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Douglas Garrison

From: Michael Dawson <mdawson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 11:02 AM
To: Douglas Garrison; rick.hernandez@gmail.com
Cc: Bob Nisbet; Adam Eisen; Gina Dawson; Libby Leyden; Barbara Anderson
Subject: PG&E tree removal in HMB article
Attachments: PipelineSafetyTrust.pdf; Risk of Trees on Pipelines.pdf

Mr. Garrison, 
 
This morning I read the article "PG&E Prepares to Remove Trees in HMB" in the Half Moon Bay 
Review and given your statement in the article I felt it important to reach out to you. 
 
Half Moon Bay may desire to remove trees along Highway 92 for a variety of reasons, but the 
rationale stated by PG&E is demonstrably false. I have worked on this issue with PG&E and the CPUC 
for the past three years, and the "Community Pipeline Safety Initiative" -- formerly called "Pipeline 
Pathways" -- is a program designed by long-departed executives to clear the right of way for quicker 
aerial surveying and the convenience of future maintenance. PG&E has never had a transmission 
pipeline incident caused by a tree, and I urge you to speak to your emergency fire officials if you 
believe PG&E needs immediate access in an event of an emergency rather than quick shut-off valve 
capabilities.  
 
Gas pipeline integrity management as outlined by ASME B31.8S standards dictate mitigation of nine 
threat categories, none of which include vegetation roots and removal. PG&E is wasting resources 
pursuing this program in HMB when they should be presenting to the community other items 
including: their plan to conduct comprehensive in-line testing, results of recent pressure testing, 
confirmation and location of cathodic protection stations, exposed pipeline threat review, vintage 
pipeline replacement, leak surveys, automated shut-off valve capabilities, and High Consequence 
Area (HCA) calculations.  
 
There are many safety reasons why tree cutting is undesirable for any community, including PG&E's 
written report that cutting trees may increase corrosion by releasing CO2 on pipelines from dead tree 
roots, and the potential to increase weld stress during vertical weight displacement. Given PG&E's 
worst-in-the-nation gas and electrical safety performance, communities across California should 
thoroughly question PG&E's discretionary enterprise programs. 
 
Last year my wife, I, and several residents formed the Gas Safety Task Force for our City of 
Lafayette, and by working with PG&E and the CPUC we have enacted specific important safety 
measures overlooked by PG&E. We also work with other cities and would be happy to further speak 
with you or other members of your community if you'd to discuss further. I'll also attach some brief 
documentation for your review. 
 
I hope we have an opportunity to speak with you in the near future. 
 
Sincere regards, 
Michael Dawson 
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Gina Dawson 
Lafayette, CA 
650-219-8446 cell 
 
www.pgesafetyconcerns.com 
www.savelafayettetrees.org 
 
 
 



	  
	   	   	   	  

300 N. Commercial St., Suite B, Bellingham, WA 98225       Phone 360-543-5686       Fax 360-543-0978       http://pipelinesafetytrust.org	  
	  
	  

September	  7,	  2018	  
	  
The	  Pipeline	  Safety	  Trust	  was	  formed	  as	  part	  of	  a	  court	  settlement	  encouraged	  by	  the	  U.S.	  Justice	  Department	  
after	  a	  pipeline	  tragedy	  that	  occurred	  in	  Bellingham,	  Washington	  in	  1999.	  	  Since	  that	  time	  we	  have	  worked	  with	  
regulators,	  the	  pipeline	  industry,	  local	  governments,	  and	  citizens	  across	  the	  country	  to	  try	  to	  increase	  the	  safety	  of	  
the	  2.7	  million	  miles	  of	  pipelines	  in	  this	  country.	  We	  are	  encouraged	  to	  see	  that	  the	  Lafayette	  City	  Council	  has	  
provided	  an	  opportunity	  for	  citizens	  in	  your	  community,	  and	  representatives	  of	  PG&E	  and	  the	  California	  
regulators	  to	  come	  together	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  pipeline	  issues	  at	  play	  in	  Lafayette,	  and	  hopefully	  set	  up	  a	  
engagement	  system	  that	  helps	  ensure	  the	  safety	  of	  your	  residents	  as	  well	  as	  increasing	  the	  trust	  in	  the	  safety	  of	  
the	  pipelines	  in	  your	  community.	  
	  
In	  2015	  the	  Pipeline	  Safety	  Trust	  was	  asked	  by	  the	  Alamo	  Improvement	  Association	  of	  Contra	  Costa	  County	  to	  
provide	  technical	  assistance	  to	  help	  that	  community	  better	  understand	  how	  pipelines	  are	  operated,	  maintained	  
and	  regulated,	  and	  the	  risks	  that	  pipelines	  in	  that	  community	  pose.	  That	  initial	  effort	  focused	  on	  the	  Kinder	  
Morgan	  hazardous	  liquid	  pipeline	  that	  runs	  along	  the	  Iron	  Horse	  Trail	  through	  Alamo.	  In	  2018	  we	  were	  again	  
asked	  by	  the	  Alamo	  Improvement	  Association	  to	  return	  to	  Contra	  Costa	  County	  to	  hold	  another	  series	  of	  pipeline	  
safety	  forums,	  as	  well	  as	  draft	  a	  report	  that	  focuses	  more	  on	  the	  PG&E	  pipelines	  that	  run	  through	  Alamo.	  You	  can	  
learn	  more	  about	  those	  efforts	  at:	  http://alamo.pstrust.org/	  .	  As	  part	  of	  those	  efforts	  we	  talked	  with	  many	  
members	  of	  your	  county,	  and	  learned	  some	  interesting	  information	  about	  PG&E’s	  performance	  that	  we	  would	  
like	  to	  share	  with	  you.	  
	  
