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Abstract: Although volcano instability is increasingly recognized as a societal hazard, numerical data on the
relevant mechanical properties remain sparse. We report new field data on the rock-mass properties of
volcanic materials from Snowdonia (North Wales, UK) and Tenerife (Canary Islands). Using rock types that
range in composition from phonolite to rhyolite, we summarize a method for estimating the overall strength of
a volcanic edifice based on the rock-mass rating index (RMR) and the Hoek—Brown criterion. We show that
the average rock-mass compressive (Ocn) and cohesive (c) strengths decrease exponentially with RMR
according to Oy = 0.652(00RMR) and ¢ — .0350-07RMR) " regpectively, and appear insensitive to both initial
magma composition and relative age. This exponential relationship provides a new predictive tool for directly
estimating rock-mass strength from the RMR. Our analysis further predicts a marked reduction of up to 96%
in the rock-mass compressive strength relative to the intact rock value based on laboratory tests and that,
overall, the combined results from both study areas yield cohesive strength values from 4.8 to 0.44 MPa.
Estimated values of rock-mass angle of friction range from 28° to ¢. 38°. Recent modifications to the Hoek—
Brown criterion, in particular the inclusion of the disturbance factor D, suggest that even these low values of
rock-mass strength and cohesion may be optimistic, and the true values of rock parameters relevant for

accurate predictions of volcano edifice strength may be up to 30% weaker still.
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A growing number of studies over the last decade have helped
raise awareness of the life- and property-threatening hazards that
result from volcano instability (e.g. Tilling 1995; McGuire et al.
1996; Siebert 1996; McGuire 1998). However, although im-
proved models of the processes leading to volcano instability
have helped increase our understanding of events that can lead to
catastrophic edifice failure, data on the physical properties, in
particular the strength and cohesion of volcanic rock masses
crucial for informed modelling of the collapse process, remain
sparse. At its most basic level, a volcanic edifice is made up
from discrete layers of different rock types cut through on a
range of scales by pervasive and penetrative discontinuities
including faults, fractures and contact surfaces (Fig. 1), making
it difficult to assign an overall strength. Characterization of the
rock mass can be further hindered by long time gaps in volcanic
activity that result in the development of residual soils
(Hurlimann et al. 2001), and hydrothermal alteration, where the
rock is chemically altered primarily to clay minerals (Crowely &
Zimbeman 1997; Reid er al. 2001). Both residual soil and
hydrothermally altered material will cause a decrease in the
strength properties of an edifice relative to its unaltered state.
However, it is our intention to show that even without these
degrading effects, a volcanic rock mass, and by implication the
edifice itself, is an inherently weak structure when compared
with the intact strength of its constituent rocks.

This paper summarizes an approach for estimating the strength
characteristics of a volcano based on well-known techniques used
in rock-mass classification at the outcrop scale and larger. We
begin by reviewing the various classification schemes, and show
how field data on volcanic rocks, combined with relevant Mohr
failure envelopes, can be used to make estimates of important
material variables including rock-mass strength, rock-mass cohe-
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sion and instantaneous angle of friction. We finish by considering
the implications of a new term in the Hoek—Brown criterion that
relates the degree of rock face disturbance (D) to the rock-mass
rating (RMR). A provisional sensitivity analysis suggests that
although the degree to which D affects a typical volcanic slope is
unknown, a value > 0.5 will significantly affect the strength of
the rock mass.

Rock-mass classification

Classification schemes such as the RMR form the basis of an
empirical approach to estimating strength criteria and other rock-
mass properties. Widely used in engineering, they have found
applications in the stability analysis of tunnels, slopes, founda-
tions and mines, and most recently, volcanic systems. At outcrop,
a rock mass is an aggregate material consisting of intact
material, associated discontinuities (such as bedding planes,
faults, joints and solution surfaces) and any areas of alteration.
The concept of a rock mass and associated classification schemes
are powerful tools for estimating strength criteria on a large
(decimetre) scale. Although several rock-mass classification
schemes exist, the most widely used is the RMR system
ofBieniawski (1976, 1989), and this is the scheme used for this
study. Other classification schemes, including the geological
strength index (GSI) of Hoek et al. (1992) and Hoek (1994), are
discussed in a later section.

