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Electrical Distribution
Electrical Transmission
Engineering
Equipment & Suppliers
Excavator
Homebuilder
Insurance

Land Surveying
Landscape/Fencing
Locator
Municipal & Public Works
Oil & Gas Distribution
One Call

Railways
Regulator
Road Builders
Safety Organization
Telecommunications
Transmission Pipeline
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Geographic Area 

 

 
Municipality/City 

Chatham - Essex Chatham - Kent - Essex 
Grey - Bruce Bruce - Grey 
GTA - East Durham - Kawartha Lakes - Northumberland - Peterborough 
Hamilton - Niagara Haldiman - Halton - Hamilton - Wentworth - Niagara - Norfolk 
London - St Thomas Elgin - Middlesex 
ON - Central Dufferin - Simcoe 

ON - East Akwesasneak - Lanark - Ottawa - Prescott & Russell - Renfrew - 
Stormont, Dundas & Glengarry 

ON - North Algoma - Cochrane - Greater Sudbury - Haliburton - Manitoulin - 
Muskoka - Nipissing - Sudbury - Temiscaminguet - Timiskaming 

ON – North West Kenora - Rainy River - Thunder Bay 

ON – South East Frontenac - Hastings - Leeds & Grenville - Lennox & Addington - 
Prince Edward 

ON - West Brant - Oxford - Perth - Waterloo - Wellington 
Sarnia Lambton 
Toronto Peel - Toronto - York 
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Group 

 
Excavation Equipment Type 

 
Hoe/Trencher Backhoe / Trencher  

 
Hand Tools Hand Tools  

Probing Device 

Drilling Auger 
Boring 
Directional Drilling 
Drilling 

Vacuum Equipment Vacuum Equipment 

Other Data Not Collected 
Explosives 
Farm Equipment 
Grader/Scraper 
Milling Equipment 
Other  
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Root Cause 

Category 
 

 
Root Cause Subcategory 

 

Excavation Practices  
Not Sufficient 

Failure to Maintain Clearance 
Failure to Maintain the Marks 
Failure to Support Exposed Facilities 
Failure to Use Hand Tools Where Required 
Failure to Verify Location by Test Hole/Pot Holing  
Improper Backfilling 
Other Insufficient Excavation Practices 

Locating Practices  
Not Sufficient 

Facility Marking or Location Not Sufficient 
Facility Could Not Be Found or Located 
Incorrect Facility Records/Maps 
Facility Was Not Located or Marked 

Miscellaneous Root 
Causes 

Abandoned Facility 
Data Not Collected 
Deteriorated Facility 
One Call Centre Error 
Previous Damage 
Other 

Notification Not Made Notification Not Made to One Call Centre 

One Call Notification 
Practices Not 
Sufficient 

Notification Made to One Call Centre but Not Sufficient 
Wrong Information Provided 
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Group/Type of Work 

 
2013 

 
2014 

 
2015 

 
Construction 
Building Construction 
Building Demolition 
Driveway 
Grading 
Site Development 
 

 
484 

11 
115 

31 
59 

 
381 

17 
105 

16 
40 

 
385 

12 
131 

30 
51 

Green 
Agriculture 
Fencing 
Irrigation 
Landscaping 
Waterway Improvement 

 
3 

424 
1 

334 
29 

 
4 

257 
2 

258 
34 

 
1 

347 
10 

310 
1 

Sewer/Water 
Drainage 
Sewer (Sanitary/Storm) 
Water 

 
133 
265 
938 

 
130 
232 
680 

 
180 
270 
905 

Street/Road 
Curb/Sidewalk 
Pole 
Public Transit Authority 
Railroad Maintenance 
Road Work 
Storm Drain/Culvert 
Street Light 
Traffic Sign 
Traffic Signal 

