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Underground Utility
Damage Case Studies

= YOou must learn from your past
mistakes, but not lean on your past
successes” - Denis Waitley




Damage: Electric Secondary

Background: Contractor was replacing gas services at an
apartment complex and struck an electric secondary. The
contractor had a valid ticket and was crossing the
secondary for the fourth time when it was struck, The
secondary was not marked and the ticket response for

power was a code 30.
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Damage Site Overview
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lssues

s Service records for the area were not
available to guide the locator

s Locator did not sweep properly as

per procedure




Damage: Gas Service

= Background: A paving contractor was
grading for driveway paving with a skid
steer loader, and scraped a coated steel
gas service line. After discovering it, the
contractor unearthed the line and failed to
support it properly. The contractor then
decided to relocate the line, and dug a
trench for the relocation. Before the
contractor was able to rebury the line, he
damaged it in another area, resulting in a
leak.




Unsupported Gas Line







Issues. ..

s Contractor did not contact the operator
after damaging the coating on the utility
line

s Contractor did not properly support or
protect the exposed utility line

= Contractor did not receive authorization
from the operator to relocate their facility
and intended to backfill without contacting
the operator.




Damage: Gas Service

s Background: A contractor was boring
in streetlight power lines and struck
a gas service line. The line was
marked in accordance with the
service records and the strongest
available signal, yet inaccurately.




SKketch of Damage Area
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Operator's Service Card
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Issues. ..

s Operator's service card inaccurate

s Locator bled over onto a communications
line that ran in close proximity to the gas
line and in accordance with service card

» Excavator attempted to expose the line
and could not find it. Excavator assumed it
was deeper than they needed to bore and
chose not to call in a three hour notice to

confirm marks.




Damage: Gas Main

= Background: A contractor was excavating
to install a concrete storm drain at Reagan
National Airport, and punctured a 3" gas
main. The damage required that 60 people
be evacuated from the area and caused
flights to be delayed. The gas main was
located accurately by acPrivate utilit
locator. The excavator did not call Miss
Utility prior to the excavation, and was
using a Iarge excavator to break through
asphalt and cement aggregate when the
damage occurred.




Damage Prevention Case Studies




Issues. ..

s Excavator hired a private locator that
was not qualified by the gas
operator, instead of calling Miss
Utility as the law requires

s Excavator used a large tracked
excavator to aggressively break

through asphalt and concrete
reinforced aggregate




Damage: None

= Background: A municipal water operator
had to re-route a water main installation,
at an approximate cost of $100,000, due
to an alleged unmarked communications
line. The operator’s installation designer
called in a regular ticket for the initial
survey and geotechnical boring, and did
not utilize a designer ticket. A year later,
when the water main installation
commenced, the installation subcontractor
had a conflict with marked
communications lines that werent marked
on the ticket for the initial survey.
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Issues. ..

s Design Contractor did not utilize a
designer ticket for purposes of installation
design. Instead they relied on a normal
ticket for geotechnical boring to do the

initial site survey

= | he scope of the initial ticket was different
from that of the ticket for installation, and
did not encompass the communications
line that was marked on the installation

ticket.




THE END




