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Abstract
The studies on the performance of tunnels under static loads are reported extensively in the literature but their performances under
dynamic loads are limited. The present study highlights some of the important aspects of jointed rock tunnels during seismic loading. The
literature review provides a shake table experimental study of a jointed rock tunnel. A Universal Distinct Element Code (UDEC) model
is developed from this shake table experiment. The model tunnel is subjected to a scaled input motion of the 1985 Mexico earthquake.
The numerical results are validated systematically with the ﬁndings of the shake table experiment. Further, the developed numerical
model is used to perform parametric studies to understand the eﬀect of in-situ stress, joint angles, joint stiﬀness, and joint friction angle
on the deformation and stability of the tunnel under the same earthquake input motion. It is observed that some joint angle combinations form a wedge that yields excessive deformation and subsequently a complete failure. An exponential decrease in deformation
occurred in the tunnel as the joint stiﬀness increases. It is found that the shallow tunnels are more susceptible to damage under the action
of earthquake loads.
Ó 2018 Tongji University and Tongji University Press. Production and hosting by Elsevier B.V. on behalf of Owner. This is an open access article
under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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1 Introduction
The development of various infrastructure projects
currently are closely linked with underground structures,
such as utility tunnels, Metro Rail Transport System,
hydropower caverns, or nuclear repositories. Therefore,
the stability and performance of tunnels must be studied.
Tunnels built in rocks are always assumed to be strong
and stable. Its performance under seismic condition is
hardly analyzed. However, the failures of tunnels under
seismic loading have been reported in the literature
(Dowding & Rozen, 1978; Kaneshiro, Power, & Rosidi,
2000; Owen & Scholl, 1981; Power, Rosidi, & Kaneshiro,
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1998; Sharma & Judd, 1991). Hence, it is important to
study the eﬀect of seismic loading on tunnels. In most of
these studies, damages in rock tunnels occurred via a preexisting discontinuity that acted as a guiding medium for
further damage. The discontinuity may occur in the form
of faults, joints, folding, inﬁlling, or any other type of anisotropy that yields weakness. Among these, joints are the
most typical and unavoidable, with high uncertainties
regarding its properties resulting in uncertainties in rock
behaviors. A jointed rock tunnel stable under static conditions may or may not exhibit the same behavior under the
action of dynamic loads. Therefore, it becomes important
to study the performance of rock jointed tunnels under
seismic action. The present study attempts to understand
the factors on which the tunnels under earthquake loading
might be stable or unstable, and to propose simple measures that can be adopted to avoid tunnel failure.
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The earliest consideration of seismic load on underground structures was performed by Barton (1984) using
the Q system of the rock mass classiﬁcation, assuming that
Qseismic is half of Qstatic. Subsequently, during the planning
of nuclear waste repository projects in the United States,
several studies were conducted to understand the behavior
of joints under seismic conditions (Ahola, Hsuing, & Kana,
1996; Kana, Vanzant, Nair, & Brady, 1991; Kana, Fox,
Hsuing, & Chowdhury, 1997). The studies were primarily
based on the deep mining area of the Lucky Friday mine.
Ahola et al. (1996) performed shake table experiments to
obtain the response of a circular tunnel in jointed medium
and identify tunnel failure by the rock slip acting along the
joints. It was found that for jointed rocks, the joint displacements are cumulative for recursive loading. Adyan
and co-workers also conducted model tests on breakable
and unbreakable blocks using a one-dimensional shake
table (Adyan, 1994; Adyan & Kawamoto, 2004; Genis &
Adyan, 2002, 2008; Adyan, Ohata, Genis, Tokashiki, &
Ohkubo, 2010). These experiments are primarily focused
on shallow unsupported tunnels. Dhawan, Singh, and
Gupta (2004), Abokhalil (2007), Yoo, Park, Park, and
Lee (2017), Adyan et al. (2010) have also identiﬁed the
eﬀect of underground structures in rocks to understand
their performances under seismic conditions. While
Dhawan et al. (2004) used the actual earthquake data of
the Koynanagar earthquake (1967) for multiple underground openings for a dam, Abokhalil (2007) used
pseudo-static methods. Both studies were performed using
ﬁnite element analysis with plastic behavior consideration
for the rock. It was concluded that plastic damage occurs
near the underground opening, which was not transmitted
to the surface or other parts.
Some studies not being limited to seismic loading
focused on the tunnel response under other types of
dynamic loading such as blast loading and rock bursts
(Deng et al., 2014; Heuze & Morris, 2007; Rosengren,
1993; Wang, Li, & Shen, 2007). In most of these studies,
the eﬀect of joints around the tunnel when a shock load
was applied at the surface was analyzed. All the studies
above conﬁrmed that the discontinuities present in the rock
act as a guiding medium for further damages, joint slips, or
any deformations. However, the eﬀect of diﬀerent geological parameters is still unexplored.
In the present study, a shake table experimental study of
a tunnel in jointed rocks reported by Ahola et al. (1996) is
modeled using the Universal Distinct Element Code
(UDEC). The tunnel was subjected to a scaled input
motion of the 1985 Mexican earthquake. The numerical
results are validated with the ﬁndings of the shake table
experiments. Further, the developed numerical model is
used to perform parametric studies to understand the eﬀect
of joint angles, joint stiﬀness, in-situ stress, and joint friction angle on the deformation and stability of the tunnel
under the same earthquake input motion. Tunnel failures
found in the study are primarily by joint slippage through
the existing discontinuities.

