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PREFACE

This report contains the results of an investigation by Professor Z. T.
Bieniawski of The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA., Funds
for this study were provided by the US Army Engineer Waterways Experiment
Station (WES) under Purchase Orders DACW39-78-M-3314 and DACW39-84-M-1462.

This study was performed in FY 78 under the direction of Dr. D. C.
Banks, Chief, Engineering Geology and Rock Mechanics Division (EGRMD),
Geotechnical Laboratory (GL), and Messrs. J. P. Sale and R. G. Ahlvin, Chief
and Assistant Chief, respectively, GL. The contract was monitored by
Mr. J. S. Huie, Chief, Rock Mechanics Applications Group (RMAG), EGRMD.

Mr. G. A. Nicholson, RMAG, assisted with the geological data collection and
interpretation for the case history study of the Park River Tunnel.

This report was updated in FY 84 with the main text revised, where
appropriate, and an appendix added relating to the recent developments in the
use of rock mass classifications for tunnel design (covering the period 1979 -
1984). This report, reprinted in FY 90, adds a Bibliography covering the
appropriate literature through 1986.

The Commander and Director of WES during the preparation of this report
was COL Larry B. Fulton, EN. Technical Director was Dr. Robert W. Whalin.
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CONVERSION FACTORS, NON-SI TO SI (METRIC)
UNITS OF MEASUREMENT

Non-SI units of measurement used in this report can be converted to SI (metric)
units as follows:

Multiply By To Obtain
feet 0.3048 metres
gallons per minute 3.785412 cubic decimetres per minute
inches 2.54 centimetres
kips (force) per square 47.88026 kilopascals
foot
miles (US statute) 1.609347 kilometres
pounds (force) 4.448222 newtons
pounds (force) per square 47.88026 pascals
foot
pounds (force) per square 6.894757 kilopascals
inch
pounds (mass) per cubic 16,01846 kilograms per cubic metre
foot
square feet 0.09290304 square metres
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"The origin of the science of classification goes back to the
writings of the ancient Greeks; however, the process of
classification -- the recognition of similarities and the
grouping of objects based thereon -- dates to primitive man."

Prof. Robert R. Socal -- Presidential
Address to the U, S. Classification
Society (Chicago, 1972).

PART I: INTRODUCTION

1. The design of tunnels in rock currently utilizes three main
approaches: analytical, observational, and empirical. 1In view of the very
complex nature of rock masses and the difficulties encountered with their
characterization, the analytical approach is the least used in the present
engineering practice. The reason for it does not lie in the analytical
techniques themselves, since some have been developed to a high degree of
sophistication, but in the inability to furnish the necessary input data as
the ground conditions are rarely adequately explored. Consequently, such
analytical techniques as the finite element method, the boundary element
method, closed form mathematical solutions, photoelasticity or analogue
simulation are mainly useful for assessing the influence of the various
parameters or processes and for comparing alternative design schemes; they are
the methods of the future not as yet acceptable as the practical engineering
means for the design of rock tunnels.

2. The observational approach, of which the New Austrian Tunneling
method is the best example, is based on observations and monitoring of tunnel
behavior during construction and selecting or modifying the support as the
project proceeds. This represents essentially a "build as you go" philosophy
since the support is adjusted during construction to meet the changes in
ground conditions. This approach is nevertheless based on a sound premise
that a flexible tunnel lining, utilizing the inherent ability of the rock to
support itself, is preferable to a rigid one. In practice, a combination of
rockbolts and shotcrete is used to prevent excessive loosening in the rock
mass but allowing it to deform sufficiently to develop arching and self-

support characteristics. The problem with this approach is, however, that it



requires special contractual provisions: these may be suitable for the
European practice for which they were evolved over many years of trial and
error, but are not easily adaptable to the established U.S. contracting
procedures.

3. The empirical approach relates the experience encountered at
previous projects to the conditions anticipated at a proposed site. If an
empirical design is backed by a systematic approach to ground classification,
it can effectively utilize the wvaluable practical experience gained at many
projects, which is so helpful to exercising one's engineering judgment. This
is particularly important since, to quote a recent paper:' "A good engineering
design is a balanced design in which all the factors which interact, even
those which cannot be quantified, are taken into account; the responsibility
of the design engineers is not to compute accurately but to judge soundly."

4, Rock mass classifications, which thus form the backbone of the
empirical design approach, are widely employed in rock tunneling and most of
the tunnels constructed at present in the United States make use of some
classification system. The most extensively used and the best known of these
is the Terzaghi classification which was introduced over 40 years agu.z

5. In fact, rock mass classifications have been successfully applied
throughout the world: in the United States,?® Canada,’ ® Western
Europe,®? South Africa,!®'® Australia,!’ New Zealand,!® Japan,!® USSR,?® and in

21"22  gome classification systems were applied

23-24 25

some East European countries,

not only to tunneling but also to rock foundations, rock slopes, and

even mining problems.'®

6. The purpose of this report is to evaluate tunnel design practices
with respect to rock mass classification systems and particularly those which
have been introduced in the recent years, have been tried out on a large
number of tunneling projects, and have offered a practical and acceptable

alternative to the classical Terzaghi classification of 1946.



PART II: CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS IN ROCK ENGINEERING

7. A statement made in 1972 during the First Rapid Excavation and

Tunneling Conference® is still appropriate for summarizing the present state

of tunneling technology:

"Predicting support requirements for tunnels has, for many
years, been based on observation, experience and personal
judgment of those involved in tunnel construction. Barring
an unforeseen breakthrough in geophysical techniques for
making tunnel sites investigations, the prediction of

support requirements for future tunnels will require the
same approach."

Rock mass classification can, if fulfilling certain conditions, effectively
combine the findings from observation, experience, and engineering judgment
for providing a quantitative assessment of rock mass conditions.

8. A rock mass classification has the following purposes in a tunneling

application:

a. Divide a particular rock mass into groups of similar behavior.

b. Provide a basis for understanding the characteristics of each
group.

(8 Facilitate the planning and the design of excavations in rock by
yvielding quantitative data required for the solution of real
engineering problems.

d. Provide a common basis for effective communication among all

persons concerned with a tunneling project.

9. These aims can be fulfilled by ensuring that a classification system
has the following attributes:

A Simple, easily remembered, and understandable,

b. Each term clear and the terminology used widely acceptable.

= Only the most significant properties of rock masses included.

d. Based on measurable parameters that can be determined by
relevant tests quickly and cheaply in the field.

e. Based on a rating system that can weigh the relative importance

of the classification parameters.



g Functional by providing quantitative data for the design of
tunnel support.

-2 General enough so that the same rock mass will possess the same
basic classification regardless whether it is being used for a
tunnel, a slope, or a foundation.

10. To date, many rock mass classification systems have been proposed,

the better known of these being the classification by Terzaghi (1946),?
Lauffer (1958),° Deere (1964),* Wickham, Tiedemann, and Skinner (1972),°
Bieniawski (1973),'® and Barton, Lien, and Lunde (1974).% These
classification systems will be discussed in detail while other classifications
can be found in the references.

11. The six classifications named above were selected for detailed
discussion because of their special features and contributions to the subject
matter. Thus, the classical rock load classification of Terzaghi,z the first
practical classification system introduced, has been dominant in the United
States for over 35 years and has proved very successful in tunneling with
steel supports. Lauffer's classification® based on work of Stini?® was a
considerable step forward in the art of tunneling since it introduced the
concept of the stand-up time of the active span in a tunnel that is most
relevant for determination of the type and the amount of tunnel support.

Deere's classification’®

introduced the rock quality designation (RQD) index,
which is a simple and practical method of describing the quality of rock core
from borings. The concept of rock structure rating (RSR), developed in the
United States by Wickham, Tiedemann, and Skinner,*® was the first system
assigning classification ratings for weighing the relative importance of
classification parameters. The Geomechanics Classification proposed by
Bieniawski!® and the Q-System proposed by Barton, Lien, and Lunde? were
developed independently (in 1973 and 1974, respectively), and both these
classifications provide quantitative data enabling the selection of modern
tunnel reinforcement measures such as rockbolts and shotcrete. The Q-System
has been developed specifically for tunnels, while the Geomechanics
Classification, although also initially developed for tunnels, has been
applied to rock slopes and foundations, ground rippability assessment, as well

as to mining problems.??



12. Some comparisons have been made between the various classification

systems,'’:18:23.27.28.28  one detailed comparison was made by the author?® during

the construction of a railroad tunnel,?®® which was 18 ft* wide and 2.4 miles
long. This tunnel was characterized by highly variable rock conditions --
from very poor to very good. In addition, a one-year tunnel-monitoring
program featuring 16 measuring stations enabled correlation between the
classification ratings of rock conditions with the amount of rock movement,
the rate of face advance, and the support used. This project thus afforded an
ideal opportunity for comparison of the various classification systems. The
results of this comparison are given in Table 1,

13. It is widely believed that the design of underground excavations
is, to a large extent, the design of underground support systems.?® This
means that since rock mass classifications are used as tunnel design methods,
they must be evaluated with respect to the guidelines that they provide for
the selection of tunnel support. In this connection, however, it must be
remembered that tunnel support may be regarded as the primary support
(otherwise known as the temporary support) or the permanent support (usually
concrete lining). Primary support (e.g., rockbolts, shotcrete, or steel ribs)
is invariably installed close to the tunnel face shortly after the excavation
is completed. 1Its purpose is to ensure tunnel stability until the concrete
lining is installed.

14. It should not be overlooked that the primary support may probably
be able to carry all the load ever acting on the tunnel. After all, modern
supports do not deteriorate easily and the traditional concept of the
temporary and permanent support is losing its meaning. In some European
countries, for example: Austria, Germany, Sweden, and Norway, only one kind of
support is understood, generally a combination of rockbolts and shotcrete, and
concrete linings are considered unnecessary if tunnel monitoring shows
stabilization of rock movements. This is the case for highway and railroad
tunnels, while water tunnels may feature concrete linings, not for structural
stability reasons but to reduce surface friction and to prevent water leakage

into the rock.

* A table of factors for converting non-SI units of measurement to SI
(metric) units is presented on page 4.



15. Consequently, the use of the concept of the primary and the
permanent supports may well lead to overdesign of tunnels since the so-called
primary support may be all that is necessary and the concrete lining only
serves as an expensive cosmetic feature acting psychologically to bolster
public confidence in the safety of the tunnel. The only justification for
placing concrete lining may be that since the current knowledge of rock tunnel
engineering is still incomplete, a radical departure from the customary
methods of design may not be advisable. However, the possibility of tunnel
overdesign should not be overlooked, and methods of minimizing this

possibility, without jeopardizing tunnel safety, should be constantly sought.

16. Since the purpose of this report is to evaluate other than the
Terzaghi classification system and since his classification is fully treated
both in Proctor and White’s book? and in EM 1110-2-2901,°! it will not be
repeated here. However, for the sake of completeness and because of its
historical importance, main features of Terzaghi’'s rock load classification
are given in Appendix A.

17. Terzaghi’'s contribution lies in formulating, over 40 years ago, the
first rational method of evaluating rock loads appropriate to the design of
steel sets. This was an important development, because support by steel sets
has been the most commonly used system for containing rock tumnel deformations
during the past 50 years. It must be emphasized, however, that while this
classification is appropriate for the purpose for which it was evolved, i.e.,
for estimating rock loads for steel-arch supported tunnels, it is not so
suitable for modern tunneling methods using shotcrete and rockbolts, After
detailed studies, Cecil®® concluded that Terzaghi'’s classification was too
general to permit an objective evaluation of rock quality and that it provided

no quantitative information on the properties of rock masses,.

10



Lauffer's C fica

18. The 1958 classification by Lauffer® has its foundation in the
earlier work on tunnel geology by Stini,?® who is considered as the father of
the "Austrian School"” of tunneling and rock mechanics. Stini emphasized the
importance of structural defects in rock masses. Lauffer proposed that the
stand-up time for any active unsupported rock span is related to the various
rock mass classes as shown in the diagram in Figure 1. An active unsupported
span is the width of the tunnel or the distance from the face to the support
if this is less than the tunnel width., The stand-up time is the period of
time that a tunnel will stand unsupported after excavation. It should be
noted that a number of factors may affect the stand-up time, as illustrated
diagrammatically in Figure 2. Lauffer’s original classification is no longer
used since it has been modified a number of times by other Austrian engineers,
notably von Rabcewicz, Gosler, and Pacher.®

19. The main significance of Lauffer's classification is that Figure 1
shows how an increase in a tunnel span leads to a drastic reduction in the
stand-up time. This means, for example, that while a pilot tunnel having a
small span may be successfully constructed full face in fair rock conditions,
a large span opening in this same rock may prove impossible to support in
terms of the stand-up time. Only a system of smaller headings and benches or
multiple drifts can enable a large cross-section tunnel to be constructed in
such rock conditions,

20. A disadvantage of a Lauffer-type classification is that these two
parameters, the stand-up time and the span, are difficult to establish and
rather much is demanded of practical experience. Nevertheless, this concept
introduced the stand-up time and the span as the two most relevant parameters
for the determination of the type and amount of tunnel support, and this has

influenced the development of more recent rock mass classification systems.

11
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re's Ro alit tio

21. Deere’ proposed in 1964 a quantitative index based on a modified

core recovery procedure which incorporates only those pieces of core that are
4 in. or greater in length. This RQD has been widely used and has been found
very useful for selection of tunnel support.®

22. For RQD determination, the International Society for Rock Mechanics
recommends a core size of at least NX diameter (2.16 in.) drilled with double-
barrel diamond drilling equipment. The following relationship between the RQD
index and the engineering quality of the rock was proposed by Deere:>

ROD, Percent ualit
< {49 Very Poor
25-50 Poor
50-75 Fair
75-90 Good
90-100 Excellent

23, Cording, Hendron, and Deere>

attempted to relate the RQD index to
Terzaghi's rock load factor. They found a reasonable correlation for steel-
supported tunnels but not for openings supported by rockbolts, as is evident
from Figure 3. This supports the opinion that Terzaghi'’'s rock load concept
should be limited to tunnels supported by steel sets.>®

24. Merritt® found that the RQD could be of much value in estimating
support requirements for rock tunnels as demonstrated in Figure 4. He pointed
out a limitation of the RQD index in areas where the joints contain thin clay
fillings or weathered material. The influence of clay seams and fault gouge
on tunnel stability was discussed by Brekke and Howard.

25. Although the RQD is a quick and inexpensive index, it has
limitations by disregarding joint orientation, tightness, and gouge material.
Consequently, while it is a practical parameter for core quality estimation,
it is not sufficient on its own to provide an adequate description of a rock

mass.

13
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RSR Concept

26. The Rock Structure Rating (RSR) Concept, a ground-support-
prediction model, was developed in the United States in 1972 by Wickham,
Tiedemann, and Skinner.’® The concept presents a quantitative method for
describing the quality of a rock mass and for selecting the appropriate ground
support. It was the first complete rock mass classification system proposed
since that introduced by Terzaghi in 1946,

27. The RSR Concept was a step forward in a number of respects:
firstly, it was a quantitative classification unlike Terzaghi's qualitative
one; secondly, it was a rock mass classification incorporating many parameters
unlike the RQD index that is limited to core quality; thirdly, it was a
complete classification having an input and an output unlike a Lauffer-type
classification that relies on practical experience to decide on a rock mass
class, which will then give an output in terms of the stand-up time and span.

28. The main contribution of the RSR Concept was that it introduced a
rating system for rock masses. This was the sum of weighted values of the
individual parameters considered in this classification system. In other
words, the relative importance of the various classification parameters could
be assessed. This rating system was determined on the basis of case histories
as well as reviews of various books and technical papers dealing with
different aspects of ground support in tunneling.

29. The RSR Concept considered two general categories of factors
influencing rock mass behavior in tunneling: geologic parameters and
construction parameters. The geologic parameters were: (a) rock type, (b)
joint pattern (average spacing of joints), (c¢) joint orientations (dip and
strike), (d) type of discontinuities, (e) major faults, shears, and folds, (f)
rock material properties, and (g) weathering or alteration. Some of these
factors were treated separately; others were considered collectively. The
authors pointed out that, in some instances, it would be possible to
accurately define the above factors, but in others, only general
approximations could be made., The construction parameters were: (a) size of

tunnel, (b) direction of drive, and (c) method of excavation.
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30. All the above factors were grouped by Wickham, Tiedemann, and
Skinner® into three basic parameters, A, B, and C (Tables 2, 3, and 4,

respectively), which in themselves were evaluations as to the relative effect

on the support requirements of various geological factors. These three

parameters were as follows:
4. Parameter A. General appraisal of rock structure is on the basis of:

(1) Rock type origin (igneous, metamorphic, sedimentary).

(2) Rock hardness (hard, medium, soft, decomposed) ,

(3) CGeologic structure (massive, slightly faulted/folded, moderately
faulted/folded, intensely faulted/folded).

b. Parameter B. Effect of discontinuity pattern with respect to the
direction of tunnel drive is on the basis of:
(1) Joint spacing.
(2) Joint orientation (strike and dip).
(3) Direction of tunnel drive.
¢. Parameter C. Effect of groundwater inflow is based on:

(1) Overall rock mass quality due to parameters A and B combined.
(2) Joint condition (good, fair, poor).

(3) Amount of water inflow (in gallons per minute per foot of the
tunnel) .

31. The RSR value of any tunnel section is obtained by summarizing the
weighted numerical values determined for each parameter. This reflects the
quality of the rock mass with respect to its need for support regardless of
the size of the tunnel. The relation between RSR values and tunnel size is
taken into consideration in the determination of respective rib ratios (RR),
as discussed below, Since a lesser amount of support was expected for
machine-bored tunnels than when excavated by drill and blast methods, it was
suggested that RSR values be adjusted for machine-bored tunnels in the manner

given in Figure 5.
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32. 1t should be noted that Tables 2,3 and 4 are reproduced not from
the original reference® but from a paper® published two years later, because
the RSR ratings were changed in 1974 and the latter paper represents the
latest information available,

33. In order to correlate RSR values with actual support installations,
a concept of the RR was introduced. The purpose was to have a common basis
for correlating RSR determinations with actual or required installations.
Since 90 percent of the case history tunnels were supported with steel ribs,
the RR measure was chosen as the theoretical support (rib size and spacing).
It was developed from Terzaghi’s formula for determining roof loads in loose
sand below the water table (datum condition). Using the tables provided in
Rock Tunneling with Steel Supports,? the theoretical spacing required for the
same size rib as used in a given case study tunnel section was determined for
the datum condition. The RR value is obtained by dividing this theoretical
spacing by the actual spacing and multiplying the answer by 100. Thus,
RR = 46 would mean that the section required only 46 percent of the support
used for the datum condition. However, different size tunnels, although
having the same RR would require different weight or size of ribs for
equivalent support. The RR for an unsupported tunnel would be zero and would

be 100 for a tunnel requiring the same support as the datum condition.
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34. A total of 53 projects were evaluated, but since each tunnel was
divided into typical geological sections, a total of 190 tunnel sections were
analyzed. The RSR and RR values were determined for each section, and actual

support installations were obtained from as-built drawings. The support was
distributed as follows:

Sections with steel ribs 147 ( 89.6%)
Sections with rockbolts 14 ( 8.6%)
Sections with shotcrete —3 ( 1.6%)
Total supported 164 ( 100.0%)
Total unsupported _26

Total 190 sections

35. An empirical relationship was developed between RSR and RR values,
namely:
(RR + 80)(RSR + 30) = 8800 (Reference 6)

or

(RR + 70)(RSR + 8) = 6000 (Reference 5)

It was concluded® that rock structures with RSR values less than 19 would
require heavy support while those with ratings of 80 and over would be
unsupported.

36. Since‘the RR basically defined an anticipated rock load by
considering the load-carrying capacity of different sizes of steel ribs, the
RSR values were also expressed in terms of unit rock loads for various sized
tunnels as given in Table 5.

37. The RSR prediction model was developed primarily with respect to
steel rib support.® Insufficient data were available to correlate rock
structures and rockbolt or shotcrete support. However, an appraisal of
rockbolt requirements was made by considering rock loads with respect to the
tensile strength of the bolt. The authors pointed out® that this was a very
general approach: it assumed that anchorage was adequate and that all bolts
acted in tension only; it did not allow either for interaction between

adjacent blocks or for an assumption of a compression arch formed by the
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bolts, In addition, the rock loads were developed for steel supported
tunnels. Nevertheless, the following relation was given for 1-in.-diam

rockbolts with a working load of 24,000 1b:

Spacing (ft) = 24/W

where W is the rock load in 1,000 psf.
38. No correlation could be found between geologic prediction and
shotcrete requirements, so that the following empirical relationship was

suggested:

L or sl 2 (65 - HSR)

1.29 150

where
t = shotcrete thickness, in.
W = rock load

D = tunnel diameter, ft

39. Support requirement charts have been prepared that provide a means
of determining typical ground support systems based on a RSR prediction as to
the quality of rock structure through which the tunnel is to be driven.

Charts for 10-, 20-, and 24-ft-diam tunnels are shown in Figures 6, 7, and 8,
respectively. Similar charts could be used for other tunnel sizes. The three
steel rib curves reflect typical sizes used for the particular tunnel size.
The curves for rockbolts and shotcrete are dashed to emphasize that they are
based on assumptions and were not derived from case histories. The charts are
applicable to either circular or horseshoe-shaped tunnels of comparable
widths.

40, The author believes that the RSR Concept is a very useful method
for selecting steel rib support for rock tunnels., As with any empirical
approaches, one should not apply a concept beyond the range of sufficient and
reliable data used for developing the concept. For this reason, the RSR
Concept is not recommended for selection of rockbolt and shotcrete support.
However, because of its usefulness for steel rib support determination, the

author prepared an input data sheet for this classification system (see
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Appendix B). It should be noted that although the definitions of the
classification parameters were not explicitly stated by the proposers,® most
of the input data needed will be normally included in a standard joint survey;
however, the lack of definitions (e.g., slightly faulted or folded rock) may

lead to some confusion.

41. A practical example using the RSR Concept is as follows:

Consider a 20-ft diam tunnel to be driven in a slightly faulted
strata featuring medium hard granite. The joint spacing is 2 ft and the
joints are open. The estimated water inflow is 250 gal/min per 1000 ft of the
tunnel length. The tunnel will be driven against a dip of 45 deg and
perpendicular to the jointing.

Solution: om Table 2: For igneous rock of medium hardness
(basic rock type 2) in slightly faulted rock, parameter A = 20. rom Table 3:
For moderate to blocky jointing with strike perpendicular to the tunnel axis
and with a drive against the dip of 45 deg, parameter B = 25. Fro ble 4:
For A + B = 45, poor joint condition and moderate water flow, parameter C =
1

Thus: RSR = A + B + C = 57. From Figure 7, the support
requirements for a 20-ft-diam tunnel with RSR = 57 (estimated rock load
1.5 kips/sq ft) will be 6H20 steel ribs at 6-ft spacing.
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e mechanic lassificati RMR stem

42, The Geomechanics Classification or the Rock Mass Rating (RMR)
System was developed by Bieniawski'® in 1973. This engineering classification
of rock masses, especially evolved for rock engineering applications, utilizes
the following six parameters, all of which not only are measurable in the

field but can also be obtained from borings:

I

Uniaxial compressive strength of intact rock material.
Rock quality designation (RQD).

Spacing of discontinuities.

Orientation of discontinuities.

Condition of discontinuities.

IR i

Groundwater conditions.

43, The Geomechanics Classification is presented in Table 6. In
Section A of Table 6, five parameters are grouped into five ranges of
values. Since the various parameters are not equally important for the
overall classification of a rock mass, importance ratings are allocated to the
different value ranges of the parameters, a higher rating indicating better
rock mass conditions. These ratings were determined from 49 case histories
investigated by the author?® while the initial ratings were based on the
studies by Wickham, Tiedemann, and Skinner.?

44. To apply the Geomechanics Classification, the rock mass along the
tunnel route is divided into a number of structural regions, i.e., zones in
which certain geological features are more or less uniform within each region.
The above six classification parameters are determined for each structural
region from measurements in the field and entered onto the standard input data
sheet, as shown in Appendix B.

