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Excavation Damages - Distribution
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Gas Distribution Data (2015-2023)

Nationally



Problem-Excavation Damages
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Excavation Damage for All Utilities: 
One State’s Example for CY 2022 

• Nearly 24,000 Excavation Damages a year, or 66 each day 
• 76% of all damages from three common mistakes

– Failure to contact 811 before digging
– Failure to accurately mark underground utilities or mark on time
– Failure to maintain adequate clearance

• 60% of all damages from professional contactors for not contacting 811 
before digging

Source: March 28, 2023, article by: Sarah Magruder Lyle: Florida’s infrastructure 
is breaking new ground, with hidden risk (floridapolitics.com)

https://floridapolitics.com/archives/598997-sarah-magruder-lyle-floridas-infrastructure-is-breaking-new-ground-with-hidden-risk/
https://floridapolitics.com/archives/598997-sarah-magruder-lyle-floridas-infrastructure-is-breaking-new-ground-with-hidden-risk/


Are We Using Effective Enforcement
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• Nearly 24,000 Excavation Damages a year, or 66 each day 
• 76% of all damages (approximately 18,240) from three common mistakes

– Failure to contact 811 before digging
– Failure to accurately mark underground utilities or mark on time
– Failure to maintain adequate clearance

• 60% of all damages (approximately 14,400) from professional contactors – No 811

• That’s 18,240 violations of the State’s One-Call law 
that led to a damage

• 34 Enforcement Cases
• = 0.19%

Element 7: Effective Enforcement



Why DIMP
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For the Gas Distribution Operator, a violation of their state’s one-call law often 
involves a violation of a pipeline safety regulation

State One Call Law

§192.605                            

§192.614

§192.617

Operator 
Qualifications

DIMP

• Mapping
• Habitual Offenders
• Miss marks or no shows
• Shallow pipe
• Difficult locates – tracer wire
• Abandoned pipe
• Public Awareness
• Field meets or standby’s



What is DIMP
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The gas Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP) 
regulations require [regulated] operators to develop, write, and 
implement an integrity management program with the following 
elements:
• Understand system design & material characteristics, operating conditions & environment, and 

maintenance & operating history
• Identify existing & potential threats
• Evaluate and rank risks
• Identify and implement measures to address risks
• Measure IM program performance, monitor results, and evaluate effectiveness
• Periodically assess and improve the IM program
• Report performance results to PHMSA and, where applicable, also to States

Final Rule effective February 2, 2010.



DIMP Pilot – Key Elements
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1. Assess performance data --- excavation damage and other 
related metrics

2. Meet with operators and state partners 
3. Establish performance expectations under DIMP

– Threats and Mitigations 

4. Establish cadence of accountability (quarterly)

Pilot in CY 2023



DIMP Pilot States
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1. Arkansas
• Summit 18% ↓

2. Alabama
• Spire  1% ↓

3. California
• SoCalGas   12% ↓

4. Texas
• Atmos 8% ↓
• CenterPoint  17% ↓

Pilot States/Operators in CY 2023

Operator Business Name State Damages 
CY2022

Damages 
CY2023

Difference 
Number Difference %

CENTERPOINT ENERGY TX 6,500 5,397 1103 17% ↓

ATMOS ENERGY - MID-TEX TX 4,050 3,743 307 8% ↓

SPIRE ALABAMA INC. AL 1,722 1,705 17 1% ↓

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS 
CO CA 2,791 2,448 343 12% ↓

SUMMIT UTILITIES INC. AR 1,625 1,337 288 18% ↓

DIMP Pilot Damages 
CY2022

Damages 
CY2023

Difference 
Number Difference %

All Operators 16,688 14,630 2,058 ↓ 12.3% ↓



DIMP Program Ongoing
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Program States/Operators in CY 2024