A	  few	  years	  ago	  the	  federal	  regulator	  for	  all	  pipelines	  in	  the	  country,	  the	  Pipeline	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials	  Safety	  
Administration	  (PHMSA),	  began	  an	  effort	  to	  make	  their	  pipeline	  failure	  data	  more	  accessible	  and	  understandable	  
for	  the	  general	  public.	  The	  Pipeline	  Safety	  Trust	  was	  part	  of	  that	  effort	  and	  the	  information	  below	  all	  comes	  from	  
the	  PHMSA	  data.	  One	  thing	  PHMSA	  did	  was	  to	  make	  it	  easy	  to	  compare	  the	  safety	  performance	  (based	  on	  
normalized	  incident	  rates)	  of	  individual	  pipeline	  operators.	  When	  we	  looked	  at	  the	  performance	  of	  both	  gas	  
transmission	  and	  gas	  distribution	  pipeline	  operators	  of	  a	  similar	  size	  what	  we	  were	  surprised	  to	  learn	  is	  that	  PG&E	  
has	  the	  highest	  failure	  rate	  in	  both	  categories.	  What	  is	  even	  more	  concerning	  is	  when	  you	  compare	  the	  ten-‐year	  
average	  rates	  to	  the	  five-‐year	  average	  rates	  it	  appears	  that	  the	  failure	  rates	  are	  increasing	  not	  getting	  safer.	  	  We	  
believe	  in	  part	  that	  this	  may	  be	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  PG&E	  operates	  their	  pipelines	  in	  areas	  with	  relatively	  dense	  
populations	  where	  people	  are	  more	  prone	  to	  damage	  pipelines	  through	  excavation	  damage	  or	  in	  other	  ways,	  and	  
the	  data	  (see	  below)	  showing	  the	  cause	  of	  pipeline	  failures	  seems	  to	  support	  this	  in	  part.	  But	  clearly	  something	  
else	  is	  going	  on	  here	  as	  well	  since	  when	  you	  compare	  PG&E’s	  incident	  rates	  to	  other	  large	  companies	  operating	  in	  
densely	  populated	  areas,	  such	  as	  Southern	  California	  Gas,	  you	  find	  that	  their	  incidents	  rates	  are	  roughly	  half	  of	  
PG&Es.	  	  
	  
At	  your	  upcoming	  forum	  on	  September	  10th	  we	  hope	  you	  will	  inquire	  of	  both	  PG&E	  and	  the	  California	  Public	  
Utility	  Commission	  to	  see	  if	  either	  entity	  has	  a	  good	  answer	  to	  why	  PG&E	  has	  the	  highest	  rates	  of	  pipeline	  failures	  
and	  why	  those	  rates	  are	  increasing	  even	  after	  the	  San	  Bruno	  incident	  when	  we	  know	  that	  PG&E	  has	  devoted	  
millions	  of	  dollars	  to	  improving	  the	  safety	  of	  their	  system.	  While	  the	  chance	  of	  a	  pipeline	  failure,	  even	  at	  these	  
higher	  incident	  rates,	  on	  any	  particular	  section	  of	  PG&E	  pipeline	  is	  still	  really	  small,	  it	  would	  be	  good	  to	  ascertain	  
whether	  they	  are	  spending	  the	  millions	  of	  dollars	  in	  ways	  that	  have	  been	  successful	  for	  other	  similar	  companies,	  
and	  if	  so	  why	  are	  their	  failure	  rates	  per	  mile	  of	  pipeline	  still	  increasing?	  
	  



We	  hope	  this	  information	  help	  in	  your	  inquiry.	  Please	  feel	  free	  to	  contact	  us	  if	  you	  have	  any	  questions	  or	  if	  we	  can	  
help.	  
	  