45. Next, the importance ratings are assigned to each parameter
according to Table 6, Section A. In this respect, the typical rather than the
worst conditions are evaluated since this classification, being based on case
histories, has a built-in safety factor. Furthermore, it should be noted that

the importance ratings given for discontinuity spacings apply to rock masses
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having three sets of discontinuities. Thus, when only two sets of disconti-
nuities are present, a conservative assessment is obtained. Once the
importance ratings of the classification parameters are established, the
ratings for the five parameters listed in Section A of Table 6 are summed to
yield the basic overall rock mass rating for the structural region under
consideration.

46. At this stage, the influence of the strike and dip of disconti-
nuities is included by adjusting the basic rock mass rating according to
Section B of Table 6. This step is treated separately because the influence
of discontinuity orientation depends upon engineering application e.g.,
tunnel, slope, or foundation. It will be noted that the "value" of the
parameter "discontinuity orientation" is not given in quantitative terms but
by qualitative descriptions such as "favorable." To facilitate a decision
whether strike and dip orientations are favorable or not, reference should be
made to Table 7, which is based on studies by Wickham, Tiedemann, and

Skinner.?

In the case of civil engineering projects, an adjustment for

discontinuity orientations will suffice. For mining applications, other
adjustments may be called for such as the stress at depth or a change in
stress.®

47. After the adjustment for discontinuity orientations, the rock mass
is classified according to Section C of Table 6, which groups the final
(adjusted) rock mass ratings (RMR) into five rock mass classes. Note that the
rock mass classes are in groups of twenty ratings each.

48. Next, Section D of Table 6 gives the practical meaning of each rock
mass class by relating it to specific engineering problems. In the case of
tunnels and chambers, the output from the Geomechanics Classification is the
stand-up time of an unsupported rock span for a given rock mass rating
(Figure 9).

49. Longer stand-up times can be achieved by selecting rock reinforce-
ment measures in accordance with Table 8. They depend on such factors as the
depth below surface (in situ stress), tunnel size and shape, and the method of

excavation. Support load can be determined as follows:
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P = 100-RMR
100

where

P is the support load, y is the density of the rock, B is the tunnel
width and RMR is the rock mass rating.

50, It should be noted that the support measures given in Table 8
represent the permanent and not the primary support. Hence, additional
concrete lining is not required for structural purposes. However, to ensure
full structural stability it is recommended that tunnel monitoring during
construction should provide a check on stabilization of rock movements.

51. The Geomechanics Classification recognizes that no single parameter
or index can fully and quantitatively describe a jointed rock mass for
tunneling purposes. Various factors have different significance, and only if
taken together can they describe satisfactorily a rock mass. Each of the six
parameters employed in this classification is discussed below.

ct k mater

52. There is a general agreement that knowledge of the uniaxial
compressive strength of intact rock is necessary for classifying a rock mass.
After all, if the discontinuities are widely spaced and the rock material is
weak, the rock material properties will influence the behavior of the rock
mass. Under the same confining pressure, the strength of the rock material
constitutes the highest strength limit of the rock mass. The rock material
strength is also important if the use of tunneling machines is contemplated.
Finally, a sample of the rock material represents sometimes a small-scale
model of the rock mass since they have both been subjected to the same
geological processes, It is believed that the engineering classification of
intact rock, proposed by Deere and Miller,*’ is particularly realistic and
convenient for use in the field of rock mechanics. This classification is
given in Table 9.

53. The uniaxial compressive strength of rock material is determined in
accordance with the standard laboratory procedures, but for the purpose of
rock classification, the use of the well-known, point-load strength index is
recommended. The reason is that the index can be determined in the field on

rock core retrieved from borings and the core does not require any special

26



preparation. Using simple portable equipment, a piece of drill core is
compressed between two points. The core fails as a result of fracture across
its diameter. The point-load strength index is calculated as the ratio of the
applied load to the square of the core diameter. A close correlation exists
(to within ~20 percent)®® between the uniaxial compressive strength (¢.) and
the point-load strength index I, such that for standard NX core (2.16-in.
diameter), o, = 24 1,.

54, In rock engineering, the information on the rock material strength
is preferable to that on rock hardness. The reason is that rock hardness,
which is defined as the resistance to indentation or scratching, is not a
quantitative parameter and is subjective to a geologist’s personal opinion.
It has been employed in the past before the advent of the point-load strength
index which can now assess the rock strength in the field. For the sake of

completeness, the following hardness classification was used in the past:

a. Very soft rock. Material crumbles under firm blow with a sharp
end of a geological pick and can be peeled off with a knife.

b. Soft rock. Material can be scraped and peeled with a knife;
indentations 1/16 to 1/8 in. show in the specimen with firm
blows.

c. Medium hard rock. Material cannot be scraped or peeled with a
knife; hand-held specimen can be broken with the hammer end of
a geological pick with a single firm blow.

d. Hard rock. Hand-held specimen breaks with hammer end of pick
under more than one blow.
e. Very hard rock. Specimen requires many blows with geological

pick to break through intact material.

It can be seen from the above that for the lower ranges up to medium hard
rock, hardness can be assessed from visual inspection and by scratching with a
knife and striking with a hammer. However, for rock having the uniaxial
compressive strength of more than 3,500 psi, hardness classification ceases to
be meaningful due to the difficulty of distinguishing by the "scratchability
test" the various degrees of hardness. In any case, hardness is only

indirectly related to rock strength, the relationship between the uniaxial
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compressive strength and the product of hardness and density being expressed

in the following formula:®®

log o. = 0.00014 R + 3.16

where

v = dry unit weight, pcf
R = Schmidt hardness (L-hammer)

lity designatio

55. This index has already been discussed in paragraphs 21 through 25,
It is used as a classification parameter, because although it is not suffi-
cient on its own for a full description of a rock mass, the RQD index has been
found most useful in tunneling applications as a guide for selection of tunnel
support, has been employed extensively in the United States and in Europe, and
is a simple, inexpensive, and reproducible way to assess the quality of rock
core.*
Spaci of disc t

56. The term discontinuity means all geological discontinuities present
in the rock mass that may be technically joints, bedding planes, minor faults,
or other surfaces of weakness. The behavior of discontinuities governs the
behavior of a rock mass as a whole, The presence of discontinuities reduces
the strength of a rock mass, and their spacing governs the degree of such
reduction. For example, a rock material with a high strength, but intensely
jointed, will yield a weak rock mass. Spacing of discontinuities is a
separate parameter, because the RQD index does not lend itself for assessing
the spacing of discontinuities from a single set of cores. A classification
of discontinuity spacings proposed by the International Society of Rock
Mechanics (ISRM) has been incorporated into the Geomechanics Classification
(Table 10).
Orientatio i

57. Studies by Wickham, Tiedemann, and Skinner’ have emphasized the
effect of discontinuity orientations on tunnel stability. In accordance with
Table 7, a qualitative assessment of favorability is preferred to more

elaborate systems for joint orientation and inclination effects.
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Co tion of discont ties

58. This parameter includes roughness of the discontinuity surfaces,
their continuity, their opening or separation (distance between the surfaces),
the infilling (gouge) material, and weathering of the wall rock.

59. Roughness or the nature of the asperities in the discontinuity
surfaces is an important parameter characterizing the condition of disconti-
nuities. Asperities that occur on joint surfaces interlock, if the surfaces
are clean and closed, and inhibit shear movement along the discontinuity
surface. Roughness asperities usually have a base length and amplitude
measured in terms of tenths of an inch and are readily apparent on a core-
sized exposure of a discontinuity. The applicable descriptive terms are

defined below (it should be stated if surfaces are stepped, undulating, or
planar):

a. Very rough. Near vertical steps and ridges occur on the
discontinuity surface,

b. Rough. Some ridge and side-angle steps are evident; asperities
are clearly visible; and discontinuity surface feels very
abrasive.

(g}

t . Asperities on the discontinuity surfaces are
distinguishable and can be felt.

d. Smooth. Surface appears smooth and feels so to the touch.

e. Slickensided. Visual evidence of polishing exists.

60. Continuity of discontinuities influences the extent to which the
rock material and the discontinuities separately affect the behavior of the
rock mass. In the case of tunnels, a discontinuity is considered fully
continuous if its length is greater than the width of the tunnel.
Consequently, for continuity assessment, the length of the discontinuity
should be determined.

61. Separation or the distance between the discontinuity surfaces
controls the extent to which the opposing surfaces can interlock as well as
the amount of water that can flow through the discontinuity. In the absence
of interlocking, the joint filling (gouge) controls entirely the shear

strength of the discontinuity. As the separation decreases, the asperities of
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the rock wall tend to become more interlocked, and both the filling and the
rock material contribute to the shear strength of joints. The shear strength
along a discontinuity is, therefore, dependent on the degree of separation,
presence or absence of filling materials, roughness of the surface walls, and
the nature of the filling material. The description of the separation of the

discontinuity surfaces is given in millimeter as follows:
a. Very tight: <0.1 mm.
b. Tight: 0.1-0.5 mm.
c. Moderately open: 0.5-2.5 mm.
d. Open: 2.5-10 mm.
e. Very wide: 10-25 mm.

Note that where the separation is more than 25 mm., the discontinuity should
be described as a major discontinuity.
62. The infilling (gouge) has a two-fold influence:

a. Depending on the thickness, the filling prevents the
interlocking of the fracture asperities.

b. It possesses its own characteristic properties, i.e., shear
strength, permeability, and deformational characteristics.

The following aspects should be described: type, thickness, continuity, and
consistency.

63. Weathering of the wall rock, i.e., the rock constituting the
discontinuity surfaces, is classified as recommended by the Task Committee of
the American Society of Civil Engineers:*’

a. Unweathered. No visible signs are noted of weathering; rock
fresh; crystals bright.

b. Slightly weathered rock. Discontinuities are stained or
discolored and may contain a thin filling of altered material.
Discoloration may extend into the rock from the discontinuity
surfaces to a distance of up to 20 percent of the discontinuity

spacing.
c. Moderately weathered rock. Slight discoloration extends from

discontinuity spacing. Discontinuities may contain filling of
altered material. Partial opening of grain boundaries may be
observed.
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d. Highly weathered rock. Discoloration extends throughout the
rock, and the rock material is partly friable, The original

texture of the rock has mainly been preserved, but separation
of the grains has occurred.

e. Completely weathered rock. The rock is totally discolored and

decomposed and in a friable condition. The external appearance
is that of soil. Internally, the rock texture is partly
preserved, but grains have completely separated.

It should be noted that the boundary between rock and soil is defined in terms
of the uniaxial compressive strength and not in terms of weathering. A
material with the strength equal to or above 150 psi is considered as rock.

Ll ate C

64. In the case of tunnels, the rate of inflow of groundwater in
gallons per minute per 1,000 ft of the tunnel should be determined,® or a
general condition can be described as completely dry, damp, wet, dripping, and
flowing. If actual water pressure data are available, these should be stated
and expressed in terms of the ratio of the water pressure to the major princi-
pal stress. The latter can be either measured or determined from the depth
below surface, i.e., the vertical stress increases with depth at 1.1 psi per
foot of the depth below surface.

Applications

65. The rock mass along the tunnel route is divided into a number of
structural regions, and the above classification parameters are determined for
each structural region and entered onto the standard input data sheet, as
enclosed in Appendix B.

66. The advantage of the Geomechanics Classification is that it is not
only applicable to rock tunnels but also to rock foundations?* and slopes.?’
This is a very useful feature that can assist with the design of slopes near
the tunnel portals as well as allow estimates of the deformability of
foundations for such structures as bridges. For example, for a highway or
railroad route involving tunnels and bridges, the output from the Geomechanics
Classification for slopes and foundations will be very useful.

67. In the case of rock foundations, the rock mass rating RMR from the

Ceomechanics Classification has been related?® to the in situ modulus of

deformation in the manner shown in Figure 10.
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68. In the case of rock slopes, the output is given in Section D of
Table 6 as the cohesion and friction of the rock mass. These output values
were based on the data compiled by Hoek and Bray.‘’ The validity of the
output from the Geomechanics Classification to the rock slopes was tested by
Steffen?” who analyzed 35 slopes of which 20 had failed. He used the Geo-
mechanics Classification to obtain the average values of cohesion and friction

and then calculated the safety factor based on slope design charts by Hoek and

Bray.*’ The results given in Figure 11 show definite statistical trends.

69. In spite of its versatility, the Geomechanics Classification is not
considered sufficient to deal with all tunnel stability problems.?® Like with
other empirical methods, it should be backed by a monitoring program during
the tunnel construction. The purpose of such a program would be to check on
the rock conditions predicted by the classification and to evaluate the
behavior of the adopted support measures,

70. A practical example using the Geomechanics Classification is as

follows:

Consider a slightly weathered quartzite in which a
20-ft-span tunnel is to be driven. The following classi-
fication parameters were determined:

Item Value Rating
1. Strength of rock material 22,000 psi 12
2. RQD 80-90% 17
3. Spacing of discontinuities 1-3 ft 20
4, Condition of discontinuities 12
continuous joints
slightly rough surfaces
separation <1 mm
highly weathered wall rock
no gouge
5. Ground water Moderate inflow Y
Basic rock mass value 68
6. Orientation of joints Fair S
Final RMR 63

Rock Mass Class: II - good rock

Output: From Figure 9, for RMR = 63 and unsupported span = 20 ft, the
stand-up time will be about 1 month. From Table 8, recommended tunnel
support is rockbolts in crown 10 ft long, spaced at 8 ft with shotcrete
2 in. thick and wire mesh. From Figure 10, the rock mass modulus is
estimated as 3.7 x 10° psi.
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71. 1t is important that the chart in Figure 9 is correctly applied for
the selection of the output data. For this purpose, the actual RMR’'s are used
that are represented by the series of near parallel lines in Figure 9.

72. The intercept of an RMR line with the desired tunnel span
determines the stand-up time. Alternatively, the intercept of an RMR line
with the top boundary line determines the maximum span possible in a given
rock mass; any larger span would result in the immediate roof collapse. An
intercept of the RMR line with the lower boundary line determines the maximum

span that can stand unsupported indefinitely.

Q-System

73. The Q-System of rock mass classification was developed in Norway in

1974 by Barton, Lien, and Lunde, all of the Norwegian Ceotechnical
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Institute.?® Its development represented a major contribution to the subject
of rock mass classifications for a number of reasons: the system was proposed
on the basis of an analysis by some 200 tunnel case histories from
Scandinavia,*? it is a quantitative classification system, and it is an
engineering system enabling the design of tunnel supports.

74. The Q-System is based on a numerical assessment of the rock mass
quality using six different parameters: (a) RQD, (b) number of joint sets,
(¢) roughness of the most unfavorable joint or discontinuity, (d) degree of
alteration or filling along the weakest joint, (e) water inflow, and
(f) stress condition.

75. The above six parameters are grouped into three quotients to give
the overall rock mass quality Q as follows:

J

Q=R x°rx Jw
J J, SRF

n

where
RQD = rock quality designation
Jp = joint set number
J, = joint roughness number
J, = joint alteration number
J, = joint water reduction number

SRF = stress reduction number

/6. In Tables 11-13, the numerical values of each of the above para-
meters are interpreted as follows. The first two parameters represent the
overall structure of the rock mass, and their quotient is said to be a measure
of the relative block size., The quotient of the third and the fourth
parameters is said to be related to the interblock shear strength (of the
joints). The fifth parameter is a measure of water pressure, while the sixth
parameter is a measure of: (a) loosening load in the case of shear zones and
clay bearing rock, (b) rock stress in competent rock, and (c) squeezing and
swelling loads in plastic incompetent rock. This sixth parameter is regarded
as the "total stress" parameter. The quotient of the fifth and the sixth

parameters is regarded as describing the "active stress.”
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77. The proposers'? of the Q-System believed that the parameters, J,,
J., and J,, played a more important role than joint orientation, and if joint
orientation had been included, the classification would have been less
general. However, the orientation is implicit in the parameters J, and J,,
because they apply to the most unfavorable joints,

78. The Q is related to the tunnel support requirements by defining the
equivalent dimensions of the excavation. This equivalent dimension, which is
a function of both the size and the purpose of the excavation, is obtained by
dividing the span, diameter, or the wall height of the excavation by a quan-
tity called the excavation support ratio (ESR).

Thus,

Equivalent dimension = vat ete 0 eight, me
ESR

79. The ESR is related to the use for which the excavation is intended

and the degree of safety demanded, as follows:
No. of

Excavation category ESR cases

A. Temporary mine openings 3-5 2
B. Vertical shafts:
Circular section 2.5 -~
Rectangular/square section 2.0 =

C. Permanent mine openings, water 1.6 83
tunnels for hydropower (ex-
cluding high-pressure penstocks),
pilot tunnels, drifts, and head-
ings for large excavations

D. Storage rooms, water treatment ; 25
plants, minor highway and rail-
road tunnels, surge chambers,
access tunnels

E. Power stations, major highway 1.0 73
or railroad tunnels, civil
defense chambers, portals,
intersections

F. Underground nuclear power sta- 0.8 2

tions, railroad stations,
factories.
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80. The relationship between the index Q and the equivalent dimension
is illustrated in Figure 12 in which 38 support categories are shown by box
numbering. Support measures that are appropriate to each category are listed
in Tables 14-18, Since it was decided that bolting and shotcrete support
deserves most attention, case histories featuring steel rib support, concrete
arch roofs, and precast linings have been ignored.

81. The length of bolts L is determined from the equation:

L=2+0.15 B/ESR
where B is the excavation width.

82. The 38 support categories listed in Tables 14-17 have been
specified to give estimates of permanent roof support since they were based on
roof support methods quoted in the case histories. For temporary support
determination, either Q is increased to 5Q or ESR is increased to 1.5 ESR.

83. The maximum limit for permanent unsupported spans can be obtained
as follows (see also Figure 13):

Maximum span (unsupported) = 2(ESR) Qu'ﬁ

84. Figure 14 shows the relationship between the rock mass quality Q

and the stand-up time. In Figure 15, the relationship between Q and permanent

support pressure Pruof is plotted from the following equation:

_2.0
J

o /3

roof
r

If the number of jnint sets is less than three, the equation is expressed as
=2J.1/2 Jr—lq-1/3

3
85. The proposers of the Q-System emphasized’® that while the support

Prnnf

recommendations for the large-scale excavations would generally incorporate
thicker shotcrete and longer bolts, the bolt spacing and the theoretical
support pressure would remain roughly the same. This is supported by
Figure 16 in which roof support pressures range from 5 to 20 psi independent
of the span.

86. When core is unavailable, the RQD is estimated'? from the number of

joints per unit volume, in which the number of joints per meter for each joint
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Figure 16. Design support pressures for roofs
of large caverns (after Cording,
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set are added. The conversion for clay-free rock masses is
RQD = 115 - 3.3 J,
where J, represents the total number of joints per cubic meter (RQD = 100
percent for J, <4.5).

87. The following steps are involved in applying the Q-System:

a. Classify the relevant rock mass quality.
b. Choose the optimum dimensions of excavation.
c. Estimate the appropriate permanent support,

88. A practical example using the Q-System is as follows:
Consider a water tunnel of 9-m (29.5 ft) span in a phyllite rock

mass. The following is known:
Joint set 1: smooth, planar Jg = 1.0
chlorite coatings J, = 4.0
15 joints per metre
Joint set 2: smooth, undulating J, = 2
slightly altered walls J, = 2

5 joints per metre
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Thus: J, =15 + 5 = 20 and RQD = 115 - 3.3 J, = 50 percent
Jn = 4
Most unfavorable J_/J, = 1/4

Minor water inflows: J,6 = 1.0

Uniaxial compressive strength of phyllite: o, = 40 MPa

Major principal stress: o, = 3 MPa

Virgin stresses
Minor principal stress: o, = 1 MPa

Thus: oy /03 =3 and o, / 0, = 13.3 (medium stress), SRF = 1.0

Q = EE X l X : = 3.1 (poor)

4 4 1

Support estimate: B = 9 m, ESR = 1.6

Thus: B/ESR = 4.6

For Q = 3.1: support category = 21

Permanent support: untensioned rockbolts spaced 1 m, bolt
length 2.9 m, and shotcrete 2-3 cm thick (see Table 18, note 1)
Temporary support: none
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PART II1. GUIDE TO CLASSIFICATION PROCEDURES

89. The main rock mass classification systems currently in use in the
design of rock tunnels were fully described in Part II. Apart from Terzaghi's
classification, three other rock mass classification systems were shown to be
most promising: the RSR Concept, the Geomechanics Classification, and the
Q-System. Accordingly, the step-by-step design procedures will be summarized
in this section for these three classification systems. For Terzaghi's
classification, full guidelines are given in EM 1110-2-2901%! and in
Appendix A.

’ u ncept

90. The RSR Concept, a ground support prediction model developed in the
United States in 1973 by Wickham, Tiedemann, and Skinner,*'® is particularly
suitable for selection of steel support for rock tunnels. It requires

determination of the three parameters A, B and C listed in Tables 2, 3 and 4.

Step 1. Divide the proposed tunnel route into geological regions,
such that each region would be geologically similar and
would require one type of support, i.e., it will not be
economical to change tunnel support until rock mass
conditions change distinctly; that is, a new structural
region can be distinguished.

Step 2. Complete classification input data worksheet, as given in
Appendix B, for each structural region.

Step 3. From Tables 2 to 4, determine the individual classifi-
cation parameters A, B and C and their sum, which gives
the RSR = A + B + C.

Step 4. Adjust the RSR value in accordance with Figure 5 if the
tunnel is to be excavated by a tunnel boring machine.

Step 5 Select a support requirement chart appropriate for the
tunnel size, e.g., the chart for 10-, 20-, and 24-ft-diam
tunnels in Figures 6, 7 and 8, respectively. These charts
are applicable to both circular and horseshoe-shaped
tunnels., From the selected chart, determine the rib type
and spacing corresponding to the RSR value. Ignore curves

for rockbolt and shotcrete support since they are not
based on sufficient case history data.
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Estimate the rock load from Table 5 and the theoretical
RR from the formula:

(RR + B0)(RSR + 30) = 8800

The values obtained are for comparison purposes between
the structural regions.

91. The Geomechanics Classification, which was developed in 1973 by

Bieniawski,'® enables determination of the RMR, the tunnel maximum unsupported

span, the stand-up time, the support requirements, the in situ rock mass

modulus, and the cohesion and friction of the rock masses.

Step 1.

Step /.

Divide the proposed tumnnel route into structural regions,
such that each region would be geologically similar and
would require one type of support,

Complete classification input data worksheet, as given in
Appendix B, for each structural region (see paragraph 44).

From Table 6, determine the ratings of the six individual
classification parameters and the overall RMR value,
following the procedure outline in paragraphs 42 through
46 and 52 through 65,

From Figure 9, determine the maximum unsupported rock
span possible for a given RMR. If this span is smaller
than the span of the proposed tunnel, the heading and
bench or multidrift construction should be adopted (see
paragraphs 71 and 72).

From Figure 9, determine the stand-up time for the
proposed tunnel span. If the tunnel falls below the lower
limit line, no support will be required. If the stand-up
time is not sufficient for the life of the tunnel, the
appropriate support measures must be selected.

From Table 8, select the appropriate tunnel support
measures and note that these represent the permanent
support.

If foundation design is contemplated for nearby

structures, select from Figure 10 the in situ modulus of
deformation of the rock mass (see paragraphs 66 and 67).
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Step 8. If the rock slopes near the tunnel portals are to be
designed, select from Section D of Table 6 the cohesion
and friction data (see paragraph 68).

Step 9. Consider a monitoring program during the tunnel

construction for sections requiring special attention (see
paragraph 69).

User's Cuide for the Q-System

92. The rock mass quality Q-System, which was developed in Norway in
1974 by Barton, Lien, and Lunde,? enables the design of rock support in

tunnels and large underground chambers,

Step 1. Divide the proposed tunnel route into structural regions,
such that each region would be geologically similar and
would require one type of support category.

Step 2. Complete classification input data worksheet, as given in
Appendix B, for each structural region.

Step 3. Determine the ratings of the six classification
parameters from Tables 11, 12, and 13 and calculate the
Q value (see paragraph 75).

Step 4. Select the excavation category from paragraph 79 and
allocate the ESR.

Step 5. From Figure 12, determine the support category for the
Q value and the tunnel span/ESR ratio.

Step 6. From Tables 14 through 18, select the support measures
appropriate to the support category. Calculate the length
of rockbolts from paragraph 81.

Step 7. The selected support measures are for the permanent
support. Should it be required to determine the primary
support measures, consult paragraph 82.

Step 8. For comparison purposes, determine the support pressure
from paragraph 85.

