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Abstract: Rockburst is a type of dynamic instability failure phenomenon and frequently brings
huge losses to underground engineering projects such as mines and tunnels. In order to explore
rockburst mechanisms and predict rockbursts better, relying on the background of Wulaofeng deep-
buried highway tunnel, in situ stress measurement was performed using new wireless devices, and
mechanics tests of surrounding rock samples taken from different burial depths were carried out.
The rockburst mechanism was explored from the microscopic perspective based on the analysis
of scanning electron microscopy (SEM). Rockburst tendency was judged comprehensively by a
tendency analysis, grade prediction and numerical simulation. The result showed that the mechanical
parameters of granite rocks in the deep-buried section were larger than those in the entrance section,
and the fractured morphology mainly comprised sheet and monolithic block, corresponding to
transgranular fracture and intergranular fracture. Rocks with few types of mineral cementation, good
crystallization and small particle size differences had better energy storage and release characteristics.
There was little difference in the rockburst tendency of rocks with different buried depths, but
there were obvious differences in the rockburst grade. In the deep-buried section of the tunnel,
the rockburst grade was of a moderate–heavy level and the rockburst risk at the vault and right
spandrel of the cross section was more severe, which was basically consistent with the situation at
the tunnel site. This study can provide a theoretical basis for the prevention and control of rockbursts
in Wulaofeng tunnel and other similar engineering projects.

Keywords: rockburst; underground engineering; numerical simulation; microcosmic mechanism;
tendency judgement

1. Introduction

With the increase in mining depth and infrastructure projects, the construction envi-
ronment has become more and more complex, and the disaster problems such as rockburst,
coal-gas outburst and landslides have become more and more prominent [1–4]. Rockburst
is a dynamic instability failure phenomenon, which is usually caused by the sudden release
of the accumulated elastic energy of deep rock mass in high stress environment [5–7]. The
surrounding rock mass is catapulted, thrown or even ejected into the excavated space sud-
denly and violently, which can result in great casualties and property losses. For example,
extremely intense rockburst events occurred in Jinping Hydropower Station [8] and in
Hanjiang-Weihe River Diversion Project [9], which destroyed the construction tunnels and
took heavy tolls. Rockburst disasters tend to increase in tunnels that are growing in scale
and depth [10,11]. Thus, the studies on the mechanism and prediction of rockburst have
became research hotspots, which is very urgent and meaningful to improve construction
safety [12].

It is generally recognized that internal and external conditions are both needed for
a rockburst, that is, rock can accumulate enough energy, and construction disturbances

Minerals 2022, 12, 1241. https://doi.org/10.3390/min12101241 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/minerals

https://doi.org/10.3390/min12101241
https://doi.org/10.3390/min12101241
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/minerals
https://www.mdpi.com
https://doi.org/10.3390/min12101241
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/minerals
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/min12101241?type=check_update&version=1


Minerals 2022, 12, 1241 2 of 18

in high stress environments lead to a sudden release of energy. To prevent and control
rockbursts effectively, considerable efforts have been made to explore their failure mech-
anism. Through the study and analogy of rock experiments, Gu et al. [13] divided the
development process of rockburst into three stages: splitting into plates, cracking into
blocks and rock mass ejection, and put forward the criterion for the occurrence of rockburst;
Li et al. [14,15] regarded the development of rockburst as a process of energy accumulation
and release, and divided it into three stages: energy accumulation, micro-rupture forma-
tion and expansion, and rupture surface penetration and burst ejection; Xu et al. [16,17]
analyzed the characteristics of rock failure instability based on a triaxial unloading test,
and explored the occurrence mechanism of rockburst. Ma et al. [18] attributed the root
cause of rockburst to the non-uniformity and joints of the rock by microseismic detection
and sonar localization, and analyzed the location of rockbursts. Wang et al. [19] analyzed
the influence of structural surface factors on rockbursts based on UDEC software and
microseismic monitoring. Luo et al. [20–22] conducted studies on the influence of tem-
perature on rockbursts to investigate the stress involution and rockburst mechanisms in
geothermally rich areas. He et al. [23] thought that rockburst was the phenomenon of
dynamic instability, and conducted dynamic loading tests to study rockburst occurrence
mechanisms under different circumstances. In summary, great progress has been made in
the study of rockburst mechanisms. However, due to the complexity and uncertainty of the
rockburst problem, the rockburst mechanism is still not clear, and it is mostly studied from
a macroscopic perspective. In addition, it is difficult to obtain rocks at the site of rockburst
disasters, so it is more meaningful to study them.

