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|l. Matter

Incident: Quarry blasting operation resulted in flyrock debris, including an 86-pound boulder,
being projected into a nearby residence and penetrating the roof.

Date of Incident: April 11, 2011

Location: Cookeville Limestone Quarry, Cookeville, Tennessee, United States
Affected Property: Hudgens’ residence, 1250 Skyline Drive

Distance from Blast: Approximately 407 feet (124 metres)

Nature of Matter: Quarry blasting incident involving off-site flyrock migration, residential
property damage, and potential risk to occupants.

Il. Overview

On April 11, 2011, blasting at the Cookeville Limestone Quarry resulted in debris and a large
rock fragment being projected beyond the quarry’s intended blast area.

An approximately:
86-pound boulder
traveled approximately:
407 feet (124 metres)

and crashed through the roof of the Hudgens’ residence located at 1250 Skyline Drive.



The incident represents a serious flyrock event because a large fragment from an active quarry
blast traveled into an occupied residential property and penetrated a building structure.

The available information does not identify injuries, the quarry operator’s response, regulatory
findings, enforcement actions, or any civil litigation arising from the incident. However, the event
raises significant concerns regarding blast design, exclusion-zone adequacy, residential
protection, and compliance with applicable blasting safety requirements.

lll. Material Facts

A. Quarry Blasting Activity
The incident occurred during blasting operations at the Cookeville Limestone Quarry.

Limestone quarry blasting involves the controlled use of explosives to fracture and remove rock.
Proper blast design is intended to ensure that fragmented material remains within the quarry
area and that surrounding persons and property are protected.

During the April 11, 2011 blast, rock fragments were projected beyond the quarry boundary.

B. Flyrock Characteristics and Travel Distance

The reported flyrock included:

An 86-pound boulder

The boulder traveled:

Approximately 407 feet (124 metres)
before striking the residence.

The size of the fragment and its ability to penetrate a roof demonstrate the significant kinetic
energy retained after traveling beyond the quarry area.

The available information does not specify:

e the total number of fragments projected;
e the explosive quantity used;



blast design calculations;

burden and spacing;

stemming depth;

geological conditions;

the established blast danger zone.

C. Residential Impact

The flyrock struck:
Hudgens’ residence at 1250 Skyline Drive
The impact:

e damaged the roof;
e created a direct hazard to occupants inside the home.

The available information does not indicate:

whether residents were inside at the time;
whether anyone was injured;

the extent of structural damage;

repair costs;

whether temporary relocation was required.

The penetration of a residential roof demonstrates the potential severity of flyrock hazards when
quarry operations are conducted near occupied properties.

IV. Potential Legal Issues

Issue 1: Failure to Prevent Flyrock From Reaching a
Residence

A central legal issue would be whether the quarry operator and blasting personnel adequately
controlled foreseeable flyrock risks.

An investigation would likely examine whether:



the residential area was identified during blast planning;
the blast danger zone was sufficient;

appropriate warnings were provided;

protective measures were implemented;

the blast was designed for the surrounding conditions.

V. Potential Negligence Analysis

1. Duty of Care

A quarry operator conducting blasting activities generally owes a duty of care to:

employees;

contractors;

neighbouring homeowners;
residents;

members of the public.

A residence located 407 feet from the blast area represents a foreseeable exposure area
requiring appropriate protective controls.

2. Standard of Care

The standard of care would likely be evaluated against accepted quarry blasting practices.
Relevant factors may include:

blast design;

explosive loading calculations;
burden and spacing;

drilling accuracy;

stemming practices;

initiation sequence;

geological conditions;

blast monitoring;
exclusion-zone determination.




3. Potential Breach

A breach could potentially be alleged if evidence showed that reasonable precautions were not
taken to prevent the boulder from reaching the residence.

Potential contributing factors could include:

e inadequate blast design;

e insufficient confinement;

e excessive explosive energy;

e inadequate stemming;

e improper assessment of flyrock distance;

e insufficient separation from residential property.

4. Causation and Damages

A civil claim would examine whether the quarry blast caused the flyrock impact and resulting
residential damage.

Potential damages could include:

roof repair costs;

structural repairs;

property damage claims;

personal injury claims if injuries occurred;
loss of use of the residence;

related financial losses.

VI. Regulatory Considerations

A regulatory investigation would likely examine compliance with applicable Tennessee mining,
blasting, and public safety requirements.

Areas of review could include:

Blast Design and Execution

Including:



blast plans;

explosive loading records;
drilling patterns;
stemming methods;
initiation systems;
geological assessments.

Residential Protection Measures

Including:

blast exclusion zones;
homeowner notifications;
warning systems;

access controls;

monitoring of nearby properties.

Incident Investigation

Including:

flyrock trajectory analysis;

review of blast performance;
corrective actions;

changes to future blasting procedures.

VIl. Potential Parties of Interest

Depending on the facts, potentially responsible parties could include:

Cookeville Limestone Quarry owner or operator;
blasting contractor;

licensed blasting personnel;

quarry supervisors;

individuals responsible for blast planning and approval.

Responsibility would depend on operational control, contractual duties, and compliance with
applicable safety obligations.




VIII. Potential Defences

Possible defences could include:

the blast was conducted according to accepted industry practices;
unexpected geological conditions contributed to the flyrock;
reasonable safety measures were implemented;

the event resulted from an unforeseeable circumstance.

The strength of any defence would depend on technical evidence, blast records, and regulatory
findings.

IX. Legal Significance

The Cookeville Limestone Quarry incident is significant because it involved:

1. A large flyrock fragment weighing approximately 86 pounds
2. Travel over 407 feet (124 metres)
3. Penetration of an occupied residential structure

Flyrock incidents involving building penetration are among the most serious blasting events
because they demonstrate the ability of rock fragments to retain enough energy to breach
structures and endanger occupants.

X. Conclusion

The April 11, 2011 Cookeville Limestone Quarry blasting incident involved debris and an
86-pound boulder being projected approximately 407 feet (124 metres) into a residential
property, where the boulder crashed through the roof of the Hudgens’ residence at 1250 Skyline
Drive.

The incident raises potential legal issues concerning:

quarry blast design;

flyrock containment;
adequacy of exclusion zones;
protection of nearby residents;
property damage liability.



A complete legal assessment would require additional information, including:

official investigation reports;

quarry and blasting contractor details;
blast records;

photographs and damage assessments;
witness statements;

regulatory findings;

any insurance claims or civil proceedings.

Based on the available facts, the event represents a serious quarry flyrock incident involving
long-distance rock projection, structural penetration, and exposure of residents to significant
blasting hazards.