Step 9. For record purposes, from Figures 13 and 14, estimate the

possible maximum unsupported span and the stand-up time.
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Comparison of Procedures

93. For convenience of application, practical examples for using each
of the three classification systems are given in paragraphs 41, 70, and 88. A
detailed discussion of a selected case history, giving comparisons between
Terzaghi'’s approach and the three classifications, follows in Part IV. It is
appropriate, however, to consider here if any relationships or comparisons
exist between the three classification systems.

94. A correlation has been attempted between the Geomechanics RMR and
the Q-value.”® A total of 111 case histories were analyzed involving 68
Scandinavian cases, 28 South African cases, and 21 other documented case
histories from the United States, Canada, Australia, and Europe. The results
are plotted in Figure 17 from which it will be seen that the following
relationship is applicable:

RMR = 9 1n Q + 44
Rutledge'® recently determined in New Zealand the following correlations
between the three classification systems:
RMR = 13.5 log Q + 43 (standard deviation = 9.4)
RSR = 0.77 RMR + 12.4 (standard deviation = 8.9)
RSR = 13.3 log Q + 46.5 (standard deviation = 7.0)

95. A comparison of the stand-up time and the maximum unsupported span,
as shown in Figures 9, 13, and 14, reveals that the Geomechanics Classifi-
cation is more éﬁnservatiVE than the Q-System, which is a reflection of the
different tunneling practice in Scandinavia based on the generally excellent
rock and the long experience in tunneling.

96. A comparison of the support recommendations by six different
classification systems is given in Table 1. Other comparisons are made in
References 17, 18, 23, 27, 28, and 29.

97. Although the above comparisons are interesting and useful, it is
believed that one should not necessarily rely on any one classification system
but should conduct a sensitivity analysis and cross-check the findings of one
classification with another. This could enable a better "feel" for the rock

mass.
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PART IV: CASE HISTORY OF THE PARK RIVER TUNNEL

98. 1In order to demonstrate the potential of the tunnel design by rock
mass classifications a case history was selected. This involved the Park
River Tunnel in Hartford, Connecticut, a water tunnel constructed by the US
Army Corps of Engineers. This project was selected because the details of the
geological exploration and the current design practice were well documented, *’
and even in situ stress measurements were conducted.** In addition, borehole
logs were available for examination. The author visited the tunnel during

construction and acquainted himself with rock mass conditions before holing-
through took place.

Description of the Tunnel

99. The function of the Park River (auxiliary conduit) Tunnel*® is to
conduct approximately one-quarter of the maximum flow in the Park River to the
Connecticut River. The completed tunnel has a 22-ft inside diameter and
extends some 9,100 ft between the intake and outlet shafts. It was excavated
through shale and basalt rock at the maximum depth of 200 ft below the
surface. The tunnel invert at the outlet shaft is 52 ft below the intake
invert with the tunnel sloping at a rate approximately 7 in. per 100 fr. A
minimum rock thickness of approximately 50 ft will remain above the crown
excavation at tﬂa outlet,

100. The 22-ft-diam tunnel was machine bored and lined throughout with
precast reinforced concrete segments 9 in. thick. For the drill and blast
alternative, the initial design specified the minimum thickness of a cast-in-
place reinforced concrete liner as 14 in. (Plate %9a-21 of Reference 44) with
additional 8 in. being allowed to the excavation pay line. Thus, the minimum
expected concrete thickness would be 22 in, giving the nominal excavation size
of 25.7 ft. This nominal excavation size would increase to 27.7 ft where
heavy structural support was expected with the concrete liner stipulated as
22 in. thick.

101. Temporary rock support was prescribed for the entire length of the
tunnel in the case of the construction by drilling and blasting. Typical
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support patterns (for 88 percent of the tunnel) specified 1-1/8-in.-diam rock
anchors (rockbolts fully resin bonded but not tensioned), 11 ft long, spaced
4-1/2 ft with shotcrete 1 in. thick without wire mesh. In poor ground
condition, the bolt spacing would be between 2 and &4 ft with shotcrete 2 in.
thick. In two fault zones, expected to be approximately 300 ft long,
structural W8 steel ring beams at 3 ft were considered.

102. The anticipated bid prices (1978 dollars) for the tunnel were
$23.25 million for machine boring with precast liners (or $1,880 per foot) and
up to $33.37 million for conventional drill and blast construction.

103. 1In Figure 18, a longitudinal geological section of tunnel is
shown. The rocks along the alignment are primarily easterly dipping Triassic
sandy red shales/siltstones interrupted by a zone of basalt flows and some
limited rock types near the basalt. Bedding is distinct and often regular to
the extent that many marker beds correlated between boreholes. Descriptions
of the various rock types are given in Table Cl, Appendix C.

104. Three main geological zones were distinguished along the tunnel

route:*3:43

a. Shale and basalt zones, constituting 88 percent of the tunnel.

=g

Fractured rock zone (very blocky and seamy), between
sta 23 + 10 and 31 + 10 (800 ft).

¢c. Two fault zones, one near sta 57 + 50 and the other between
sta 89 + 50 and 95 + 50,

105. Bedding and jointing are generally north to south which is perpen-
dicular to the tunnel axis (tunnel will run west to east). The bedding is
generally dipping between 10 and 20 deg while the joints are steeply dipping
between 70 and 90 deg. Joints in the shale have rough surfaces, and many are
very thin and healed with calcite.

106. Groundwater levels measured prior to studies indicated that the
piezometric level in the bedrock was normally 142 to 175 ft above the invert

of the tunnel.
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Figure 18, Geologic profile of Park River Tunnel (Sheet 1 of 4)
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Geological Investigations

107. Explorations consisted of core borings, various tests within the
boreholes, and a seismic survey. Tests in boreholes included borehole
photography, pressure testing, piezometer installation, observation wells, and
pump tests.

108. Rock cores from 29 borings were used to determine tunnel geology
(18 were NX diam (2.16 in.) and 11 were 4-in. diam). Ten boreholes did not
reach tunnel level. All cores were photographed in the field immediately upon
removal from the core barrel, and the core was logged, classified, and tested.
A typical drill log is given in Figure Cl, Appendix C.

109. Borehole photography was employed in 15 boreholes to determine
joint orientations and the rock structure,

110, Core samples were selected from 21 localities within the tunnel,
near the crown, and within one-half diameter above the crown to determine the
density, uniaxial compressive strength, triaxial strength, modulus of elasti-
city, Poisson's ratio, water content, swelling and slaking, sonic velocity,
and joint strength. The results are tabulated in Table C2, Appendix C.

111. In situ stress measurements were conducted in vertical boreholes"
involving 15 tests, but only three yielded successful results. Eight tests
could not be completed because of gage slipping, and two more because of
equipment malfunction. The measured horizontal stress was found to be 452+
133 psi. For the depth of 120 ft, the vertical stress is calculated as

132 psi. This gives the horizontal to vertical stress ratio as 3.4.
nput ta for ck Mass a catio

112. Input data to enable rock mass classification by the RSR Concept,
the Geomechanics Classification, and the Q-System are listed in Figures C2
through C7, Appendix C. The data are presented for each structural region
anticipated along the tunnel route. Station limits for each region are shown
in Figure 18,

113. It should be noted that all the data entered on the classification

input sheets have been derived from the borings, including information on
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discontinuity orientation and spacing. This was possible because borehole

photography was employed for borehole logging in addition to the usual core

logging procedures. However, considerable effort was required in extracting

the data from the geological report for the classification purposes since

engineering geological information was not systematically summarized in the

form of classification input work sheets.®

114,

sme a 5 at

Rock mass classifications in accordance with the Terzaghi Method,

the RSR Concept, the Geomechanics Classification, and the Q-System are

performed in Tables 19, 20, 21, and 22, respectively, and are summarized in

Table 23.
318

options

116.

45,

Three different tunnel sections were designed and offered as bid

Drill and blast with a reinforced variably thick cast-in-place
liner designed to meet three ranges of rock loading.

Machine excavation with a reinforced cast-in-place lining.

Machine excavation with a reinforced precast lining.

el i u

Based on the geological information, the design of the tunnel

recognizes the following features, with reference to the geological profile in

Figure 18:

I

=

Nominal support (8,000 ft): pgood rock, best average
conditions, RQD > 80 percent, water inflow 1 gpm per foot of
tunnel.

Heavy support (800 ft): sta 23 + 10 to 31 + 10. The tunnel
intersects an area of thin rock cover and thick overburden,
and rock conditions at tunnel grade are described as very
blocky and seamy. The rock is not tight, dipping 7 to 14 deg,
and water inflows of 4 gpm per foot of tunnel are anticipated.
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[#]

Steel support in fault zones (300 ft): sta 93 + 50 to 95 + 50
and 56 + 00 to 57 + 00. Broken rock is assumed due to
faulting, dipping between 20 and 60 deg, and a low RQD of

30 percent. Pressure tests showed water inflows of 15-20 gpm
per foot of tunnel,.

117. The above rock conditions are summarized in Table 19. The
designers believed (Reference 43, p. 21) that the actual conditions would
exceed the best average conditions in most of the tunnel. For machine
excavation, the rock load factors were expected to be reduced by as much as
20 percent in the major portion of the tunnel.

118. Geologic conditions at tunnel grade were considered suitable for
machine boring accompanied by precast tunnel lining. Because of the immediate
installation of the lining, the tunnel would drain less water under the city
than a drill and blast tunnel would. A drill and blast tunnel would stand up
to one year before a permanent lining was installed. Machine excavation would
also cause less vibrations.

119. The envisaged tunnel designs for each of the three ground
conditions are shown in Figure 19. The details of the recommended primary
(temporary) support and the final lining for drill and blast construction are
presented in Figure 19a. The basic design was based on the Terzaghi Method.
For machine tunneling, liner details are given in Figure 19b.

120. As the tunnel will be completely full with water when in
operation, the design of the tunnel liner assumed a pressure of 15 psi for
contact grouting, which would ensure that the liner remains in compression
under net internal load conditions. Grouting was required for the full ring.
For purposes of analyzing stresses in the concrete liners, a coefficient of
subgrade reaction of 1,000 kci (580 pcf) for the rock was assumed.

121. Tunnel instrumentation was planned to provide for design verifi-
cation, future design applications, and monitoring of construction effects.
Ten test sections at locations based on differing geologic or design
conditions were installed throughout the length of the tunnel. These test
sections consisted of 10 extensometers (MPBX’s) installed from the surface,
pore pressure transducers, rockbolt load cells, convergence points, and
surface and embedded strain gages installed within the tunnel. The test

sections have been arranged to provide the greatest amount of data based on
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the planned construction schedule of a TBM with precast lining. Since the
precast segments were designed for the worst ground conditions but were used
throughout the tunnel, they were in effect overdesigned for the major portion
of the tunnel. If the instrumentation program indicated that higher strength
units were needed for a particular section of the tunnel, the design could
have been modified by increasing the steel reinforcement, and keeping the same
external shape. The purpose of the instrumentation program was to validate

design assumptions, and to refine the procedures for future designs.

Construction

122. The tunnel was advanced upgrade from the outlet shaft. Upon
completion of the outlet shaft, approximately the first 235 ft of the tunnel
was advanced using drill-and-blast excavation to form a U-shaped chamber about
25 ft by 25 ft in cross section. After completion of the drill-and-blast
section, a tunnel boring machine (TBM) was assembled in the excavated chamber
and the tunnel advance using the TBM began. The machine was a Dobbins fully-
shielded rotary hard-rock TBM which cut a 24-ft diam bore. The lining
consisted of four-segment precast concrete liner rings which were erected in

the tail shield of the TBM. The segments were 9 in. thick.
Compariso ort Recommendations

123. The support recommendations based on four classification systems

are compared in Table 23. The following main conclusions may be drawn:

a. The Terzaghi Method recommended the most extensive
support measures, which seem clearly excessive
by comparison with the recommendations by the
other three classification systems. The
reason for this is three-fold: (1) the
current permanent lining design does not
account fully for the action of the temporary
support, which in itself may be sufficient for
the structural stability of the tunnel; (2)
the original recommendations by Deere et al.*
were based on the 1969 technology, which is
now much outdated; and (3) not enough use is
made of the ability of the rock to support
itself and the recent progress in the field of

60



=g

——-——----IIllllIIIllllllll...ll.llIlIIIIIIIIIIlIIIIIII

rock mechanics, i.e., the use of monitoring to
dssess rock mass stability. Since the
Terzaghi Method uses such qualitative rock
mass descriptions as "blocky and seamy," this
does not utilize fully all the quantitative
information that is often available from a
site exploration Program,

The RSR Concept was not sensitive enough for the rock
conditions encountered: its application is limited to
temporary steel support design,

Both the Geomechanics Classification and the Q-System gave
fairly similar recommendations, and any differences in
support prediction by these two methods enabled the
designer to exercise a better engineering judgment.
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PART V: RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS

124, The present study has revealed a number of aspects in the present
tunnel design practice which could benefit from further research. It is
believed that improved tunnel design procedures, for the construction of safe

and more economical rock tunnels, would result in the following areas:

4a.

=g
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=

If a better and more systematic engineering geological de-
scription of the rock mass conditions is provided, e.g.,
in accordance with the input data sheets listed in
Appendix B.

1f there is a better communication and understanding among all
the persons concerned with a tunneling project.

If the current tunnel design practice, which is based on the
revised Terzaghi Method®, is supplemented by the more
modern rock mass classification systems, such as the
Geomechanics Classification, the Q-System, and the RSR
Concept. These classification systems make full use of

the quantitative data from site investigations. No one
classification system should necessarily be singled out to
the exclusion of the others; instead, a cross-check of the
results should be aimed for.

If the action of the temporary support (otherwise known as the
primary support) is fully incorporated into the design of

the permanent lining, the thickness and the reinforcement

of the latter could be greatly reduced without endangering

the safety of the tunnel.

If during the tunnel construction a more comprehensive tunnel-
monitoring program could be incorporated, similar to the
procedures generally envisaged for the so-called New

Austrian Tunneling Method (NATM), not only the adopted

design could be verified but a safer and more economical
tunnel construction would be ensured.

If the reinforced concrete linings for drill-and-blast
construction are replaced by shotcrete and mesh linings in the
case of rock tunnels, other than possibly water conduits.
However, even water tunnels are sometimes left unsupported.‘®

If more research is conducted into the stand-up time of
unsupported as well as variously supported rock spans,
more confidence could be placed in the predictions from
the rock mass classification systems.
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h. If more carefully documented tunnel case histories are
compiled featuring comparisons between support designs

based on different methods, better understanding of design
concepts will be achieved,

125. Some of the above requirements deserve further elaboration. Thus,
item a. above means that sometimes even when a well-planned geological
investigation has been conducted, the data presentation is not well compiled
so that much additional time is needed by the rock engineer to extract the
parameters needed for design. The use of the worksheets given in Appendix B
would greatly simplify the input data collection.

126. For a better communication on a tunneling project, a training
program is called for to ensure that the geologists understand the engineers'
requirements and that the engineers make it clear as to what is needed and why
for design purposes.

127. The NATM technique has a number of possible interpretations and
constitutes a study on its own. It should be reviewed in detail and compared
with the current tunnel design procedures,

128. The concept of the temporary and permanent support appears quite
outdated in view of the current rock engineering technology and its use leads
to the overdesign of tunnels, The concept could be reexamined without
endangering tunnel safety, because any reduction in tunnel support can be
backed by a suitable rock monitoring program.*’

129. The relationship between the stand-up time and the rock span
requires verification from actual case histories in the United States, and a

research program directed to this aspect would make a great contribution in

the field of rock tunneling.
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PART VI: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

130. For the design of rock tunnels, the latest rock mass
classification system, such as the RSR Concept, the Geomechanics
Classification, and the Q-System, offer a realistic and economical alternative
to the tunnel-design procedures based on the Terzaghi (steel support) Method.

131. There is a need for more research in a number of areas of rock
tunnel design, and some recommendations are given below.

132. Case histories are not easy to compile due to the lack of
sufficient information, both concerning the geology and the design, and yet

they constitute a most valuable source of practical knowledge.

dations

132, Based on this study, the following recommendations are made:

a. The current tunnel design practices should be supplemented by
the approaches advocated by such rock mass classification
systems as the Geomechanics Classification, the Q-System,
and the RSR Concept. Tunnel support recommendations by
all these systems should be systematically compared on all
tunneling projects.

b. Engineering geological description of rock masses for
tunneling purposes should be compiled in accordance with
the data worksheets given in Appendix B. This would

greatly facilitate a more effective documentation of
tunnel case histories.

¢. A training program for engineering geologists and tunnel
engineers should be initiated to ensure a better
communication on tunneling projects.

d. The principles and potential of the NATM, as the prime example

of an observational tunnel design approach, should be

investigated as a systematic study and compared with the
other design approaches.
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Research should be initiated into three areas:

(1) The interaction of the tem

porary and permanent support
measures.

(2) The relatinnship between the stand-up time and
unsupported, as well as supported, rock spans.

(3) Systematic documentation of tunnel case histories for

comparison of rock conditions, support design, and
construction experience,
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Table 1

Comparison of Rock Mass Classifications Applied at the Overall Tunnel (Width 5,5 m)

Geomechanics Classification (Bieniawski, 19?}3]

NGI Classification: Q-System (Barton, 1974i<)

RSR Classification (Wickham, 19727)

Locality Class Support Class Support Class Support
1
Good rock Bolts 25 mm dia. at 2 m
H6 ?:;ﬁmg:ngarnck Occasional spot bolting. Q= 33,0 Spot bolting only RSR = 6B Cisnais/ st Etaei)
11 Locally, grouted bolts (20 mm dia.) Good rock Systematic grouted bolts (20 mm Bolts spaced 1,4 m, shot-
Hb Cood rock spaced 2-2,5 m, length 2,5 m plus Q= 12.5 dia.) spaced 1 m - 2 m; length RSR = 60 crete 35-L5 mm or medium
RMR = 67 mesh; shotcrete 50 mm thick if req. 2 2,8 m. ribs at 2 m
111 Systematic grouted bolts spaced 1,5- Bolts spaced 1,2 m and
H 2 Fair rock 2 m, length 3 m plus mesh and Fair rock Systematic grouted bolts spaced RSR = 57 50 mm shotcrete or ribs
RMR = 52 100 mm thick shotcrete. Q=28,5 1,5 m, length 2,8 m; and mesh 6H20 at 1,7 mm
Iv Systematic grouted bolts spaced 1- Poor: Fock Shoterete only: 25-T75 mm thick or Bolts spaced 1 m and 75 mm
H 3 Poor rock 1,5 m, length 3 m, mesh plus 100- Q= 1.5 bolts at 1 m, 20-30 mm shotcrete RSR = 52 shotcrete or ribs 6H20
RMR = 29 150 mm shotcrete (ribs at 1,5 m). ’ and mesh. at 1,2 m.
v Systematic grouted bolts spaced Extremely Shoterete only: 75-100 mm thick
HS5 Very poor rock 0,7-1 m, length 3,5 m, 150-200 mm poor rock or tensioned bolts at 1 m plus RSR = 2§ N/A®
RMR = 15 shotcrete and mesh plus medium Q = 0,09 50-T75 mm shotcrete and mesh.
steel ribs at 0,7 m. Closed invert.
o Austrian Tlassification 11
RQD Classification (Deere, 1969°) (Rabcewicz/Pacher, 197410) French Classification (Louis, 1974"")
Bolts 26 mm dia., 1,5 m long
Excellent I = 50-mm shotcrete or I m
H & RQD > 90 Occasional bolts only. Stable :E:;ed 1,5m in roef plus vire A long bolts at 3,1 m.
Good Bolts 25-mm dia., 2 m-3 m long spaced 11 Bolts 2-3 m long spaced 2-2,5 m, 100 mm shotcrete with mesh
H U RQD: T75-90 1,5-1,8 m and some mesh or 50-T5 Over- shotcrete 50-100 mm with mesh. B and 3 m bolts at 2,8 m.
shotcrete or light ribs. breaking 8
111 Perfo-bolts 26 mm dia., 3-Lk m long
Bolts 2 1 t 0,9-1 1 ’
H 2 Fair to good Eh n-BG-IEEng RO pann Fractured spaced 2 m plus 150 mm shotcrete c 150 ma shotcrete with mesh
RQD: 50-90 mesh or 50-100 mm shotcrete or and 3 m bolts at 2,5 m.
light/medium ribs at 1,5 m. to very plus wire mesh and steel arches
fractured TH16 spaced 1,5 m.
Perfo-bolts 4 m long, speced 1 m by
H3 Poor Bolts 2 m-3 long at 0,6-1,2 m with Iv 2 m plus 200 mm shotcrete plus 210 mm shotcrete with mesh
RQD: 25-50 mesh or 150 mm shotcrete with bolts Stressed mesh plus steel arches THZ21 D and 3 m bolts et 2 m and
’ at 1,5 m or medium to heavy ribs. rock spaced 1 m. Concrete lining steel ribs.
300 mm.
v Perfo-bolts U m long spaced 1 m plus 240 mm shotcrete with mesh
HS Very poor 150 mm shoterete all around plus Ver 250 mm shotcrete plus mesh and and i m bolts at 1,7 m;
RQD < 25 medium to heavy circular ribs at n{resued steel arches TH29 spaced 0,75 m. E steel ribs at 1,2 m.
0,6 m centres with lagging. roik Closed invert. Concrete lining Closed invert.

500 mm.

Not applicable.




Table 2
Rock Structure Rating - Parameter A

Rock Structure Rating
Parameter "A"
General Area Geology

Max, Value 30
Basic Rock Type Geological Structure
Hard Med. Soft Decomp.
Igneous 1 2 3 L Slightly Moderately Intensely
Metamorphic 1 5 3 I Massive Faulted TFaulted Faulted
or or or
Sedimentary 2 3 L L Folded Folded Folded
Type 1 30 22 15 9
Type 2 27 20 13 8
Type 3 2L 18 12 T
Type b 19 15 10 6
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Table 3
Rock Structure Rating - Parameter B
5 =
- |s Rock Structure Ratin
« 48 Parameter "R"
O a0 Joint Pattern
=% o 5 Direction of Drive
g =i Max. Value 45
<« ‘& . Strike | to Axis Strike || to Axis
& adl |2 Direction of Drive Direction of Drive
o 3 —r_":' —_— Both With Dip Against Dip Both
0 8 16 2¢ 32 a0 8 s Dip of Prominent Joints* Dip of Prominent Joints®
THICKNESS IN INCHES Flat DiEEing Vertical DiEEinE Vertical Flat DiEE:InE Vertical
1 Very closely jointed 9 11 13 10 12 9 4 7
2 Closely jointed 13 16 19 15 2 1 1k 14 11
3 Moderately Jointed 23 2k 28 19 22 23 23 19
4  Moderate to blocky 30 32 36 25 28 30 28 2L
5 Blocky to massive 36 38 Lo 33 35 36 3 28
6 Massive Lo L3 ks 3T Lo Lo 38 3k

* Dip: flat - O to 20 deg; dipping - 20 to 50 deg; and vertical - 50 to 90 deg.



Table U
Rock Structure Rating - Parameter C

Rock Structure Rating
Parameter '"C"
Ground Water

Joint Condition

Max. Value 25

Anticipated Sum of Parameters A + B
Water 13 - 4k 45 « 75
Inflow Joint Condition¥
(gpm/1000') Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor
None 22 18 12 25 22 18
Slight
(<200 gpm) 19 15 B 23 19 1L
Moderate
(200-1000 gpm) 15 11 T 21 16 12
Heavy
(>1000 gpm) 10 8 6 18 1k 10

®* Joint condition: Good = tight or cemented; Fair = slightly weathered
or altered; Poor = severely weathered, altered, or ocpen.



Table 5

Correlation of Rock Structure Rating to Rock Load and Tunnel Diameter

Tunnel
Diameter

(D)
10"
12!
14!
16*
18"
20"
22"
2L
26"
28!