Based on the study of rockburst mechanisms, numerous scholars think that rockburst
is predictable and have conducted much specific research on rockburst tendency [24–26]. In
general, the evaluation methods of rockburst tendency can be divided into three categories:
empirical analysis, theoretical analysis and numerical simulation. The empirical analysis
is mainly based on the empirical indicators of rockburst, including single indicators and
multiple indicators [27]. Qu et al. [28] conducted a rockburst tendency analysis on the deep-
buried tunnel based on lithological conditions; Wu et al. [29] studied the rockburst tendency
of various rocks with four indicators comprehensively: rock mass brittleness index, elastic
deformation energy index, impact energy index and residual energy index. In recent years,
Zhang et al. [30,31] put forward some new indexes or modified traditional rockburst criteria
to make the index further enriched. Theoretical analysis mainly refers to propensity analysis
through mathematical theory and machine learning, including fuzzy mathematics, rough
set, unsupervised learning, linear classification models, decision trees, neural network and
so on [32–37]. Besides, as a convenient and high-efficiency tool, numerical simulations
have been widely used in the problem analysis of rockburst tendency. There are three main
numerical methods: continuum method, discontinuum method, and hybrid method [38].
For instance, Hatzor et al. [39,40] used discontinuous deformation analysis (DDA) method
and combined with methods such as GSI to assess rockburst tendency. Nowadays, the
hybrid method is used more in related analyses. Overall, many studies about tendency
analysis have been done, but they are mostly vague evaluations of large areas that are not
very targeted, and the results of indoor analysis and on-site analysis are used confusingly
without a clear distinction. Moreover, the tendency analysis is not systematic and does not
provide a strong guidance to the site.

In this study, based on the Wulaofeng deep-buried highway tunnel, the occurrence
mechanism of rockbursts was analyzed from a microscopic point of view, and rockburst
tendency was judged comprehensively by three stages. Firstly, the characteristics of in-situ
rockbursts were analyzed, geo-stress measurements were carried out with new wireless
measuring device, and rock mechanics tests, in which rock samples were obtained from
different burial depths of the site, was conducted. Rockburst mechanisms wes then explored
in terms of fracture topography and composition from a microscopic perspective using SEM.
Subsequently, rockburst tendency was judged by theoretical analysis which is divided into
tendency analysis and grade predition. Finally, relying on numerical simulation and limit
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energy criterion, the rockburst tendency of different positions of the tunnel was analyzed
from the perspective of energy accumulation, making the analytical results more targeted.

2. Project Overview
2.1. Engineering Background

Wulaofeng Highway Tunnel is a typical deep-buried long mountain tunnel, which
is located in Yunnan Province, China, with a maximum burial depth of 929 m and nearly
60% of which is more than 400 m buried. The tunnel section is a straight-wall–top-arch
type with size of 12.0 × 8.5 m2. The lithology of the tunnel is dominated by hard granite,
and as the construction progresses, some rockbursts have appeared. Judging from the
in-site investigation, the rockbursts mainly occurred in the tunnel heading face, vault and
spandrel, which were initially judged to be weak- and moderate-intensity rockbursts. The
geographical location of Wulaofeng Project is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. The geographical location of Wulaofeng Engineering.

2.2. Rockburst Characteristics

As tunnel construction progressed, the phenomena of high geostress began to appear. For
example, drilling pipesticking happens frequently when drilling. Correspondingly, rockbursts
occur in the tunnel, which seriously interferes with normal construction operations.

The locations of rockbursts are mainly in the palm surface, vault and right spandrel,
where the falling rocks show different forms such as flakes, plates, small blocks, and large
blocks, mainly flakes and plates. According to the research conclusion of Feng et al. [7],
the depth of the blasting pit, the length along the axis of tunnel, the characteristics of the
blasting block and other aspects of rockbursts were observed on the site, and the rockburst
intensity was divided. The largest rockburst pit reaches a depth of 2 m, and the intensity
of the rockbursts varies from slight to strong. Rockbursts occur mainly in granite and a
small part in limestone.The integrity of the surrounding rock is Grade III or IV, and the
construction method used is the full-section method or the step method.

Figure 2 shows photos of some rockburst damage. Figure 2a shows a weak rockburst
that catapulted or flaked in the form of flakes, accompanied by a crisp tearing sound;
Figure 2b,c is moderate rockbursts, showing plate-like or block-like destruction, of which
the rockburst in Figure 2b was plate-like catapults, with a plate thickness of about 10 cm,
accompanied by a bursting sound; Figure 2d shows the heavy rockburst that appeared,
throwing a large amount of plate-like and blocky surrounding rock, and the pit reached a
depth of 1.5 m.
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Figure 2. Rockburst phenomena on the site: (a) Weak rockburst; (b) moderate rockburst; (c) moderate
rockburst; (d) heavy rockburst.

