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|l. Matter

Incident: Flyrock from a blasting operation traveled approximately 550 metres, penetrated the
roof of a Quality Control Laboratory, and narrowly missed two workers.

Date of Incident: September 22, 2010
Location: Undisclosed location

Nature of Matter: Blasting incident involving uncontrolled flyrock migration, penetration of an
occupied workplace structure, and near-miss exposure to workers.

Il. Overview

On September 22, 2010, a blasting operation at an undisclosed location resulted in flyrock being
projected approximately 550 metres from the blast site.

The rock fragment traveled beyond the intended blast area, penetrated the roof of a Quality
Control Laboratory, and nearly struck two workers inside the facility.

Although no injuries were reported based on the available information, the incident represented
a serious workplace safety near miss because an uncontrolled projectile entered an occupied
structure and came close to causing potentially fatal harm.

The event raises significant concerns regarding blast design, exclusion-zone adequacy, hazard
assessment, and the effectiveness of measures intended to protect workers from blasting
hazards beyond the immediate work area.



lll. Material Facts

A. Blasting Operation

The incident occurred during a blasting activity intended for industrial or construction-related
purposes.

Blasting operations require controlled management of explosive energy to ensure that
fragmented rock remains within the planned blast area.

During the September 22, 2010 event, the blast generated flyrock that exceeded the expected
containment area.

B. Flyrock Travel Distance

The reported flyrock travel distance was:
Approximately 550 metres

This distance is significant because the flyrock traveled far beyond the immediate blasting area
and reached an occupied workplace structure.

The available information does not specify:

the size or weight of the rock fragment;
explosive quantities;

blast design parameters;

geological conditions;

planned exclusion-zone distance.

C. Impact on Quality Control Laboratory

The flyrock:

e traveled approximately 550 metres;
e penetrated the roof of a Quality Control Laboratory;
e nearly struck two workers.

The incident therefore involved:



e property damage;
e exposure of workers to a high-energy projectile;
e a near miss with potential for fatal consequences.

The available information does not identify:

e the extent of roof damage;

e the location of the workers within the laboratory;
e whether work activities were interrupted;

e the nature of any subsequent corrective actions.

IV. Potential Legal Issues

Issue 1: Adequacy of Blast Danger Zone and Worker
Protection Measures

A central legal issue would be whether the blasting operation adequately accounted for the
presence of occupied structures and workers within the potential flyrock zone.

An investigation would likely examine whether:

the blast exclusion zone was sufficient;

nearby facilities were identified as potential exposure areas;
workers were removed from hazardous areas before detonation;
warnings and communication procedures were effective.

V. Potential Negligence Analysis

1. Duty of Care
The parties responsible for conducting the blast likely owed a duty of care to:
e workers at the blasting site;

e employees occupying nearby structures;
e contractors and other persons who could reasonably be affected by the operation.



An occupied Quality Control Laboratory represents a foreseeable location requiring protection
from blast hazards.

2. Standard of Care

The standard of care would likely be assessed against accepted blasting industry practices.
Relevant considerations may include:

blast design calculations;
burden and spacing;
explosive loading;

stemming practices;

initiation sequence;
geological assessment;
flyrock prediction;

blast monitoring;
exclusion-zone determination.

3. Potential Breach

A breach could potentially be alleged if the investigation determined that reasonable precautions
were not taken to prevent flyrock from reaching occupied areas.

Potential contributing factors could include:

inadequate blast design;

insufficient confinement of explosive energy;
inaccurate prediction of flyrock travel,
inadequate clearance distances;

failure to protect nearby workers;

ineffective warning procedures.

4. Causation and Damages

If injuries or significant property damage had occurred, liability analysis would focus on whether
inadequate blast controls caused the flyrock escape.



Potential damages could include:

workplace injury claims;
medical costs;

property repair costs;
business interruption;

workers’ compensation claims.

VI. Regulatory Considerations

A regulatory investigation would likely examine compliance with applicable occupational health
and safety and blasting requirements.

Areas of review could include:

Blast Planning

Including:

blast design documentation;
explosive loading records;
drilling patterns;

stemming depth;

initiation systems;
geological assessments.

Workplace Protection

Including:

e identification of occupied structures;
e worker clearance procedures;

e communication systems;

e blast warnings;

e emergency response planning.

Incident Review

Including:



flyrock trajectory analysis;
root-cause investigation;
corrective actions;

revisions to blast procedures.

VIl. Potential Parties of Interest

Depending on the facts, potentially responsible parties could include:

the site owner or operator;

the blasting contractor;

the blasting supervisor;

individuals responsible for blast planning and approval,
employers responsible for workers exposed to the hazard.

Responsibility would depend on contractual duties, regulatory obligations, and control over the
blasting operation.

VIII. Potential Defences

Possible defences could include:

the blast was designed according to accepted industry standards;
unexpected geological conditions caused the flyrock;

reasonable safety procedures were followed;

the event occurred despite appropriate precautions.

The strength of these arguments would depend on technical evidence and investigation
findings.

IX. Legal Significance

The September 22, 2010 incident is significant because it involved:

1. Flyrock traveling approximately 550 metres



2. Penetration of an occupied workplace structure
3. Near impact with two workers

A flyrock event involving an occupied building demonstrates the severe consequences that can
result when blast effects extend beyond the intended control area.

Near misses of this nature are legally significant because the absence of injury does not
eliminate the underlying safety failure or potential liability exposure.

X. Conclusion

The September 22, 2010 Quality Control Laboratory flyrock incident involved uncontrolled blast
material traveling approximately 550 metres, penetrating a workplace roof, and nearly striking
two workers.

The incident raises potential legal issues involving:

blast planning and design;

adequacy of exclusion zones;

worker protection measures;

occupational health and safety compliance;
potential negligence.

A complete legal evaluation would require additional information, including:

location and operator details;

blasting contractor records;

regulatory investigation findings;

blast design documents;

photographs and damage assessments;
corrective action reports;

any enforcement actions or legal proceedings.

Based on the available facts, the event represents a serious blasting near miss involving
long-distance flyrock migration and exposure of workers to a potentially fatal hazard.



