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Rock instability and risk analyses in open stope mine design
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Figure 2 Example of stability assessment using the
modified stability graph.
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Figure 3 Example of probabilistic simulation for N' incorporating input variabilities.

Input Parameter Distributions {Example)
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Figure 4 Estimation of instability and caving probabilities based on discrete design zones.
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Figure 9 Combined analysis of input variability and empirical calibration uncertainty.
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Figure 11 Schematic principle of risk cost-benefit analysis.

Case Study:

Mining Rate: 360 000 thyear
Tonnage: 2500000t
Grade 20% Zinc
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Figure 12 Typical economic consequence of dilution {(based
on Bawden et al. 1989).
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Figure 13 {a) Average dilution for a Canadian mine {based
on Pakalnis et al. 1995), (&) Estimated dilwion risk.
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