30°

(Wr) Rock Load on Tunnel Arch (k/sq ft)

0:51 130 | 3.5 20 3,0 th.0 150" 18,0 & [0 'Sl | 6.0 10,0
Corresponding Values of Rock Structure Ratings (RSR)

62.5 k9.9 k0.2 3.7 21.6 13.8

65.0 53. Wh.T 37.5 26.6 18.7

66.9 56. 418.3 k1.4 30.8 22.9 16.8

68.3 59. 51.2  Wh:T 3h.k , 26.6 »20.4 ' 15.5

69.5 61. 53.7T Uu7.6 37.6 29.9 23.8 18.8

7T0.4  62. 55.7 L9.9 k0.2 32.7 26.6 21.6 1T7.kL

T1.3 | 63. 5T-5. 519 2.7 353 +89.3 . 2h.3 1200 A6.%

72.0  65. 59.0 53.7 uk.T 37.5 31.5 26.6 22.3 18.7

T2.6  66. 60.3 55.3 L6.7 39.6 33.8 28.8 24L.6 20.9 17.T

73.0  66. 1.5 566 4B.3 ) hi.h § 35.7° 30.8 [26.6 22,9, A8 16:86

73.4 67 62.4 57.8 L49.8 43.1 37.4 32.6 28.4 24.7 21.5 18.6




Table 6

GEOMECHANICS CLASSIFICATION OF JOINTED ROCK MASSES

A CLABSIFICATION PARAMETERS AND THEIR RATINGS

€. ROCK MASS CLASSES DETERMINED FROM TOTAL RATINGS

B —
PARAMETERN | AANGES OF VALUES .
or this iow range
Strength Point-load . 10 MPa 410 MPa 2 -4 MPa 12 MPa = uniaxial compres-
ot Hrength index niva leal 8 preferred
intact roack | Uniaxial .25 | 1. -
g COMBIabwe >250 MPs 100 - 250 MPa 50 - 100 MPa 25 - 50 MPa MPa . MP
matens! sirengin MPa (]
Aaling 15 12 T a 2 1 0 |
— i —
Dnil core quality ROD I 90 - 100 TE%W - 30% 50% - 75% 25% - 50'% o 5%
; Aanng Fyi 17 13 a 3
e
Spacing of gisconlinuilies »2m DE-2m 200 - 600 mm 60 -200 mm B0 mm
3
Aating 20 15 10 a 5
| oegs 7 ﬂ":‘ Dﬂﬁlmmnm suriaces | ,
Si rough surfaces. | Siightly rough surfaces gouge > Smm thick
Conaition of aiscontinuities - mﬂ,ﬂ Y ﬁum C A | ouroue < S mm thick oR
s e .““,”I wall rock | SIONTY weainered waim| Highly weathered walls |  Separation 1-5 mm Separaton > 5 mm
Continudus Continous
Aating X -] 20 10 0
— E—
Infiaw 0m <10 10-25 25-125 > 185
nrunnmn:nqqn Hone itren/min litras/min Hitrea/min
=Teeer JOR OR OR oR OR
o |nese i 0 00-0.1 0.10.2 0205 505
s wen_ Jom OR oA OR OR
General conditions Compietely dry Damp wel Cripging Fiowing
Rating 15 10 7 4 | 0
- —— e ——— = e
B. AATING ADJUSTMENT FOR JOINT QRIENTATIONS
—_— — —— = ——————— . — .. == P ——
Strike and dip Very Very
onentations of joinm tavoursbie Favouratie Fuir Untavourable UNISVOUraDIe
Tunnels 0 -2 -] -10 -12
Ratings Founagations 0 -2 -7 -18 .25 l
Siopes 0 -5 25 -50 80 I
e

o e e L —
Rating 100=— 81 80+ 81 80 =41 A 31 <X I
Clasa No i il n v L I
Descnphion Vary good rock Good rock Fuir rock Poor rock Very poor roch I
——

D, MEANING OF ROCK MABS CLASSES

|
Class No I i i v | v
Aversgs JWN0-uD lime 10 years 1or 15 m span & montna 1ar 8 mapan 1 weoek tor 5 m span i0hoursfor 2 Smspan | 30 minutes for 1 mspan
Coneson of the rock mass - 400 xPa 300 - 400 kPa 200 - 200 kPa 100 - 200 kPa 100 kPa

Friction angie of Ihe rock mass

5% . ag*

25 - 35

15% - 25%




Table 7

Effect of Joint Strike and Dip Orientations of Discontinuities on Tunneling

Strike Perpendicular to Tunnel Axis Strike Parallel
Drive with Dip Drive against Dip to Tunnel Axis
Dip 45-90" Dip 20”-45" Dip 45“-90" Dip 20Y-45"% Dip 45Y-90" Dip 20%-45"
Very Favorable Fair Unfavorable Very Fair

favorable unfavorable

Dip
0°-20°
Irrespective
of Strike

Fair




Table 8
Geomechanics Classification Guide for Excavation and Support of Rock Tunnels
(Tunnel Widths: 20-L0 ft, Construction: Drilling and Bluﬂtingl

Support
Rock Mass Rockbolts* (Length: 1/3 to
Class Excavation 1/2 Tunnel Width) Shotcrete Steel Sets
Very good rock Full face. Generally no support required except
X 20$L = acunuce for occasional spot boltin
BMR: 81-100 i = g
Good rock Full face. Locally bolts in roof 2 in. in roof wvhere None
I1 3-5 ft advance 10 ft long, spaced 8 ft required.
RMR: 61-80 Complete support 60 ft from face. with occasional wire mesh.
Fair rock Top heading and bench Systematic bolts 12 ft long, 2 to 4 in. in roof None
111 5-10 ft advance in top heading. spaced 5-6 ft in roof and and 1 in. on walls.

RMR: L1-60 Commence support after each blast. walls with wire mesh in
Complete support 20 ft from face. Crown.

Poor rock Top heading and bench Systematic bolts 12-15 ft 4 to 6 in. in roof Light to medium ribs
v 3-5 ft advance in top heading. long, spaced 3-5 ft in roof and b in. on walls. spaced 5 ft where
RMR: 21-L40 Install support concurrently with and walls with wire mesh. required.
excavation.
Very poor rock Multiple drifts. Systematic bolts 15-20 ft 6 to B in. in roof, Medium to heavy ribs
v 1.5-3 ft advance in top heading. long, spaced 3-5 ft in 6 in. on walls and spaced 2 ft 6 in.
RMR: <20 Install support concurrently with roof and walls with wire 2 in. on face. with steel lagging
excavation. Shotcrete as soon as mesh. Bolt invert. and forepoling if
possible after blasting. required. Close
invert.

* Length of bolts specified here is applicable to tunnels 30 ft wide.



Table 9

Classification of Intact Rock Strengtha7

Uniaxial Compressive

_1Strength
Description 1bf/in MPa Examples of Rock Types
Very low strength 150-3500 1-25 Chalk, rocksalt.
Low strength 3500-7500 25-50 Coal, siltstone, schist,
Medium strength 7500~15000 50-100 Sandstone, slate, shale,
High strength 15000-30000 100-200 Marble, granite, gneiss,.
Very high strength >30000 »200 Quartzite, dolerite,
gabbro, basalt,
Table 10

Classification for Discontinuity Spacing

3

_Description

Very wide

Wide

Moderately close
Close

Very close

Spacing of
Discontinuities
>2 m >6 ft
0.6 to 2 m 2 ft to 6 ft

200 to 600 mm
60 to 200 mm

<60 mm

8 in. to 2 ft

2 in. to 8 in,

<2 in.

Rock Mass

—Crading

Solid
Massive
Blocky/seamy
Fractured

Crushed and
shattered




1
Q-System: Description and Ratings - RQD, Jn, and J_

Table 11

2

Very poOrecssscsssscsssss
POOr:cvscccsssssssnannsns
Fall.cscsscscasansssssssnn
GO0Q: ivsvaisnsnsianneuins

Excellent..cepcascnssosns

Massive, no or few joints
One Joint
One Joint
Twvo Jjoint

Two Joint sets plus
r“dm-iit-iilliiliiill'll

Three Joint setB....ovees

Three jJoint sets plus
r“dmfiﬁl#..-illiliiiiii

.“illlllii'l‘"ﬂ
set plus random

.et'i"li‘l'""-"

Four or more joint sets,
random, heavily Jointed,
"sugar cube", ete........

Crushed rock, earthlike..

(a) Rock wall contact and
(b) Rock wall contact
before 10 ems shear

Discontinuous Jjoints.....

Rough or irregular,
mdulatingliilililliiliil

Smooth, undulating.......
Slickensided, undulating

Rough or irregular,
plmr '''''' L B R

Smooth, PlANAY . cccscansies
Slickensided, planar.....

(e) No rock wall contact
when sheared

Zone containing clay
minerals thick enough to
prevent rock wall contact

Sandy, gravelly or
crushed zone thick enough
to prevent rock wall
:mt‘ctitinltlitililtitii

Rock

ity Designation (R

0-25
25=50
50-T5
75-90
90-100

Joint Set Number (J“]

u- 5""1.0
2

3
L

b &,
20

Joint Roughness Number {Jr]

1.5
1.0
0.5

1.0 (nominal)

1.0 (nominal)

Note:

(i) Where RQD is reported or

(11)

Note:

(1)

(11)

Rote:

(1)

Note:
(11)

(144)

measured as < 10 (including
0) a nominal wvalue of 10 is
used to evaluate Q in

Eq. (1).

RQD intervals of 5, i.e,
100, 95, 90 etc. are
sufficiently accurate.

For intersections use
(3.0 = Jn}

For portals use
(2.0 x J_)

Add 1.0 if the mean spacing
of the relevant Joint set
is greater than 3 m.

J.. = 0.5 can be used for
pinnnr slickensided Jjoints
having lineation, provided
the lineations are
favorably orientated.

Descriptions B to G refer
to small scale features
and intermediate scale
features, in that order.




QG-Syste=m: Description and Ratings - J.l2

Table 12

-

Joint Alteration Nu=her
"'_'-————_.____'__.___

(a) Rock wall contact

Tightly healed, hard, nonsoftening,

impermeable filling i.e. guart:z or
lﬂm‘--.--a-+co-------.-.-.....-......

Unaltered Joint walls, surface
lulﬂiﬂ' ml’-llitilqiiilii ------ -8

Slightly altered joint walls. Non-
softening mineral coatings, sandy

particles, clay-free disintegrated
r“l “ct--l!!iilliiiiill.llt.i!lii

S1lty-, or sandy-clay coatings,
small clay-fraction (non-softening)

Softening or low frictien clay
mineral coatings, i.e. kaclinite,
mica. Also chlorite, talc, gypsum
and graphite etc., and small
quantities of swelling clays.
(Discontinuous coatings, 1-2 mm or
less in thickness).....vvvevvennnns

(b) Rock wall contact before 10 cms
shear

Sandy particles, clay-free
disintegrated rock etC.......0000nn

Strongly over-consclidated, non-
scftening clay mineral fillings
(Continuous, <5 mm in thicknes)....

Medium or low over-consclidation,
softening, clay mineral fillings.
(continuous, <5 mm in thickness)...

Svelling clay fillings, i{.e.
montmcrillonite (Continuous,

€5 mm in thicknes). Value of o
depends on percknt of svelling
clay-size particles, and access

O WRUEEY B8 c.avrnscssrsbnonsansss

(¢) No rock wall contact wvhen
sheared

Zones or bands of disintegrated or
crushed rock and clay (see G., H.,
J. for description of clay

Eﬂﬂditluﬂ}--....--.ruun---;t..t----l

Zones or bands of silty- or sandy
clay, small clay fraction
(nonsoftening).....ovvurennrenennes

Thick, continuous zones or bands of
clay (see G., H., J. for
description of clay conditien).....

Note:

(£) Values of (¢), are intended as an spproximate

gulde to the mineralogical properties of the

alteration products, if present.

IJ‘}

0.75

1.0

2.0

3.0

k.o

L.0
€.0

8.0

8.0-12.0

é.0, 8.0
or

8.0-12.0

5.0

10.0, 13.0
or
13.0-20.0

‘. (approx. )

(=)

(25%-35°)

(25%°-30°)

(20°.25%)

(8°-16°)

(25°-30°)
(16°.24°)

(12°-16°)

(6°-12°)

(6°-24°)

(6%-2L°)



Q-Syatem:

Table 13

Description and Ratings - BRF and J_

12

A,

E.

F.

G.

L.

al-

P.
H'

il

¢i

Streas Reduction Factor

(a) Weakness tones intersecting excavation,
vhich may cause loosening of rock mass when
tunnel {8 excavated.

Multiple cccurrences of veakness zones contain-
ing clay or chemically disintegrated rock, very
loose surrounding rock (any depth).....

Elm' wveakness Tones Em“tﬁl“ clay, or
chemically disintegrated rock (depth of excava-
tion ﬂﬁ -I--i-----tr1'¢-¢¢lt-ttoit-tllrif-if-fr

Single, wveakness zones containing clay, or
chemically disintegrated rock (depth of excava-
A P50 WM)aiavanmnvannbnnnis

Multiple shear zones in competent rock (clay
free), loose surrounding rock (any depth)......

Single shear zones in competent rock (clay
free) (depth of excavation <50 m)i.vuiaesovuans

Single shear zones in competent rock (clay
free) (depth of excavation >50 m)ececvevrananns

Loose open joints, heavily Jointed or “sugar
cube” ete. (any depth)....ccicciccarsvinsionene

{t) Competent rock, rock stress problems.

LIS B O

R ER R R R EE e

un!ul ﬂtfnl
Lov stress, near surface., 3200 *13
Medium Stress....coccennes 200-10 13-0.66
Eigh stress, very tight
structure (Usually favor-
able to stability, may
be unfavorable to wall
.miu“}""i‘ii.-lfllll lu-s' n‘“-n-aa
Mild rock burst (massive
ml]--l-i lllllllll e HIS ni]’}-’nllﬁ
Heavy rock burst (massive
mkII'IIIIIIIIIi!I!!"FfI' tEIE ‘ullﬁ

{¢) Squeezing rock; plastic flow of incompetent
rock under the influence of high rock
pressures.

Mild squeering rock presasure....... P P —
Heavy squeeting Tock PreffUre...cccvsssssssssss

{d) Swelling rock; chemical swelling activity
depending on pressnce of vater

Mild swelling rock pressure....... P R
Heavy swelling rock Pressure.....creerscnssssss

{8RF)

10.0

5-5

2.5
7.5
5.0
2.5

5.0

2.5
1.0

0.5-2.0
5=10

10-20

5=10
10-20

5-10
10-15

Note :

(1) Reduce these walues

(1)

(411)

Joint Water Reduction Factor

Dry excavations or minor inflow, i.e. 5 1/min.
1“‘“—1’.."'ii'l“!‘lﬁ'li'l‘l‘i*“l“¥‘iiivlliii

Medium inflov or pressure occasional outwash
ol Jumt flllih.ﬂ!..“.uu.. ------ B ERE R s a e

Large inflov or high pressure in competent rock
with uafilled Jolnte. ... i ciciiasvaisaisiasaas

Large inflov or high pressure, conalderable
outvmsh of Joint TIllingl...civavnasnnisaiisnns

Exceptionally high inflow or water pressure at
hhltiﬂ‘. ‘H‘ri—“ 'ith ti-“llil-i'lillliillll!i

Exceptionally high inflov or wvater preasure
continuing without noticeable decay....cvoueve .

(2,)
1.0
0.66
0.5
0.33

0.2-0.1

0.1-0.0%

Approx. water
pressure

(kg/cm®)

Note:
(1)

<]

1.0-2.5

2.5=-10.0

2.5-10.0

>10.0

>10.0

(i1}

of SEF by 25-508 if
the relevant shear
tones anly influence
but do not intersect
the excavation.

For strongly anisc-
tropic stress field
{if measured): when
520 /o, £10, re-
duce = and o0+ to
0.8 oo and 0.8 o¢;
when dl.ﬂ'u’ * 10, re-
duce o and o¢ to
0.6 o, and 0.6 oy
vhere: o, * uncon-
fined compression
strength, o, *
tensile strength
(point load), o, and
Oy = major and nor
principal stresses.

Few case records
avallable vhere depth
of crown belov surface
is less than span
wvidth. Suggest SAF
increase from 2.5 to 5
for such cases (zee H).

Factors C to F are
crude estimates. In-
crease J, if drainage
measures are installed.

Special problems caused
by fce formation are
not considered.




Table 1k

"Very Good," and "Good" Quality (Q Pange: 1000-10)>2
F
Conditional
Bupport RQD/J __Il;tﬁsn SPAN/ kg/en? SPANR/ Type of Fote
Category 8 n ok ESE (m) [ X. ESH (m) Support (Table 18)
1. 1000-L00 i o - <0.01 20-ko sb {utg) -
2: 1000-L00 -- - -- <0.01 30-60 sb (utg) -=
3' 1000-L00 - - - <0.01 ké-B0 st (utg) -
4 1000-L00 - - - <0.01 65-100 sb (utg) --
5 L00=100 - = - 0.05 12-30 sb (utg) --
(1 L00-100 - - - 0.05 19-L5 sb (utg) -
T LDO-100 - - - 0.05 0-65 sb (utg) --
ae Loo-100 -- - - 0.05 LB-88 st (utg) =5
9 100-Lo 220 -- - 0.25 B.5-19 sb (utg) =
<20 - - E (utg) 2,5-3 m -
10 100-k0 230 - - 0.25 1k-30 B (utg) 2-1 m -
<30 i - B (utg) 1.5-2 m —
*clm
11* 100-L0 230 - - 0.25 23-LB B (tg) -3 m --
<30 - — B {ts} 1.5-2 m e
+clm
108 100-L0 230 - - 0.25 Lo-T2 Bltg) 2-3m -
<30 = - B (tg) 1.5-2 m s
+clm
13 L0-10 210 21.5 -- 0.5 5-1k sb (utg) I
210 <1.5 -- B (utg) 1:5-2 = 1
<10 2.5 = B (utg) 1.5-2 =m 1
<10 <l.5 - B (utg) 1.5-2 m 1
+5 2-3 cm
14 k0-10 210 —-— 215 0.5 9-23 B (tg) 1.5-2 » I, I
*clm
<10 < 315 B (tg) 1.5-2 m I, 11
+£ (mr) 5-10 cm
o ns <15 B (utg) 1.5-2 = 1, 111
+clm
15 LD-10 »10 s — 0.5 15-k0 B (tg) 1.5-2 m I, II, v
+clm
<0 - - B (tg) 1.5-2 = 1, 11, IV
+5 (mr) 5-10 em
16 LD-10 315 5= - 0.5 30-65 B (tg) 1.5-2 m I, V, VI
See +clm
note XII :}5 — -— B l:tg]' 1.5-2 m II \*, VI

+S (mr) 10-15 cm

Authors' estimates of support. Insufficient case records available for relisble estimation of support requirements. The type of support
to be used in categories 1 to 8 will depend on the blasting technique. Smooth wall blasting and thorough barring-dovn may Fe.nwe the need
for mupport. Rough-wall blasting may result in the need for single applications of shotcrete, especially vhere the excavation height is
*25 m, Future case records should differentiaste categories 1 to 8. Key to Support Tebles 1L-17: &b = spot bolting; B = systematic bolt-
ing, (utg) = untensioned, grouted; (tg) = tensicned, (expanding shell type for competent rock masses, grouted post-tensioned in very poor
quality rock masses; see note XI); 5 = shotcrete; (mr) = mesh reinforced; cle = chain link mesh; CCA = cast concrete arch; (sr) steel
reinforeced. Bolt spacings are given in metres (m). Shotcrete, or cast concrete arch thickness is given in centimetres [em),




Table 15

Q-System: Support Measures for Rock Masses of "Fair" and "Poor" Quality
(§ Range: 11‘.?!—1}11:l
_ P
Support C;ndislcn“l Fa;tﬁ;s SPAN/ Kg/cn® SPAN/ Type of Note
Category o] QD n ra ESR (approx. ) ESR (m) Support (Table 18)
17 10-4 >30 — - 1.0 3.5=9 sb (utg) I
210, <30 - -- B (utg) 1-1.5 m I
<10 -- 26 m B (utg) 1-1.5 m I
+5 2-3 cm
<10 s <6 m S 2-3 cm I
18 10-L >5 —_ >10 m 1.0 7-15 B (tg) 1-1.5 m Tx ELT
+clm
>5 e <10 m B (utg) 1-1.5 m I
+clm
<5 e >10 m B () 1-1.5m I, IIT
+5 2-3 em
<5 = <10 m B (utg) 1-1.5 m I
+5 2-3 em
19 10-L - - >20 m 1.0 12-29 B (tg) 1-2 m I, IT, IV
+5 (mr) 10-15 cm
- — <20 m B (tg) 1-1.5 m T 13
48 (mr) 5-10 em
20% 10-L - - >35 m 1.0 2h-52 B (tg) 1-2 m Yo Nk
See +S (mr) 20-25 cm
note XII - - <35 m B (tg) 1-2 m s i 2
+5 (mr) 10-20 cm
21 b-1 212.5 <0.75 - 1.5 2.1-6.5 B (utg) 1 m I
+5 2-3 cm
<12.5 <0.75 - S 2.5-5 cm I
- >0.75 e B (utg) 1 m I
22 k-1 >10, <30 >1.0 - 1.5 k.5-11.5 B (utg) 1 m + clm I
<10 >1.0 — S 2.5=T7.5 cm I
<30 <1.0 - B (utg) 1 m 1
+S (mr) 2.5-5 ¢m
230 -- - B (utg) 1 m I
23 k-1 o i >15 m 1.5 B-2L B (tg) 1-1.5 m I, IX, IV,
+5 (mr) 10-15 cm VII
— i <15 m B {utg} 1=1.5 m I
+S (mr) 5-10 m
2l* 4-1 - -- >30 m 1.5 18-46 B (tg) 1-1.5m T Wy VI
See +5 (mr) 15-30 cm
note XII —— i <30 m B (tg) 1-1.5m 3 R, o AP

+S (mr) 10-15 cm

" Authore

estimates

of support.

Insufficient case records available fcr relisble estimation of support requirements.



Table 16
Q-System: Support Measures for Rock Masses of "Very Poor" Quality (Q Range : l.ﬂ—ﬂ.l}lg

Conditional P
Support Factors SPAN/ kg/cme SPAN/ Type of Note
Category Q RQD/J- Jp/ds ESE (m) (approx.) ESR (m) Support (Table 18)
25 1.0-0.L >10 >0.5 - 2.25 1.5=L.2 B (utg) 1 m + mr or clm 1
<10 >0.5 - B (utg) 1m+ S (mr) 5 em 1
- <0.5 - B(tg) lm+5S (mr) Sem 1T
26 1.0-0.k - - - 2.25 3.2=7.5 B (tg) 1m VIII, X.. XI
45 (mr) S5-7.5 em
- -— - B (utg) 1m+ S5 2.55em I, IX
27 1.0-0.k4 - - 212 m 2.25 6-18 B (tg) 1m I, IX
+5 (mr) 7.5-10 em
e o <12 m B (utg) 1 m i
+5 (mr) 5-7.5 cm
R - >12 m CCA 20-L0 cm YIIY, X, XT
+B (tg) 1 m
- - <12 m § (mr) 10-20 cm VIXi, X, XI
+B (tg) 1 m
28" 1.0-0.4 -— - 230 m 2.25 15-36 B(tg) 1m T A
See +S (mr) 30-L0 ecm
note XII - -- 220, <30 B(tg) 1 m I, II; IV, IX
45 (mr) 20-30 cm
- -_— <20 m B(tg) 1m 3 XL, IX
+S (mr) 15-20 cm
- - _— CCA (sr) 30-100 em IV, VIII, X, XI
+B (tg) 1 m
29% 0.4=-0.1 »5 >0.25 -_— 3.0 1.0-3.1 B(utg) 1m+5 2-3 cm -
<5 >0.25 - Butg) 1m+ 5 (mr) 5 em -
e <0.25 = Btg) lm+5S (mr) 5 em -
30 0.4-0.1 25 -- - 3.0 2.2-6 B(tg) 1m+ 5 2.55¢m IX
<5 — =5 S (mr) 5-7.5 cm IX
e e == B(tg) 1m YI1T, X, XX
+S (mr) 5-7.5 cm
3 0.k-0.1 >l - - 3.0 L-14.5 B (tg) 1 m IX
+5 (mr) 5-12.5 cm
g, 21.5 — e S (mr) 7.5-25 em IX
<1.5 s - CCA 20-40 cm IX, XI
+B (tg) 1 m
- s s e CCA (sr) 30-50 cm VIII, X, XI
+B (tg) 1 m
32 0.4=0.1 - - 220 m 3.0 11-3L B (tg) 1 m Ty IV, IXs X1
See +5 (mr) LO-60 cm
note XII - - <20 m B (tg) 1m ITL IV, IX: XL
+S (mr) 20-LO em

CCA (sr) L0O-120 em

+B (tg) 1m

IV, VI1I, X, X1

® Authors' estimates of support.

