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Plate 5: Feature S2 (ch. 15 - 40). Looking towards the northwest.

Plate 6: Feature S3 at ch. O - culverted watercourse. Plate 7: Feature S3 at ch. 15 - culverted watercourse.

PROJECT: DRAINAGE ASSESSMENT
GODRE’R GRAIG PRIMARY SCHOOL

PLATES5-7

Earth Science Partnership

Consulting Engineers | Geologists | Environmental Scientists

33 Cardiff Road, Taff’s Well, Cardiff CF15 7RB
Tel: 029 2081 3385 enquiries@earthsciencepartnership.com

7234e.06.3800



PROJECT: DRAINAGE ASSESSMENT
GODRE’R GRAIG PRIMARY SCHOOL

PLATES 8-11

Earth Science Partnership

Consuliting Engineers | Geologists | Environmental Scientists

33 Cardiff Road, Taff's Well, Cardiff CF15 7RB
Tel: 029 2081 3385 enquiries@earthsciencepartnership.com

7234e.06.3800




Iate 14: Feature S

.220 - 240— Visit 1. Plate 15: Feature S3 ch. 220 - 240 - Visit 2.
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PRACTICE NOTE GUIDELINES FOR LANDSLIDE RISK MANAGEMENT 2007

EXAMPLES OF GOOD HILLSIDE PRACTICE

Veegetation retained

Surface water interception drainage

Watertight, adequately sited and founded
roof waler storage lanks (with due regard for
impact of potential leakage)

Flexible structure

Roof water piped off site or stored

On-site detention tanks, watertight and >
adequately founded. Potential leakage
managed by sub-soil drains

MANTLE OF SOIL AND ROCK

Vegetation retained FRAGMENTS (COLLUVIUM)

Pier footings into rock

QFF STREET
PARKING

Subsoil drainage may be
required in slope

'— Cutting and filling minimised in development
Sewage effluent pumped out or connected to sewer.

Tanks adequately founded and walertight. Poltenlial
leakage managed by sub-soil drains

BEDROCK ——— Engineered retaining walls with both surface and

subsurface drainage (constructed before dwelling) ) AGS (2006)

EXAMPLES OF POOR HILLSIDE PRACTICE

Unstabilised rock topples
and travels downslope

Vegetation removed ——
Discharges of roofwater soak Steep unsupported

away rather than conducted off cut fails ——
site or to secure storage for re-use

Structure unable to tolerate —

settlement and cracks i \
Poorly compacted fill setties ' \ 4 ’\( A

unevenly and cracks pool - : \ ) " .%]
\ S \ < aﬁ& |
Inadequate walling unable : T ,,I_ —-
lo support fill | 9 ;:9 . A
e
Loose, saturated fill shdes ~_ <& 22
and possibly flows downslope o e

Inadequately supported cut fails

Saturated 1 Wk VMANTLE OF SOIL & -
slope fails " | ROCK FRAGMENTS
= g, (COLLUVIUM)— /
Vegetation A —"F g \ " Dwelling not founded in bedrock
removed .\ \
BEDROCK
Mud flow

occurs

Absence of subsoil drainage within fill

Ponded water enters slope and aclivates landslide
PO : ©) AGS (2006)

Possible travel downslope which impacts other development downhill See also AGS (2000) Appendix J

Australian Geomechanics Vol 42 No 1 March 2007
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