2 UDEC formulation
To represent discontinuities, Cundall (1971) formulated
a distinct element method (DEM) that uses the discontinuous method of analysis. The DEM is an explicit timemarching method in which the blocks can be considered
as rigid or deformable bodies and the contacts as
deformable.
In the UDEC, each block considered to be a continuum
is analyzed using the ﬁnite diﬀerence method of analysis by
constant strain triangles and the corresponding discontinuity using boundary conditions. A step-by-step stress relaxation technique is adopted for the UDEC analysis, which
alternates between Newton’s equation of motion and stress
displacement law. The relaxation process can be deﬁned as
the cycle of calculations between stress equations and equations of motion for each time step.
The operating cycle primarily depends on the assumption of the blocks as rigid or deformable (Fig. 1). The definition of the block as rigid or deformable determines the
calculation process performed in the program. For rigid
blocks, the force and displacement calculations are
performed at the center of the block. The force and
displacement are calculated as follows, respectively:
X
Fi ¼
F ci
ð1Þ
€u ¼

Fi
m

ð2Þ

where F ci is the force at the contact interface and m is the
mass of the block under consideration. In the case of
deformable blocks, the analysis is conducted for each zone
element. Triangular zone elements used in the UDEC eliminates the error owing to hourglass deformation. The
motion of each vertex of the triangular zone (grid point)
is calculated by considering a Gaussian surface along the
block
R
rij nj ds þ F i
€u ¼ gi þ s
ð3Þ
ml
where s is the surface enclosing the mass, ml is lumped at
the grid point, Fi is the resultant of all external forces
applied to the grid point (which will be zero for the static
condition), nj is the unit normal to s, and gi is the acceleration owing to gravity.
On the application of dynamic loads, the equation of
motion with damping is considered. The relaxation method
used in the dynamic solution scheme is shown in Fig. 2.
The excessive energy at the contacts is absorbed and the
steady-state solution is obtained. The calculation cycle in
the dynamic consideration is similar to the static case with
the only diﬀerence in the pattern of block relaxation. In
dynamic loads, the blocks are relaxed successively and individually; meanwhile in static loads, successive relaxation is
used.
This modeling method has disadvantage in calculating
contact overlap and joint contacts, known as the contact
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Fig. 1. Calculation cycle of UDEC (after Hart, 1993).

DF n ¼ K n Dun
DF t ¼ K t Dut

ð4Þ
NoSlip

DF t ¼ DF n tanU

Slippage

ð5Þ
ð6Þ

The contact surfaces may occur as a vertex-to-edge contact or an edge-edge contact (combination of numerous
vertex-to-edge contacts). A linear or nonlinear relation
can express the slippage between the contact surfaces such
as the Mohr–Coulomb model, continuously yielding
model, or Barton–Bandis model. The stress displacement
relations for a simple Coulomb friction for these contacts
are established as follows:
Fig. 2. Relaxation method for dynamic condition adopted Itasca (2014).