 
128 

25 
5 
2 

243 
35 
2 

16 
4 

 
112 

29 
9 
2 

185 
31 
10 
8 
3 

 
70 
23 
0 
1 

253 
74 
2 

10 
3 

Utility 
Cable TV 
Electric 
Liquid Pipeline 
Petroleum Pipeline 
Natural Gas 
Telecommunications 

 
58 

308 
0 
0 

166 
276 

 
25 

252 
1 
0 

146 
244 

 
58 

292 
0 
0 

94 
277 

Unknown/Other 
Data Not Collected 
Engineering/Surveying 
Unknown/Other 

 
1 
3 

907 

 
1 
2 

627 

 
2 
1 

641 
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DIRT Parts Relative 
Weight 

2013 
DQI 

2014 
DQI 

2015 
DQI 

A: Who is submitting this information? 5% 100.0 100.0 100.0 

B: Date and Location of the Event 12% 78.2 78.5 76.3 

C:Affected Facility Information 12% 92.3 90.0 90.5 

D: Excavation Information 14% 83.5 83.4 86.2 

E&F: Notification, Locating, Marking 12% 90.7 90.1 89.9 

G:  Excavator Downtime 6% 12.2 12.7 11.8 

H: Description of Damage 14% 30.6 34.6 32.3 

I:  Description of the Root Cause 25% 85.1 81.8 72.7 

Total Weighted DQI 100% 74.4 73.8 71.3 
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National  
Report 

on Damage 
to Underground 

Infrastructure

Highlights  
2012, 2013 

and 2014

Alberta 
British Columbia 
Ontario 
Quebec 
Saskatchewan

The Common Ground 

Alliance (CGA) created 

the Damage Information 

Reporting Tool (DIRT) 

in 2003 to document 

damages to underground 

infrastructure.  

Five Canadian provinces 

currently report damages 

into the DIRT database. 

This document presents 

and analyzes the 

main data from these 

provinces.

Interpreting the Data • Reporting in DIRT is voluntary; therefore, the data analyzed is not representative of all 
damages that have occurred.  

• A significant number of queries were left unanswered in the damage reports completed 
by DIRT users. Despite those questions left blank, this report provides aggregate data 
from the participating provinces.

• The term “damage” refers to damages to underground infrastructure and near misses 
(there are few near miss reports in DIRT).  

40 reported damages per business day

Compared with 2013, the overall number of 
damages appears to increase, from 33 to 
40 events per business day. However, the 
addition of Alberta data to the report skews 
that number. In effect, comparing only the 
three provinces reporting since 2012 indi-
cates a decrease from 29 to 25 events per 
business day. Ontario contributed to the 
decrease by reducing their number of da-
mages by four per business day while Que-
bec and British Columbia remained static.

CCGA provided 2012 and 2013 Alber-
ta data for information purposes only, 
and 2014 should be considered the first 
year that Alberta’s data is representative. 
Saskatchewan is included in the national 
report for the first time. Because the data 

was collected directly by the SCGA rather 
than through DIRT, there was some varia-
tion in the type of data available for com-
parison in this report.This data should be 
considered for information purposes only 
until the DIRT reporting process is fully es-
tablished in that region.

The breakdown of the number of damages 
in each province is determined by a variety 
of contributing factors such as level of eco-
nomic activity and population. In that light, 
it isn’t surprising the majority of damages 
occur primarily in Ontario, the most popu-
lated province. It is also noteworthy that the 
frequency of damages in Quebec is similar 
to British Columbia, even though Quebec 
has a greater population. 

The ratio of the number of damages per 
1,000 notifications can be compared 
between the reporting provinces. The 
reference criteria used for the compari-
son (locate requests and notifications to 
members) illustrates, for example, that 
while the number of damages are higher in 
Ontario, the ratio of damages to activity is 
lower than that of other provinces.