2.3. In Situ Stress Measurement

On the site, an in situ stress measurement was carried out using the new wireless
instantaneous continuous acquisition hollow envelope strain gage of the academician Cai
Meifeng’s team, and the core of the hollow envelope is shown in Figure 3. When compared
with the traditional hollow envelope strain gage, the new equipment overcomes the prob-
lems of signal attenuation caused by long wires in the measurement process and twisting
of the wire by the drill pipe. In addition, the power-off continuous mining technology
used has many advantages. It not only eliminates the problem that the acquisition system
will heat up and affect the measurement accuracy during the long-term measurement
process of the traditional probe, but also ensures that the test and monitoring process can be
continuously and effectively collected, which can make the geo-stress measurements more
accurate and convenient. Figure 4 shows the drilling operation in the field by a geological
rig in April 2020. The measurement point was set up at the widened section with a depth
about 900 m (chainage k27 + 960).

The measurement process is divided into five steps: (a) drilling large holes, grinding
the bottom of the holes; (b) drilling concentric holes and cleaning up the chips; (c) instal-
lation of a measuring probe in the center of the small hole; (d) relieving the stress of the
nested core; (e) calculating the original rock stresses.



Minerals 2022, 12, 1241 5 of 18

Figure 3. A core that envelops a hollow inclusion.

Figure 4. Drilling operation in the field.

Each measuring point has 12 strain gauges, which can collect strains in 12 directions,
and perform double temperature compensation for strain rates of each gauge. The ground
stress component is then obtained based on the least squares fitting method. After ground
stress measurement and inversion, the ground stress field of the measured lot is obtained,
of which the deep-buried lot is dominated by horizontal ground stress. The principal stress
values of the above measured point is shown in Table 1. The maximum stress value reaches
37–40 MPa, which belongs to the high-stress level.

Table 1. Meaurement results of principal stresses.

Stress Factors The Maximal
Principal Stress

The Intermediate
Principal Stress

The Minimum
Principal Stress

Value/MPa 38.27 24.94 23.11
Direction −36.82 −19.34 54.94

Inclination/◦ −18 71 −5

3. Rock Properties and Rockburst Mechanism
3.1. Experimental Study of In Situ Rocks

The rock samples were collected from Wulaofeng area at the depth of 110 m at the
entrance and the depth of 850 m where the rockbursts happened. Standard cylindrical
specimens with dimensions of 50 mm × 100 mm were prepared from the collected rock
blocks. Specimen numbers are shown in Table 2. Regarding the serial number: WLF is
an abbreviation of WLF. U, L, and B represent the test type (U—uniaxial compression,
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L—loading and unloading, B—Brazilian). S and D represent depth of rock (S—shallow,
D—deep). The total stress–strain curve of rock deformation failure was obtained by a
uniaxial compression test, and the type and mechanical properties of rock failure were
analyzed. The release energy and loss energy of rock were obtained by uniaxial loading
and unloading test, and the elastic strain energy characteristics of rockbursts were analyzed.
The tensile properties of rocks were studied through the Brazilian Split test.

Table 2. Number of rock mechanics test samples.

Type of Test Specimen Source Serial Numble Specimen Source Serial Numble

Compression test Entrance section
WLFUS-01-1

Deep buried
section

WLF-UD-02-1
WLF-US-01-2 WLF-UD-02-2
WLF-US-01-3 WLF-UD-02-3

Loading and
unloading test Entrance section

WLF-LS-03-1 Deep buried
section

WLF-LD-04-1
WLF-LS-03-2 WLF-LD-04-2

Brazilian test Entrance section
WLF-BS-05-1

Deep buried
section

WLF-BD-06-1
WLF-BS-05-2 WLF-BD-06-2
WLF-BS-05-3 WLF-BD-06-3

3.1.1. Whole Process Test of Rock Deformation and Failure

In this test, a total of 6 cylindrical specimens were selected, including 3 specimens from
the entrance and 3 specimens from the deep burial section. Using the combined control
mode of displacement and pressure, the test was first loaded in a pressure control mode of
500 N/s, and the loading was stopped when the sample began to yield. Then, the mode was
transformed into displacement control, with a rate of 0.02 mm/min until the sample was
destroyed. The stress–strain curves obtained by the test are partially shown in Figure 5, and
the calculated physical and mechanical parameters are shown in Table 3, Where εF and εB
represent the pre-peak strain and post-peak strain, and WE and WP represent accumulated
energy and released energy. Besides, S and D represent the depth of rock (S—shallow,
D—deep).