Thanks,	  

	  
	  
Carl	  Weimer,	  Executive	  Director	  
Pipeline	  Safety	  Trust	  
	  
	  

All	  the	  below	  data	  can	  be	  found	  at:	  
https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/data-‐and-‐statistics/pipeline/data-‐and-‐statistics-‐overview	  

	  
Operator	  

ID	  
Gas	  Transmission	  Operators	  with	  over	  3000	  

Onshore	  Miles	  of	  Pipeline	  	  
10	  Year	  Average	  

(Significant	  
incidents	  per	  
1,000	  miles)	  

5	  Year	  Average	  
(Significant	  
incidents	  per	  
1,000	  miles)	  

10	  Year	  
Significant	  
Incident	  
Count	  

5	  Year	  
Significant	  
Incident	  
Count	  

2017	  
Miles	  

15007	   PACIFIC	  GAS	  &	  ELECTRIC	  CO	   0.56	   0.80	   34	   25	   6,535	  
602	   ENABLE	  GAS	  TRANSMISSION,	  LLC	   0.43	   0.37	   26	   11	   5,899	  

2620	   COLUMBIA	  GULF	  TRANSMISSION,	  LLC	   0.39	   0.60	   13	   10	   3,330	  
31711	   SOUTHERN	  STAR	  CENTRAL	  GAS	  PIPELINE,	  

INC	  
0.34	   0.48	   20	   14	   5,800	  

31618	   ENTERPRISE	  PRODUCTS	  OPERATING	  LLC	   0.31	   0.19	   14	   4	   4,034	  
31728	   GULF	  SOUTH	  PIPELINE	  COMPANY,	  LP	   0.30	   0.34	   20	   11	   6,550	  
19270	   TEXAS	  GAS	  TRANSMISSION,	  LLC	   0.25	   0.33	   15	   10	   5,959	  
19160	   TENNESSEE	  GAS	  PIPELINE	  COMPANY	   0.24	   0.24	   29	   14	   11,775	  
13845	   NORTHWEST	  PIPELINE	  LLC	   0.23	   0.16	   9	   3	   3,857	  
2616	   COLUMBIA	  GAS	  TRANSMISSION,	  LLC	   0.22	   0.17	   24	   9	   10,469	  

19570	   TRANSCONTINENTAL	  GAS	  PIPE	  LINE	  
COMPANY	  

0.22	   0.22	   18	   9	   8,392	  

405	   ANR	  PIPELINE	  CO	   0.21	   0.19	   20	   9	   9,252	  
5304	   FLORIDA	  GAS	  TRANSMISSION	  CO	   0.21	   0.11	   11	   3	   5,360	  

18516	   SOUTHERN	  NATURAL	  GAS	  CO	   0.20	   0.17	   14	   6	   7,003	  
18484	   SOUTHERN	  CALIFORNIA	  GAS	  CO	   0.20	   0.29	   7	   5	   3,448	  
13750	   NORTHERN	  NATURAL	  GAS	  CO	   0.18	   0.18	   26	   13	   14,776	  
2714	   DOMINION	  ENERGY	  TRANSMISSION,	  INC.	   0.17	   0.11	   6	   2	   3,563	  

15105	   PANHANDLE	  EASTERN	  PIPELINE	  CO	   0.17	   0.10	   10	   3	   5,975	  
22655	   WBI	  ENERGY	  TRANSMISSION,	  INC.	   0.17	   0.16	   6	   3	   3,657	  
31978	   ATMOS	  PIPELINE	  -‐	  TEXAS	   0.14	   0.07	   8	   2	   5,678	  
4280	   EL	  PASO	  NATURAL	  GAS	  CO	   0.13	   0.08	   13	   4	   10,062	  

32099	   ENERGY	  TRANSFER	  COMPANY	   0.12	   0.15	   8	   5	   7,752	  
2564	   COLORADO	  INTERSTATE	  GAS	  CO	   0.12	   0.10	   7	   3	   6,187	  

19235	   TEXAS	  EASTERN	  TRANSMISSION,	  LP	  
(SPECTRA	  ENERGY	  PARTNERS,	  LP)	  

0.12	   0.14	   10	   6	   8,617	  

13120	   NATURAL	  GAS	  PIPELINE	  CO	  OF	  AMERICA	  
(KMI)	  

0.11	   0.11	   10	   5	   9,042	  

1007	   TALLGRASS	  INTERSTATE	  GAS	  
TRANSMISSION,	  LLC	  

0.04	   0.09	   2	   2	   4,303	  

15359	   BLACK	  HILLS	  ENERGY	   0.02	   0.05	   1	   1	   4,054	  

	  
	  



	  
Operator	  

ID	  
Gas	  Distribution	  Operators	  with	  over	  

25,000	  miles	  of	  Pipeline	  
10	  Year	  
Average	  

(incidents	  per	  
million	  miles)	  

5	  Year	  
Average	  

(incidents	  per	  
million	  miles)	  

10	  Year	  
Significant	  
Incident	  
Count	  

5	  Year	  
Significant	  
Incident	  
Count	  

2017	  Miles	  

15007	   PACIFIC	  GAS	  &	  ELECTRIC	  CO	   51.82	   72.56	   41	   28	   76,777.99	  
31348	   ATMOS	  ENERGY	  CORPORATION	  -‐	  

MID-‐TEX	  
47.49	   57.92	   19	   12	   41,391.11	  

2596	   COLUMBIA	  GAS	  OF	  OHIO	  INC	   43.28	   52.77	   18	   11	   41,685.92	  
15931	   PUBLIC	  SERVICE	  CO	  OF	  COLORADO	   42.33	   35.09	   14	   6	   34,666.98	  
2748	   CONSUMERS	  ENERGY	  CO	   41.56	   62.97	   21	   16	   51,481.78	  
12408	   DTE	  GAS	  COMPANY	   38.55	   50.68	   15	   10	   40,006.32	  
15359	   BLACK	  HILLS	  ENERGY	   33.06	   25.60	   7	   3	   40,010.21	  
15952	   PUBLIC	  SERVICE	  ELECTRIC	  &	  GAS	  