The RMR system

The RMR system uses five main parameters to classify the rock
mass (Table 1), including the strength of the intact rock, the rock
quality designation (RQD) of Deere & Deere (1988), the spacing
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Fig. 1. Photographs from field locations showing the fractured nature of the rock mass: (a, b) Snowdonia (Wales, UK); (¢, d) Tenerife. (d) shows a dense
lava flow overlying a loose, poorly sorted debris deposit of pyroclastic material, which has been partially altered to a soil. If the weight on top of the weak
layer is increased by successive flows, this unstable conformation of a stronger rock overlying a much weaker one is a prime site for the initiation of a

future failure surface. In all photographs the black bar represents 1 m.

of discontinuities, the condition of the discontinuities and the
groundwater conditions (Schultz 1995, 1996). By their nature, all
rock masses are discontinuous, and a volcanic edifice is no
different. Therefore to estimate the strength of an edifice it is
necessary to first divide it into distinct segments according to
rock type, although within a rock type there may be smaller
distinct regions; for example, regions of similar discontinuity
spacing. These descriptive classification schemes can be used to
make predictions about the mechanical properties of the rock
mass if used in conjunction with relevant empirical expressions.
A particularly powerful combination involves an integration of
the RMR and the Hoek—Brown criterion (Hoek & Brown 1980;
Hoek 1983), devised to assess rock-mass strength (see below).
For example, Schultz (1995, 1996) used RMR data in this way to
show that the rock-mass compressive strength of basalt is up to
80% weaker than its intact compressive strength as measured
under laboratory conditions. This result has important implica-
tions for volcano edifice strength, and is developed more fully in
later sections using RMR data collected in this study.

Data collection

The RMR data presented here were collected from two field sites
in Snowdonia (North Wales, UK) and Tenerife (Canary Islands).
In total, five rock types were examined from a total of 42 field
localities. Lithotypes sampled range in composition from alkali
basalt to rhyolite (Table 2). With the exception of several
microgranite samples from Snowdonia, the rock masses exam-
ined were exclusively volcanic in origin, and comprised a
mixture of lava flows, dykes and airfall tuffs. Although a granitic
rock is unlikely to be found on most volcanic slopes it is
included in this study to demonstrate the potential weakness of
all igneous rock masses. The volume of rock mass examined in
each locality varied between locations, with surface areas ranging
from 6 to 180 m?. The Snowdonia volcanic province is mainly
Ordovician in age (e.g. Owen 1979) whereas the units examined
on Tenerife are generally <4 Ma old and in some cases
historical (Carracedo & Day 2002). The extensive time gap
between the two field locations, one ancient and the other
geologically young, allowed us to assess the degree to which the



VOLCANO ROCK-MASS PROPERTIES

Table 1. The RMR classification parameters and their ratings (shaded), after Bieniawski (1989)

Strength of Uniaxial compressive > 250 100-250 50-100 25-50 5-25 1-5 <1
intact rock strength, MPa
1. Rating 15 12 7 4 2 1 0
RQD, % 90-100 75-90 50-75 25-50 <25
2. Rating 20 17 13 8 3
Spacing of >2 0.6-2 0.2-0.6 0.06-0.2 < 0.06
discontinuities, m
3. Rating 20 15 10 8 5
Condition of Very rough, Rough walls, Slightly rough, Slickenslides or Soft Gouge > 5 mm
discontinuities Discontinuous, No | separation < 0.1 separation < 1 mm, | Gouge < 5 mm thick Or Separation
separation, mm, Slightly Highly weathered | thick or continuous | > 5 mm continuous,
Unweathered weathered separation 1-5 mm | decomposed wall
rock
4. Rating 30 25 20 10 0
Ground Water | General conditions Completely dry Damp Wet Dripping Flowing
5. Rating 15 10 7 4 0
This table has been customized from the chart of Bieniawski (1989) to show only the methods used in this paper. RMR = 1 4+ 2 + 3 + 4 + 5 and <100.
Table 2. 4 summary of the rock-mass properties obtained from volcanic rocks in the Snowdonia volcanic group and from Tenerife
Property Snowdonia Tenerife
Rhyolite Tuff Microgranite Basalt Phonolite
RMR 52-74 47-74 57-79 48-60 38-60
Laboratory compressive strength (MPa)* 175 150 250 150 175
Rock-mass compressive strength (MPa) 12-41 7-35 23-78 8-16 6—19
Rock-mass tensile strength (MPa) —0.29to —1.5 —0.18to —1.4 —0.3 to —1.55 —0.2 to —0.5 —0.1to 0.5