1. Georgia
• Atlanta Gas Light (January 26)

2. Illinois
• Nicor (March 18)

3. Illinois
• Ameren (April 25)

4. North Carolina
• Piedmont (May 29)

5. Ohio
• Enbridge (July 31)

6. Ohio
•   Columbia (August 15)

Total: 11 operators covering eight states
Represents: 27% of all excavation damages to 

Distribution 



DIMP Program Updates
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Most Common Threats Identified:
1. Locator Performance**
 Demand exceeding staff capability
 Contract versus in-house (single-source)
 Statutory nuisances (ticket size, timing, project tickets)
 Unlocatable facilities

2. Fiber (Telecom)
 Compliance

3. No One-Call Ticket
 Professional excavators



DIMP Program Updates
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Most Significant Mitigation (a Universal Lead Measure):
 **Monthly tracking of locator on-time performance

 All programs should start doing this

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Total

2023 78.2% 67.9% 57.1% 51.7% 55.9% 56.9% 70.4% 76.8% 68.3%

2024 84.4% 88.2% 85.8% 86.7% 88.1% 84.4% 86.7% 87.0% 86.5%

Δ 7.9% 29.9% 50.3% 67.7% 57.6% 48.3% 23.2% 13.3% 26.6%

A little regulatory attention goes a long way. In late CY 2023, the 
state pipeline safety office informed this operator they were going to 
participate in the DIMP stratagem.

Example: Mid-West Operator: Monthly percentage of on-time locates YTD, CY2023 vs CY2024



DIMP Program Updates
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Tracking Locator On-Time Performance (continued):
 Success is achievable

Snapshot from SoCalGas, the second operator participating in the 2023 DIMP Pilot

2024 Tickets Received Tickets Late On-Time Percent Damages Due to  Late Response

January 85,188 18 99.979% 0

February 78,312 4 99.995% 0

March 85,276 7 99.992% 0

April 89,681 7 99.992% 0

May 93,531 0 100.000% 0

June 82,710 9 99.989% 0

YTD 514,698 45 99.991% 0



DIMP Program – Next Steps
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1. Bringing Program Concept to All States
 LDCs, Municipalities, Co-ops 

2. State Responsibility
 PHMSA to assist (clear the path)

Program appears to be 
yielding positive results. 
Illustration provided by an 
operator selected in early 2024

Category 2023 YTD 2024 YTD % Change
Number of Late Locates 75,321 25,656 65.9% ↓
% On-Time Locates 70.60% 89.20% 26.3% ↑
Number of No-Shows 12,522 3,102 75.2% ↓
Number of No-Show Damages 89 17 80.9% ↓
Total Gas Damages 828 619 25.2% ↓
Third-Party Damages 458 408 10.9% ↓



Annual Reports (PHMSA F7100.1-1)  
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A Few Comments for the Upcoming Annual 
Report Submissions
• 26 Root Cause Categories 



Annual Reports (PHMSA F7100.1-1)  
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New
26 Root Cause Categories 

A Few Comments for the Upcoming Gas Distribution Annual Report Submissions



Annual Reports (PHMSA F7100.1-1)  
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Nuisances:
1. PHMSA Instructions directs users to CGA’s Damage Information 

Reporting Tool (DIRT) User’s Guide for Descriptions of Categories
 User’s guide is Not the governing document, it’s solely for category 

descriptions

From the CGA User’s Guide Cover Page: “The data collected will be used 
to analyze the root causes of these events, conduct trend analyses, 
thereby increasing public awareness and the effectiveness of educational 
programs. The data will not be used for enforcement purposes or to 
determine liability.”

** Data submitted (or the lack thereof) Can be used for enforcement



Annual Reports (PHMSA F7100.1-1)  
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Nuisances (continued):
2. Multiple Root Causes – Which One to Use
 The predominate cause (or reason), that if proper barriers were deployed, 

would have prevented the damage
 Examples:

 Miss-mark versus expired ticket
 Miss-mark versus potholing

Is the data collected helping identify (and ultimately mitigate) threats?
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Thank You!
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