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SYNOPSIS : This study presents the influence of blasting-induced vibration on the adjacent
structures in rocks of various RMR values. 3D finite element analysis was performed to simulate
the behaviour of tunnel and adjacent structures during rock excavation. The blast loadings were
evaluated from the blasting pressure which is depending on the type and amount of explosive
charges.

Influencing factors for the stability of adjacent structures and ground conditions were reviewed in
terms of structural dimensions and RMR values. The stiffness and load of adjacent structures are
modeled in the numerical analysis to investigate blasting effects of the size of adjacent structures.

The vibration velocity and maximum particle velocity was increase sharply when the RMR value
changed from 30 to 50. The effect of particle velocity was minimized at the width of structure
become 2 times of tunnel diameter.
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