Number of 
damages

Damages per  
business day* Population 

2014**

Damages per 
1,000 locate 

requests

Damages  
per 1,000 

notifications2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014

Alberta 32 30 2,934 - - 12 4,121,700 7.0 1.6

British Columbia 1,227 1,188 1,315 5 5 5 4, 631,300 8.9 1.9

Ontario 5,149 4,836 3,809 20 19 15 13, 678,700 4.4 0.7

Quebec 1,421 1,240 1,198 6 5 5 8, 214,700 6.1 2.3

Saskatchewan 1,110 1,037 682 4 4 3 1, 125,400 5.0 1.9

Total  8,939 8,  331 9,938 35 33 40 31, 771,800 6.28 1.7

* 254 business days per year      **Source: Statistics Canada

Damages to underground infrastructure 
causing a service disruption remained high 
in 2014. Beyond the cost of repairing the 
damaged infrastructure, there are costs re-
lated to the inconvenient that bring about 
and the risk of injury and environmental da-
mage. Significant impact of damage to un-
derground infrastructure relates to societal 
costs. An example of those societal costs 
is the costs of First Responders. Damage 
to natural gas infrastructure requiring de-

ployment of First Responders (firefighters, 
police officers and ambulance), represent 
32% of the damages in Quebec, 48% in 
Ontario, 47% in Alberta and 15% in British 
Columbia.  In each case, Responders are 
deployed to the incident initiating a cost to 
the community tax base.

Yes

2012 2013 2014

Alberta 0% 17% 84%

British Columbia 92% 93% 89%

Ontario 85% 85% 84%

Quebec 82% 85% 84%

4 provinces 86% 87% 85%

85% of damages cause a service interruption
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Failure to request a locate and insufficient 
excavation practices remain the most com-
mon root causes for damage to occur during 
excavation.

British Columbia continues to stand out 
sharply with 60% of damages caused by 
failure to request a locate. The most fre-
quent cause of damage in Quebec, Ontario 
and Saskatchewan is insufficient excava-
tion practices (58%, 43% and 39% respec-
tively).  

In the Excavation Practices Not Sufficient 
category, the most frequent cause of da-
mage in Quebec is Failure to use hand tools 
where required which indicates that more 
education around safely hand-exposing fa-
cilities may be beneficial.

For Alberta, the causes are known for only 
23% of events and are not necessarily re-
presentative of all damages in the province. 
The focus in Alberta should be on gathering 
more specific data around root cause before 
any conclusions can be made. 

Water and Sewer work continues to show 
the highest percentage of damages reported 
in all provinces but one. In British Colum-
bia, damages occur more frequently during 
Construction work, with Water and Sewer 
work being the second highest percentage. 
In Quebec, work related to streets and roads 
showed a decline in damage rate, while the 
rate of damage for work on sewer and water 
systems has steadily increased. 

Regardless of the type of work, backhoes 
and trackhoes remain the excavation equip-
ment most often used in all provinces when 
damage occurs (Quebec 88%, Ontario 64%) 
In Ontario, hand tools represent the second 
most often used excavation tool when da-
mage occurs (25%). 

In the remaining provinces, data is too low 
to clearly identify the second most frequent 
cause.  

