21 Clarke St
Catherine Hill Bay

29 November 2010
Ph: 0419263380

To whom it may concern

Reference : Douglas Partners Report

 Phase 2 Mine Subsidence Risk Assessment 

Proposed Residential Subdivision Catherine Hill Bay 

Prepared for Coal and Allied Industries Ltd

Project 39662.07 of October 2010

With reference to the above report my comments and concerns follow:

1. This document is not a “true” risk assessment as per the Australian / NZ Standards AS/NZS 4360:2004 and therefore should not be read as suggested by the title, i.e. Mine Subsidence Risk Assessment”.  
Page 1 of 29 better reflects the nature of this report, i.e. “Mine Subsidence Assessment”
2. Consultations were undertaken with Mr Greg Cole-Clerk of the Mine Subsidence Board in January 2007. Mr Cole Clark indicated the following ......” 
Q.  This consultation is almost 4 years old and as the subsidence standards or Act may have changed since January 2007, are these “indications” provided by Mr Greg Cole-Clerk of the Mine Subsidence Board the most current or do they need to be updated?
3. Consultations were undertaken with Mr Greg Cole-Clerk of the Mine Subsidence Board in January 2007 but the report’s boreholes were drilled and logged from July 2007 to September 2007 that is after the consultations with Mr Greg Cole- Clerk.  
Q.  The drillholes were logged at least 6 months after consulting Mr Greg Cole-Clerk of the Mine Subsidence Board in January 2007.  Can we therefore assume that no consultation with the Mine Subsidence Board has occurred subsequent to the collection of drillhole data to gain the Board’s response to the findings of the drillholes?
4. Page 18 of 29 Groundwater

‘The workings were generally dry ............groundwater levels are transient and can vary with climatic conditions”

Q.  The drillholes were logged July to September 2007.  NSW had experienced one of its worst drought periods in recorded history and 2007 formed part of that period.  Groundwater plays a large part in strata control and requires careful consideration when determining the potential for mine subsidence given changing hydrological and hydrogeological characteristics.  Even though the report is dated 10 October 2010 it appears that the amount of rainfall in the past 12 months (2009 / 2010) has not been taken into consideration in the mine subsidence assessment report, is this correct?
Also, it appears that worst case historical rain periods have not been taken into consideration in the mine subsidence assessment report, is this correct?
5. Section 4 Desktop Assessment – Consultations 

Page 6 of 29

a. With reference to Area B approximately 33% of this Area represents ground between the coal seam and the surface that has been mined on which houses are proposed to be built as having less than 20m of cover and therefore as written in this section “development in such areas would probably only be if grouting of the workings was undertaken”. 

Q. Is the proposed development in this area restricted to one storey brick veneer houses?

Q. Is this the most current control to address and / or prevent subsidence when the area is being developed and built on for residential use?
From the drillhole results it would appear that the 20m of ground between coal seam and surface is in very poor condition (i.e. moderate to high to extremely weathered / low to very low to extremely low strength / highly fractured / numerous discontinuities) making it very unstable for residential development?
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b. With reference to Area B approximately 33% represents less than 20m of cover and therefore as written in this section “development in such areas would probably only be if grouting of the workings was undertaken”. 

Q. Is grouting the most current control to address and / or prevent subsidence in very poor ground conditions on which people’s houses are proposed to be built ?

Q. Does this grouting compensate for moderate to high to extremely weathered / low to very low to extremely low strength / highly fractured / numerous discontinuities as indicated in the majority of boreholes drilled in Area B as summarised in Table 1 (Page 18 of 29) showing?
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c. With reference to Area B approximately 33% represents ground between the coal seam that has been mined and the surface on which houses are proposed to be built as having between 20m to 50m of cover and therefore as written in this section “development in such areas would probably be restricted to one storey brick veneer.  It may be possible to obtain a less onerous restriction subject to site investigation and detailed risk assessment.” 

Q. Is the proposed development in this area restricted to one storey brick veneer houses?

Q. For this proposed development has a “detailed risk assessment” been done? 
Q. If the “detailed risk assessment” has been done, did it involve a cross section of the local community as well as external and independent specialists not associated with the proposed development?

Q. Does this  “detailed risk assessment” take into account that the majority of boreholes drilled in Area B as summarised in Table 1 (Page 18 of 29) generally indicate extremely low strength to low strength to medium strength, fractured and highly weathered material on which people’s houses are proposed to be built?