Insufficient case records available for reliable estimation of support requirements.




Table 17
Q-System: Support Measures for Rock Masses of "Extremely Poor" and
"Exceptionally Poor" Quality (Q Range: D.an.UGl)lE

Conditional P
Support Factors SPAN/ Kg/cme SPAN/ Type of Note
Category Q RQD/Jn  Jr/Ja ESR (m) approx. ESR (m) Support (Table 18)
33* 0.1-0.01 >2 - - 6 1.0-3.9 B (tg) 1m IX
+S (mr) 2.5-5 em
<2 e s S (mr) 5-10 cm IX
. o el 8 (mr) 7.5-15 em VIII, X
3k 0.1-0.01 2p 20.25 - 6 2.0-11 B (tg) 1 m IX
+S (mr) 5-7.5 cm
<2 >0.25 - 5 (mr) 7.5-15 cm IX
e <0.25 — § (mr) 15-25 cm IX
o — = CcCA (sr) 20-60 cm Iz, X, &1
+B (tg) 1 m
35 0.1-0.01 - .- 215 6 6.5-28 B (tg) 1 m X, I, XI
+5 (mr) 30-100 em
See e <3S 215 CCA (sr) 60-200 cm VIII, X, XI, II
note XII +B (tg) 1 m
5 e <15 B(tg) 1m IX, XI, III
+8 (mr) 20-TS em
e — <15 CCA (sr) 4O-150 em VIII, X, XI, III
+B (tg) 1 m
(ki 0.01-0.001 - - - 12 1.0-2.0 8 (mr) 10-20 cm IX
e s == S (mr) 10-20 cm VIEL, X, X3
+B (tg) 0.5-1.0 m
37 0.01-0.001 - - -- 12 1.0-6.5 S (mr) 20-60 cm IX
e e e S (mr) 20-60 em VIII, X, X1
+B (tg) 0.5-1.0m
38 0.01-0.001 -- - 210 12 k.0-20 CCA (sr) 100-300 cm  IX
See L all | >10 CCA (sr) 100-300 cm VIXII. X. I, X1
note XIII +B (tg) 1 m
— s <10 S (mr) 70-200 em X
= v <10 S (mr) 70-200 cm VIET, (X, XXX, XX

+B (tg) 1 m

* Authors' estimates of support.

requirements.

Insufficient case records available for confident prediction of support



Table 18
Q-System: Eupplementnrx_ﬂates for Support 'I‘ahlesl2

11,
I1I.
IV.

V.
VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.
X.

XI.

XI1,

XIII.

For cases of heavy rock bursting or "pepping," tensioned bolts with
enlarged bearing plates often used, with spacing of about 1 m (occa-

sionally down to 0.8 m). Final support when "popping" activity ceases.
Several bolt lengths often used in same excavation, i.e. 3, 5 and T m.
Several bolt lengths often used in same excavation, i.e. 2, 3 and L m,

Tensioned cable anchors often used to supplement bolt support
ressures,
Typical spacing 2-4 m. = g

Several bolt lengths often used in some excavations, i.e. 6, B and 10 m.

Tensioned cable anchors often used to supplement bolt support pressures.
Typical spacing L-6 m.

Several of the older generation power stations in this category employ
systematic or spot bolting with areas of chain link mesh, and a free
span concrete arch roof (25-L0 cm) as permanent support.

Cases involving swelling, for instance montmorillonite clay (with access
of water). Room for expansion behind the support is used in cases of
heavy swelling. Drainage measures are used where possible.

Cases not involving swelling clay or squeezing rock.

Cases involving squeezing rock. Heavy rigid support is generally used
as permanent support.

According to the authors' experience, in cases of swelling or squeezing,
the temporary support required before concrete (or shotcrete) arches
are formed may consist of bolting (tensioned shell-expansion type) if
the value of RQD/J, is sufficiently high (i.e. >1.5), possibly combined
with shotcrete. If the rock mass is very heavily jointed or crushed
(i.e. RQD/J, < 1.5, for example a "sugar cube" shear zone in quartzite),
then the temporary support may consist of up to several applications of
shotcrete. Systematic bolting (tensioned) may be added after casting
the concrete (or shotcrete) arch to reduce the uneven loading on the
concrete, but it may not be effective when RQD/Jp < 1.5, or when a lot
of clay is present, unless the bolts are grouted before tensioning.

A sufficient length of anchored bolt might also be obtained using quick
setting resin anchors in these extremely poor quality rock-masses.
Serious occurrences of swelling and/or squeezing rock may require that
the concrete arches are taken right up to the face, possibly using a
shield as temporary shuttering. Temporary support of the working face
may also be required in these cases.

For reasons of safety the multiple drift method will often be needed
during excavation and supporting of roof arch. Categories 16, 20, 2k,
28, 32, 35 (SPAN/ESR > 15 m only).

Multiple drift method usually needed during excavation and support of
arch, walls and floor in cases of heavy squeezing. Category 38
(SPAN/ESR > 10 m only).



Table 19

Park River Tunnel: Design Rock Loads and Support Based on Terzeghi's Method

Length Drill and Blast Construction Machine Boring Water
of zone Rock Load Temporary Permanent Rock Load Temporary FPermanent Inflow
Rock Condition ft tsf Support Lining taf - Support_ Lining _gpm
Best average quality 8,000 1.1 11-fr bolets at Reinforced con- 0.5 10-ft bolts Reinforced 1
massive, moderately 4-1/2-fc, crete 14 in, occasionally precast
jointed shotcrete thick plus at 6-ft, shot- line 9 in.
RQD » 80 1 in. thick B=in. overbreak crete 2 in. thick
if needed grouted
Worst average BOO 2.2 11-ft bolts at Reinforced con- 1.4 10-ft bolrs at As above 4
quality: very 2-ft, shot- crete 15 in, 3- to 5-ft,
blocky, seamy crete 2 in, thick plus shotcrete
RQD = 40O thick B-in. overbreak 2 in. if
needed
Fault zones: com- 300 h.8 W8 steel beams Reinforced con- 3.5 10-ft bolts at As above 50
pletely crushed at 2- to crete 22 in. 3 ft, shot-
RQD = 30 4-fr, shot- thick plus crete 3 in.
crete 3-in. 8-In. overbreak thick

thick




Table 20
Rock Mass Classifications for the Park River Tunnel
in Accordance with the RSR Concept

Parameters and Best Average Conditions Worst Average Conditions Fault Zones
Regions Region 1 Region 2 Sta 23+00 to 31+00 Region 3
Parameter A: 18 . 30 7 7 (6)
(Table 2) Rock type 3 Rock type 2 Type 3 (shale) intensely
(shale) (basalt) faulted (very seamy)
slightly massive
faulted
Parameter B Set Set Set Set Set 13 10
(Table 3) X 2 3 1 2
36 34 38 38 43
Parameter C 22 22 6 6
(Table L)
RER = A+ B +C 76 T4 78 90 95 26 23
Rock load for <0.5 Off scale ~T.0 ~T.0
26~-ft tunnel, ksf
Rib type and None None 8wko at 2 't 8wko at 2 ft
spacing 10WL9 at 3 ft

Note: For input data see Appendix C.



Table 21

cordance

ar ve

Parameter

—and Region

Intact rock
strength

RQD

Discontinuity
spacing

Discontinuity
condition

Croundwater

In situ
rating

Discontinuity
orientation

RMR

Maximum span
and stand-
up time

Support

Best Average Conditions

Region 1 Region 2
v 7
20 20
20 20
20 22
8 10
75 79
-5 -3

Good rock Good rock

70 74
55 ft at 2-1/2 26 ft at 6
months or months
26 ft at
4 months

Locally bolts in roof 10 ft
long at 8 ft plus occas-

sional mesh, shotcrete
2 in. thick

Worst Average Conditions  Fault Zones

Sta 23400 to 31400 Region 3

7

13

10

10

7

47

-10

Poor rock
37

18 ft at 12 hr

Systematic bolts
12 ft long at
5 ft, shotcrete
5 in. thick with
wire mesh

7

26

-10

Very poor rock
16

5 ft at 1/2 hr

Ribs at 2-1/2 ft
bolts 15 ft
long at 3 ft,
shotcrete
8 in. thick
with wire mesh

Note: For input data sheets, see Appendix C.



Table 22
Rock Mass Classifications for the Park River Tunnel

in Accordance with the Q-System

Best Average Conditions Worst Average Conditions

Parameter Region 1 Region 2 Sta 23+00 to 31+00 Fault Zones: Region 3
RQD 80 90 4o (17) 28 (35)
J_ 6 12 9 15 (3)
Jr div3 15 1+5 1.5
Jo 1.0 1.0 2.0 4.0
Jw 1.0 LB 0.66 %5
SRF 1.0 3.0 1.0 2e9
Q Good rock Good rock Poor rock Very poor
19.99 11.25 2.19 0.139
Rock load in roof 0.5 tsf 0.59 tsf 1.02 tsf (1.85) 2.70 tsf
Category 13 Category 22 Category 31
Permanent support Untensioned spot bolts Untensioned 9-ft bolts, Reinforced concrete 8-16 in.
Q9 ft long, spaced 5 to spaced 3 ft plus shot- thick plus tensioned 9-ft
6 ft. No shotcrete crete 1-2 in. thick bolts at 3 ft
Category 13
Temporary support None O-ft bolts at 6 ft Shoterete 6-10 in. thick

with steel mesh

Note: For input data see Appendix C.



Comparison of Su

Table 23

rt Recommendations For the Park River Tunnel

Rock Conditions

Support System

Best average conditions
Repions 1 and 2

Worst average conditions:
Sta 2300 to 31400

Fault zones: Region 3

Ceomechanics
Terzaghi's Method RSR_Concept Classification Q-System
Rock load: 1.1 tsf RSE = Tb RMR = 72 Rock load: 0.5 tsf

Reinforced concrete
14 in. thick plus
B-in. overbreak

Temporary: 11-ft
bolts at &-1/2 ft,
shotcrete 1 in.
thick

RBock load: 2.2 esf
Reinforced concrete
15 in. thick plus
B-in. overbreak
Temporary: 11-ft
boles at 2 fr,
shoterete 2 In.
thick

Ruck Load: 4.8 taf
Heinforced concrete
22 in. thick plus
B-in. overbreak
Temporary: steel
ribs: WE ring
beams at 2-4 fc,
shotcrete 3 in.

Permanent: NJ/A
Temporary: None

RSR = 25
Permanent: N/A
Temporary: BW4OD

steel ribs at
2 Fc

RSR = 13
Permanent: MN/A
Temporary: 8WA0

steel ribs at
2 fr

Locally, rockbolts in
roof 10 ft long at
8-ft spacing plus
occasional mesh
and shotcrete
2 in. thick

RMR = 37
Systematic bolrs
12 fr long at 5 ft
spacing with wire
mesh plus shot-
crete 5 in. thick

AMR = 16
Steel ribs at 2-
1/2 Ee, 15 1t
bolts at 3 ft wicth
wire mesh plus
shotcrete B in.
thick

Untensioned spot bolts
9 ft long spaced 5~
6 fr. No shotcrete
or mesh
qQ = 20

Rock Load: 1.1 tsf
lintensioned systematic
9-ft long bolts at
3-ft spacing plus
shotcrete 1-2 in.

thick.
Primary: spot bolts
= 2.2

Rock Load: 2.7 tsf

Reinforced concrete
B-16 in. thick plus
tensioned 9 ftr bolts
at 3 fr.

Primary: shotcrete
6~10 in. with mesh
Q = 0.14




APPENDIX A: TERZAGHI'S
ROCK LOAD TABLES



Terzaghi's Rock Load Classification for Steel Arch-Su

Table Al

2

(Rock Load Hp

pported Tunnels

in Feet of Rock on Roof of Buppert in Tunnel With

Width B (feet) and Height Ht (feet) at & Depth of More

Than 1.5(B + Ht}}.

Rock Condition Rock Load HP in Feet =
1. Hard snd intact. Zero Light lining required only if spalling
or popping oceurs.
2. Hard stratified or 0 to 0.5B
schistoge *® Light support, mainly for protection
3. Massive, moderate 0 to 0.25B fgainst spalls. losd may change
Jointed. = ; erratically from point to point.
L. Moderately blocky and 0.25B to 0.35(B + H_ ) Ne side pressure,
seamy . E
5. Very blocky and seamy. (0.35 to 1.10) (B + Ht} Little or no side pressure.
6. Completely crushed 1.10(B + H ) Considerable side
" pressure. GSoftening
but chemically intact. effects of seepage towards bottom of
tunnel requires either continucus
support for lower ends of ribs or
eircular ribs.
g E:::::::Eﬁ::::: 31048 240} (3¢ Ht] Heavy side pressure, invert struts
required. Circular ribs are
B. Squeezing rock, (2,10 to L.50) (B + Ht] recommended .
great depth.
9. Swelling rock. Up to 250 feet, irres- Circular ribs are required. In

pective of the value of
(B + Ht}

extreme cases use yielding support.

* The roof of the tunnel is assumed to be located below the water table.

If it is located

permanently above the water table, the values given for types L to 6 can be reduced by

fifty percent,

Some of the most common rock formations contain layers of shale,

real shales are no worse than other stratified rocks.
epplied to firmly compacted clay sediments which have not yet acquired the properties of rock.
Buch so-called shale may behave in a tunnel like squeezing or even swelling rock.

In an unweathered gtate,

However, the term shale is often

IT & rock formation consists of & segquence of horizontal layers of sandstone or limestone and
of immature shale, the excavation of the tunnel is commonly associated with a gradual com-
pression of the rock on both sides of the tunnel, involving a downward movement of the roof.
Furthermore, the relatively low resistance against slippage at the boundaries between the so-
called shale and the rock is likely to reduce very considerably the capacity of the rock

located above the roof to bridge.

heavy as in very blocky and seamy rock.

A3

Hence, in such formations, the roof pressure may be as



Fracture

|

Table A2
Rock lLoads and Cllunificatiunh

Spacing (cm)

E E Rock Load, Hp
ﬁ' § Initial Final Remarks
nd 1. Hard and Intact 0 0 E g Lining only is spalling
@ or popping
2 el 2. Hard B w
Strati- 0 0.258 | ™ &% Spalling common
fied or 5 EJ
95 Schistose PG 4&;
| 1' o g
Q0 0 0.5B =.§ 8 Side Pressure if strata
3. Massive, moderately 2™ o inclined, some spalling
_Jointed qda”
Moderately blocky 0 0.25B T ﬁ
¢ and seamy to ‘E E;Ei
6% 15 0.35C
9. Very blocky, 0 0.35C Little or no side
" 50 seamy and to to pressure
shattered 0.6C [ 2
- 6. Completely Considerable side
0 crushed 1.1C pressure., If seepage,
" 10 continuous support.
-
£
7. Gravel and sand 0.5LC 0.62C
to to Dense
" 1.2C 1.38C
— Side pressure
0.9kc | 1.08C Py = 0.3y (0.5Hy + Hp)
to to
1.2C 1.38C Loose
B. Squeezing, 1:10 Heavy side pressure.
ol moderate depth to Continuous support
55 2.1C required.
% s 9. Squeezing, 2.1C
g*ﬁ great depth htn
. 2C
10. Swelling up to Use circular support. 1In
250" extreme cases: Yyielding
support.

Notes: 1) For rock classes L, 5, 6, T, when above.ground water level, reduce
loads by 50%.
2) For sands (7), Hppin is for small movements (-0.01C to 0.02C) Hpmax
for large width movements (-0.15C).
3) B is tunnel width, C = B + Hy = width + height of tunnel (in feet).
For circular tunnel, C = 2b = 2H¢.
L) ¥y = density of medium, lbs/ft3.

A4




Recommerndn

Table A}

for 1s in b (20~ to LO-1y
ter )| Based
Alte 3
ﬁ,p_ _Tunneling Method —Steel Sers”) Rockboits terete
>
RYD > 90 A. Boring Machine Fone to ccc. 1ight Nane %o None
sst. Fock load oceasionel < g
(0.0-0.2)8. ::;::nt ton
B: Conventional None to ccc. 1ight Nane to
set. Bock load anal vl
sccasi iocel Applice-

goop !

75 < BQD < 90

FAIR
SO«MD<TS

pook? !

25 < RQD < 50

very poor’’

RQD « 2%
(Excluding
squeesing or
svelling
ground. )

VERY m”

[Squeezing
or svelling.)

A. Boring Machine

A, Boring Machine

B. Conventional

A, Boring Machine

B. Conventional

A. Baring Machine

B. Conventiopal

A. Boring Machine

B: Conventional

(0.0-0.3]8.

Dee. light sets o
pattern on S-rt
to 6=t ctr.

Rotk load (0.0 to
0.L)E.

Light sets, 5-f1 to
6= ctr. Rock
load (0.3 to
o.6)m,

Light to sedium sets,
5-11 to 6=ft ctr.
Rock load
Enlh-liull-

Light to sedium sets,
k=t 1o S-fv ctr.
Rock load
(0.6-1.3)B.

Mediue circular sets
on 3-ft 1o k-t
etr. FRodk load
{1.0-1.8)B.

Medium to bheavy sets
on -7 to L-ft
ctr. Rock load
{1.3-2.0)E.

Medium to heavy
éircular aets on
2-f1 ctr. FRock
load (].% to
Z2.2]B.

Heavy clroular pets
an 2-f% etr.
Roek lomd (2.0 to
2.8,

Very heavy circular
sets on Z=It etr.
Hock load wp to
H0=1t.

Yery heavy circular
sets on 2=t etr.
Rock load up 1o
&50=1v.

Ocenslonal to
pattern on 5=t
to &=FL centeras

Fattern, 5-ft to
E=rt centers

Fattern, L-ft o
f-rt ctr.

Pattern 3=t to
S=ft evr.

Pattern, 3i-ft to
L=t ctr.

Pattern, 2=t to
k=ft otr.

Pattern, 2-7t tc
k-ft ctr.

Pattern, 3-1t
center.

Pattern, 2-1t to

3=-1t1 etr.

Fattern, 2-ft to
A=t ctr.

tion & in. to
LI

Bone to occ.
local spplica-
tion 2 Im. 1o
3 in.

Gcc. local appll-
eation @ in. to
3 in.

£ in. to & in. on
crown

k in. or more
crovn and midea

b in, to £ in. on
crovn and sides.
Combine with
bolts,

6 in. or more on
crown and sides.
Combine with
bolts,

€ in. or more on
whole section.
Combine with
medium sets.

£ in. or more on
vhole section,
Combine wit:
srdius Lo heavy
[TATH

€ in. or more on
vhole section.
Combine with
heavy seis.

6 in. or more on
vhole section.
Combine with
heavy ssis.

Notes: 1) In good amd excellent quality rock, the support requirement will be, In general, minisal tut will be dependent upon
Joint geometry, tunnel dimmeter, and relative orientations of Joints and tunnel.
#1 Lagging requiremsnts will usually be tero in excellent rock and will rarge from uf to 253 in good rock to 1048 in

very poor rock,
3] Mesh regquirements usually will te 2ers in excellent rock and will renge from occesional mesh (or straps) in good roch

to 1008 mesh in wery poor rock,
&) B » tusnel widih.

A5



APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES
FOR ROCK MASS CLASSIFICATIONS




1. The procedures for rock mass classifications are summarized here for

the convenience of the engineering geologists responsible for the collection
of geological data.

chanics Classific on-Ro Ma = stem

2. This engineering classification of rock masses, especially evolved
for rock tunneling applications, utilizes the following six parameters, all of
which are determined in the field:

a. Uniaxial compressive strength of intact rock material.
Rock quality designation (RQD).
Spacing of discontinuities.
Condition of discontinuities,

Ini e 1o 19

Orientation of discontinuities.
f. Groundwater conditions.
The rock mass along the tunnel route is divided into a number of structural
regions, and the above six classification parameters are determined for each
structural region and entered onto the standard input data sheet (Figure Bl).
The following explanations and terminology are relevant.
Structural regions
3. These regions are geological zones of rock masses in which certain

features are more or less uniform. Although rock masses are discontinuous in
nature, they may nevertheless be uniform in regions when, for example, the
type of rock or the spacings of discontinuities are the same throughout the
region. In most cases, the boundaries of structural regions will coincide
with such major geological features as faults and shear zomnes,
Discontinuities

4, This term means all discontinuities in the rock mass, which may be
technically joints, bedding planes, minor faults, or other surfaces of
weakness. It excludes major faults that will be considered as structural
regions of their own,

Intact rock strength

5. The uniaxial compressive strength of rock material is determined in

accordance with the standard laboratory procedures, but for the purpose of
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rock classification, the use of the well-known, point-load strength index is

recommended. The reason is that the index can be determined in the field on

rock core retrieved from borings and the core does not require any specimen

preparation. Using simple portable equipment, a piece of drill core is

compressed between two points. The core fails as a result of fracture across

its diameter. The point-load strength index is calculated as the ratio of the

applied load to the square of core diameter. A close correlation exists (to

within -~20 percent) between the uniaxial compressive strength and the

point-load strength index I, such that for standard NX core (2.16-in.
diam), o, = 24 1,.
oc uality designat R

6. This quantitative index is based on a modified core recovery pro-
cedure, which incorporates only those pieces of core that are 4 in. or greater
in length. Shorter lengths of core are ignored as they are considered to be
due to close shearing, jointing, or weathering in the rock mass. It should be
noted that the RQD disregards the influence of discontinuity tightness, orien-
tation, continuity, and gouge material. Consequently, while it is an
essential parameter for core description, it is not the sufficient parameter
for the full description of a rock mass.

7. For RQD determination, the International Society for Rock Mechanics
recommends double-tube, N-size core barrels (core diameter of 2.16 in.). The

accepted division' of RQD values are as follows:

RQD, percent Core Quality
90-100 Excellent
75-90 Good
50-75 Fair
25-50 Poor
< 25 Very poor
a orientation ontinu e

8. The spacing of discontinuities is the mean distance between the
planes of weakness in the rock mass in the direction perpendicular to the
discontinuity planes. The strike of discontinuities is generally recorded
with reference to magnetic north. The dip angle is the angle between the

horizontal and the joint plane taken in a direction in which the plane dips.

B5



Condition of discontinuities

9. This parameter includes roughness of the discontinuity surfaces,
their separation (distance between the surfaces), their length or continuity
(persistence), weathering of the wall rock of the planes of weakness, and the
infilling (gouge) material. The Task Committee of the American Society of
Civil Engineers set up the following weathering classification which should be
used:

a. Unweathered. No visible signs are noted of weathering; rock
fresh; crystals bright.

b. Slightly weathered rock. Discontinuities are stained or
discolored and may contain a thin filling of altered material.
Discoloration may extend into the rock from the discontinuity
surfaces to a distance of up to 20 percent of the discontinuity
spacing.

c. Moderately weathered rock. Slight discoloration extends from
discontinuity planes for a distance greater than 20 percent of
the discontinuity spacing. Discontinuities may contain filling
of altered material. Partial opening of grain boundaries may be
observed.

d. Highly weathered rock. Discoloration extends throughout the
rock, and the rock material is partly friable. The original

texture of the rock has mainly been preserved, but separation of
the grains has occurred,

e. Completely weathered rock. The rock is totally discolored and

decomposed and in a friable condition. The external appearance

is that of soil. Internally, the rock texture is partly

preserved, but the grains have completely separated.
It should be noted that the boundary between rock and soil is defined in terms
of the uniaxial compressive strength and not in terms of weathering. A
material with the strength equal to or above 150 psi is considered as rock.

10. Furthermore, in rock engineering, the information on the rock

material strength is preferable to that on rock hardness. The reason is that
rock hardness, which is defined as the resistance to indentation or
scratching, is not a quantitive parameter and is subjective to a geologist's
personal opinion. It has been employed in the past before the advent of the
point-load strength index that can now assess the rock strength in the field.
For the sake of completeness, the following hardness classification was used

in the past:
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a. Very soft rock. Material crumbles under firm blow with a sharp
end of a geological pick and can be peeled off with a knife.

b. Soft rock. Material can be scraped and peeled with a knife;

;Tdentatiuns 1/16 to 1/8 in. show in the specimen with firm
ows ,

c. Medium hard rock. Material cannot be scraped or peeled with a

knife; hand-held specimen can be broken with the hammer end of a
geological pick with a single firm blow.