CO	  
31.76	   28.70	   11	   5	   35,081.71	  

792	   ATLANTA	  GAS	  LIGHT	  CO	   30.06	   31.10	   19	   10	   64,895.41	  
4060	   DOMINION	  ENERGY	  OHIO	   28.61	   6.46	   9	   1	   31,053.88	  
22189	   PUGET	  SOUND	  ENERGY	   27.69	   23.55	   7	   3	   25,690.57	  
22182	   WASHINGTON	  GAS	  LIGHT	  CO	   27.56	   15.10	   7	   2	   26,999.96	  
18484	   SOUTHERN	  CALIFORNIA	  GAS	  CO	   26.12	   35.88	   26	   18	   101,317.06	  
12350	   CENTERPOINT	  ENERGY	  

RESOURCES	  CORP.,	  DBA	  
CENTERPOINT	  ENERGY	  
MINNESOTA	  GAS	  

24.05	   15.63	   6	   2	   25,745.82	  

13710	   NORTHERN	  ILLINOIS	  GAS	  CO	   23.70	   15.86	   15	   5	   63,201.67	  
18536	   SOUTHWEST	  GAS	  CORP	   23.06	   18.89	   12	   5	   53,545.92	  
4499	   CENTERPOINT	  ENERGY	  

RESOURCES	  CORPORATION	  
19.63	   15.22	   12	   5	   67,245.81	  

12876	   DOMINION	  ENERGY	  
UTAH/WYOMING/IDAHO	  

18.98	   6.92	   5	   1	   28,918.16	  

603	   CENTERPOINT	  ENERGY	  
RESOURCES	  CORP.	  

17.56	   19.94	   5	   3	   30,682.42	  

13730	   NORTHERN	  INDIANA	  PUBLIC	  
SERVICE	  CO	  

16.39	   6.07	   5	   1	   34,099.96	  

32513	   AMEREN	  ILLINOIS	  COMPANY	   10.17	   13.54	   3	   2	   29,551.86	  
15518	   PIEDMONT	  NATURAL	  GAS	  CO	  INC	   9.45	   9.14	   4	   2	   43,982.86	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Onshore	  Gas	  Transmission	  Causes	  
of	  Significant	  Incidents	  Nationwide	  
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Gas	  Distribution	  Causes	  of	  
Significant	  Incidents	  Nationwide	  

2013	  -‐	  2017	  
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What Is the Safety Risk of Trees Above PG&E’s Transmission Pipelines? 
 

The research and analysis in this report is based on a combination of publicly available information 

and interviews with safety experts.  The report was prepared by Save Lafayette Trees, a nonprofit 

association located in Lafayette, California.  Save Lafayette Trees has a twofold mission:  preserve 

Lafayette’s rural California character by identifying and preventing unnecessary tree destruction; and 

improve the safety of the natural gas pipelines in our area by focusing safety improvement attention 

on the primary safety risks.  For more information, go to savelafayettetrees.org. 

 

The Claim 

PG&E says that it must remove thousands of trees in California that are located above its buried natural 

gas transmission pipelines because the trees pose an unacceptable safety risk.   

 

Our Conclusion 

• Contrary to PG&E’s claim, trees pose no significant safety risk to buried gas transmission 

pipelines. 

• PG&E’s current allocation of hundreds of millions of dollars for tree removal in its pipeline 

rights-of-way is a grave misallocation of organizational attention and financial resources that 

urgently needs to be redirected.  There are significant PG&E transmission pipeline safety 

vulnerabilities that are not receiving effective attention, as described in our separate analysis 

describing PG&E’s disappointing safety performance relative to its industry peers. 

 

The Basis of Our Conclusion 

Save Lafayette Trees has conducted an extensive investigation of PG&E’s tree risk claim, including: 

• A review of assigned causes for every reported gas transmission pipeline safety incident in the 

U.S. over the past 20 years.  Out of a total of 2,076 incidents associated with more than 300,000 

miles of gas transmission pipeline, there were zero in which a tree was found to be the cause of 

damage to an underground gas transmission pipeline—not only none in California but none 

anywhere in the United States! (details below) 

• A review of the findings from PG&E’s 2014 “Tree Root Interference Assessment” (conducted in 

partnership with the consulting firm Dynamic Risk), which found no direct evidence that tree 

roots in contact with buried gas transmission pipelines cause pipeline damage. (details below) 

• A review of the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s (PHMSA) 

multiple responses over the past 40+ years to property owners’ requests for federal policy 

clarification regarding gas utilities attempts to remove trees above their pipelines.  Throughout 

this period, PHMSA has consistently and repeatedly stated that (1) it is not a federal requirement 

to keep a pipeline right-of-way clear of trees/other vegetation; (2) federal regulations do not give 

operators a right to cut down trees on their pipeline easements. (details below) 