Figure 5. Stress–strain curves of granite specimen: (a) Entrance section; (b) Deep buried section.

From the test results, it can be seen that the granite of the Wulaofeng Tunnel shows
obvious brittle failure characteristics. The average compressive strength of the deep-buried
section is 134 MPa, which is greater than the strength at the entrance section that is 106 MPa.
The elastic modulus of the deep-buried section is 35 GPa and the Poisson ratio is 0.22,
which are also slightly larger than the entrance section. At the stage of crack closure and
compaction, the stress–strain curve appears to be obviously concave, indicating there exist
many original microcracks in the rock and the porosity is large. Moreover, obvious uneven



Minerals 2022, 12, 1241 7 of 18

coarse particles can be seen in the specimen, which will also have a certain impact on the
physical and mechanical properties of the granite.

Table 3. Results of uniaxial compression test.

Sample Source Serial Number
Uniaxial

Compression
Strength (UCS)/MPa

Elasticity
Modulus/GPa Poisson’s Ratio Failure Mode

Entrance
section

WLF-US-01-1 124.38 33.12 0.21 tensile
WLF-US-01-2 92.23 26.67 0.17 tensile
WLF-US-01-3 102.17 29.85 0.20 tensile/shear
mean value 106.26 29.89 0.19

Deep buried section

WLF-UD-02-1 131.74 32.55 0.21 tensile
WLF-UD-02-2 144.62 35.36 0.23 tensile
WLF-UD-02-3 126.42 37.42 0.23 tensile

mean value 134.26 35.11 0.22

The specimens after partial destruction are shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6. The specimens after tests.

The specimens from the deep-buried section all show significant tensile failure. For
the specimens from the shallow-buried section, the first two show tensile failure and the
third specimen shows a mixed failure of tensile and shear. It was also found that the tensile
failure changed at the position where there are large blocks, i.e., an uneven block will affect
the direction of crack expansion. When doing the test, there was an obvious phenomenon
of fragment ejection, which was scattered on the test bench around the specimen, indicating
that the falling fragments had a certain ejection kinetic energy. Meanwhile, the test was
accompanied by different degrees of crackling sounds, which is equivalent to different
degrees of rockburst destruction.

3.1.2. Uniaxial Loading and Unloading Test

The loading and unloading test was conducted so as to analyze the characteristics
of energy storage and dissipation. Firstly, the rock sample was loaded axially at a rate
of 500 N/s, and the compression was stopped when the load reached 70%–80% of the
compressive strength, that is, about 90 MPa. Then, the pressure was unloaded, and the
hysteresis loop was obtained. The stress–strain curves of the test are partially shown in
Figure 7, where Wst and Wsp represent dissipated energy and released energy, respectively.
It is seen that the inelastic deformation and the plastic hysteresis are both obvious; especially
in the deep-buried granite it is more prominent. The dissipated energy in Figure 7a is larger
than that in Figure 7b. But for every specimen, the energy difference between dissipation
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and release is not obvious. All in all, the rock from the deep-buried section will release
more energy than that from the entrance section.

Figure 7. Test curves of uniaxial loading and unloading. (a) From entrance section. (b) From
deep-buried section.

Then, the Brazilian Split test was carried out on the processed specimens. The average
tensile strength of the deep-buried section was 9.5 MPa, while the entrance section was 6.7 MPa.

3.2. Microscopic Mechanism Analysis of Rockburst

In order to study the microscopic mechanism of rockbursts, SEM was used to scan the
vertical fractures of rocks from the deep-buried section and the entrance section (numbered
2–3 and 1–3, respectively). Through the observation and analysis of the morphology of
rock fractures, the characteristics and mechanisms of rock fractures were studied. By
analyzing the composition of components, the rockburst mechanism was explored from
the microscopic composition.

3.2.1. Analysis of Fracture Topography

Rock fracture morphology is divided into two types: tension fracture and shear
fracture [41], corresponding to tensile failure and shear failure. Typical broken morphology
mainly includes: river-like, complete block-shaped, step-shaped, honeycomb-shaped,
fishbone-like, fog-like area-like and so on. Among them, from the perspective of fracture
mechanism analysis, intergranular fracture (intact particle fracture) and transgranular
fracture (cleavage fracture) are the main microscopic fracture modes of tensile failure,
while slip fractures and microporous aggregation fractures are the main modes of shear
failure [42].