5

Hard rock. Hand-held specimen breaks with hammer end of pick
under more than one blow,

e. Very hard rock. Specimen requires many blows with geological
pick to break through intact material.
It can be seen from the above that for the lower ranges up to medium hard
rock, hardness can be assessed from visual inspection and by scratching with a
knife and striking with a hammer. However, for rock having the uniaxial
compressive strength of more than 3,500 psi, hardness classification ceases to
be meaningful due to the difficulty of distinguishing by the "scratchability
test" the various degrees of hardness. In any case, hardness is only
indirectly related to rock strength, the relationship being between the
uniaxial compressive strength and the product of hardness and density
expressed in the following formula:
log o, = 0.00014 ~ R + 316

where :

v = dry unit weight, pcf

R = Schmidt hardness (L-hammer)

11. Roughness or the nature of the asperities in the discontinuity
surfaces is an important parameter characterizing the condition of
discontinuities. Asperities that occur on discontinuity surfaces interlock,
if the surfaces are clean and closed, and inhibit shear movement along the
discontinuity surface. This restraint on movement is of two types. Small
high-angle asperities are sheared off during shear displacement and
effectively increase the peak shear strength of the fracture. Such asperities
are termed roughness. Large, low-angle asperities cannot be sheared off and
"ride" over one another during shear displacement, changing the initial

direction of shear displacement. Such large asperities are termed waviness
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and cannot be reliably measured in core,

12. Roughness asperities usually have a base length and amplitude
measured in terms of tenths of an inch and are readily apparent on a core-
sized exposure of a discontinuity. The applicable descriptive terms are
defined below (state also if surfaces are stepped, undulating or planar):

a. Very rough. Near vertical steps and ridges occur on the
discontinuity surface.

b. Rough. Some ridge and side-angle steps are evident; asperities
are clearly visible; and discontinuity surface feels very
abrasive.

c. Slightly rough. Asperities on the discontinuity surfaces are
distinguishable and can be felt.

d. Smooth. Surface appears smooth and feels so to the touch.
e. Slickensided. Visual evidence of polishing exists.

13, Separation, or the distance between the discontinuity surfaces,
controls the extent to which the opposing surfaces can interlock as well as
the amount of water that can flow through the discontinuity. In the absence
of interlocking, the discontinuity filling (gouge) controls entirely the shear
strength of the discontinuity. As the separation decreases, the asperities of
the rock wall tend to become more interlocked, and both the filling and the
rock material contribute to the discontinuity shear strength. The shear
strength along a discontinuity is therefore dependent on the degree of
separation, presence or absence of filling materials, roughness of the surface
walls, and the nature of the filling material. The description of the

separation of the discontinuity surfaces is given in millimetres as follows:
Very tight: < 0.1 mm.

a
b. Tight: 0.1-0.5 mm.

In

Moderately open: 0.5-2.5 mm.

[

Open: 2.5-10 mm.
e. Very wide: 10-25 mm.

Note that where the separation is more than 25 mm, the discontinuity should be
described as a major discontinuity.
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14. The infilling (gouge) has a two-fold influence:
a. Depending on the thickness, the filling prevents the
interlocking of the fracture asperities.
b. It possesses its own characteristic properties, i.e., shear
strength, permeability, and deformational characteristics.
The following aspects should be described: type, thickness, continuity, and
consistency.

15. Continuity of discontinuities influences the extent to which the
rock material and the discontinuities separately affect the behavior of the
rock mass. In the case of tunnels, a discontinuity is considered fully
continuous if its length is greater than the width of the tunnel. Conse-
quently, for continuity assessment, the length of the discontinuity should be
determined.

Croundwater conditions

16. In the case of tunnels, the rate of inflow of groundwater in
gallons per minute per 1,000 ft of the tunnel should be determined,® or a
general condition can be described as completely dry, damp, wet, dripping, and
flowing. If actual water pressure data are available, these should be stated
and expressed in terms of the ratio of the water pressure to the major
principal stress. The latter can be either measured or determined from the

depth below surface, i.e., the vertical stress increases with depth at 1.1 psi

per foot of the depth below surface.
(o] truc a - oncept

17. The RSR Concept, developed in the United States in 1972 by Wickham,
Tiedemann, and Skinner,”'® is based on the following three parameters:

a. Parameter A. General appraisal of rock structure is based on:
(1) Rock type origin.
(2) Rock hardness.
(3) Geological structure.

b. Parameter B. Discontinuity pattern with respect to the
direction of tunnel drive is based on:

(1) Joint spacing.
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(2) Joint orientation (strike and dip).
(3) Direction of tunnel drive.

¢. Parameter C. Effect of groundwater inflow is based on:

(1) Overall quality of rock due to parameters A and B
combined.
(2) Condition of joint surfaces.
(3) Amount of water inflow (in gallons per minute per foot of
the tunnel).
Although the definitions of the above parameters were not explicitly stated by
the proposers, most of the data needed are normally included in a standard
joint survey. However, it is recognized that the lack of the definitions may
lead to some confusion. An input data worksheet for the RSR Concept is shown

in Figure B2.

18. The Q-System, which was developed in Norway in 1974 by Barton,
Lien, and Lunde,!? determines the rock mass quality - termed Q - as a function
of six parameters: (a) RQD, (b) number of joint sets, (c) roughness of the
weakest joints, (d) degree of alteration or filling along the weakest joints,
(e) water inflow or pressure, and (f) rock stress condition. These six
parameters are grouped into three quotients.

19. The first two parameters represent the overall structure of the
rock mass, and their quotient is claimed to be a crude measure of the relative
block size. The quotient of the third and fourth parameters is said to be
related to the shear strength of the joints. The fifth parameter is a measure
of water pressure, while the sixth parameter is a measure of: (a) loosening
load in the case of shear zones and clay-bearing rock, (b) rock stress in
competent rock, and (c) squeezing and swelling loads in plastic incompetent
rock. This sixth parameter is regarded as the "total stress" parameter. The
quotient of the fifth and sixth parameters is regarded as describing the

"active stress." An input data worksheet for the Q-System is shown in
Figure B3.
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET: RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

ProjJect Name:

Site of Survey:
Conducted By:
Date:

BERTE Fork tVIBI vt sramssnsss e s
Igneous Z_T- Metamorphic i:?
vedimentary {H?

Hardness

Hard / / Medium [/ Soft /]

Decomposed i:?

Geologicul structure

Massive _{_7

Slightly faulted or folded L:?
Moderately faulted or folded / /
Intensely faulted or folded [:7‘

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel

L B T O I B B B O A E,a-l-fmin'
Joint condition

1
Tight or cemented £
Slightly weathered or altered i:f

Severely weathered, altered or open /

Structural Region:

Sta.
Sta.
Sta.
Sta.
Joint spacing Set No.

R i) 3
Very closely jointed: < 2 in. LS LT
Closely Jointed: 2-6 in. LB Py
Moderately jointed: bini =Y L7 LS LY
Moderate to blocky: 1-2 ft Ug__fﬂ
Blocky to massive: 2-h ft z_! o
Massive: 3 vl AN B
Range in ft:
Joint orientation Set 1 Set 2 Set 3
Strike w.r.t. magnetic north CEA e | ARTeR. § Anese
Strike | to tunnel axis /7 set No. ____
Strike II to tunnel axis [:7-Set No. __

Dip orientation 1. iPiseFe
Dip: 0-20deg /[ / [/ [/ [/ /
20-S0deg [/ / [ ] |/
50-90 deg [/ / /] /7
Direction:

Tunnel drive: with dip 1:7
against dip L:?

Figure B2. Input data worksheet for the RSR Concept



CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

Q-SYSTEM
Project Name: Conducted by:
Site cf Survey: late:
Structural Region: Rock Type:
Sta.
Sta. JOINT SETS
ik Massive rock, no or few joints
Sta.

ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION

Average RQD = y 4
Range = %

ROUGHNESS OF JOINTS

Emﬁgh or irregular |
oth

Blickensided
Undulating

lanar

ot continuous
all rock contact
INo wall contact

FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION

Tightly healed joints

Unaltered, staining only

Slightly altered

Silty or sandy coatings

Clay coatings

Sand or crushed rock filling

Stiff clay <Smm >Smm
Soft clay <Smm >Smm
Swelling clay <Smm >5mm

No. of Joint sets present

Additional random joints exist

Rock heavily fractured

Crushed rock

WATER CONDITIONS

Dry or minor inflow

edium inflow

rge inflow, unfilled joints

Large inflow, filling washed out

Exceptional transient inflow

ceptional continuous inflow

Approx. water pressure: 1b/sq in.

STRESS CONDITIONS

W siress, near surface
f'!ed. stress: ncfci = 10-200

Pigh stress: uc/ai = 5-10

Weakness zones with clay
Shear zones

Squeezing rock

welling rock

Stress values if determined:

%vert. %horz.

GENERAL

Uniaxial strength of rock material

Tensile:

psi

Compressive:

psi

Strike and dip orientation of the weakest joints

Average strike

Average dip

Dip direction

Figure B3. Input data worksheet for the Q-System
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Table C1l
Descrigtion of Rock Types

Red Shale/Siltstone: The dominant rock type is reddish-brown shale/
siltstone. The shale contains sandy phases and is interbedded with
gray shales and thin sandstones. It is thin bedded and calcareous.
Calcite fills the open-bedding planes, joints, and fractures. The
shales are usually well cemented and moderately hard, but some zones
are classified as soft and weak. The sandy phases are mostly competent
and hard to very hard. ©Shale samples from near the intake exhibited a
slaking-like action when submerged. This is attributed to stress re-

lief by coring. Bedding strikes roughly north-south and generally dips
10 to 20 deg to the east but with local variations.

Gray-Black Shales: Gray and sometimes black shales are interbedded
with the red shales. They are thin-bedded and similarly oriented. The
beds are thinner than the red beds and were used as markers to corre-
late between boreholes. Gray shales are calcareous, moderately hard to
soft and are similar in physical properties to the red shales.

Sandstones: Thin whitish to gray calcareous sandstone beds are com=-
mon within the shales. Many sandy zones appear to correlate between
boreholes and were used as markers. The beds are hard but sometimes
show some solution activity and localized concentrated jointing. Vari-
ations include a coarse red sandstone (arkose) and a thin zone of

interbedded volcanic sandstone and shale that were encountered in only
two boreholes, but in no other borings.

Basalts: Basalt flows near the intake shaft are oriented consistent
with the local stratigraphy although structural modifications are
apparent. They are usually gray and olive gray (locally black),
slightly vesicular and nonvesicular, calcareous, hard, and contain
headed hairline fractures throughout. Localized broken and weathered
zones occur,

Aphanite: This gray fine-grained to glassy rock type occurs in bore-
hole FD-9T between the depths 137 and 188 feet. 1Its origin is uncer-
tain and it occurs in zone with unresolved structural discontinuities.
It is hard to very hard but also contains numerous irregular healed
hairline fractures. Some zones may be slightly weathered and less
dense.
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Table C2

Summary of Rock Properties

Property

Specific
gravity
(dry)

Unit weight
(pef)

Uniaxial
compressive
strength

(psi)

Modulus of
elasticity
E(psi x 109)

No. of
tests

Range
Average

No. of
tests

Range
Average

No. of
tests

Range
Average

No. of
tests

Range

Average

Red
Shale

25

2.58-2.72
2.66
25

161-169.7
166
19

3 |2h2""13'100
T,752
|

0.2-5.0
2.1

Gray
Shale

Basalt

Aphanite

L

5.61-2:T3
2.66

162.9-1T70.4
166
L

L,329-14,7hO
8,556
1

2-5

1k

2.68-2.87
2.7h
1k

16? -2‘1?5 - 3
17212
11

5,540-13,740
10,263
9

0.89-10.0
L.62

3

2.k6-2.62
2.5
3

153.5-163.5
158.5
3

2,700-6,660

4,090
|

3.0

Red
Sandstone

2

2.58-2.73
2.66

161-170.4
165.7
2

9,350-9,536
9,4k43




BORING w0,
BORE HOL §
£ PHOTO LOG (An example) -
NARE LOCATION
Park River Tunnel Hartford, Connecticut
"DATE PHOTOGRAPHED RIS SETTING
Nov 27-38, 197% 5.6 and 4,0 Good
(DEPTH PHOTOGRAPHED WATER DEFTH TR CONDITION
35.0 to 220.0° Floving at Burface tclur
FEET CASING (in Photo) FEET CONCRETE [in Photo) 3
35.0-39.0' fone 39.0-220.0"
DEPTH RANGE DESCRIPTION
L5.5-46.2 Jt., Str. N &S ©F, dip B0 °Ww, 1/8" st top to 1/32" st bottom, healed
with white material (smooth), planar, terminates at bedding Jt. at
bottom |
L5.2-46.3 Gray-green rock
k6.2 Bedding Jt., Str. N-S, dip 15 °E, 1/16" partly copen, rough, planar
46.3-160.0 Dark gray rock containing numerous small irregular vhite inclusions |
At 51 feet rock gradually changes to dark blue-gray color
53.6 Jt. Str. N 70 °E, dip 20 °SE, 1/32-1/16" partly open, stained, rough,
planar
53.9~54.1 Jt., Str. N 20 °W, dip 30 °NE, 1/32-1/16" partly open, stained,
rough, planar
54.3-5L. 7 Jt., Str. N 30 ®w, dip 50 °NE, hairline-1/32", healed vith white
material, rough and irregular
56.2-56.3 Jt., Str, about N-S, dip &5 °W, 1/32", healed with vhite material,
rough, irregular, discontinucus
56.7-57.9 Jt., SBtr. N 30 °E, dip B0 °NW, hairline-1/32", healed with vhite
material, rough, planar, discentinuous
58.4-59.3 Jt., Str. K10 °E, a1p 75 oM, 1/32-1/16" herled with vhite material,
rough, planar
55.1 Jt., Str. NS, dip 10 °E, 1/16" healed vith vhite material, rough,
irregular
50.0-99.5 Jt., Str. N 10 °E, dip 75 °¥, 1/16" healed with vhite material,
rough, planar, discontinuous
60.7-61.5 3 Jts., Str. N 10 °E, dip TS5 °W, 1/32-1/16" healed with vhite

material

Figure Cl. Typical drill log
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kase of projecs; FPark River Tunnel sTweTumaL amron | pock TYvE avp omgoIn SOND[TION OF DISCORTIM/ITIES
Sive of survey: _Hartford, Conn. mSubregion 1(4)
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Sia. Lwie l;g : -------------------- YT
e e - o M sl Mz
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il e iqﬁdtnﬂ‘ [ I-ﬂ I..'r 4 w ‘w- LT i 1
srois o St edlobeanap saniiiud Bty Medlun: 8,000 - 16,00 (BSSUmed Dilckaess: S T e R TR
preatare ). Lo ‘Im- .'m = Nl teacy: EEamEEae e FEaE EEEee rrsRaEsame
Low
........................................... Yery lav: 150 = b 000 ..a.
Saih ol MATOR PAULTS Of FOLDS
Eat 1 Bet 2 Set )
ey waaai Giar 30 % ) i One known fault zone in this area between sta 55420 to
Vi 3-10 £ - Y 9L+T0+. All major faults are classified as Region 3.
Folersle: 1-1 .....’-{.H. .“.!{”.. ....!{..-.
Closse Thn.=l P8  ssasssrnas  sanssns ans
Lery cante: T b TR e T = A A T Pescrite major feults and folds specifying thelr locality, nature, aci
Fance { rt] Oﬂ.a":ﬁl 9 .l.tafjj 2 Q‘.j_—-'_ll, 5 orieniailons.
- CENERAL REMARKS AND AIDITIONAL DATA
| HﬁSE mﬂﬂ.m.ﬂéﬂﬂm 5 Eﬂﬁﬂ!
“uk L SErlikw: sssestanns {-“‘- - iDE.. o --u ﬂa-, p‘,: sEfrepnends 2 AvAsARBERR H
andom jJoints are present. Inputs data for this sheet
LaL 2 Srrike: E' ..... {rrom . E=V.... w ..."IBIMJ bapi 0 ..... N thE' J » e

=L} Sirlan: ..HROE..

(tvon HAIE.. w ..ﬂ.s?ﬂﬁ..] Pip: 6'5 W"',

are average values obtained from available downhole

photo logs of this region.
The grologlst should supply say further Information waich he cosslders

relevant,

Figure C2.

Data input worksheets, Subregion 1(a) (Sheet 1 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET: RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

Project Name: Park River Tunnel Structural Region: Subregion 1l(a)
Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn. g:“ Cuiik o L
l"
Conducted By: G. A. Nicholson E Sta.
Date: Sta.
Joint spacing Set No.
Basic rock type:..Shale . | e 1 ¢ 3
Igneous /7 Metemorphic U—" Very closely Jointed: < 2 in. j_f__ g{_}_
Sedimentary E Closely jointed: 2-6 1in. L_i[_/_L_{_
Moderately jointed: 6in. =11t [/ ) [ [/
Hardness s o S—
e ee. TR Moderate to blocky: 1-2 ft L/ LSS
s g Heiftun If) Sote L/ Blocky to massive: 2-L 1t E{_:"T VM
Recoapossd 1/ Massive: >4 re VT30 Wi .
Geological structure Range in ft: 0.2- 1.2- 0.3-
=== 6.9 5.2 11.5
Massive / /
Joint orientation
Slightly faulted or folded fz? ok 1 e 2 Sy
) § Strike w.r.t. magnetic north NESE, E-F.. NEOE.
Moderately faulted or folded / / Strike | to tunnel axis [T set No. _3
Intensely fsulted or folded / / Strike || to tunnel axis /7 Set No. 1 & 2

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel

Dip orientation

S S I
e b { ¢ N gal/min. Dip: 0-20aeg /] [T [
Joint condition 20-50 deg N/ E L}—
Set . —
TR 50-90 deg ;_f O
Tight or cemented LIELT 6 Direction: NY N-NE NP

Y e — With respect to prominent Joint

Slightly weathered or altered v/ w Tunnel drive: with dip 4/ set No. 1 and also set No. 3

U_B Tunnel part of against dip [ /
this region.

Severely weathered, altered or open

Figure C2 (Sheet 2 of 3)



CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

Q-SYSTEM
Project Name: Park River Tunnel Conducted by: G. A. Nicholson
Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn. Date:
Structural Region:_ Subregion 1(a) Rock Type: Shale
Sta., 98+10-95+20
Sta. JOINT SETS
g:l' Massive rock, no or few joints
= No. of joint sets present E
Additional random Joints exist Ves
ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION Rock heavily fractured
Average RQD = 55 % Crushed rock
Range = 20-90 %
WATER CONDITIONS
ROUGHNESS OF JOINTS Dry or minor inflow
Medium inflow v
auu:hnr irreguler 1v lLarge inflow, unfilled joints
Large inflow, filling washed out
Egéﬁ::::;d'd [Exceptional transient inflow
lanar . ceptional continuous inflow
- pprox. water pressure: L0 1b/sq in.

STRESS CONDITIONS

Low siress, near surface

FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION Fed. stress: ucfal = 10-200 | /
[ Tightly healed joints Figh stress: o /o, = 5-10
Unaltered, staining only 4 o = T
Slightly altered v E:e =2 iones with clay
| Silty or sandy coatings gguziziﬁ: :nck

Clay coatings
Sand or crushed rock filling

welling rock
Stress values if determined:

Btiff clay _<Smm >Smm
oft clay <Smm >5mm . L350 +
Bwelling clay <Smm >Smm vert. N/A Qorz. 132 psi
GENERAL

Uniaxial strength of rock material

Tensile: N/A pai
Compressive: 8000  psi

Strike and dip orientation of the weakest jocints

Average strike _ E-W Average dip .0

Dip direction i to NE * f:?qzzé iozzi
K

openings.

Figure C2 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION IKPUT DATA WORKINEET: OEOMECHANICS CLASSIFICATION OF ROCK MAASES

6O

Exce of srojecs: _Park River Tunnel EnweTuma, mion | BCk TYPE AND ORIOIN CONZITION OF PISCORTIMJITIES
Bite of wirvey: Hgtf‘ord, Conn. meSubregion 1( }
Cosstucted Ly: G, A. Nicholson Sis. 21+[D-2ﬂ+2 Shale and/or OMTINVITT Set 1 Bev 2 Set 3
o — $02=00% shale and sand- Very low: X0 siasarasss.  Bayskasdis  wessapaman
ste. 42450-5741( stone interbeds Lov: 1:1;:: ..............................
(T e e BERGEABEAE 200 GEB R EEE M
’“‘-Sﬁ*mlﬂ !I..;hl * 30 .u.l?...... -.n--i:-.u. sEEEE e EEE
EZLLL GOE QUALITY N.9.0, WALL MOCK OF DISCONTIMJITIES SEFARATION
h"‘uﬂ‘ N — 1”" ----- T m‘“ llllllllllllllllllllllllllll
Tight Jointa: « 0.00 ’ s " i et L e
ot 15 - 903 E.Q.F:?E: S1ightly vesthered '?. n:-::uu‘:pn Jolsts: 0,01-0.1 ia. 1/32=1/16 H}g'ifﬁ?
Fate: 'S W covaieeiis MOAAPSLELY VAABDREPEE «uusxsosinsessessnns <o s SEENFH ) Tl | RS TR sk v
Foor: 2= M cisnnnses MAEKLy weakBaTed .cvccovvoconssssnnnnnans
ters joer: CBE cersnrsnea Completaly waatREred ... ......coveeessess PR
Farge §: 20=100% ..cieoieis Yery rough surfagesi Sebaguies nanpiided -
PFough aurfeces: === sesslesess  ssadssssss Sssassamms
CPQIEILATER STRENCTH OF INTACT BOCK MATFRIAL . ::::::J.; Tqa QUeEREIM 0900 iiadaeeies | neabdagie RS
- suriacess:  =@°2°2°202020202000 sewdissade 22 sdsssugEis T T T Y T L
ﬁm::‘lf:::h" gat/ata G0 "“’:::L::‘_";::"" :{l 'T? Fiehonsdded PWEEROUEE 300 sassisases
&b ¥Yery high: Over 32,000 ....... FILLiwG (COUCE)
. 1ot { High: I‘im - Ih.m ------- Type:
',‘.;';.;L :.g';rm 1“‘“ ‘r " ‘m' . 3 F T R R F R R RS . & F X AN L] BadEgRiasd
PR o e S b i 4 Modlum: 8,000 - 16,000 8900 av Thiekness: oNfoos ueseassas
prasvire): Low: h,000 = B,000 ..ovees Conndstency: PRIRNRAATE O mmneNaeR oy bt
.....i.l.‘.I:,l.?H..“..“..... i Very low: 158 - i-.m':'iz.@ﬂ.min]
SPACING OF DISCOTTIMUITIFS MATOR FAYLTS OB FOLDS
Set 1 et 2 Set 3 |Two known and one possible fault zones in this area.
:I‘f’ wide: [ i T 1 e e ——— The knom fﬂults are &t' St& 95+25 t.-ﬂ gh"'TE ﬂ.ﬂd 5T+nn t..G
o B S, W prsl | ceaweogesel | Geaesaveiis 56450+. The possible fault is at sta 90+30 to 89490+,
tl‘“! : hi'l " FEFEERTEEET 2 EEeasEEspsE 202090 @EeEEREREE A.ll mnr flults ﬂre c1u$=ifitd as Region 3‘
aery ciohe: 42 in. ai:ll-lrgnl- n lil: hl;g : 5 |||||||||| :;:Lh."i:\]'?r -rm" and folds |pl‘llf¥|~ﬂ‘ thelir lﬂut“. nalare, ari
Fuce {ft} ke i G i
mﬁs_um DIRECTION CENERAL RPMARKE AMD ATDITICNAL PATA
2ot 1 Zerlae: ...0A0E (rrem MLOW... w0 .H20E. ) R S B Input data for this sheet are average values obtained
st 2 surtne: LAUOE.  (rrem JN3QE.. w (NT0E.) g ...T5.... ..EH.... Eri:m available downlimle photo logs of this region. Random
Bet ) T P S {2 R —— D i R ) T olnts are present in addition to set 1 & 2. Set 1 is
hE"‘EI;E-W'in.u‘n supaye y say further laformsiion vhich be eoosiders
relevant. %

Figure C3., Data input worksheets, Subregion 1(b) (Sheet 1 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET: RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

Project Name: Park River Tunnel Structural Region: Subregion 1(b)

Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn. :::' -—%:gg:gg:gg

Conducted By: G. A. Nicholson Sta. 82+50-57+10

fatad Sta, 56+60-31+10

Basic rock tﬂe:...s.h.‘.lf ............... CHEL LI IEEtEI .1___

Igneous / / Metamorphic / / Very closely Jointed: < 2 in. g £F f_.f__

Sedlmsntary .E..? Closely Jjointed: 2-6 1n. 1/ ﬂj_j
Moderately Jointed: 6 1in. =11t [/ /][]

MH—LE = Moderate to blocky: 1-2 ft U L—f j_;'_

Bard [/ Heﬂm 'Fj Sott L/ Blocky to massive: 2=k rt LZT j__?_? L7

Decouposed £/ Massive: > b e F W

Geological structure Range in ft: D.l:_ ].il-_

ol 4T o Joint orientation s“.?hl.ﬂ 9': 2 Set 3

Slightly faulted or folded Lo/ Strike v.r.t. magnetic north N1OE %ﬁ.;s E.