• Interviews with experienced Bay Area first responders and a PHMSA senior inspector. We 

sought their opinion about PG&E’s frequent claim that one of the risks trees pose is that they can 

delay pipeline access during an emergency.  The first responders we consulted uniformly rejected 

this idea.  They said that when dealing with a significant incident on a transmission pipeline, the 

priorities are to evacuate the area, shut down the line, and wait for the gas to dissipate.  At that 

point, there will be plenty of time to clear any vegetation that might be affecting access.  

https://www.savelafayettetrees.org/


Updated 6/21/18 2 
 

Attempting to work on a significant leak in a gas transmission line (characterized by their large 

diameter and high operating pressure) before it is shut down is simply foolish.  The PHMSA 

senior inspector we consulted said that he completely agreed with the first responders’ 

perspective as stated above. 
 

Analysis of U.S. Gas Transmission Pipeline Safety Incidents 

U.S. gas utilities are subject to regulations issued by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration (PHMSA).  PHMSA is an agency within the U.S. Department of Transportation, and it 

is responsible for ensuring (among other things) the safe and environmentally sound operation of the 

country’s gas pipeline system.  The regulations include a requirement that pipeline operators (such as 

PG&E) submit a very detailed report within 30 days of any “significant” safety incident that occurs on a 

gas transmission line.  Significant has a precise regulatory definition, but briefly it includes an event 

involving an emergency system shutdown, a sizeable gas release, a personal injury, or sizeable property 

damage.  The reports are available to the public in spreadsheet format, and each report covers more than 

400 data fields.  Most of these fields concern the incident’s cause, and they are designed to uncover the 

incident’s “root cause.”  Failure to submit an incident report subjects the operator to a fine of up to 

$100,000; failure to submit multiple incident reports can result in a $1,000,000 fine.  Compliance with 

this reporting requirement is an item that is routinely examined during PHMSA audits of pipeline 

operators. 

Save Lafayette Trees chose PHMSA’s incident reports covering all U.S. gas transmission pipelines 

because it offers a very complete and easy-to-analyze source of information about the cause associated 

with each incident.  We were seeking objective evidence to clarify how often trees above a buried 

transmission pipeline have been the cause of a safety incident.  In the interest of time, we limited the 

scope of our study to the past 20 years (1998-2017). 

After many hours of careful review of every 1998-2017 gas transmission incident in the PHMSA 

database (total of 2,076 incidents), we were frankly surprised to discover that there are zero incidents of 

trees determined as causing damage to underground gas transmission pipelines.  A falling tree was, 

however, identified as the cause in two incidents not connected to underground pipelines:  (1) in 

Louisiana, a dead tree fell over and struck an underwater pipeline (the pipe was exposed without any 

protective soil/mud on top); (2) in Texas, a live tree fell and struck an above-ground component of the 

pipeline control system.  These two are the only examples of trees causing an incident in these pipelines 

(which extend over more than 300,000 miles) in the past 20 years.  In summary:  0.0% causing damage 

to underground gas transmission pipelines; 0.1% causing damage of any type to gas transmission 

pipeline systems over the past 20 years. 

PG&E has also claimed that trees close to their transmission pipelines often need to be removed 

because they have the potential to delay quick access to the pipeline in the event of an emergency.  We 

therefore searched the incident records described above for any mention of trees delaying quick access 

to transmission pipelines.  There is no record of this problem occurring anywhere in the U.S. over the 

past 20 years.  See also the fourth bullet in the Our Conclusion section on page 1. 

The pie chart on the next page shows the various incident cause categories, as extracted from the 2,067 

incident records described above. 



Material Failure of Pipe or Weld - 15.1%

Excavation Damage - 15.8%Internal/External Corrosion Failure - 20.3%

Equipment Failure - 20.5%
(e.g., compressor/valve/coupling)

Incorrect Operation - 6.1%

Heavy Rains/Force of Water - 5.3%

Damage by Motorized Vehicle  - 4.4%
Earth Movement - 2.3%

Damage not associated with excavation activity

Unable to Determine Cause - 1.8%
Lightning 1.5%

Damage by Maritime Activity  - 1.4%

Falling Tree   - 0.1%
Miscellaneous - 0.2%

Intentional Damage - 0.2%
Elec Arcing from Other Equip - 0.2%
Previous Mechanical Damage  - 0.5%

Outside Force of Unknown Origin - 0.6%
High Winds - 1.0%

Nearby Fire/Explosion - 1.2%
Temperature (environmental) - 1.4%

U.S. Gas Transmission Pipeline Safety Incidents 1998-2017
Analysis of Causes

(2,076 Incidents)
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No trees, however, caused damage to a buried gas pipeline

1

Based on pipeline incident reports submitted to PHMSA, an agency of the U.S. Dept of Transportation, and analyzed by Save Lafayette Trees1

Dave's Dell
Line
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PG&E’s Inconsistencies on Need for Immediate Pipeline Access 

In May 2017, PG&E delivered a flyer titled 

Community Pipeline Safety Initiative to the 

homes of many Lafayette residents living 

near their Lafayette transmission pipelines.  