overlap error (Fig. 3). The interaction and loading between
two adjacent blocks are determined by the minimum distance between the adjacent blocks, which is established
numerically. The contact type, maximum gap, and sliding
plane of two joints are determined by a contact detection
algorithm. The joint stiﬀness deﬁned between the blocks
in normal and tangential directions determines the mechanical calculations performed at the contacts, as in Fig. 3. The
interaction forces developed in the normal and tangential
directions (Fn and Ft) of the contact points determine the
relative displacements that these blocks undergo (un and
ut) and are represented as follows:

Drn ¼ k n Dun
Drt ¼ k t Dut

ð7Þ
NoSlip

Drt ¼ Drn tanU

Slippage

ð8Þ
ð9Þ

where Dun represents the interpenetration of the blocks
known as the contact overlap between the adjacent blocks
in the normal direction. Cohesion is always assumed to be
zero when slippage occurs. If the contact overlap exceeds
the prescribed tolerance limits, the calculations terminate
with the contact overlap error.
3 Tunnel subjected to seismic motion
To understand the behavior of the joints around a tunnel under dynamic loads, the dynamic analysis of a tunnel
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Fig. 3. Joint contact stiﬀness and overlap (adopted from Itasca, 2014).

in jointed rock is performed using the distinct element code
UDEC. The UDEC model was developed based on the
experimental shake table study of a tunnel in jointed rocks
reported by Ahola et al. (1996). The model is in accordance
with the rigid shake table apparatus of length 122 cm and
breadth 122 cm, and extends to a depth of 61 cm. Two joint
sets of 5 cm spacing dipping 45° in the clockwise and anticlockwise directions with the horizontal are present. A tunnel of diameter 15.2 cm is introduced at the center of the
model. The top of the model is free, and the bottom and
sides of the block are ﬁxed to simulate a rigid shake table
apparatus (Fig. 4). The ingots used in the shake table
experiment are similar to a long beam element, and is continuous in the lateral direction. This agrees well with the
UDEC model of the plane strain assumption.
In-situ stresses of 4.695 MPa and 10.941 MPa were
applied in the horizontal and vertical directions, respectively. The material model is elastic to facilitate block displacements strictly by joint deformations, and the joints
adhere to the Coulomb slip (Eqs. (7)–(9)) to allow the
blocks to slide past each other. The properties of the model
are given in Table 1 (Ahola et al., 1996; Kana et al., 1997).
Each of the blocks has been meshed to triangular zones of
size 1 cm. The joint properties used in UDEC modeling
were obtained from the pseudostatic and cyclic shearing
tests conducted on the joints by Kana et al. (1997) and
Ahola et al. (1996).
The seismic loading was assigned a scaled value of the
September 1985, Mexico City earthquake on the bottom
and sides of the model, similar to that applied in the shake
table experiment. Because the UDEC accepts only velocity,
force, or stress as its input, the earthquake loading was
applied as the velocity input. The recorded accelerogram
of the 1985 Mexico earthquake is shown in Fig. 5(a). The
acceleration time history for the earthquake motion was
obtained from accelerograms of the Guerrero array, and
the motion in the south direction as published by the COSMOS website was considered for the study. To understand
the frequency content of the earthquake motion, Fourier
spectra was obtained from the time history of acceleration,