*Values taken from Brown (1981).

gross age of the rock mass (climactic influences excluded) may
have influenced the rock-mass strength.

At each locality the RMR was calculated according to the
rating system detailed in Table 1. To gain a comprehensive
overview of the rock-mass condition and characteristics, the
RMR was calculated both horizontally and vertically for each
segment of the examined rock mass. The horizontal and vertical
RMR values were then averaged to give one RMR value for that
region. This was done with the aim of producing an overall
estimate of rock-mass strength rather than an estimate that may

favour one particular orientation. A summary of the RMR values
calculated for each rock type can be found in Tables 2 and 3. For
simplicity, we have used the averaged RMR as determined for
each rock-mass segment in this study. However, we accept that it
may not be realistic to assign a single value, and that a range of
RMR values may be more appropriate. We further caution that
any stability analysis carried out with strength estimates deter-
mined by following the method presented in this paper should
use the corresponding range of strength estimates in all calcula-
tions.

Table 3. A summary of the Mohr—Coulomb properties of the rock-mass obtained from volcanic rocks in the Snowdonia volcanic group and from Tenerife

Property Snowdonia Tenerife

Rhyolite Tuff Microgranite Basalt Phonolite
RMR 52-74 47-74 57-79 48-60 38-60
Laboratory compressive strength (MPa)* 175 150 250 150 175
Rock-mass cohesive strength (MPa) 1.16-4.84 0.74-4.28 1.16-6.75 0.79-1.72 0.44-1.84
Rock-mass angle of friction (degrees) 31.3-38.1 27.8-36.1 41.2-49.4 28.1-31.8 28-34.9

*Values taken from Brown (1981).
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Estimating rock-mass strength
Hoek—Brown criterion

Hoek & Brown (1980, 1988) proposed a novel method for
estimating rock-mass strength that makes use of the RMR
classification. The Hoek—Brown method, widely used by geo-
technical engineers to predict rock-fracture behaviour at the
outcrop scale, has recently found application in the strength
assessment of volcanic rock masses (Voight 2000). The general
empirical criterion for rock-mass strength proposed by Hoek &
Brown (1980) is defined by the relationship between the principal
stresses at failure:
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Fig. 2. Dependence of rock-mass compressive (a), tensile (b) and
cohesive (c) strength on RMR for lavas (basalt, phonolite and rhyolite)
from Snowdonia and Tenerife. An exponential best-fit curve has the form
Oem = 0.6520:00RMR) “Thig predictive relationship also appears to hold
true for the rock-mass tensile and cohesive strengths.

01 = 03+ (mo.os + so)'? (1)

where 07 and 03 are the major and minor principal stresses
respectively at failure, o, is the uniaxial compressive strength of
the intact rock, and m and s are empirical constants dependent
on rock type and available from published sources (e.g. Hoek
1983; Hoek & Brown 1988). In this paper, standard values of o,
determined from laboratory studies were taken from the refer-
ence library within the Rocscience program RocLab, but can also
be obtained from numerous published sources (e.g. Brown 1981).
For a given rock mass (Hoek & Brown 1988), the constants m
and s are related to the RMR as follows:

m = miexp[(RMR — 100),/28] 2)
and
s = exp[(RMR — 100)/9] 3)

where m; is the value for the intact rock. The special cases of
unconfined compressive strength o, and uniaxial tensile strength
Om for a rock mass can be found by putting 03 =0 and o; =0
respectively into equation (1). Thus