The flyer explained the importance of 

immediate access for first responders to their 

gas transmission pipelines.  It stated, “Trees 

can block safety crews from getting to gas 

pipelines in an emergency or natural disaster, 

when every second counts.” 

When PG&E was asked to explain the 

rationale for classifying 272 Lafayette trees 

as unacceptable risk and requiring removal, it 

turned out that a substantial portion of these 

trees are classified “unacceptable risk” because of PG&E’s concern about emergency access. 

However, when PG&E chose to replace 6,000 ft of transmission pipeline running between Lafayette 

and Moraga in the summer of 2018, it 

considered two options:  follow the existing 

route beneath the St Mary’s Rd asphalt, or 

install the new line along the Lamorinda 

Trail, which closely parallels St Mary’s Rd 

but would greatly expand the opportunity 

for immediate pipeline access in an 

emergency.  Which did they choose?  They 

placed the pipeline under the St Mary’s 

asphalt for its full length, and as a result 

created 10 weeks of major traffic delays on 

the detour routes and inconvenience for 

residents living near the closed section of 

St Mary’s (12 hours/day, Mon-Sat).  If 

emergency access (where every second 

counts) was truly an important safety consideration, PG&E would have routed this capacity expansion 

pipeline along Lamorinda Trail. 

In case there is doubt about access delays for transmission pipelines under a roadway, here is an excerpt 

from PG&E’s 2011 report to PHMSA about a leak discovered in a transmission line running 

perpendicular to the roadway: 

“9/19/11—PG&E personnel discovered gas readings at the casing vents for a 20-inch casing surrounding 16-inch 

steel gas transmission line under Redwood Blvd in Novato.  PG&E crews excavated the pipe and casing on both 

sides of the roadway in an attempt to identify the location of the leak.  Unfortunately, the source of the leak was not 

at either side of the roadway but appears to be located somewhere under the roadway.  Due to the location of the 

leak it is not feasible to attempt to repair the leak.  A new pipe will be installed under the roadway to replace the 

leaking pipe.  Construction is scheduled to begin 10/19/11.” [one month after discovery of the leak]   

In pointing out the potential emergency access delays associated with gas transmission pipelines located 

beneath a roadway, we want to be clear about our beliefs: 

St Mary's Rd Pipeline Location 
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1. Gas transmission pipelines operate under substantially higher pressure than distribution and 

service lines.  Transmission lines are also significantly larger in diameter.  Because of both 

factors, when a pipeline failure occurs transmission lines are more likely to explode than 

distribution or service lines.  (PHMSA shares this opinion) 

2. Because of the higher pressure and larger diameter, when a transmission line explodes the 

damage radius can be quite large.  (The San Bruno explosion created a crater 167 ft long X 26 ft 

wide X 40 ft deep.  The blast leveled 35 homes and damaged many more.) 

3. Because of the damage potential in the event of an explosion, we believe that if a transmission 

line leak is confirmed the standard procedure should be to de-pressurize the line and evacuate the 

area until the pipeline no longer represents an immediate threat.  If this were PG&E’s standard 

operating procedure there would not be a need for emergency access.  (PHMSA and the local 

emergency response experts we spoke to agree that this should be the standard procedure.  

PG&E, however, has expressed multiple conflicting opinions on this point over the past year.) 

4. In general, it will take longer to access a buried transmission line located under a roadway than 

one located under a tree.  Therefore, since PG&E is electing to install a capacity expansion 

transmission line (St Mary’s Rd) during the summer of 2018 beneath 6,000 ft of roadway, we 

believe that the trees that have been targeted in Lafayette principally due to emergency access 

concerns should be removed from the “unacceptable risk” list. 

5. We do not believe that locating gas pipelines beneath roadways is inherently unsafe.  It is a 

common practice in the industry, and there are always pros and cons associated with any pipeline 

siting decision.   

PG&E's claim to need immediate access at all points of the pipeline is further called into question when 

we consider the status of Lafayette's 

Plaza Park trellis which stands in front 

of the Way Side Inn Thrift Shop. PG&E 

designated this large, heavy wood and 

stone structure for removal as part of the 

original Pipeline Pathways program 

because it sits directly above a gas 

transmission line. Unlike trees, 

structures are explicitly required to be 

removed from gas pipeline pathways. 

According to the email documents 

obtained from our PRA request, 

however, PG&E and the City of 

Lafayette negotiated in early 2017 to 

relocate the pipeline around the trellis. 

More recently, PG&E has decided to not 

relocate the pipeline and to allow this 

structure to remain in place, blocking emergency access to the pipeline. Preposterously, and further 

illustrating its inconsistency, PG&E is nonetheless proceeding with its plans to remove young, small-

diameter ornamental trees on either side of the trellis. 