Q. Also, has this  “detailed risk assessment” considered worst case historical rain periods, say a 1:100 year event when taking into account potential triggers for further mine subsidence in the proposed development area?
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d. With reference to Area B approximately 33% represents ground between the coal seam that has been mined and the surface on which houses are proposed to be built as having more than 50m of cover and therefore as written in this section “would have allowed two storey brick veneer style development.  However for this development, a detailed risk assessment would be required to support this.” 

Q. Does this control take into account that the majority of boreholes drilled in Area B as summarised in Table 1 (Page 18 of 29) generally indicate extremely low strength to low strength to medium strength, fractured and highly weathered material on which people’s houses are proposed to be built?

Q. For the proposed development has a detailed risk assessment been done? 
Q. If the “detailed risk assessment” has been done, did it involve a cross section of the local community as well as external and independent specialists not associated with the proposed development?

Q. Does this  “detailed risk assessment” take into account that the majority of boreholes drilled in Area B as summarised in Table 1 (Page 18 of 29) generally indicate extremely low strength to low strength to medium strength, fractured and highly weathered material on which people’s houses are proposed to be built?

Q. Also, has this “detailed risk assessment” considered worst case historical rain periods, say a 1:100 year event when taking into account potential triggers for further mine subsidence in the proposed development area?
e. Page 6 to 29 
Bullet states “for predicted subsidence parameters, exceeding the following, development would be restricted to single storey brick veneer or similar; 

Max subsidence – 400mm

Strains +/- 3m/m

Tilts 4mm/m

Q. Have the above parameters been considered in the Douglas Partners Report Project 39662.07 October 2010?
f. Page 10 to 29 

States “several bores ........did not coincide with the locations of bords and pillars shown on the record trace”

Q. Does this statement raise concern regarding recommended subsidence controls given the consequence of not ensuring ongoing safety to people living in their homes?
g. Page 22 to 29 

States “it is recommended that for development in areas with less than 20m cover of residual soil and rock, development be restricted as follows “full grouting of workings would be required”; 

Q. Does this recommendation take into account that the majority of boreholes drilled in Area B as summarised in Table 1 (Page 18 of 29) generally indicate extremely low strength to low strength to medium strength, fractured and highly weathered material on which people’s houses are proposed to be built?  Not only “high risk pothole areas of workings” need to be grouted but the interburden between the surface and the coal seam also needs to be grouted given the interburden geological and geotechnical characteristics?
h. Page 23 to 29 

States “it is recommended that for development in areas with less than 20m cover of residual soil and rock, development be restricted as follows “full grouting of workings would be required”; 

Q. Does this recommendation take into account that the majority of boreholes drilled in Area B as summarised in Table 1 (Page 18 of 29) generally indicate extremely low strength to low strength to medium strength, fractured and highly weathered material on which people’s houses are proposed to be built?  Not only “high risk pothole areas of workings” need to be grouted but the interburden between the surface and the coal seam also needs to be grouted given the interburden geological and geotechnical characteristics?
Q. Also, has recent rains as well as worst case historical rain periods been taken into account as potential triggers for further mine subsidence in the proposed development areas?
i. Page 28 to 29 

Section 7. Limitations states “It is noted that the site is within a proclaimed mine subsidence district. This report outlines the potential risks associated with mine subsidence and presents guidelines for managing the risk and obtaining Mine Subsidence Board consideration for the proposed development. It is noted that the guidelines presented are not intended to fully prevent damage to property or person, rather reduce the risks and Douglas Partners accept no liability with respect to such damage.”
Q. Will the public be made aware that the guidelines for this proposed development are not intended to fully prevent damage to property or person”?

Q. Has the proposed development met approval from the Mine Subsidence Board?

Q. If there is subsidence during construction, who wears the cost of fixing this subsidence, i.e. is it the developer’s cost or the cost of the public as per the Mines Subsidence Act?
Q. If there is subsidence when the development has been completed and houses are damaged or destroyed and lives are lost, who wears the cost of fixing and compensating for loss of life, is it the developer’s cost or the cost of the public as per the Mines Subsidence Act?

As per the above questions it would appear that the referenced Douglas Partners Report (Phase 2 Mine Subsidence Risk Assessment Proposed Residential Subdivision Catherine Hill Bay Prepared for Coal and Allied Industries Ltd Project 39662.07 October 2010) does not satisfactorily address mine subsidence in Area B particularly as:

1. the surface has been undermined and pillar extracted for at least 60% of Area B

2. the ground, via boreholes, is defined as moderate to high to extremely weathered / low to very low to extremely low strength / highly fractured / numerous discontinuities 

Given the above it appears very doubtful as to whether building of permanent residential houses is appropriate for this Area.
I look forward to answers to the above questions.

Regards

Damien Hawcroft
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