
regarding the written message, I.e., Is the letter/notification 
card required In advance? If so, how far In advance? Does this 
apply only to scheduled tree trimming? 

Please call If you have any questions. 

1h).i_ 

J. M. SWATTS 

JMS:h& 

fl .,�,, nt GTE C:o,r,o,ai,on 
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