which is shown in Fig. 5(b). It is found from the Fourier
spectra that the frequency content of the input motion varies from 0.1 to 10 Hz, and the Fourier amplitude predominantly concentrates between 0.2 and 2 Hz. The
fundamental frequency of a rocky terrain in general ranges
between 3 Hz and 5 Hz, as reported by Zulﬁcar, Alcik, and
Cakti (2012). However, for a jointed slope, the fundamental frequency is found to be approximately 2 Hz according
to Noorzad, Aminpur, and Salari (2008). Hence, the predominant frequency of the input motion is found to be
close to the fundamental frequency of a typical jointed
rocky terrain, thus rendering the considered model highly
susceptible to the 1985 Mexico earthquake. The earthquake data for a bracketed duration starting from 15 s to
45 s were obtained when the earthquake was predominant.
Because the study was conducted on a scaled model and
not a ﬁeld size model, the earthquake data for the bracketed duration were scaled down. The scaling down was performed according to a similitude ratio for 1 g by Iai (1989).
Figure 6(a) shows the velocity time history for the
bracketed duration obtained from the time history of
ground acceleration. Further, the corresponding displacement time history as obtained from the velocity time is
shown in Fig. 7(a). The scaled-down value of the velocity
and displacement for the bracketed duration are shown
in Figs. 6(b) and 7(b), respectively. The scaled-down velocity time history as shown in Fig. 6(b) was applied as the
input for the UDEC analysis. The shake table displacement
as obtained during this input is shown in Fig. 7(b). This is
similar to the shake table displacement given as the input in
the laboratory experiment.
The model was ﬁrst analyzed under static conditions
before applying the earthquake input. To understand the
threshold input displacement at which the block sliding
was initiated, a number of loading cycles were imposed
with diﬀerent scaled input motions. Each value was
repeated for four cycles. The maximum displacement of
the shake table from its original position increased to
3.8 mm, 7.6 mm, 11.7 mm, and 15.5 mm. The deformations
caused by the sliding along the joints were found to be
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Fig. 4. Shake table: (a) Representative image for the shake table experiement (Ahola et al., 1996) and (b) Corresponding UDEC model.

cumulative, and threshold seismic displacement amplitude
was identiﬁed. The deformations occurring around the tunnel are well beyond this threshold value. It was found to
exceed 15.5 mm beyond the threshold in terms of the dis-

placement of the shaking table. During the application of
earthquake loading, the deformations of the blocks in the
tunnel periphery were recorded. Figure 8(a) shows the tunnel at the end of all loading cycles as obtained from UDEC
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Table 1
Material properties of the rock and
joints (Ahola et al., 1996).
Property

Values

Density (kg/m3)
Bulk modulus (GPa)
Shear modulus (GPa)
Joint normal stiﬀness (GPa)
Joint shear stiﬀness (GPa)
Joint friction angle (°)

1 682
0.145
0.129
0.7
0.5
25.56

analysis. The displacement of the top left ingot as marked
in Fig. 8(a) is compared with the displacement of the same
ingot during experimental study is shown in Fig. 8 (b). It is
found from Fig. 8(b) that blocks on the top-left of the tunnel are found to slip down 4.5 mm after the 15th cycle of
loading with the displacement amplitude as 15.5 mm. The
overall pattern of displacement is found to be similar but
the peak displacement value in the UDEC is underestimated by 13%. However, the UDEC simulation can
achieve the same threshold input value as that of the laboratory experiment.

4 Tunnel deformation under seismic loading
The joint behaviors are highly dependent on the properties of the medium as well as those of the joints. Therefore,
understanding the eﬀect of dynamic loads under diﬀerent
conditions is necessary. This UDEC study is extended to
understand the eﬀect of diﬀerent combinations of in-situ
stress, joint dip angle, joint stiﬀness, and joint friction angle
on this circular tunnel, while the shake table test with
earthquake motion is applied. In this study, the UDEC
analysis of a tunnel in jointed rock is performed for a single
cycle of the scaled Mexico earthquake loading lasting 10 s
with a threshold displacement of 15.5 mm. The original
shake table model contained two joints, both having a
dip angle of 45° with the horizontal, one clockwise and
another anticlockwise, in-situ stresses of 10 MPa and
4 MPa in the vertical and horizontal directions, respectively, joint normal stiﬀness of 0.7 GPa/m, and joint shear
stiﬀness 0.5 GPa/m. Therefore, all the parameters were
maintained the same as in the shake table study, and only
the parameter under consideration was changed. In the
study, a tunnel was considered to fail if a block underwent

Fig. 5. (a) Time history of acceleration and (b) Fourier Spectra of recorded 1985 Mexico earthquake.

Fig. 6. Time history of velocity: (a) recorded and (b) scaled down 1985 Mexico earthquake.
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Fig. 7. Time history displacement: (a) recorded and (b) scaled down 1985 Mexico earthquake.

Fig. 8. (a) UDEC model at the end of the analysis (b) Comparison of displacements of the top left ingot in the experiment and in the UDEC analysis for
the 13th cycle.