Through SEM analysis, it can be seen that the main fracture morphology of the samples
comprise flaky structures and block structures, as shown in Figure 8. Figure 8a is a layered
structure consisting of flake minerals. Under the action of external loads, cracks occur
easily between layers. Due to the presence of interlayer material and the non-uniformity of
the mineral composition, the cracks change the direction of expansion. Eventually, tearing
appears, forming a schematic fracture. During this process, a transgranular fracture occurs,
which manifests as tension failure. Figure 8b shows a block structure with good integrity.
Granite is composed of different mineral crystals, which are enriched by other cementitious
substances. Due to differences in strength, cracks are easy to occur between the grains when
the rock is subjected to the action of force. As the cracks continue to develop, eventually
failure appears along the crystals. The composition of the complete block structure in
Figure 8b is quartz, which has a high content in the rock and has a large impact on the
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breaking of the rock. When the failure occurs at this place, it is mainly manifested as the
fracture along the intact particles illustrated. The broken section is parallel to the direction
of the principle stress, and the macroscopic manifestation is that of tensile failure.

Figure 8. Scanning morphology of the fracture. (a) Foliated structure; (b) Block structure.

3.2.2. Mechanism Study Based on Microscopic Components

In essence, the microscopic composition and structure of rock determine its macro-
scopic mechanical properties. Rock is a collection of minerals, and the physical and me-
chanical properties of rocks will be affected by different components, so that the properties
such as rock brittleness, energy storage characteristic will be different. In order to study the
correlation between microscopic composition of granite and rockbursts, the microscopic
composition analysis of the two observation samples above was carried out. The EDS
spectra are shown in Figure 9, and the sample compositions are shown in Tables 4 and 5.

Figure 9. EDS spectrum.

Table 4. Composition of Sample 1.

Chemical Element Percentage by Weight Wt/% (Variance) Atomic Percentage

Fe 12.29 0.42 4.57
O 55.99 0.55 72.73
Al 6.13 0.19 4.72
Si 14.42 0.27 10.67
K 5.28 0.17 2.80

Mg 4.61 0.18 3.94
Ti 1.30 0.15 0.56
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Table 5. Composition of Sample 2.

Chemical Element Percentage by Weight Wt/% (Variance) Atomic Percentage

Fe 4.74 0.21 1.67
O 60.67 0.34 74.70
Al 3.93 0.10 2.87
Si 23.47 0.23 16.46

Mg 1.20 0.07 0.97
K 2.18 0.08 1.10
Ca 1.62 0.08 0.80
Na 0.97 0.09 0.83
Ti 0.72 0.08 0.30
P 0.31 0.05 0.20
Cl 0.19 0.04 0.10

Combined with chart analysis, it can be seen that: (1) Sample 1 contains a total of
seven elements (Fe, O, Al, Si, K, Mg, Ti), and Sample 2 contains a total of ten elements, with
an addition of four elements, Ca, Na, P, and Cl. In contrast, Sample 1 has better particle
size uniformity and a higher degree of crystallization. (2) From the perspective of mineral
composition, the samples contain lots of quartz, and the presence of quartz will increase the
brittleness and energy storage characteristics of the rock, making the sample rocks show
high brittleness and energy storage characteristics. Mica, which has a low strength and is
easy to stretch or tear off, has a significant impact on the initial breaking of rock. (3) In the
case of small difference of main component, the cementation type, crystallization degree
and particle size difference of minerals will have a major impact on the energy storage and
release characteristics of the rock, and the grain structure of the minerals has an important
influence or even a decisive effect on the strength in the brittle failure of rock.

4. Comprehensive Judgment of Rockburst Tendency
4.1. Analysis of Rockburst Tendency

Tendency analysis mainly refers to rockburst evaluation through rock indicators
obtained from indoor rock mechanics tests. There are many evaluation indicators; the
main ones commonly used are the elastic deformation energy index, energy storage and
consumption coefficient, energy impact index, brittleness coefficient, etc. The following
takes the brittleness coefficient as an example to analyze the rockburst tendency of rock.

The so-called brittleness coefficient criterion refers to the use of the ratio of rock compressive
strength to tensile strength to evaluate the rockburst tendency, and its expression is:

B = σc/σt (1)

where B is the brittleness coefficient. the criteria is:
B > 40 (no rockburst)
26.7 < B < 40 (weak rockburst)
14.5 < B < 26.7 (moderate rockburst)
B < 14.5 (heavy rockburst)

(2)

For the deep-buried section, based on rock strength, the B values were calculated to be
13.9, 15.3 and 13.2, corresponding to the rockburst tendency of heavy, moderate and heavy,
respectively; For the shallow-buried section, the calculated B values were 18.5, 13.7 and 15.2,
corresponding to the rockburst tendency of moderate, heavy and moderate, respectively.