This decision makes two issues perfectly clear: 1) the City of Lafayette benefited by negotiating with 

PG&E before the Tree Cutting Agreement was signed, unlike residents with trees or structures on their 

property, and 2) PG&E's claims for needing immediate access is bogus or, at best, erratically 

inconsistent, as the trellis structure would take days to dismantle and move. 
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PG&E’s 2014 Tree Root Assessment Study 

In 2011 (following the 2010 San Bruno explosion), PG&E launched a comprehensive safety 

improvement program focused on its 6500+ miles of natural gas transmission lines in Northern and 

Central California.  Some of the program initially addressed surveying pipeline locations and improved 

pipeline marking, but most of effort (which actively continues in 2018) has been devoted to removal of 

trees in the gas transmission rights-of-way that PG&E regards as an unacceptable safety risk.  The 

utility uses an algorithm involving multiple parameters to establish which trees fall into their 

“unacceptable risk” category, but despite repeated requests to make their algorithm public, to date they 

have refused to do this. 

In 2013, the transmission pipeline safety improvement program evolved into PG&E’s Pipeline 

Pathways program.  The announced program budget was $500 million.  However, after developing a 

reputation in many communities for its coercive, heavy-handed tactics in pursuing tree removal from 

private and public property, the program was rebranded as the Community Pipeline Safety Initiative. 

Also in 2013 (after the launch of their Pipeline Pathways program), PG&E commissioned the 

consulting/engineering firm Dynamic Risk to investigate the ways that trees could affect buried 

pipelines.  Fifty-three targeted excavations were conducted as part of this study, and the excavations 

included 30 species of trees and pipeline installation date that ranged from 1931 to 1987.  PG&E 

employees participated in both the data collection and report writing phases of this project, so the study 

is not an independent, third-party assessment. 

The study’s final report, issued in January 2014 and called “Final Report—Tree Root Interference 

Assessment” can be downloaded from this location.  In summary, this is what the study concluded: 

1. The study found no direct evidence that tree roots in contact with the pipe increased the

susceptibility to the initiation of stress corrosion cracking.

2. At locations where pipelines and tree root systems co-exist, it is common for the roots to

degrade the external coating on the steel pipe (extent varies with the type of coating used).

However, the functioning of the cathodic protection system that PG&E routinely uses on its

buried transmission lines does not appear to be adversely affected by tree roots.  (Cathodic

protection involves placing an electric charge on steel pipelines to control corrosion of the

metal surface, and it is used on all PG&E transmission lines.  The company sends corrosion

management specialists to monitor proper operation of this equipment six times per year, and it

has begun installing devices that permit continuous remote monitoring of its cathodic

protection systems.)

3. Some external corrosion was noted in a minority of the surveyed sites where the roots damaged

the pipeline’s external coating.  However, the study was unable to verify a causal link between

the presence of tree roots and the initiation of external corrosion.

4. Above ground pipeline surveys are not significantly affected by the presence of tree roots.

5. The effectiveness of External Corrosion Direction Assessment does not appear to be adversely

affected by the presence of tree roots.

PG&E’s 2013 Tree Root Assessment Study 

We recently found (on CPUC’s website) an earlier “Final Report—Tree Root Interference Threat 

Analysis” that was prepared by Dynamic Risk for PG&E and approved by Dynamic Risk for 

distribution in August 2013.  Curiously, this version differs substantially in overall report length (23 

pages for the 2013 version vs 39 pages for the 2014 version), and the individuals from Dynamic Risk 

https://www.water.ca.gov/LegacyFiles/regulations/docs/082614/PGE_TreeRootStudyReport.pdf
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/de4240_8a5875dbc38747e5a5daf27b1a0b12db.pdf
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/de4240_8a5875dbc38747e5a5daf27b1a0b12db.pdf
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who “signed off” on the approval lines are quite different for the two report versions:  different 

Prepared By individual; different Contributing Authors; different Approved By/Reviewed By 

individuals.  The 2014 report’s Executive Summary mentions the 2013 report (second paragraph) as “an 

earlier report on tree root interactions” that served as the basis for PG&E’s adoption of tree removal 

standards (utility standard TD-4490S, published June 2013).  The References section of the 2014 report 

lists the 2013 report and describes it as a “Final Report.”  The existence of two reports covering what 

appears to be largely the same topic and with nearly identical titles has been confusing to both Save 

Lafayette Trees and multiple members of PG&E.  When we asked detailed questions about some of the 

differences between the reports during the PG&E information “Open House” in Lafayette on 5/9/18, 

everyone we asked responded in the same way:  they had no knowledge of the 2013 report, and it 

certainly must be a draft version of the 2014 report, so they believe it has no particular relevance.  

Here are some of the significant differences between the two reports. 

1. The 2013 version mentions that the study team reviewed PHMSA gas transmission incident

data from 2002-2013 and found that tree roots were not identified as a direct or contributing

cause of pipeline failure in any of those incidents.  The 2014 version is silent on this finding.

2. The 2013 version (in Section 8.3, Threat-Based Risk Assessment) includes this caution:

This threat-based risk assessment has assumed that the tree roots are alive and in 

proximity to the buried pipeline. One factor not considered in this assessment, and that 

also requires consideration as part of the development of a tree root removal program, is 

the effect of tree roots that are not alive and have the potential to decompose. It is 

recognized that the decomposition of organic matter will produce carbon dioxide (C02) 

and this has the potential to increase the susceptibility to cracking of the outside diameter 

pipe surface. Further study, assessment and consideration for this phenomenon is 

required. [emphasis added] 

And in Section 10, Recommendations: 

• Decomposition and C02 production could increase susceptibility to cracking.