Principal Stresses
Pmin=-1.709x105 Pa
Pmax=6.552x104 Pa

Principal stresses
Pmin=-6.187x104 Pa
Pmax=4.942x104 Pa

(a)

(b)

Fig. 9. Stress concentration around the tunnel after shake table study obtained from UDEC: (a) static and (b) dynamic.

destressing or joint slip occurred. The tunnel was considered to be unsupported owing to its high stability under
static conditions.

Figure 9 shows the change in stress around the tunnel
owing to static and dynamic loading. The joint slip and displacement can be observed on the sides of the crown block.

M. Varma et al. / Underground Space 4 (2019) 133–146

This is due to the presence of the shear zone around the
tunnel in an X shape, as reported by Shen and Barton
(1997), based on their study under static loading conditions. Under static condition, the stresses can be observed
to be concentrated equally around the tunnel. However,
additional stress concentrations around the tunnel after
the application of dynamic load leads to stress redistribution. Nevertheless, the primary stress concentrations still
adhere to the X shape. It is evident from the destressing
that occurred by displacements in the ingot (Fig. 9(b)). This
destressing is due to the increase in tensile stresses leading
to an increase in the principal stress values after dynamic
loading.
4.1 Eﬀect of in-situ stress

24
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12
10
8
6
4
2
0.0

The experimental study by Ahola et al. (1996) was performed for a scaled model representing a high in-situ stress
in the ﬁeld. However, under an urban scenario, where the
tunnels are shallow, the in-situ stresses acting on the tunnels are low. To understand the behavior of jointed rock
tunnels under all depths, the models were analyzed for
other combinations of in-situ stresses. For a shallow depth,
the horizontal stress may be high compared to the vertical
stress. In other conditions, the horizontal stress may be
lower than the vertical stresses, when a structure exists
above the ground. Therefore, the importance of the eﬀect
of in-situ stress on the joints, and the portion of the tunnel
experiencing problems can be understood by considering
the in-situ stress eﬀects. The study is performed with diﬀerent combinations of horizontal and vertical stresses. The
ratio of horizontal stress to vertical stress is called the lateral stress coeﬃcient. Because the variation in change in the
lateral stress coeﬃcient is a representation of diﬀerent stress
combinations, the results are given in terms of the lateral
stress coeﬃcient.
Figure 10 shows the tunnel deformations under dynamic
loading when the lateral stress coeﬃcient is varied from 0.1
to 1 for various horizontal stress conditions. It is found
that, as the lateral stress coeﬃcient increases, the tunnel
deformations increase. Although the pattern of stress variation is similar for all horizontal stress values, at lower
stresses, the blocks are found to undergo maximum deformation. This might be because the blocks are relatively
loose at the lower conﬁnement. For a higher lateral stress
coeﬃcient, the deformations are lower for a given horizontal stress. Thus, the destressing would be more prominent
under a higher lateral stress coeﬃcient. However, as the
horizontal stress increases, the total stresses acting on the
blocks will be higher for the same lateral stress coeﬃcient
value, hence producing less displacement and higher stress
concentration. The decrease in displacements around the
tunnel with increasing in-situ stress can be explained by
the eﬀect of stresses owing to dynamic loading aﬀecting less
on the tunnel if it is approximately equal to or less than the
existing stresses around the tunnel. Deng et al. (2014) also
obtained similar ﬁndings for tunnel deformation under

Horizontal stress 1 MPa
Horizontal stress 2 MPa
Horizontal stress 3 MPa
Horizontal stress 4 MPa

22

Tunnel deformation (mm)
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Fig. 10. Eﬀect of lateral stress coeﬃcient on tunnel dynamic deformation
at diﬀerent horizontal stress.