Similarly, the linear elastic energy value, elastic deformation energy index, and energy
storage and consumption index [43–45] were used to analyze the rockburst tendency, and
the statistical results are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. Results of the judging of rockburst tendency.

Sample Source Serial
Number

Analysis of Rockburst Tendency Prediction of Rockburst Grade

Linear
Elastic Energy

Energy
Impact Index

Energy Storage and
Consumption Index

Brittleness
Coefficient

Russense
Criterion

Barton
Criterion

Entrance
section

US-01-1 heavy heavy moderate moderate no no
US-01-2 moderate heavy moderate heavy no no
US-01-3 moderate no moderate moderate no no

Deep buried
section

UD-02-1 heavy heavy moderate heavy heavy weak
UD-02-2 heavy heavy moderate moderate heavy weak
UD-02-3 heavy moderate moderate heavy heavy moderate

4.2. Prediction of Rockburst Grade

Although the rockburst tendency has been analyzed through indoor rock tests, rock-
bursts can only occur when the rocks are in the specific stress environment [46]. Therefore,
the Russense criterion based on the strength stress ratio [47] was selected to predict the
rockburst level of engineered rock mass.

The Russense criterion was used to analyze the intensity of rockbursts in accordance
with the relationship between the maximum tangential stress around the cave and the rock
point load strength. Later, for the convenience of calculation, the point load strength was
changed to a uniaxial compressive strength, and the discriminant relationship is as follows:

σθ/σc < 0.20 (no rockburst)
0.20 ≤ σθ/σc < 0.30 (weak rock burst)
0.30 ≤ σθ/σc < 0.55 (moderate rockburst)
σθ/σc ≥ 0.55 (heavy rockburst)

(3)

Through measurement and inversion, the maximum principal stress at the sampling
point of the deep-buried section is 34 MPa, perpendicular to the tunnel axis. Based
on elastoplastic mechanical calculations, the maximum tangential stress at the point is
σθ = 83 MPa. The uniaxial compressive strengths of the known specimens are 132 MPa,
147 MPa and 126 MPa, respectively, and the calculations σθ/σc are equal to 0.63, 0.58, and
0.64, respectively. According to Russense’ judgment, the rockburst at this site is of a heavy
grade. Due to the shallow depth of the tunnel at the entrance section, the geo-stress is small.
According to this method, it is judged that no rockburst would occur.

Similarly, the Barton criterion [48] was used for grade prediction. The statistics of the
comprehensive evaluation results of rockburst tendency are shown in Table 6.

From the analysis of Table 6, it is known that: (1) Overall, rocks from different burial
depths both show a certain rockburst tendency from moderate to heavy. The tendency of
the deep buried rock is slightly larger than that at the shallow section, but the difference
between the two is not too large. (2) The rockburst grades are different at two places: there
is no rockburst at the entrance section, while the rockburst grade at deep-buried section
varies from weak to strong. (3) Through the in-site investigation, it is learned that moderate-
intensity rockbursts occur near the sampling point of the deep burial section, which is
almost consistent with the results of tendency judging. The rock mass was ejected in a flaky
manner with a cracking sound, which has a certain impact on safe construction. There is
no rockburst predicted at the entrance section, mainly because the tunnel at the entrance is
shallow and there exists more joint fissures, which makes the rock mass relatively broken
and does not reach a certain degree of stress concentration.

5. Simulation Analysis Based on Energy Accumulation Theory
5.1. Rockburst Criterion Based on Limit Energy

Rockburst is a dynamic instability process produced by the sudden release of accu-
mulated energy in rock mass, which is essentially a destructive phenomenon driven by
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energy. Assuming that in a closed system, the total input energy is U, according to the laws
of thermodynamics, then:

U = Ud + Ue (4)

where Ud represents the dissipative energy that is irreversible, and Ue represents the
releasable elastic strain energy of the element. The energy in the principal stress space [49]
can be expressed as:

U =
∫ ε1

0 σ1dε + 1
2 σ2εe

2 +
1
2 σ3εe

3
Ue = 1

2 σ1εe
1 +

1
2 σ2εe

2 +
1
2 σ3εe

3
(5)

where: σ1, σ2, σ3 are the three principal stresses, and εe
1, εe

2, εe
3 are the elastic strain energy in

the direction of the three principal stresses.
The energy value required for element failure is counted as U0, and its value is affected

by factors such as containment pressure, unloading rate, etc. [50]. When Ue < U0, the
element is not destroyed. When Ue = U0, the element is in a critically broken state. When
the Ue > U0, the element undergoes dynamic destruction, and the destructive kinetic energy
is ∆U = Ue – U0. Therefore, the failure criterion of the element can be summarized as:

