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The problem

A large share of the fleet is past the life it was specified for, and it is carrying more load, in worse weather, with less
margin, than it was ever designed to carry. Nobody is replacing their way out of that. The run rate is not there.
Neither is the supply chain, or the outage windows.

So the real question is not which assets to replace. It is which to replace first, and that question gets answered out
of a condition record most utilities do not actually trust.

Why this challenge

Because it sits underneath almost everything else in this program.

Risk-based wildfire mitigation, resiliency spend, capacity planning, the grid modernization case you take to a
regulator: every one of them assumes you know what condition your assets are in. Asset condition is the substrate.
If that record is stale, inconsistent, or scattered across five reporting chains, every risk model built on top of it is a
well-dressed guess.

What the research found

Ahead of this session we read the public record. Nine peer utilities. Filings, commission orders, staff testimony and
standards. 148 sourced claims from 57 documents. Nothing purchased, nobody surveyed, no utility asked to hand
over internal data. The full source set is filed with this challenge so you can check any of it.

Three findings reframed the problem.

Age is not what predicts failure. Remaining strength is. The best publicly documented wood pole failure model in
the industry was trained on a few thousand real failure events, and its strongest correlate is how much section the
pole has left, not how old it is. That is a budget distinction, not a technical one. Target on age and your candidate list
is everything past a birthday. Target on remaining strength and it collapses. The utilities that measure structurally
consistently find that most of what looked like a candidate does not need replacing.



Almost nobody can state their reject rate with its denominator. Reject rate out of structures inspected is a
different number from reject rate out of structures installed. They differ by an order of magnitude and get reported
interchangeably. Until the denominator is stated, no comparison to a peer means anything, and no trend inside your
own company is trustworthy either.

The market went to the wrong layer. We counted well over a hundred offerings for capture, for getting evidence
off the structure, and about eleven for hardening, which is reinforcement instead of replacement. Reinforcement
runs on the order of a tenth of replacement cost. The layer with the best economics in the entire stack has almost
none of the industry's attention. The layer that stopped being our constraint years ago has all of it.

Why it stays hard

Targeting runs on age, and the assumption is rarely evidenced. Most utilities cannot join a failure event back to the
asset it happened on, because outages are coded to the circuit rather than the structure. Without that join there is
no failure rate by age cohort, which means the assumption underneath the whole program cannot be defended
when a regulator asks. Commissions have started treating that absence as a finding.

Reinforce is often not a selectable outcome. Where work management can represent only replace and defer, the
cheapest option in the stack is invisible to the person making the call, even where it is the right answer.

Two different programs compete for one dollar. Decay-driven replacement and loading-driven replacement,
meaning storm hardening, wildfire mitigation, undergrounding and pole loading, are different work. Across the peer
set most current replacement volume is loading-driven. Conflating the two is how a capital case comes apart under
questioning.

The capture standard is still the document nobody is assigned to write. Standoff, angle, lighting, resolution,
overlap, metadata tagging. If those drift between flights, crews and contractors, what you own is an image archive
rather than a condition record. Change detection only works if this year's capture is comparable to last year's.

Defect classification is a language problem before it is a technology problem. Two experienced inspectors will
grade the same corroded hardware differently and both will defend it. Automation does not resolve that. It inherits
it, at scale.

And finding more does not get you more money. Better inspection produces a longer, better documented backlog
you have not fixed. That is a knowledge position and a liability position at once. The honest case is not spend more,
it is spend the same dollars on the right structures.

The part nobody is selling you

Not one step of the work above requires you to buy anything.

Asking your standards group which trigger your contractor is actually applying is free. Stating your reject rate with
its denominator is free. Checking whether your work management system can represent reinforcement is free.
Measuring the lag between capture and work order is free.

We convene utilities and solution providers, so we will be direct about why we are telling you that. A utility that
cannot state its denominator is not a buyer, it is a target. It walks into a market weighted a hundred to eleven
toward capture and buys more of the thing it already has enough of. The free work is what makes you a real buyer,
and it usually points at interpretation or hardening rather than capture.

We are not going to help you pick a product in September. We are going to help you produce the measurement that
lets you pick one honestly, and tell you which layer to shop in when you do.



What the cohort will work

e What denominator do you report against, and what did it take to get everyone using the same one?

e Canyou trace a failure back to the asset it happened on, and if not, what would it take?

e How are structural, vegetation and thermal findings getting into one picture, and what did that cost
organizationally?

e How did you land on a defect scale your maintenance planners will actually act on?

e What do you do with a backlog you found and cannot fund?

e And the one we care about most: what did you try that did not work?

What to bring

o The denominator delta. What your standard says the inspection trigger is, and what your contractor is applying.
Two weeks of asking, no budget. Bring the number whether it is large, small or zero.

e  Your reject rate with its denominator stated. Out of inspected, or out of installed.

e The asset class you are least confident about, and what your condition record for it is built from.

e Your defect severity scale, if it is written down.

e  One thing you tried that did not work.

If the honest answer to any of those is "we do not know," bring that. It is a finding, not a failure, and you will not be
the only one saying it.

What you get

e This brief, and a short video briefing, before the session

o Arecorded walkthrough of building a Flight Plan, start to finish, including the first attempt that fails
e The Flight Plan itself, a working pilot scaffold, inside InnovationWorks

e The full public-record source set, 53 documents, filed with the challenge

e The session, with the utilities living this problem

o Aretrospective afterward: what the cohort tried and what happened

Join

Tuesday, September 8, 2026, 2:00 p.m. ET. Recruitment runs per challenge, so your asset management and
inspection people can come to this one without committing to all ten.

Open to AEIC members and to any electric utility. If you run a utility, you are welcome here.
https://aeicopscenter.org/grid-advancement

Knowledge of one is the knowledge of all.

Sources: developed from research of public utility filings, commission orders and standards. 148 sourced claims from 57 documents
across nine peer utilities, filed with this challenge. Two claims in wide circulation are deliberately not repeated: no independent, non-
vendor intrusive-inspection reject rate exists in the public record, so cross-utility reject-rate comparison is valid only where both
denominators are stated; and the assertion that age is the most influential factor in predicting pole failure appears without supporting
data and should be cited as an assertion, never as an industry finding.