blast loading under diﬀerent in-situ stress conditions. This
implies that a tunnel at a shallow depth exhibits a higher
failure risk than a deep-seated tunnel. This result agrees
well with those of Hashash, Hook, Schmidt, and Yao
(2001) and Deng et al. (2014). The maximum deformation
with the present combination of stresses is found to be
approximately 21 mm under the scaled earthquake load,
whereas for static it is less than 0.3 mm. This accounts
for 14% strain under dynamic loads and is an extremely
high value.
4.2 Eﬀect of joint properties
4.2.1 Joint angle
The joint angle is varied to understand the eﬀect of joint
dip on the tunnel deformation and its eﬀect at the surface.
The study was conducted for all possible joint combinations by maintaining the ﬁrst joint angle and varying the
second joint angle from 0° to 90° in the anticlockwise direction from the horizontal. The ﬁrst joint angle was varied
from 0° to 90° clockwise with the horizontal. Only joint
angle variations from 0° to 90° were considered as the
tunnel is circular and symmetric. Many blocks that are
stable under static conditions had loosened and failed on
the application of seismic load. Figures 11–14 show various
joint combinations under static and dynamic loadings
where the tunnels are stable under static loading (Figs. 11(a),
12(a), 13(a), and 14(a)) while it failed under the application
of a dynamic load of the scaled 1985 Mexico earthquake
(Figs. 11(b), 12(b), 13(b), and 14(b)). Figure 11 shows a
tunnel in joint set with one angle of 40° and the other 0°.
The tunnel stable under static conditions contained two
key blocks from the side that moved out during dynamic
loading. Figure 12(a) shows the tunnel with joint angle
40° and 10° stable under static loading. Figure 12(b) shows
a large part of the tunnel from the left sidewall moving into
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(a)

(b)

Fig. 11. Model for ﬁrst joint angle 40° and second angle 0° after: (a) static loading and (b) dynamic loading as obtained from UDEC.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 12. Model for ﬁrst joint angle 40° and second angle 10° after: (a) static loading and (b) dynamic loading as obtained from UDEC.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 13. Model for ﬁrst joint angle 50° and second angle 0° after: (a) static loading and (b) dynamic loading as obtained from UDEC.
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(a)

(b)

Fig. 14. Model for ﬁrst joint angle 50° and second angle 10° after: (a) static loading and (b) dynamic loading as obtained from UDEC.

the tunnel. Figure 13(b) shows the failure of the tunnel with
joint angles 50° and 0° under dynamic loading compared to
a stable tunnel under static condition. The blocks on the
left bottom adjoining the tunnel periphery are found to
undergo destressing and move into the tunnel during the
application of dynamic load. In Fig. 14(b), the tunnel in
joint angles 50° and 10° contains a key block from the left
tunnel wall that slide into the tunnel under the action of
dynamic load.
In most cases, the simulation stops because of the joint
overlap error that occurs during UDEC analysis. This
occurs as the overlap between two blocks is higher than
the permissible limit. In the actual ﬁeld condition, this collision of blocks may also result in the breakage of blocks.
In the study, the joint angles are found to undergo loosening or separation if one of the joint angles are approximately 40° and 60° with the horizontal. The maximum
failure occurs when one angle is between 0° and 20°, while
the second joint set is at an angle between 40° and 60°, thus
creating a wedge for the block to slide. This may be because
the slips along the joints are diﬃcult when the angle created
between the joints is less than the interjoint friction angle,
which is equal to 35° in this case. Under these joint combinations, all the four angles in the blocks are greater than
the joint friction angle. It is found that the left roof and
sides of the tunnel experienced maximal deformation. Similar results were observed by Deng et al. (2014) in their
study to understand the maximum peak particle velocity
occurring at diﬀerent parts of the tunnel for a blast occurring at the surface.
Only joint angle variations from 0° to 90° have been
considered as the tunnel is circular and symmetric. Figures
15 and 16 show the surface settlement occurring under the
action of dynamic load. Surface settlements are found to
occur in most cases owing to the readjustment of blocks
even though the displacement at the tunnel periphery is
negligible. Readjustment in the blocks occurs as part of

the opening and closing of joints under the action of the
dynamic load, as shown in Fig. 15. Figures 15 and 16 show
that the maximum surface displacement may not always
occur above the crown as it is dependent on the joint angle.
The surface settlements and the opening of joints at diﬀerent portions of the model occur owing to the rearrangement and slippage of blocks, even if no speciﬁc damage is
observed around the tunnel. Settlements near the boundary
were observed in most of the joint conditions. This is an
eﬀect of the boundary conditions and a drawback with laboratory or numerical modeling. Under ﬁeld conditions,
these boundary settlements will be continuous or stepped.
Surface deformation and joint
opening

Fig. 15. Surface deformation and joint opening under the action of
dynamic load when joint ﬁrst joint angle is 50° and second is 80° as
obtained from UDEC.
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(a)
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(b)

Fig. 16. Surface settlement with no tunnel deformation as obtained from UDEC: (a) ﬁrst joint angle 90° and second 70° and (b) ﬁrst joint angle 70° and
second angle 60°.