Ue > U0 (6)

The surrounding rock is in a multidirectional stress state of space. Due to the different
stress states in different places, the energy storage limit of the element is also different. The
excavation and unloading of underground engineering will change the force of the element,
which will also change the limit value, so the energy storage limit of different elements is
different and dynamic. The energy U in the current state of the element is compared with
its energy storage limit U0, and different numerical intervals are divided, so as to realize
the judgment of the rockburst tendency:

U/U0 =


0.2 (a little rib spalling, I, weak rock burst)
0.4 (severe rib spalling, II, moderate rockburst)
0.5 (demand–type support, III, strong rockburst)
≥ 0.7 (severe damage, IV, heavy rockburst)

(7)

The indicator U/U0 can more easily express the energy level of different positions in
the tunnel construction process, reflecting the degree of energy accumulation, and can be
used to evaluate the rockburst tendency with the help of numerical calculation. Regarding
the energy storage limit of rock, U0, some scholars have conducted relevant research [51].
In this paper, considering different triaxial test conditions, the ultimate energy values of
granite in Wulaofeng tunnel were statistically calculated, as shown in Figure 10. Fitted to
obtain a limit energy expression:

U0 = −4.840 × 10−6σ3
3 + 1.749 × 10−5σ2

3 + 0.037σ3 + 0.271 (8)

Since Ud is the dissipated energy of the element and is the irreversible energy con-
sumed by plastic deformation and damage, Ue is approximated as U.

5.2. Numerical Simulation Analysis
5.2.1. Modeling and Calculation

The software FLAC3D (Version 5.0, Itasca Consulting Group, Minneapolis, MN, USA)
was used to analyze the energy accumulation condition during the construction of Wu-
laofeng Tunnel. The rockburst section was selected with a burial depth of 850 m. In order
to eliminate the boundary effect, the distance from the tunnel to the boundary was taken
as about five times the diameter of the hole, and a 3D model as shown in Figure 11 was
established. The model dimensions are 130 m × 42 m × 110 m, with the Y direction being
the tunnel excavation direction and the Z-direction level equivalent to −800 m~−910 m.
Among them, the key research areas around the tunnel were encrypted, and 533,327 mesh
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elements and 391,299 mesh nodes were finally divided. The deep geo-stress field was mea-
sured and inverted on the spot: the maximum principal stress was 34 MPa, perpendicular
to the tunnel, and the direction was similar to horizontal; the intermediate principal stress
was 25 MPa along the tunnel axis; the minimum principal stress was 19 MPa, and the
direction was approximately vertical.

Figure 10. Limiting energy value of granite.

Figure 11. Tunnel calculation model.

Horizontal constraints were used around the model, fixed-end constraints were used
at the bottom, and then the gradient ground stress was initialized according to the actual
situation. According to the indoor test and the Hoek–Brown criterion, the rock mechanics
parameters are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7. Calculation parameters of the Wulaofeng tunnel model.

Density g/m3 Bulk
Modulus/GPa

Shear
Modulus/GPa Cohesion/MPa Friction/◦ Principal

Stress/MPa

2.71 21.6 14.2 15 48 34-25-19

5.2.2. Analysis of Calculation Results

The tunnel was excavated at 3 m per cycle until the tunnel construction was com-
pleted. Energy statistics were performed by writing the fish language to obtain the energy
accumulation and change during the excavation process. In order to monitor the energy
changes of the elements, monitoring points were arranged at different locations, as shown
in Figure 12. The longitudinal spacing of points was 1 m.

Figure 12. Layout of monitoring points.

The energy distribution of the different stages is shown in Figure 13. When the tunnel
was excavated to 36 m, the energy values of measurement points near the free surfacewere
extracted to draw curves as shown in Figure 14.

It can be seen from the analysis of Figures 13 and 14 that the initial energy field is
relatively uniform, and the stress gravity distribution caused by tunnel excavation leads
to changes in the surrounding stress field. After the excavation of the first cycle, there
is a significant accumulation of energy around the heading face and at the positions of
the spandrel and arch bottom. After the sixth cycle, the energy field has been basically
stabilized, and the impact of subsequent construction is minimal, changing slowly. Finally,
the energy zone is divided into two parts: the accumulation zone and the low energy zone.
There is obvious energy accumulation in tunnel heading face, spandrel and arch bottom, of
which the highest accumulation area appears in the left arch bottom with the maximum
accumulation energy of 250 kJ. The degree of energy accumulation is greatest at the tunnel
surface, and it decreases from the outside to the inside. In the arch bottom, the left side
wall, and the spandrel these positions, the strain energy shows a significantly reduced
state. With the increase of the distance from the heading face, the accumulated energy
of several positions such as the vaults and side walls undergo a process of change from
large to small and then increases and stabilizes. In general, there are different degrees of
energy accumulation in different locations after the tunnel excavation, which can reflect the
destruction trend of the surrounding rock to a certain extent.