Macezkte Ly feited op salded g Strike | to tunnel axis E Set No. _1

iEbansaly fanlted or foitied 7 Strike || to tunnel axis /7 set No. 2

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel

Dip orientation

...... AT4 ... gal/min. Dip: 0-20 deg {i/rff_f-f_fl
Joint condition 20-50aeg [/ [T [T
Set No. 50-90 deg U—U;—J

Direction: SE _NW __

S T T
Tight or cemented & L L/
Slightly weathered or altered T 7 [T Tunnel drive: with dip 2/
Severely weathered, altered or open j_f_ L_f U against dip M_

Figure C3 (Sheet 2 of 3)



CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

-__-_—'—-.-.__'_'_'_"—-"————_—-.

§-SYSTEM
Project Name: Park River Tunnel Conducted by: . A, Nicholenn
Site of Survey: Hartforad, Conn. Date:
Structural Region:Subregion 1(b) Rock w:ikﬁé&%ﬂﬂ“ﬁﬁé?ﬁiﬁs‘“
Sta. 91+T70-50+25
Sta._ 089+05-88+30 JOINT 8
Sta, Be¥50-57+10 VANT DEIS
Sta. J0+60-31+10 Massive rock, no or few joints |
No. of Joint sets present 2
Additional random joints exist jes
ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION Rock heavily fractured
Average RQD = 80 % Crushed rock
Range = - 4
WATER CONDITIONS
RNJGHI‘IESS GF JDIHTS ry or minor inflnw
E dium inflow v/
ough or irregular 2 allo
oth — : Large inflow, unfilled joints
Elickensided Large inflow, filling washed out
Undulating ceptional transient inflow
Planar 7 [Exceptional continuous inflow
ot_continuous Approx. water pressure: 1b/sq in.
all rock contact |
o wall contact STRESS CONDITIONS
W stiress, near surface
FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION ed. stress: ¢/q = 10-200 |/ Iu situ
SLIess
| Tightly healed joints -:; r{igh stress: gcl{gl = 5-10 Saadtrail
gg:;;:iﬂl;l:::igmﬂ SO eakness zones with cla
Silty or sandy coatings Heay zones
Clay coatings queezing rock
Sand or crushed rock filling Swelling rock

,Etifr clay <5mm >5mm Etr“i ;al;ues if determined:
oft clay <Smm }§m 5 *

Swelling clay <Smm >5Smm ﬂvert. 132 psi uhorz. N/A

GENERAL

Uniaxial strength of rock material

Tensile: N/A psi

Compressive: 8900  psi (avg)

Strike and dip orientation of the wveakest joints

Average strike _ N1OE Average dip 2@
Dip direction SE

Figure C3 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET: OCEOMECHANICE CLASSIFICATION OF MOCK MASSED

Eaze of projecs: Park River Tunnel STAUCTURAL RFLION )E!_IIBME CoMIITION OF DISCONTIMUITIES
site of swvey: _Hartford, Conn. so.Subregion 1
costuered vy (G, A, Nicholson ste. 23+10-T+1 Shale with SONTINULTY et 1 Bet 2 Bet 3
Date. ;e interbedded Sory Aovs P N i 0L
Sta. sandstone Liow : 310 M FTIRPRES | RRRARERREE SRNERE Y
e | 10=30 v "i'” . . ? PR P
5ta. High: P3N ssbane s saE® 2 EFssssmess
EP1LL CCSE GUAlITY R.Q.D. WALL MoCK OF DISCONTINUITIES SEPARATION
h:'u-‘- H‘- :m llllllllll 'Ihﬂl.lhl‘l'ﬂ FATFE R AR PI R AP REFARE SRR R AR 'u“ I l l & 'u*m . s i H W
Gox T DOF savesveves Slightly wealhered ..-..-..'?........-.... Mosderately -ru Jointe: mﬂ;ﬂ.l in, 3‘:{3?.:1;16 :3.'1327:1!16..-.. .....
Fate: 50 - 155 .L&.AVE- Molnrately veathered ........ - - oSl gk B W mmiyagmesl | ApESerigs | mebieste
Tomr: e B ‘Hﬁ ---------- Highly woalkhered ..cicsssssonsssnsssnasasn
Tery jear: TP savivreens Completaly weathered ......cciccsssssnsss ROUCHRESS
PR ‘:- - AL ssssssnanw T e g 'L amwmE NIl T
s 30-100% v et o i e e S
(L) ETRENGTH OF INTACT WOCK MATINIAL Blightly rough surfeces: cameenenns sisasssias Brsasssens
Gasolh surfeced: =000 sassssssss e e g 1~ st
:ﬁ?&:?lﬁ‘:hn -I-llf--‘l- tagﬂ-- m:l. jal w‘ ."::‘l" Siicucnmidel surfaces: T TR L L T sEsaaam . sRmsmguEES
= Very high Over 32,000 .eoeee riLLG (Gouck) fractured
X Nigh: 16,000 = 32,000 .....i. i ﬁogl}rr o el
SLaiRaL DO LITINE (completely dry, demp, wei, Redbun 5.000 - 16.000 i i S ':‘_“ e S il e
srifples or Tloviz: wder lovw, m=dl high % » ¥ £ | aiedy y
I.r:,i:.r.}: a {" .S ol ..,m . .'“ Kﬂpssm?] “"m; -------------------- sEBEEgEEE.
v'ﬂ low. 15“‘ - ‘.m LR R
SPACING OF DISCOMTINUITIES HAJOR FAULTS OR FOLDS
Set L Set 2 Set ) Several small fracture zones were found in core legs.
TEX madn et L L L Zones range from 2 in. to 1 ft thick & consist of frac-
Wide: 310 1 R et e tured rock & black material. Strike & dip of zones
Moterste: 1-3 rt T el e range from NTOE-N25W & LONE to LOSE. Zones probably
Close: 2 in.-3 1 Whas | i occur between sta 16+00-13+50.
WEry ciose: CR IR,  sasmeniaedr  emeprmanes Peseribe rajor faults and folds specifying thelr locality, nature, aci
l_? 2_13 arientaticnos.
Buase lft] .
CSENERAL RRCARKS AND ATDITIONAL DATA
N23E 20
e 1 SErIRB] svavameses (rrom . 5., e AR BB ninsariaks A R
= and -~
2 suemmes o.DHTE  (rren . NUQR. o NOOE.) iy .20, SE om Joints ars present
Sev ) SLrliet covcanenns (from yossnnarns B sesnsasens ] BRE wevnvniis ’ N
The geologlet shouls supply sny further laformsatiss vhies be coaslders
_ralevant,

Figure C4.

Data input worksheets, Subregion 1(c) (Sheet 1 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET:

Project Name: Park River Tunnel

Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn.
Conducted By: G. A. Nicholson
Date:

Shale with inter-
Basic rock t . ,bedded sandstone
I E iiiiiiiiiiiii RN N B
Igneous E Metamorphic J
Sedimentary Ef

Hardness

Hard /7 Medium [:/_ Soft w—
Decomposed / /

Geological structure

Massive f__F

Slightly faulted or folded [i/_
Moderately faulted or folded L7
Intensely faulted or folded L__f

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel

900 gal/min.

Joint condition

Set No.
L 2 4

Tight or cemented U ELL)
Slightly weathered or altered 7 27 [
Severely weathered, altered or open /7 /7 /7

Structural Region: Subregion 1( c)

RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

Sta, 3+10—T+1IJ+
Sta.
Sta.
Sta.
Joint spacing Set No.
> < I

Very closely jointed: < 2 {n. L1510
Closely jointed: 2-6 in. ﬂf__fﬂ
Moderately jointed: 6 in. - 1 rt Jg / [:7
Moderate to blocky: 1-2 rt EJJ
Blocky to massive: 2-4 1t D— J Nl
Massive: >4 re /_7.»_*7,{_7
Range in ft: 1-2 2=13__
Joint orientation Set 1 Set 2 Set 3
Strike w.r.t. magnetic north  N23E, NATE . T °
Strike | to tunnel axis __77 Set No. |
Strike || to tunnel axis [ set No.
Dip orientation k. B
Dip:  0-20 deg [/ 77 [ ]

20-50deg [ 7 /7 [T

50-90 deg [/ /7 [T
Direction: SE SE _

Tunnel drive: with dip L_j
against dip Ej_l & 2

Figure C4 (Sheet 2 of 3)



CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

Q-SYSTEM

Project Name: Park River Tunnel

Site of Survey:

Hartford, Conn.

Structural Region: Subregion 1l(c)
Sta.  23+10-T+10+

Sta.

Sta.

Sta.

ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION

Conducted by: G. A. Nicholscon

Date:

Rock Type:

JOINT SETS

Massive rock, no or few joints |
No. of Jjoint sets present .

Additional random joints exist Yyes
Rock heavily fractured

Average RQD = T2 Crushed rock
Range = —30-100 %
WATER CONDITIONS
ROUGHNESS OF JOINTS Enr minor inflow .
gul edium inflow
qgg:hnr = unfilled joints
11:1,_5,151“,1 e inflow, filling washed out
g::i:tinﬂ 'S tional continuous inflow

ot continuous

pPprox. water pressure: 501b/sq in.

all rock contact

o wall contact

STRESS CONDITIONS

low siress, near surface
FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION [ud, stress: o/q = 10-200 [/
| Tightly healed Jjoints : Figh stress: acfal = 5-10
| Unaltered, staining only
[ Slightly altered Sakness zopes vith cl
Silty or sandy coatings BoGe sRine vaak
| Clay coatings 'Euelling rock
Sand or crushed rock filling Stress values if determined:
Stiff clay <Smm >5mm :
Boft clay <Smm >Smm G k50 * /
Ewvelling clay  <5mm >Smm vert, 132 psi Gopp, N/A

GENERAL

Uniaxial strength

of rock material

Tensile: N/A

psi

Compressive:L000-8000 psi (assumed)

Strike and dip orientation of the weakest Joints

Average strike _N23E

Dip direction SE

Average dip 20

Figure C4 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHELT)

faze of srojecs: Park River Tunnel SThUCTURAL RETON | BOCK TYPE AND ORICIN CONDITION OF DISCONTINVITIES
Site of sarvey: _Hartford, Conn. M. %
Coatucted 3 __ G. A. Nicholson s, 24+4T70-91470 Basalt SONTINULTT Set L et 2 Bet 3
s s §8+30-82+450 Very low: ER T ilititen | sicisiiee asisilis
“‘i h! J*lﬂ I"I'- |||||||||| mEAEeREREE 0 SEEREE R
Hedium: 10-30 o F e e N e
.“‘ .i‘hl " H ﬂ Fiandamgs mi’{ ----------------
9 EE Sk LA VALL ROCE OF DISCONTINUITIES
9 JEFARATION
Lacellent $0 - 1008 . .l..“.’fﬂ* T e e A A Tight jolntes < 0.01 PR . 4 ...
Goat 15 =908 .eivissnse Slightly veathered IR b Moderately opes Joists: 0.00-0.1 ia., . 20 AIIOREILE .
Tate: 0= 1 .evines Woirrately veathered ..... AT r:.":}.“" 0.2-0.5 1n. (1/4~148) (Ifl=ifB) wovovecen
M.  Gaesswssss 02 whdmesmEeE 0 wEw T T L]
Foor: 25 = ME iiseeciana Highly wemthered ......ivivssansans PP
VYery joor: EPE cassssnens Completely vealhared .......icnnvaisnnmen ROUCKNESS
-FL-‘;. ’- Gﬂ_lnui llllllllll '.‘r" m mrm-ll -I-Il{llllll l!-llllrlll R LR ]
Rough durfeceat === 0 0 seiessssss shmasNaass eakeehames
EROITATER ETHENGTH OF INTACT ROCL MATFAIAL Slightly rough SurfaCesl = sscsesssds  ssnsssnss i Ky
| g . Sscolh surfeced: =000 sissssssss 000 sassss - -
;:r:‘. ;a:rlmn gad/atn .. 20... “::1"“:"'—' ':“" Slichenslded surfecas: = susresssen  sewssessss  sases pases
s Yery hight Over 12,000 .uiciis FILLING (DOUGK)
ﬂ 3 IW { 1 h I.'I.II'H I‘-m - Htm ------- hﬂl
S Tal COSATINET (conpletely dry, damp, wat, g S SRR TR S s A
dritples ar flowl=: i Lov, sediws or high TR o ..m - I‘,m ------- Thicknean: ¥ -tﬂf-At-n TTITIIIEY sansgaEeea
Fpreanare): bl h,000 = 8,000 .uouins Cosalabameyr 009090 Sisssssses  esddnmskes s
Very low: 150 = A,000 ..ecoe-
SPACING OF PISCUNTINVITIES H
Sor 1 Set 2 Set ) The west end boundary fﬁ%u 35413} of this region
Yery vide Over 10 1v Sen e dine fvaguinst | BeErasi consists of a known major fault. All major faults
vide: 310 11 i A L are classified as Region 3.
Hoderate- -\ n _,j‘ ..............
Close: B In-=1PF  .oesvnesen
Yery cione) dELh 0 cssasevees . semsasepas Descritve rajor faults and folds specifying their locallly, mature, acd
mace (£2) 6,4-3.5 0.3-8.2 sclintisioss.
STrIRE AnD p]* ORIENTAYTIONT DIRECTION GENEMAL NDWANKS AND APDITIONAL [ATA
bk ATIITE HJ-.{?E (rrom H'S. to ..HEQE..I Dip: 65.. WeoliN.... Ran Joints & ¢
set 2 sumies JNCOW..  (rres HIOW.. w0 .H30W..) wp ...70... .S¥W..... e &V s
et ) SArIREl csiverines (rrom sonvssssns TSPy | MRt srinsranse SE RS
The grologist should sepply sy furiber Informatiss which he cosalders
Felevant.

Figure C5.

Data input worksheets, Region 2 (Sheet 1 of 3)




919

CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET: RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

Project Name: Park River Tunnel

Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn.

Conducted By: G. A. Nicholson

Date:

Basic rack tIEE:}I}BFFM;I-Iiii-illiil

Igneous [/ Metamorphic / /
Sedimentary L_/_

Hardness
Hard j___f Medium L:’f_ Soft E/"
Decomposed E

Geological structure

Massive &T

Slightly faulted or folded / /
Moderately faulted or folded / /
Intensely faulted or folded U_

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel

i!illvlooiiil Ell!nin'

Joint condition

Tight or cemented
Slightly weathered or altered

Severely weathered, altered or open

NISENE

Structural Region:_ 2
Sta. _9L+70-91+70

Sta. B8+30-82+50

Sta.
Sta,
Joint spacing Set No.
y gl g

Very closely jointed: < 2 in. [T T[T
Closely Jointed: 2-6 in. o b
Moderately Jointed: Gin..- 1% (LT LT
Moderate to blocky:  1-2 ft ET ERET
Blocky to massive: 2-L rt EJE
Massive: > L rt TN T
Range in ft: 0.4- 0.3~

3.5 8.2

Joint orientation

Set 1 Set 2 Set 3
Strike w.r.t. magnetic north NIOE. Yooy. b o8

Strike | to tunnel axis J Set No. 1L & 2
Strike || to tunnel axis /] Set No.
Dip orientation 1 2
Dip:  0-20 deg J]_‘jb
20-50 aeg [/ /][]
Set No. m
2 3 50-90 aeg 7/ [7] [ ]
_f__/m i, Direction: W-NW SW __
Ty Tunnel drive: withdip [/ /1 &2
f___? f_/_ against dip {_,r'_

Figure C5 (Sheet 2 of 3)



CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

Q-SYSTEM

Project Name:

Site of Survey: hartford, Conn.

Structural Region:_ 2

Struu h"' +

Sta.__ 88+30-82+50

Sta.

Sta.

ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION
Average RQD = 90 %
Range = 60-100 %

ROUGHNESS OF JOINTS

ough or irregular |
th
lickensided
ndulating
Planar

ot continuous
all rock contact
o wall contact

FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION

L Tightly healed Joints
Unaltered, staining only J
Slightly altered
Silty or sandy coatings

| Clay coatings
Sand or crushed rock filling

tiff clay <5mm > Smm
Boft clay <Smm >5mm
Svelling clay <Smm > Smm

Conducted by: G, A. Nicholson

Date:

Rock Type: Basalt

JOINT SETS

Massive rock, no or few Joints

No. of joint sets present 2
Additional random joints exist fes
Rock heavily fractured
Crushed rock
WATER CONDITIONS
or minor inflow Y

edium inflow

ge inflow, unfilled joints

rge inflow, filling washed out

ceptional transient inflow

ceptional continuous inflow
rox. water pressure: en 1lb/sq in.

STRESS CONDITIONS

low stress, near surface
Feﬂ. stress: ¢ /q = 10-200

Pigh stress: ﬂc!ui = 5=10

Eeakness zones with clay
hear zones

queezing rock
Swelling rock
Stress values if determined:

450 +
U'H'El't- 132 pai Uhorz. HIA‘
GENERAL

Uniaxial strength of rock material

Tensile:

H/A  psi

Compressive: 10,000+

psi

Strike and dip orientation of the weakest joints

Average strike N1OE

Average dip 65

Dip direction N L

Figure C5 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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CLASSIFLICATION LEPUT DATA VORKEHEET: OQEOMECWANICS CLASEIFICATION OF MOCK MASSES

Sase or grojecs: Park River Tunnel ETRUCTURAL AFCION |  AOCK TTPE AND ORIOIN SORIITION OF PYSCONTIM/ITIEG
stve or survey: _Hart{ord, Conn. po.___ 3 Fault zones in
Contucted 71 _ G, A, Nicholson $4.95420-94+70| basalt-sh inter-| swrumer st 1 bet 2 te 3
oate: “"'gﬁﬁﬂiﬁgu face and sh and/|  yery 20w TEr - i e e B 8 Wesrsooms
o REL SN Dt e A el
e — 8. Migh: >0 M ceeficinee sun es  msssssssss
EFILL COME QUALITT R.Q.D. ¥ALL ROCK OF DISCONTIMUITIES SEFARATION
Eacellest 90 = 1008 ..cucnnane e P e e L Tight Joint <0.01 ST 3 e S e
tax - 908 iiiaianans SLLEly westbared cccisvnnnisinssnninans Modrrately opsa jokate: :.E.;u;l“u. ':}"{Eﬁ’t- ) Arswinrnes R v
Fatr: 30 = TIB ceenireses Nelnrately VesthOred .:::opcsssssesrisnes ::::_4::::" ERECE RN S S SO NS Sateeteen
Tour: 2~ 308 .isssaens Biphly wwalBered ..ocicsennsnsssannsannas
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Fuge § 1-35’ .......... Yery rough surfadadi === sesessssss ssssssssss  sessssss .
Pough surfasea: =000 sesssessss sresrsanss srsssssnen
SPQINDLATER ETRENGTH OF IWTACT ROCK WATFRIAL Blightly rough surfaces: el F T i—y "
SIS par 1000 & ear/ata . 1400 e Sl 1chensides surtases: W onanlile -y e
o Ve.y high: Orar 32,000 ,.caves riiass (ooucE)
s oI (eemleely try, o wmt, | L S waeBaioion: | M e Sk each i
grirpi= or Mlovl-: under lov, s«dlum or high K ¥
presgurs}: Lov: R Conplatamey: 30 smssasesss  sssssse .n S -
.................. HEH.‘IT.................... Very low: 150 = &, 000 ....i:s
SPACING OF PISCONTIRUITIFS BATOR FAULTS QR FOLDS
Set 1 Bet 2 Set )
Yery wide: Ower 10 1
LR PFIB M= sapssendesy pensensies
Hoderste: 1=} .
Close: F IR LM - snsyeesaan xgskkaeied | Sevedeea s
ey Mo S84 L laat . )oiionias  uvnecusis Describe major faults and folds specifying thelr locality, nature, aci
A orisatatlons.

T swrine: Bandoam (from . te ) Dip: stk b
Sat 2 Barike: sssivsasns (Irem csiinnasan W . ] bt P
St ) BArLhE: visesanes ‘rm snssisasar B seaspsives ] D‘.I.'I --------------------

SENERAL RRMARES AND ATOITIOWAL DATA

This region consists of fault zones.

The geologlst shoule supply may further ioforsation vhich be considers
ralavant.

Average for faults at sta 95420+ to 94+70+ and 57+10 to 56+60+ (FD-9T and FD-22T), respectively,

Figure C6.

Data input worksheets, Region 3 (Sheet 1 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET: RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

Project Name: Park River Tunnel

Site of Survey: Harford, Conn.

Conducted By: _ G. A. Nicholson

Date:

Basalt-shale interface with

Basic rock type:.'. ..., SNE e A
Igneous [:7 Metamorphic L_/-
Sedimentary UT

Hardness
Hard [/ Medium /7] Soft [/
Decomposed L/_

Geological structure
Massive { ?

Slightly faulted or folded [__f
Moderately faulted or folded / /
Intensely faulted or folded /7/

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel
vesess o ¥d00,. gal/min.

Joint condition

Set No.

i 2 3

Tight or cemented J L
Slightly weathered or altered f__j E U

Severely weathered, altered or open A7 /7 /7

Figure C6

Structural Region: 3
Sta., 05420-94470

Sta. 90+25-89+85

Sta. __ S7+10-56+60
Sta.
Joint spacing Set No.
TELxd

Very closely Jointed; < 2 in. Vi L/ [ [ lest.)
Closely Jointed: 2-6 in. LT L gtk
Moderately jointed: 64n. -1ttt /] /7 /7
Moderate to blocky:  1-2 ft o r Fddd
Blocky to massive: 2-h ft JJH
Massive: >4 ft / ?j__fu—'
Range in ft: H_"" L )
Joint orientation Set 1 Set 2 Set 3
Strike w.r.t. magnetic north J8 | Siias | Boenn
Strike | to tunnel axis L-_.T Set No. N/A
Strike || to tunnel axis L7 set No.
Dip orientation I 2 9
Dip: 0-20deg [/ / [/ / [/ ]

20-50 deg [/ [T [T wsa

50-90 deg [/ [T [T
Direction:

Tunnel drive: with dip ,L_j_ N/A
against dip }'__/

(Sheet 2 of 3)



CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

Q-SYSTEM
Project Name: Park River Tunnel Conducted by: (G, A, Nicholson
Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn. Date:

Structural Region: 3

Rock Type:Basalt interface and sb

Sta. 05+20-9L+70

and/or ss/sh interbeds

Sta._ 90+25-89+85

JOINT SETS

Sta. 5]+10-56+60

Sta.

Massive rock, no or few joints

ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION

Average RQD = 17-28¢
Range = 1-3%

ROUGHNESS OF JOINTS

Enugh or irregular |
oth

Blickensided /
ndulating

Elnnnr /

Eat continuous
all rock contact

Eo wall contact

FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION

Tightly healed joints

Unaltered, staining only

Slightly altered

| Silty or sandy coatings

Clay cocatings

Sand or crushed rock filling
+ i P

No. of joint sets present

Additional random Joints exist
Rock heavily fractured v
Crushed rock

WATER CONDITIONS

or minor inflow

ceptional transient inflow
ceptional continuous inflow
rox. WAter pressure: 55 1b/sq in.