Further study, assessment and consideration for this phenomenon is required.

• The effects of leaving tree root systems in place and how they could affect future

pipeline integrity and/or future integrity surveys that may be required.

The 2014 version omits the above cautions and recommendations.  However, the 2014 

report’s Summary of Findings (p iv) says, without further elaboration: 

There was insufficient data collected in this study to draw any conclusions as to whether 

the presence of dead tree roots in contact with the pipe has any impact on pipeline 

integrity.  

3. The 2013 version (in Section 10, Recommendations) proposes:

Identify all mitigative actions and their effect on the threat susceptibility, ability to 

monitor, and ability to respond (e.g., root barrier systems). on the threat susceptibility, 

ability to monitor, and ability to respond (e.g., root barrier systems). 

The 2014 version is silent on the topic of root barrier systems for threat mitigation. 

4. The 2013 version includes “Table 2 – Examples of Monitoring and/or Mitigation Actions

and Effect on the Risk Profile.”  That table rates tree removal along with root removal as

clearly reducing the threat of external corrosion cracking.  Importantly, the table indicates
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that the impact of tree removal without accompanying root removal is uncertain with respect 

to external corrosion cracking. 

The 2014 version omits Table 2 entirely.  Apart from the “insufficient data collected” 

statement cited above, the 2014 version is silent on the concern suggested in the 2013 report 

that removing a tree while leaving the roots in place appears to represent an increased risk of 

external corrosion cracking.  External corrosion of gas pipelines is an important issue and 

has been studied extensively.  See, for example, External Corrosion of Oil and Natural Gas 

Pipelines by Beavers and Thompson (2006). 

5. In Section 10 – Recommendations, the 2013 report states that tree removal as follows “will

reduce the risk profile”

• All trees within 5 ft of the pipeline centerline

• Trees 8” or more in diameter and within 10 ft of the pipeline centerline

• Trees greater than 36” in diameter and within 14 ft of the pipeline centerline

PG&E’s standard on gas pipeline rights-of-way (TD 4490S, published 6/19/13) provides 

essentially the same tree removal standards.  The standard also says that the timing on 

specific tree removals will be subject to decisions made by PG&E Integrity Management 

personnel. 

The 2014 report does not recommend specific tree removal criteria, but as mentioned above 

it refers to the 2013 PG&E standard, TD-4490S. 

In May, as follow-up to their open house communication, we asked PG&E to explain the differences 

between the 2013 and 2014 versions of the Dynamic Risk reports.  They have not yet responded.  

But PG&E has confirmed that when removing trees in pipeline rights of way they have been and will 

continue to leave the tree roots in place. 

PHMSA’s Position on Removing Trees from Pipeline Rights-of-Way 

As the federal agency charged with regulating and insuring the safety of the nation’s gas pipelines, 

PHMSA has been asked many times in the past to clarify the right of a pipeline operator to remove trees 

growing in pipeline rights-of-way that sit on private or public property.  This comes up frequently 

because PHMSA requires the operators to patrol their rights-of-way as often as every three months and 

observe surface conditions including indications of leaks, construction activity, erosion, and other 

factors affecting safe operation.  The lowest cost method of doing this is generally aerial surveillance 

(an approved method), but the presence of trees often makes aerial surveillance impractical.  

Acceptable surveillance alternatives include walking and driving along the right-of-way. 

Shown on the next page is an extract from a September 2000 regulatory interpretation1 that PHMSA 

sent to the mayor of Piscataway, N.J.  The city was contesting Duke Energy’s plan to remove all street 

trees along its natural gas pipeline right-of-way in a section of the city.  PHMSA has been repeatedly 

providing essentially this same interpretation for more than 40 years.  

https://www.asminternational.org/documents/10192/1849770/acfab96.pdf
https://www.asminternational.org/documents/10192/1849770/acfab96.pdf
ftp://ftp2.cpuc.ca.gov/PG&E20150130ResponseToA1312012Ruling/2013/07/SB_GT&S_0263354.pdf
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“Pipelines operated by Duke Energy are subject to the safety regulations of Title 49 CFR 

Parts 190-199. These regulations require operators to patrol their pipeline easements for 

signs of leaks and construction activity. However, the regulations do not require 

operators to keep their easements free of trees to make patrolling easier or to minimize 

the possibility of damage by tree roots, nor do the regulations give pipeline operators a 

right to remove trees on their pipeline easements. The authority of an operator to remove 

trees is subject to private agreements with landowners and to any local land use controls. 

Although aerial surveillance is usually the most practical method of patrolling, in areas 

where an easement is concealed by trees or large bushes, a pipeline operator may observe 

conditions on the easement by walking or driving along the easement.” 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/regulations/title49/interp/PI-00-0102 

https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/regulations/title49/interp/PI-00-0102

	Dawson 6-30-20
	PipelineSafetyTrust
	Risk of Trees on Pipelines