Locate Request 
Not Made

Excavation Prac-
tices Not Sufficient

Locating Practices 
Not Sufficient

Miscellaneous 
Root Causes

Alberta

2012 44% 6% 3% 47%

2013 40% 20% 10% 30%

2014 15% 20% 63% 1%

British 
Columbia

2012 71% 28% 0% 1%

2013 72% 26% 0% 2%

2014 60% 37% 1% 1%

Ontario

2012 31% 41% 5% 23%

2013 33% 42% 6% 19%

2014 33% 43% 3% 21%

Quebec

2012 37% 54% 8% 1%

2013 33% 58% 7% 2%

2014 34% 58% 5% 3%

Saskatchewan

2012 34% 43% 22% 1%

2013 28% 33% 23% 17%

2014 28% 39% 22% 11%

 5 Provinces 34% 39% 19% 3%

39% damages were the result of insufficient excavation practices

 Green Work Construction Sewer & Water Utility
Street & 

Road Work

Alberta

2012 14% 45% 9% 0% 32%

2013 21% 21% 26% 11% 21%

2014 14% 16% 31% 25% 14%

British 
Columbia

2012 60% 5% 27% 3% 5%

2013 32% 45% 13% 3% 7%

2014 10% 38% 30% 13% 9%

Ontario

2012 19% 18% 31% 19% 13%

2013 19% 18% 33% 20% 11%

2014 17% 18% 33% 22% 10%

Quebec

2012 15% 10% 29% 14% 32%

2013 15% 13% 37% 10% 25%

2014 14% 19% 40% 10% 19%

34% of damages occur during work on sewer and water systems

Register with DIRT 
and Be Part of the 
Damage Prevention Solution 
The Canadian Common Ground Alliance (CCGA) invites you to re-
gister with Regional Partner Virtual DIRT and complete the online 
field form to report damages to Canada’s buried infrastructure. 
Doing so will allow more thorough analysis and enable damage 
prevention and safety solutions that will benefit all Canadians. 

Alberta: www.cga-dirt.com/ab
British Columbia: www.cga-dirt.com/bc
Ontario: www.cga-dirt.com/orcga
Quebec: www.cga-dirt.com/qcvpd
Saskatchewan: www.cga-dirt.com/scga

The more 
information 
we have on 
damages, 
the more 
effectively 
we can target 
our damage 
prevention 
efforts.
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Electric Langley Utilities
Contracting

Gas Michels
Canada Inc.

Homebuilder Cotton Inc

Landscape The Professional
Post Hole Guy

Road Builder Powell Contracting Ltd.

Sewer Water Clean Water Works

Telecommunications Brad Cole Underground 
Construction Ltd.

Most Improved Colautti Construction Ltd.
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www.cga-dirt.com
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Rev:  8/2/2016 
 ‘*’ indicates a Required Field 

Damage Information Reporting Tool (DIRT) - Field Form 
 

Part A – Who is Submitting This Information 
Who is providing the information?    Electric        Engineer/Design    Equipment Manufacturer 

 Excavator    Insurance  Liquid Pipeline  Locator    Natural Gas 
 One-Call Center    Private Water    Public Works      Railroad 
 Road Builders  State Regulator    Telecommunications   Unknown/Other 

 

Name of the person providing the information:                                                    
 

Part B - Date and Location of Event  
*Date of Event:              (MM/DD/YYYY) 
*Country            *State        *County                     City                       
Street address                           Nearest Intersection                            
*Right of Way where event occurred 
Public:   City Street   State Highway  County Road    Interstate Highway     Public-Other 
Private:  Private Business  Private Land Owner        Private Easement 
   Pipeline    Power /Transmission Line        Dedicated Public Utility Easement  
   Federal Land  Railroad   Data not collected     Unknown/Other  

 

Part C – Affected Facility Information 
*What type of facility operation was affected? 

 Cable Television  Electric  Natural Gas  Liquid Pipeline  Sewer (Sanitary Sewer) 
 Steam   Telecommunications   Water   Unknown/Other  

*What type of facility was affected?  
 Distribution   Gathering   Service/Drop  Transmission  Unknown/Other 

Was the facility part of a joint trench?  
 Unknown   Yes   No  

Was the facility owner a member of One-Call Center? 
 Unknown   Yes   No 

 

Part D – Excavation Information 
*Type of Excavator 

 Contractor   County   Developer   Farmer  Municipality  Occupant 
 Railroad   State   Utility   Data not collected   Unknown/Other 

*Type of Excavation Equipment 
 Auger   Backhoe/Trackhoe  Boring   Drilling   Directional Drilling 
 Explosives   Farm Equipment   Grader/Scraper  Hand Tools   Milling Equipment 
 Probing Device  Trencher   Vacuum Equipment  Data Not Collected  Unknown/Other  