Due to the different stress states at each point of the surrounding rock, the limit energy
values allowed for storage are also different. Affected by excavation and unloading, the
minimum principal stress becomes smaller, and the energy storage limit of the element
will be reduced accordingly. When the energy accumulation reaches a certain level and
exceeds the energy storage limit, rockburst destruction may occur. From the above energy
accumulation analysis, it can be seen that the location of energy accumulation generally
occurs near the position of the tunnel surface, and the surrounding pressure of the surface
is 0 MPa, so the elements of the air surface position were taken for the limiting energy
storage calculation. In order to exclude the abnormal influence of the grid size and the
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energy extremes of individual elements, the average energy within the area was taken
during calculation.

Figure 13. Cloud image of strain energy accumulation in different excavation stages: (a) Initial energy
field; (b) Energy field of cycle 1; (c) Energy field of cycle 6; (d) Energy field of cycle 12.

Figure 14. Energy statistics of different measurement points.
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Based on a failure criterion of limit energy and numerical simulation, the rockburst
tendency of different locations was predicted, and the results are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Predicted results of rockburst tendency.

Position U U/U0 Judgement Level

Vault 0.11 0.41 medium rockburst
Right spandrel 0.14 0.52 heavy rockburst
Right side wall 0.11 0.43 medium rockburst

Right arch bottom 0.12 0.47 medium rockburst
arch bottom 0.04 0.14 no rockburst

Left arch bottom 0.17 0.65 heavy rockburst
Left Side wall 0.08 0.33 weak rockburst
Left spandrel 0.07 0.25 no rockburst

As seen from Table 8, the deep-buried section of the tunnel has a moderate–heavy
risk of rockbursts, especially in the positions of the right spandrel and left arch bottom
where strong rockburst will occur, which is basically consistent with the scene situation. No
significant rockburst is seen at left and right bottom in site, possibly due to the backpressure
of the slag cover. On the whole, attention should be paid to rockburst problems on the site.
It is necessary to adopt construction schemes for rockburst prevention and control, such as
the timely adoption of drilling and pressure relief, improvement of support measures and
safety monitoring to ensure safe construction.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, a wireless hollow envelope stress gauge at great depth was used to
measure the geostress in Wulaofeng Tunnel, and mechanical tests and SEM scans were
performed on rock specimens obtained from different burial depths. Based on the analysis
of SEM, the rockburst mechanism was explored from a microscopic perspective. Based on
geo-stress measurements, rock mechanical tests and numerical simulation, the rockburst
tendency was comprehensively judged. The main conclusions are as follows:

(1) The geostress field in the deep-buried section of the tunnel is dominated by hori-
zontal stress, and the maximum geostress value reaches 37–40 MPa; rocks from different
buried depths both show a certain rockburst tendency from moderate to heavy, and the
tendency in depth is slightly greater. However, the rockburst grades are very different:
there is no rockburst at the shallow section, while the grade at the deep-buried section
varies from weak to strong.

(2) The fractured morphology of granite is mainly of a foliated structure and a block
structure, corresponding to the transgranular fractures and intergranular fractures, and
the macroscopic manifestation is tension failure. Microscopic components have a certain
influence on rockbursts; rocks with few types of mineral cementation, good crystallization
degree and small particle size differences have better characteristics of enessrgy storage
and release.

(3) The rockburst tendency was judged comprehensively and divided into three stages:
analysis of rockburst tendency, prediction of rockburst grade, and analysis of numerical
simulation. A variety of criteria were used to comprehensively evaluate the tendency of
different buried rocks, avoiding the one-sidedness of a single criterion. The energy zone of
the numerical model was divided into the accumulation zone and low energy zone. Relying
on numerical simulation and limit energy criterion, the rockburst tendency at different
positions of the cross-section was analyzed. The numerical results show the vault, right
spandrel and left arch bottom as being more dangerous, which makes the simulation result
more targeted.

(4) Through the study of the rockburst mechanism and tendency of the Wulaofeng
Tunnel, this provides a basis for rockburst prevention and control measures of the road tunnel,
and can provide a certain reference for the analysis of rockburst problems of similar structures.
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