STRESS CONDITIONS

lLov stress, near surface
[!Itd. stress: ucfci = 10-200

Figh stress: uEfﬂl = 5-10

Weakness zones with clay
Eggnr zones (fault zone) v
queezing rock
Swelling rock
Btress values if determined:

Btiff clay <Smm >5mm

Poft clay <omm >Smm o

.Ewelling clay <Smm >Smm vert. uhurz.
GENERAL

Uniaxial strength of rock material

Tensile:

N/

A psi

Compressive: 8.L-10K psi

Strike and dip orientation of the weakest Jjoints

Average strike
Dip direction

N/A
N/A

. Average dip /A

Figure C6 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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Exss of preject: PArk River Tunnel

CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORIANEFT: OEOMECRANICS CLASSIFICATION OF ROCK MASSES

Sy, pecios | POk TIPR D oNIoTS COMDITION O DISCORTINVITISS
Site of survey: _ Hartford, Conn. Fo.
Contucled byi g. A. Eiﬂhﬂlﬂﬂﬂ m..}1+10—23+10 Shale with ~ONTINULITT Bet 1 Bet 2 Bet 1
Date: Bte.. < interbedded Vors: At S R R
Sta. sandstone. Low: PA TS sisseninse B :
‘“‘ Hodes: l&n I“l ge® 2 sssmseseEs 020 we BaEe e
High: T R R R e R R R
v SEPAPATION
Lazellect 9 - 1008 .. i Unweathared ... ccoviossvninrr ST
Tj- =1 J Lt "Gﬁ“ " - . * - AR EEE
Cosd 19= 908 ..ovconeas Blightly weathared ......".’ . Ih:lﬂt:].; opes jolste; 0.01-0.1 is. 11{32.—11’16 I£32.'1i"l'5.....--...
Flir.‘ ”" 1::‘ !!!!!!!!!! m"‘.u vphtbared cooncu0n AAd R R mﬂ- }':“"l u‘l.n‘j in. i = B Rl e oyt et L | ok
Foor: % - 50% ‘*U"DH‘S‘ Kighly veathersd  .iscsssscsivssssnsiass AN (T TtUNEIE T
Ter; jeer: S Complataly weathared .....coivorinsnnmans ROUCHNESS
Pasge B: Eu-lﬂﬂs .......... Very rough surfages: ...+?-.--- ----F.-..
Pough surfaces: @ =000 sseediccns  sesalfasaas . .
SPOFTIATER ETRENGTR OF IWTACT ROCK MATFRIAL Blightly rough surfecemi ssessssens ws A i FEfaed
- Smon i I i cHsasEBEEEE 2 CEEEEEEREES 00 A FSSeNSEs
m';;:;'liﬂn Iﬂflll 'llﬁu m:::,::'r::.l" m“-:::"r;‘“: [(EIE LAY apFsEREssEl 22 GBESIREEEE®
i Vary high: Ovear 2.000 .occaus FILLING (GOUCK)
S ST (e High: 16,000 - 12,000 EQD b
e j=r= eomp “'u - 5 h. wale, s . asssassess SRS EEEEE L
drippies or flovis: wdar lov, Sl Mg il 8,000 ~ 15,000 LY m‘:’:“: ) N/A " /A ey hionive
[.rll'm-rlh Low: .tm = .'m o T steacy: Y S "
- ..“.E!*E:E......................... Yery low: 150 = A0DO0 uviiss
SPACING QF DISCONTINUITIES RAJOR FAULTS OR FOLIS
Bat 1 Bat 2 Set )
"r, wide: DRI isiebeaames  empraveTey 0 -ww PR ap—— Hin
Wide: 10 sesagueias TTEL L e i
Holerable: 1—, ﬂ 1-||lJ-I iiiiiiiiii {: 11111 . l-{lll o ABEWE&
Closa: 2 in.=] P8  sscsssnass  aesssssiss 0 sssasssnss
Tery ciose: I n T Sy R PR Dascrive major faults and folds specifying thelr locality, nature, aci
Basds { ft ] ,..HJ:A,,,. 3 aorlantations.
-~ EIRESTION GENERAL REKARKS AND _APDITIONAL DATA
Zuk L SErike: ..Hgﬂ%. (From ..%%er adisratl, bip: .éq:gnu iﬁ .......... This I‘EEiOﬂ is repregenti?e of the worst average rock
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Figure C7. Data input worksheets, Region 4 (Sheet 1 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET:

Project Name: Park River Tunnel

Site of Survey:

Hartford, Conn.

Conducted By: G.

A. Nicholson

Date:

Basic rock type:

shale w/interbedded sandstone

Igneous /[ / Metamorphic / /

Sedimentary jZ?

Hardness

Hard / / Medium /7/ Soft [ /

Decomposed j__f

Geological structure

Massive g

Slightly faulted or folded /7/
Moderately faulted or folded f__f
Intensely faulted or folded L:?

Water inflow per 1000 ft of tunnel

-
E s e gal/min
Joint condition
Set No.

e e £
Tight or cemented Lot b Ll
Slightly weathered or altered _:?- —?-j:?-
Severely weathered, altered or open j___ : U_

Structural Region: L

RSR CONCEPT FOR TUNNEL SUPPORT

Sta. 31410-23+10

Sta.

Sta.

Sta.

Joint spacing Set No.
-

Very closely jJointed: < 2 in. L0 L

Closely Jointed: 2-6 in. /a7

Moderately Jjointed: 6in. -1t [/ /T[T

Moderate to blocky:  1-2 ft M KT VT

Blocky to massive: 2-h ft ﬁ:?bﬁ:?hzzf

Massive: > L re 171700

Range in ft: E"" et

Joint orientation

Strike w.r.t. magnetic north
Strike | to tunnel axis
Strike || to tunnel axis

Dip orientation

Dip: 0-20 deg
20-50 deg
50-90 deg

Direction:

TI.‘:| N

2 [3
|$fEHE3r“P;

Tunnel drive: with dip 1:7
against dip [:?

Figure C7 (Sheet 2 of 3)
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CLASSIFICATION INPUT DATA WORKSHEET

Project Name: Park River Tunnel

Q-SYSTEM

Site of Survey: Hartford, Conn.

Structural Region: L
Sta. 31+10-23+10

Sta.

Sta.

Sta.

ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION

Average RQD = 40 g
Range = 20-100%

ROUGHNESS OF JOINTS
Rough or irregular |/

lanar Y

E@m_uﬂls
all rock contact

o wall contact

FILLING AND WALL ALTERATION

Tightly healed Jjoiats

| _Unaltered, staining only

| _Slightly altered

Silty or sandy coatings

Clay coatings

Sand or crushed rock filling
Stiff clay <Smm >5Smm
Boft clay <Smm > Smm
Bwelling clay <5Smm >5mm

Conducted by: G. A. Nicholson

Date:

Rock Type:Shale with interbedded sand=
stone

JOINT SETS

Massive rock, no or few joints
No. of joint sets present >
Additional random joints exist !/
Rock heavily fractured
Crushed rock

WATER CONDITIONS

E;y or minor inflow

Mediun inflow

Large inflow, unfilled joints v

Eirge inflow, filling washed out
ceptional transient inflow

Excqptionnl continuous inflow
pPprox. water pressure: 1b/sq in.

STRESS CONDITIONS

lLov siress, near surface
rled. stress: ncful = 10-200 | /

Pigh stress: uhfui = 5-10

Weakness zones with clay
Shear zones

Boueezing rock
Bwelling rock
Btress values if determined:

L50 +
“ert. B/A Yorz. 132 psi

GENERAL

Uniaxial strength of rock material

Tensile:

N/A

psi

Compressive: 8300 psi

Strike and dip orientation of the weakest joints

Average strike _ yo3p Average dip _ 15

Dip direction

SE

Figure C7 (Sheet 3 of 3)
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APPENDIX D: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
IN THE USE OF ROCK MASS CLASSIFICATIONS
FOR TUNNEL DESIGN (1979-1984)




"Imagination is more important
than knowledge."

Albert Einstein

Introduction

1. In the last five years, rock mass classifications have established

themselves as a valuable tool for engineers and geologists for assessing the
quality of rock masses for engineering purposes!:?*. They have received
increasing attention in the field of civil engineering as well as in mining

and have been applied in many countries to different engineering

3.4.5

problems In addition to providing guidelines for rock support

requirements in tunnels and mines, rock mass classifications have been
extended to estimate rock mass deformability as well as the strength of rock

masses. Bt

2. A significant recognition of the importance of rock classifications
is found in Europe, where tunnel construction contracts in Austria incorporate
a rock mass classification as a basis for payment in accordance with standard
contract documents. Moreover, special committees were appointed to study rock
mass classifications. On the international scene, the International Society
for Rock Mechanics (ISRM) and the International Association of Engineering
Geology (IAEG) have each established a commission on rock classification. In
the United States, the Transportation Research Board (TRB) Committee on
Exploration and Classification of Earth Materials has the responsibility of
application, evaluation, and correlation of existing earth-materials
classifications and the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
Committee D-18 has been charged with developing a set of rock-classification
standards.

3. The purpose of this appendix is to update the state of the art on
rock mass classification systems as used for the design and construction of
tunnels in rock. This appendix is accompanied by an up-to-date list of

references.

* See appropriate footnote reference number at end of Appendix D.
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4. Two rock mass classifications systems have emerged as dominant in
recent years, namely the Geomechanics Classification (RMR System) and the
Q-System, Many papers have been written comparing these classifications and
applying them to various areas of rock engineering®?. Accordingly, much of the
present review will be devoted to updating the developments concerning these
two classification systems.

5. A logical approach to discussing the developments concerning rock
mass classifications is to consider the following headings: (1) input data,
(2) rock support requirements, (3) influence of stress field, (4) rock mass

deformability, (5) strength of rock masses, and (6) emerging new applications.

A u ata

6. Reliable input data continue to be crucial to the successful use of
any rock mass classification system. Special input data sheets such as those
presented for each of the three classification systems in Appendix B of this
report are particularly useful. This is so because even if a comprehensive
geological report has been prepared for a construction site, use of the
classification systems will be greatly facilitated if the geological input
data is arranged in a convenient form compatible with a given rock
classification system.

7. In this connection, special reference should also be made to US Army
Corps of Engineers document ETL 1110-283 dated 31 May 1983 which gives
guidance on the use of rock mass classifications for tunnel support and
depicts the recommended input data sheets for use with the rock mass
classification systems.

8. A trend has emerged to collect engineering geological parameters for
rock mass classification purposes on the basis of borehole data alone without
the need for investigations in adits or pilot tunnels. As a result of the
availability of more advanced coring techniques such as directional drilling
and oriented core sampling as well as both borehole and core logging proce-

7

dures’, rock mass classifications can be performed on the basis of the input

data from boreholes.
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9. Figure D1 shows the results of a recent study by Cameron-Clarke and

Budavari® featuring a comparison of the RMR values obtained from borehole core
and from in situ mapping. It was concluded that borehole data tend to
underestimate somewhat the in situ values. In fact, using the RMR system or
the Q-System there was an 82 percent probability of a borehole classification

of a rock mass being correct.

10. In a recent paper, De Vallejo® presented an approach to tunnel site
characterization based on the RMR for determining rock mass rating values

based on geological explorations from the surface. This research aimed to
establish applicability of surface data to tunnel depths. Modifications to
some RMR parameters have been introduced and applied to civil and mining
underground excavations in Spain. The approach was recommended for

preliminary investigations and some findings are depicted in Figure D2.

uppo Guidelines

11. Recommendations for support measures to be used in connection with
rock mass classification systems have not changed during the past five years
and the support charts given in this report are still applicable.

12. A useful new development was presentation of simplified design
guidelines by Hoek!® giving approximate relationship between excavation
stability, maximum compressive boundary stress, and rock mass quality in terms
of RMR and Q-Jalues. This is depicted in Figure D3.

13. New comprehensive support guidelines have been prepared for use in
metal mining featuring modified RMR values from the Geomechanics Classi-
fication. The interested reader is referred to a publication by Kendorski et
al.' (1983).
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Figure D2. Differences in rock mass rating RMR predicted from

surface exploration and encountered during tunnel
construction (after De Vallejo®)
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TUNNELING QUALITY INDEX Q
o.oo1 0.01 0.1 1.0 4

(4] T - B
STRUCTURALLY
0.1 CONTROLLED
FAILURE

10 40 100 400 1000

3 0.
: GENERALLY
E 0.2 NO SUPPORT I, .
=
5 13[' 0.3
=
E 0.4} -
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§ lﬁ: Eﬂﬁiﬁf - SUPPORT
¥ 0.6 BOUNDARY bR ACTICAL o
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3 07 xp; STABLE OPENINGS oz
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- STRESS
3 INDUCED
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ROCK MASS RATINGS RMR

Figure D3, Approximate relationship between excavation stability

rock mass quality and maximum compressive boundary stress
(after Hoek!?).

Influence of Stress Field

14. A cpnsiderable amount of research has been devoted to adapting rock
mass classifications for use at greater depths and in changing stress
conditions. This is particularly applicable in deep level mining and this
research was directed to applications involving block caving mines'!. This
research is relevant to tunneling featuring the influence of adjacent
excavations as well as changing stress conditions such as may be encountered
in civil engineering involving varying applied loads.

15. A simplified chart featuring additional adjustments appropriate to
the Geomechanics Classification, is depicted in Figure D4. A more detailed
rock mass classification procedure based on RMR values has been developed'’
which enables the planner or the mine operator to arrive at rock mass quality

and support recommendations for production drifts in block caving mines. The
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Strength of Blasting damage
intact rock adjustment Ag
Rating: 0-15 0.8-1.0
Discontinuity Discontinuity In-situ stress &
density orientation change of stress
RQD: 0-20 adjustment adjustment
Spacing: 0-20 A,
Rating: 0-40 0.6-1.2
Basic RMR
0-100
1L Major faults &
Discontinuity fractures
condition [
Rating: 0-30 0.7-1.0
;
Adjusted RMR
Groundwater
condition RMRXAzxAgx§
M
Rating: 0-15 max. 0.5

Suppornt recommendations

Figure D4. Adjustments to the Geomechanics Classification
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procedure involves adjusting RMR values for mining purposes and then esti-

mating support requirements for development and production drifts. The proce-
dure is diagrammatically depicted in Figure D5. This system, known as the

Modified Basic RMR system or MBR in short, is based on experience gained in an

in-depth field study at several block caving mines in the United States.

Strength of Rock Masses

16. Rock mass classifications recently became useful for estimating the
in situ strength of rock masses. Hoek and Brown'? proposed an empirical

failure criterion for the strength of rock masses as opposed to the strength

of rock materials. Their criterion is as follows:

o o mo 1/2

O, o, o

c

where o, is the major principal stress at failure
o3 is the minor principal stress
o. is the uniaxial compressive strength of rock
m and s are constants which depend upon the properties of
the rock and the extent to which it has been fractured

by being subjected to o; and oj;.

17. For intact rock, m = m; which is determined from a fit of the
above equation to triaxial test data from laboratory specimens, taking s =1
for rock material. Using sandstone as an example, the Hoek-Brown criterion

for s = 1 is depicted in Figure D6.

13 14

18. For rock masses, Hoek and Brown® and Priest and Brown'" recommended
relationships between m and s and the value of Bieniawski's RMR. These
original relations between m and s and RMR were based on a small number of
data points and were not well defined. Brown and Hoek!® have since determined
that the original relationships gave low values of rock mass strength due to
the fact that laboratory test specimens from which they were derived were

disturbed. Thus, the original relationships were considered suitable for use
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Figure D5. Organization of the RMR system for application to block caving
mines. The flow diagram begins at left; intermediate data inputs originate
at the top and outputs are at the bottom (after Kendorski et al. ™)
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Figure D6. Results of triaxial tests on sandstone for
determining parameter m in the Hoek-Brown failure
criterion (after Hoek and Brown'®)
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in estimating the peak strengths of disturbed rock masses such as these on the
boundaries of slopes and underground excavations that have been loosened by
poor blasting practice and those in embankments or waste dumps. Brown and
Hoek!S suggest a slight modification to Priest and Brown's'* recommendations

and, for disturbed rock mass, suggested the following expressions:

m_ = exp (RMR-100
m 14

s = exp (M)
6

19, When mechanical excavation, perimeter blasting techniques, or, in
some cases, normal good blasting practice are used, the rock mass may be left
essentially undisturbed. Back-calculation of the rock mass strengths
developed in a number of these cases suggests that the m and s values
corresponding to peak strengths of undisturbed or interlocked rock masses may

be estimated by the following expressions:

m_ = exp (E.I:E_LQQ)

my 28
§ = exp (m-mo)
9

Hoek and Brown'® has compiled a list of approximate m and s values for
both disturbed and undisturbed rock masses as reproduced in Table Dl. The
upper m and s values for each rock mass category refers to disturbed rock
mass while the lower refers to undisturbed rock mass.
Shear Stren o) isconti ies

20, Serafim and Pereira!’ utilized the Geomechanics Classification to
estimate from RMR values both the shear strength of a rock material and the
shear strength of discontinuities in rock. For this purpose, they used the
ratings for point load strength and/or uniaxial compressive strength to
estimate ¢ and ¢ of the intact rock and utilized the "condition of disconti-
nuities" together with the "groundwater" term to estimate the angle of
friction of the discontinuities in rock masses. The roughest, unweathered
joints in the dry state were given a ¢ value of 45°. Flowing water caused an
effective reduction of 8° on ¢ and gouge-filled discontinuities had values of
¢ = 10°, 1In general, this approach was considered as realistic by Barton and

as a useful addition to the RMR-System.
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21. Estimates of the shear strength of rock material and of disconti-
nuities, as presented by Serafim and Pereira'’, are reproduced in Tables D2
and D3.

22. An alternative approach was also provided by Barton® who mentioned

that after the Q-System was developed, it was discovered by chance that the

arctangent of (J./J,) gave a surprisingly realistic estimate of the shear
strength, namely:

friction angle = tan_l(Jr/Ja}“

It was suggested’ that one can base the design on peak shear strength in the
case of unfilled rough joints but only on residual strength in the case of

clay-filled discontinuities,
eforma Roc e

23. New research has been conducted into estimating rock mass deforma-
bility by means of rock mass classifications. Previous work® featured a
correlation between the modulus of deformation and the rock mass rating RMR
from the Ceomechanics Classification., The data presented included better
quality rock masses, namely, having RMR > 50. Recently, Serafim and Pereira'’
provided correlations between RMR and poorer quality rock masses having RMR
< 50. The cnmblete correlation is given in Figure D7. Serafim and Pereira
also proposed a new correlation as follows:

RMR-100
A T

This equation is plotted in Figure D8 together with the experimental data

collected by Serafim and Pereira®’.

24. 1In a recent paper, Barton’ compared methods of estimating modulus
of deformation values from rock mass classifications. The mean values of
deformation modulus as well as the range of modulus values were analyzed in
terms of RMR and Q-values. He suggested the following approximation for

estimating mean deformation moduli:
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Epean ™ 25 log Q

An upper-bound and lower-bound to the measured data were given by:

Enln_]-OluEQ
Epax = 40 log Q

stimat Tunnel Conve ce from Rock Mass Rating

25. Moreno-Tallon'® provided interesting information on the relationship
between convergence deformations and rock mass rating RMR for tunnels, based
on a case history in Spain. This concept is illustrated in Figure D9 which
shows the tunnel deformations as a function of time and rock mass rating RMR,
with support and depth being considered constant, A relationship was also
shown to exist between rock-bolt behavior and RMR values. It has been
suggested that development of a "general convergence equation" should be
attempted, incorporating the four main variables: time, rock mass rating RMR,
support and state of stress. This represents a new field of application for
rock mass classifications.

26. In an independent study, Unall® showed the RMR system to be appli-
cable for estimating the actual convergence of coal mine tunnels as a function
of time. In essence, he proposed an integrated approach to roof with roof
span, support pressure, time, and deformation. This is diagrammatically

presented in Figure DI10.

General Remarks

27. One of the useful developments in the past five years was the
selection of the ratings for the various classification parameters from
graphs'? giving the relationship between this parameter and its value as shown
in Figure D11. Problems previously arose as to what rating should be selected
if a given parameter value was on the borderline between two ranges of data.

28. It also became apparent that while the parameter RQD and the
parameter discontinuity spacing were justified to appear separately in a

classification system, there existed a correlation between the two. A number

D15



Rumg,
"0 E 50
E
(]
40
RMR =
R=50 0
——RMR = £
—RMR -gg 20 "1so—
;’*50..._
20—
10 T 0 e
T, days ; RMR
150 100 50 0140 50 60 70
0
~D2/0
Orra_
f°)
DEPTH SO | “’o
AND
SUPPORT w
CONSTANT S o
it
100 o
A \

Figure D9. Diagrammatical representation of tunmel convergence
observations with RMR and time (after Moreno Tallon'®)

D16



L1d

100 - RMR
P ST 100 7B

SUPPORT PRESSURE P

0% hrs

kPa 200 150
TIME
GROUND REACTION _/ N ______ /| ___8
CURVE
SUPPORT
CHARACTERISTIC
15
ra
=
20
=
@
& 25
g 1.85m
=t ROOF SPANS
FOR RMR = 40
mm

Figure D10. Illustration of an integrated a%Pruach
to tunnel stability (after Unal 9



S
H
i

i

13 :
12
"
10
9
O
= 8
.—
é 7
6
5
i
4 pHn T RANGE OF POSSIBLE ROCK
G STRENGTHS FOR SELCTED
’ fis ey RATINGS
2 B2
|
50 100 150 200 MPa
5 10 ) 20 25 30 10°1b/in®

INTACT ROCK STRENGTH

20 20

18 18

16 ol 6
| 2

14 =4
2

12 4 ol2

o
o

RQD RATING

L.
DISCONTINUITY SPA
o

4 4
2 2
1 | 1 m
0™=30 20 60 80 100 0 ! 2 3 6 it
RQD, % DISCONTINUITY SPACING

Figure D11. Ratings for intact rock strength and discontinuity density.
The stippled area allows latitude in assigning ratings where
biased test results from point-load testing are suspected
(after Kendorski et al.™ ™)

D18



of studies were conducted, notably by Priest and Hudson?®, in which a rela-
tionship between RQD and discontinuity spacing was derived. Based on this
development, ratings were allocated for RQD and discontinuity spacing for use
with the Geomechanics Classification as shown in Figure D12. This figure is
particularly useful when one of the two parameters is not available and an
estimate is needed of the corresponding parameter. There are situations when
core is not available from boreholes yet discontinuity spacing is available
from tunnel mapping. On the other hand, RQD values may be available from
surface drilling and can be used to estimate discontinuity spacing at tunnel
depth.

29. Finally, it became apparent that no matter which classification
system is used, the very process of rock mass classification enables the
designer to gain a better understanding of the influence of the various
geologic parameters in the overall rock mass behavior and, hence, gain a
better appreciation of all the factors involved in the engineering problem.
This leads to better engineering judgment. Consequently, it does not really
matter that there is no general agreement on which rock classification system
is best; it is better to try two or more systems and, through a parametric
study, obtain a better "feel" for the rock mass. It has emerged that the most
popular rock mass classification systems are the RMR System (Geomechanics
Classification), and the Q-System. These two systems should, as a minimum, be

used on tunneling projects for comparison purposes.

Conclusions

30. There were substantial developments concerning rock mass classi-
fication systems in the past five years. These developments have pointed out
the usefulness of rock mass classifications and the benefits that can be
derived by their use. It is obvious that further benefit from rock mass
classifications can only be derived if more case histories are available for
assessing the value of the classification systems as well as the benefits in
terms of engineering design. It is recommended that rock classification

systems are systematically used on tunneling projects, that at least two
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systems are always selected for comparative purposes and that careful record
is kept of their application during the construction of a tunnel.

31. Rock mass classifications should always be applied judiciously as
an aid in design but not as a replacement for engineering design. The main
value is in quantifying engineering geological descriptions of rock masses and
estimating support requirements in the planning stage. Rock mass classifi-
cations are also useful for estimating the in situ strength of rock masses,
modulus of rock mass deformation as well as cohesion and friction of rock
masses. The emerging applications include development of relationships
between tunnel convergence and time as functions of rock mass class.

32. A measure of the interest in rock mass classification is the fact
that special sessions on rock mass classifications were organized in 1983 at
two major international conferences, namely, the International Symposium on
Engineering Geology and Underground Construction held in Lisbon, Portugal, and
the Fifth International Congress on Rock Mechanics held in Melbourne,
Australia. Eleven papers on the subject were presented at the Lisbon
Symposium while 15 papers were delivered at the Melbourne Congress. These and

other recent papers on rock mass classifications are given in the list of

b ]

references.
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