4.2.2 Joint stiﬀness
Joint stiﬀness is an important aspect that determines the
slippage between joints. The value of joint stiﬀness adopted
in the numerical study is often higher than the elastic modulus of the intact rock itself. However, it is reasonable to
use such a value, as the joint inﬁlling material aﬀects the
joint stiﬀness value in the ﬁeld that is not incorporated in
the numerical model, as indicated by Deng et al. (2014).
In this study, the eﬀect of deformation with the variation
in joint normal stiﬀness and joint shear stiﬀness is studied.
The joint normal stiﬀness was varied from 0.3 GPa/m to 1
GPa/m without changing the original joint shear stiﬀness
value of 0.5 GPa/m. Figure 17 shows the variation in tunnel deformation with various joint normal stiﬀness values,
both for static and dynamic conditions. It is found from
Fig. 17 that, as the joint normal stiﬀness increases, tunnel
deformation decreases. The variation in joint normal stiﬀ-

ness shows a direct relation with tunnel deformation. In
the static case, the variation is primarily linear but when
a dynamic load is applied, the deformation values decrease
exponentially with the increase in joint stiﬀness, both at the
tunnel periphery and surface. As the normal stiﬀness value
is varied from 0.6 GPa/m to 1 GPa/m, the variation is comparatively small for static and dynamic loadings. However,
for the variation from 0.3 GPa/m to 0.6 GPa/m, the variation in the maximum deformation is signiﬁcant under
dynamic loading. A peak displacement of 5 mm is observed
under the dynamic condition for a normal stiﬀness of 0.3
GPa/m compared to a 0.5 mm deformation for the same
stiﬀness under the static condition.
Figure 18 shows the variation in deformation corresponding to the change in joint shear stiﬀness. Subsequently, the joint shear stiﬀness is varied from 0.1 GPa/m
to 1 GPa/m with a constant joint normal stiﬀness value
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Fig. 17. Eﬀect of joint normal stiﬀness on static and dynamic deformation
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of 0.7 GPa/m. However, the variation in joint shear stiﬀness shows no considerable diﬀerences in the tunnel deformations both in the static and dynamic situations. This
result corresponds to the UDEC theory of interaction
forces and displacements (Eqs. (6) and (9)) during joint
slippage. According to the theory, shear forces on the contact are inﬂuenced by the normal stiﬀness and friction
angle. Similar results are reported by Yoo et al. (2017)
for a single set of joints. Although the tunnel deformations
demonstrate comparatively small eﬀects with changes in
shear stiﬀness, the increase in deformation under dynamic
loading conditions shows an increase of 5 mm from
0.25 mm under static conditions around the tunnel. This
accounts for approximately 3% strain with reference to
the tunnel diameter. Although these displacements appear
negligible in the scaled model, it corresponds to large displacements in the ﬁeld. For the dynamic loading of a tunnel
of 10 m diameter, for 3% strain, it will experience a 30-cm
displacement of the blocks in dynamic loading from 1.6 cm
under static conditions. This clearly shows the instability of
the tunnel under earthquake loading.
4.2.3 Joint friction angle
The study is based on the tunnel deformation by interjoint slip, where the interjoint friction is important. The
variation in joint friction depends on the smoothness or
roughness of the joints, and the presence of the inﬁlling
material. As the roughness decreases, the joint friction
decreases, and the eﬀect of this change in joint friction on
the joint slip has been studied. The joint friction angle
was changed from 18° to 38° assuming that the joint stiﬀness properties are not aﬀected signiﬁcantly in the ranges
of friction angle values above. Figure 19 represents the
change in tunnel deformation with change in friction angle
for static and dynamic cases.
Figure 19 shows that under static and dynamic conditions, the tunnel deformation decrease linearly with
4.5

Tunnel deformation(mm)
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3.0
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Joint friction angle(degree)
Fig. 19. Tunnel deformation under dynamic and static loading for various
joint friction angles.

