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Table 1. Comparison between original and ROMES classification
RMR Q
Mine Rock Type

original |ROMES |error’ |oiginal |ROMES | error
Limestone (Great Lime.) 69 65.64 51 25 26.25 48
Sandstone A (Hongjum) 64 5786 | 106 1.25 0.64 3%.3
Sandstone B (Hongjum) 55 559 16 041 057 28.1
Jangsung |Sandstone C (Hongjum) 41 4459 81 0.23 0.19 21.1
Mine Shale (Hongjum) 26 27.13 42 0.016 0.01 60.0
Limestone (Sadong) 47 4589 24 143 0.90 589
Sandstone (Sadong) 4 4891 | 10.0 026 010 | 160.0
Shale (Sadong) 19 2842 | 331 0.004 0.01 60.0
Hwasoon Tuff 64 56.12 | 140 114 8.0 25
Sandstone 69 64.32 73 425 20.6 436
Sandy quartzite 64 5658 | 131 200 2597 230

Other
Eunsung Sandstone 74 74.04 0.1 450 2206 | 1040
National Limestone 74 72.69 18 319 2894 102
Quartzite 27 2125 09 0.063 012 475

Mines
Najeon Sandstone 74 714 36 33.7 20.03 68.5
Limestone 69 63.68 8.4 193 14.20 49.6
Others 69 64.03 78 19.3 13.20 46.2
Sandstone A 69 66.39 39 222 421 | 4213
Samchuk {Sandstone B 63 5525 | 140 721 243 | 196.7
Mine Sandstone C 39 3327 | 172 0.66 0.16 | 3125
Shale 45 46.59 34 4.09 2.07 976
Sandstone A 74 70.59 48 287 24.46 173
Sandstone B 56 56.01 0.0 90 842 6.9
Hanbo Sandstone C 23 30.10 | 236 023 013 76.9
Mine Shale A 27 3313 | 185 0.48 015 | 2200
Shale B 12 1589 | 245 0.02 0.01 | 100.0
Igneous Rock 92 95.3 35 533.3 484.78 10.0
Sandstone 72 73.03 14 126 9.73 295
Weathered Sandstone 33 34.4 42 0.194 0.14 386
Daesung |[Shale %5 55.42 08 6.44 467 379
Mine Seamy Shale 17 18.46 79 0.012 0.01 20.0
Dyke 62 5852 59 381 363 50
Moonkyung | Sandstone 67 67.48 0.7 6.67 3.87 724
Mine Shale 59 56.73 40 444 174 | 1552
Average 79 8.8

+ Eyroy = -Original value — ROMES valye

ROMES value

x100 (%)

184




5 @

2 AFNE B 4AE BolsA 7] st ROMES T2ade ALss =2
B34 FEE A%0] JI& Classex A2oz AFHAYLH olg 71& £F Al H833
. olg $5d g Ao GeH 2t

D AFZE gEF AL A2=¥W ROMESE 39NAE Aol disiA 71€8] < Classexst
A4 eA4glol H85o 2 BFdel AFTHMUS. ‘

2) 71EEFe oA ¥4 A EiAe] A, A5 A5 @53 FIFALYA g% Ao, &
¥HQA A deAd g% o] F& € 4 ¥ ROMESE RE W47 %3, 4@
g5l 7|1& ERFRY ¥ Fd3to FHE AGLFI A oA o] dAdE HFH
FAAAA AnE AY ¢ J= A2 YEyt.

3) 71& ¢iiFol ROMESE o|8% ¢iHERANA RMR % Q £/ 23+ 242 8+ 81
%A

4 S F8 &% 71wk A 78 Qo RMRe] #A44& RMR = 5.7 In Q+51 & YEhyt
o

#ags#

F)AuetE, FZTFYALAT 4, 1988, IRGF AR5 g AXARY AHA, p29~40

33U A EFAL 1986, Rock Bolt A X 7]& F4 A4 AY 47, pl113~147

P FUARAEFTAL, 1994, Gtz AAAA A7, p320

AL, AW, F71d, dAE, AL, 1988, A=ARY Add 8 47 1O, 3¢, 2, YA
B2 AR hite] oM APARY AT, AVYHEITA 7Zled 7L T RE, De. CRIL
110, p91~129

4% 4], 1994, ROMES : Rock Mechanics Expert System ver. 1.0, A3, A AEFA

oldg, FAUY, 1994, 4wt Eld oul HAE HY AT AA2T AES A2 AE, ¥F
sty =%, A108 3%, p79~9%

FZTHAUAT S, 1986, A5 ddd Ad7xd d@ JARYINATM)A A, p26~4

F9HE, AAE, A7, 1987, AEARY A T AT, ARAETA 7ledT4 ATFRE,
Dc. CRI 109, p.83~128p

Barton, N., R. Lien and J. Lunde, 1974, Engineering classification of rock masses for the
design of tunnel support, Rock Mech. Rock Eng. 6(4), 189-236

Bieniawski. Z. T., 1989, Engineering Rock Mass Classifications, John Wiley & Sons, New
York, 251p

Butler, A. and ]J. Franklin, 1990, Classex : an expert system for rock mass classification,
Waterloo University

Kirsten, H.A.D., 1988, Case histories of groundmass characterization for excavatability, Proc.
Symp. Rock Class. Eng. Purp, ASTM Special Technical Publication 984, Philadelphia,
p.102-120

Rutledge, J. C. and R. L. Peterson, 1978, Experience with engineering classifications of rock,
Proc. Int. Tunneling Symp., Tokyo, p.A3.1-7

185