*Type of Work Performed 
 Agriculture     Cable Television  Curb/Sidewalk  Bldg. Construction  Bldg. Demolition 
 Drainage     Driveway   Electric   Engineering/Survey  Fencing 
 Grading     Irrigation   Landscaping   Liquid Pipeline  Milling 
 Natural Gas    Pole    Public Transit Auth.  Railroad Maint.  Road Work 
 Sewer (San/Storm)    Site Development  Steam   Storm Drain/Culvert  Street Light 
 Telecommunication  Traffic Signal  Traffic Sign   Water   Waterway Improvement 
 Data Not Collected   Unknown/Other   

 

Part E – Notification  
*Was the One-Call Center notified? 

 Yes   (If Yes, Part F is required)     No (If No, Skip Part F)   
If Yes, which One-Call Center?                      
If Yes, please provide the ticket number                      

 

Part F - Locating and Marking  
*Type of Locator 

 Utility Owner   Contract Locator   Data Not Collected   Unknown/Other  
*Were facility marks visible in the area of excavation? 

 Yes    No     Data Not Collected   Unknown/Other  
*Were facilities marked correctly? 

 Yes    No     Data Not Collected   Unknown/Other 
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 ‘*’ indicates a Required Field 

Part G – Excavator Downtime 
Did Excavator incur down time?  

 Yes   No   
If yes, how much time?  

 Unknown  Less than 1 hour  1 hour  2 hours  3 or more hours   Exact Value ______  
Estimated cost of down time? 

 Unknown  $0  $1 to 500  $501 to 1,000  $1,001 to 2,500  $2,501 to 5,000 
   $5,001 to 25,000     $25,001 to 50,000     $50,001 and over    Exact Value ______ 

 

Part H – Description of Damage 
*Was there damage to a facility? 

 Yes   No (i.e. near miss)     
*Did the damage cause an interruption in service? 

 Yes   No  Data Not Collected  Unknown/Other   
If yes, duration of interruption 

 Unknown   Less than 1 hour  1 to 2 hrs  2 to 4 hrs  4 to 8 hrs  8 to 12 hrs 12 to 24 hrs 
 1 to 2 days  2 to 3 days   3 or more days   Data Not Collected     Exact Value _______ 

Approximately how many customers were affected? 
 Unknown   0  1   2 to 10  11 to 50  51 or more Exact Value _______  

Estimated cost of damage / repair/restoration 
 Unknown   $0  $1 to 500  $501 to 1,000  $1,001 to 2,500  $2,501 to 5,000 

      $5,001 to 25,000  $25,001 to 50,000  $50,001 and over Exact Value ______ 
Number of people injured 

 Unknown  0  1   2 to 9  10 to 19  20 to 49  50 to 99  
 100 or more   Exact Value _______ 

Number of fatalities 
 Unknown  0  1   2 to 9  10 to 19  20 to 49  50 to 99  
 100 or more  Exact Value _______        

 

*Part I – Description of the Root Cause  *Please choose one 
        One-Call Notification Practices Not Sufficient                                    Locating Practices Not Sufficient 

 No notification made to the One-Call Center  │  Facility could not be found or located  
 Notification to one-call center made, but not sufficient │  Facility marking or location not sufficient 
 Wrong information provided to One Call Center  │  Facility was not located or marked 

│        │  Incorrect facility records/maps   
          Excavation Practices Not Sufficient   │            Miscellaneous Root Causes 

 Failure to maintain marks     │  One-Call Center error 
 Failure to support exposed facilities   │  Abandoned facility 
 Failure to use hand tools where required   │  Deteriorated facility 
 Failure to test-hole (pot-hole)    │  Previous damage 
 Improper backfilling practices     │  Data Not Collected 
 Failure to maintain clearance     │  Other  
 Other insufficient excavation practices   │  

 

 

Visit DIRT at www.cga-dirt.com 
 
 
 

Part J – Additional Comments 
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