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[ ABSTRACT]

tion schemes of existing lining of tunnel arch roof under two engineering options were compared by ANSYS numerical simu-

Based on the project of expanding and digging Wenling Loushan Tunnel in Zhejiang, the blasting demoli-

lation software, and the influences of different blasting excavation schemes on surrounding rock and soil mass and existing
tunnels were studied. In construction method 1, the lining of part I of the tunnel and the rock and soil mass of part I above
the tunnel are excavated at the same time. In construction method 2, the above two parts are excavated by segments. Vibra-
tion velocity of monitoring points under the two construction methods were analyzed. According to Safty Regulations for
Blasting (GB 6722—2014) , it was concluded that blasting vibration velocities in the two construction methods meet the
standard. Vibration velocity in construction method 1 is relatively large, and that of the particle point in the right hole of the
tunnel using engineering method 1 is greater than the safety allowable value. Matlab was used to fit the vibration velocity of
the monitoring point in the right hole, and the blasting vibration attenuation tendency was obtained.

[ KEYWORDS ]

tunnel engineering; scheme comparison; blasting demolition; vibration velocity ; numerical simulation

Vol.48 No.6
Dec. 2019

51

i

FEWARERBORAEEE (1) SR IR bR P i) 2
RN SR AR TS 58 (Y 8 8 A S BT TR
HER R TR 26 L e 2 B A T BT A XU A v
A A TR A AN 5 SRR SR B 1 B3

* IFS A #9:2019-06-14

FURT , BB BN PR BR AR A 7 S8 07 B B i)
ET I [ A S SR AUL 0 S PR AR e R
PEAT B AT, TR T K5 M IR B AT 5% 1
FET AL R TR IR By it Ty R A A B R A
PR A R AR SR BB P A T
5 NI RS TE AT BIHR B bR 7 58 1 2 A MEHEAT IS
IR MBI TG | LA, 15 A5 0 R R R B

E&WE . WiT4 sSE s T AR H (2018013 ) ; %K [ AR BHAIE 4> (41672260)
FE—1EE RAR(1995 - ), B L0 RN FRRE AR MISENHISY . E-mail:1774783464@ qq. com



2019 4F 12 A

WA A2 R A B A R AR R

7%

R, . 49 -

L s
1 REAFE

PR LR (57 T T4 e v R L, o 20 i X
B, 2 £ M T 3 A O 0 Tl ) 2 S G, A
TEAEAE T, 22 i B, B X R XU DY 4 i
e S ) D ] N A R GE . Oy 1 RIESZE
AT, 75— PRI S EAEA T, SR A S 4%
BRAR DI, DRAIESE A 7 R T8 Y 22 4

MRS AR SRl 0, #4 LB 8 405 P AN [ Y
FRBOT AT BEA B IR BE AT BT AYERBIRBR . B
RN R LA 1, 8 SR RN BRI THZIY

e,

el A

v

1 -2 - 48,3 - %),
Bl AR R

Schematic diagram of calculation model
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Fig.3  Perforation design in method 2
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Fig.6  Blasting vibration velocity changing with time

Tab.8 Vibration velocity of each point in the right hole cm/s
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Tab.9  Vibration velocity of each point in the left hole cm/s
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