increasing joint friction angle. Because the deformation
and failure allowed in the present study is only by joint slip,
this directly reﬂects the eﬀect of joint slippage with change
in joint friction angle. This decrease is predominant in the
case of dynamic loading compared to static loading conditions. The deformation slope in the case of dynamic loading is much higher compared to that of static loading,
indicating a steep increase in deformation with decreasing
angle of joint friction. The linear decrease is because the
slippage is directly proportional to tan u. Further, the
eﬀect becomes more pronounced with the application of
a dynamic load. The joint slip diﬀerence between the static
and dynamic case is relatively lower at higher friction
angles.
5 Summary and conclusions
A shake table experimental study on a tunnel in jointed
rocks reported in the literature was simulated using the
UDEC. The tunnel was subjected to a scaled input motion
of the 1985 Mexican earthquake. The numerical results
were validated with the ﬁndings of the shake table experiment. Further, the developed numerical model was used
to perform parametric studies to understand the eﬀect of
in-situ stress, joint orientation, joint stiﬀness, and joint friction angle on the deformation and stability of the tunnel
under the same earthquake input motion. Based on the
numerical studies, the conclusions are as follows:
(1) The joint displacements were found to be cumulative
under dynamic loads, and the tunnel failed after a
series of repetitive loading. This result agreed with
the earlier study performed by Ma and Brady
(1999), where the joints were analyzed using the Coulomb slip model and continuously yielding models.
(2) A threshold amplitude of the dynamic load was identiﬁed above which the tunnel deformations were more
profound.
(3) Increase in tunnel deformations under seismic loading indicated that tunnels in jointed rocks were highly
susceptible to earthquake loads. The tunnel deformation under static conditions was less than 0.3 mm;
however, under the action of dynamic load, a considerable increase in tunnel deformations were observed,
leading to complete failure in some cases.
(4) Deformations around the tunnel increased with
increasing lateral stress coeﬃcients. For the same lateral stress coeﬃcient, a lower horizontal stress produced higher deformations. This implies that a
tunnel at a shallow depth exhibits a higher risk of failure than deep tunnels.
(5) The joints that were stable under static conditions
failed under seismic loading, speciﬁcally for some
joint angle combinations. The joint angles underwent
loosening or separation, if one of the joint angles
were approximately 40° and 60° with the horizontal.
Maximal failure occurred when one angle was
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

between 0° and 20°, while the second joint set at an
angle between 40° and 60° formed a wedge for the
block to slide.
Under dynamic loads, with increasing joint normal
stiﬀness, the tunnel deformations decreased exponentially unlike a linear decrease under the static case.
The diﬀerence in tunnel deformation under dynamic
loading and static loading was signiﬁcantly lower
when the joint stiﬀness value was beyond 0.6 GPa/
m. This diﬀerence in the deformation behavior
between static and dynamic loading was high when
the joint stiﬀness was between 0.3 GPa/m to 0.6
GPa/m.
With decreasing joint friction angle, the joint slip
increased linearly. This increase was more profound
under dynamic conditions compared to static conditions. The diﬀerence between the static and dynamic
cases reduced for higher friction angles.
Tunnel deformation values observed under dynamic
loads were in the laboratory scale and accounted
for 2%5% strain with reference to the tunnel diameter. This value may be considered signiﬁcant for the
ﬁeld tunnels.
The opening and closing of joints at diﬀerent points
of the rock mass, even if not exactly at the tunnel
opening, resulted in possible slippage and strength
losses.

A few limitations considered important for this analysis
are as follows:
(1) The maximum displacement at the surface was
observed next to the boundary of the model and
decreased toward the center of the model. The
boundary eﬀect may act as a determining criterion
for the present response and was diﬀerent from that
of the actual boundary conditions.
(2) The contact overlap error occurred in many of the
analyses. This is a representation of fatigue failure
at the joints, as reported by St. John and Zahrah
(1987). Because the model could not simulate this
failure of one joint crashing against another joint
thus causing breakage, the contact overlap error
was introduced.
The study highlights the strength reduction and instability occurring on rocks because of joints and the corresponding eﬀect with respect to tunnels. The eﬀect of
supporting elements for the tunnel has not been considered
in the study, and a detailed study on the contributing eﬀect
of tunnel supports during seismic loading is under
investigation.
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