Oem = (s0c)"/? )

and

O = %[m —(m® + 49)'7). (5)

Results

Using the Hoek—Brown criterion to estimate the strength charac-
teristics of rock masses from Snowdonia (North Wales) and
Tenerife (Tables 2 and 3) we find compressive strength reduc-
tions of up to 96% in the rock mass (o.y) relative to intact
laboratory tested samples (o.). Table 2 also lists rock-mass
tensile strength obtained directly from the Hoek—Brown equa-
tions. Figure 2 shows plots of rock-mass strength against RMR
for the rock masses from Snowdonia and Tenerife. From Figure
2, it can be seen that the compressive and cohesive strength of
the rock types examined in this study decreases exponentially
with RMR according to

Oem = 0.652(0-06RMR) 6)

¢; = 0.0350-07TRMR) 7

and appears largely insensitive to both the initial magma
composition (basaltic or rhyolitic), and relative ages of the rock
masses tested. This apparent exponential decrease suggests that
relatively small changes in rock-mass properties will significantly
affect edifice strength. This insensitivity to both rock composi-
tion and age suggests that these exponential relationships may be
useful in providing quick and relatively accurate estimates of
rock-mass strength directly from the RMR (Fig. 2). In Figure 2a,
where the data for rock-mass compressive strength are plotted
alongside the fitted exponential curve, the mean error between
the actual value and that predicted by the exponential fit is
13.2% with a standard deviation of 9.6. However, if the
imprecision of the RMR classification scheme is taken into
account, this error falls to within an acceptable range, and
provides a valid method of estimating, to a first approximation,
rock-mass strength directly from the RMR. We note that this
tentative exponential relationship also holds for tensile and
compressive rock strengths.
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Mohr—Coulomb criterion

As it is the aim to use the estimated rock-mass strength proper-
ties in edifice stability studies, and most geotechnical software is
still written in terms of Mohr—Coulomb criterion, it is necessary
to determine an estimated angle of friction and cohesive strength
for the rock mass. A graphical means of representing stress
relationships was discovered by Culmann (1866) and later devel-
oped in detail by Mohr (1882), which led to the implementation
of a graphical method (the Mohr stress circle). Uniaxial tension,
unconfined axial (uniaxial) compression, or confined (triaxial)
compression may affect failure of intact cylindrical rock speci-
mens. Typical examples of effective stress circles for these types
of failure are shown in Figure 3. The envelope to the stress
circles at failure (Mohr failure envelope) corresponding to the
empirical failure criterion defined in equation (1) was derived by
Bray (Hoek 1983) and is given by

mao. (8)

T = (cot ¢; — CoS ¢;) g

where 7 is the shear stress at failure, ¢; is the instantaneous
friction angle at given values of 7 and o, i.e. the inclination of
the tangent to the Mohr failure envelope at the point (0,,7). The
value of the instantaneous friction angle ¢; is given by

1
¢1:mn*mhw#@m+§mm*hﬂﬁ—1rvz )

where

16(mo + s)

h=1
* 3m?

(10)
at any given value of . Mohr failure envelopes for intact rhyolite
and a rhyolitic rock mass are compared in Figure 4. As expected,
the intact material is stronger than the jointed rock mass. Shear
stress tending to cause failure across a plane is resisted by the
cohesion of the material and a constant times the normal stress
(04) across the plane. This is expressed in the Mohr—Coulomb
equation for shear strength:

T=c+ Uo, (11)
where u is the coefficient of friction:
u = tan@. (12)

However, rather than being constants for jointed rock masses, ¢
and ¢ both vary with stress level (Hoek & Brown 1980). It is
thus convenient to calculate the instantaneous values for cohe-
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Fig. 3. Typical failure circles for rock and the Bray strength envelope
(Hoek 1983): 1, uniaxial tension; 2, unconfined axial (uniaxial)
compression; 3, confined (triaxial) compression. Also shown are the
instantaneous values of angle of friction (¢;) and cohesion (¢;).
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Fig. 4. Mohr failure envelopes for intact rhyolite and a rhyolitic rock
mass using relevant values from Hoek & Brown (1981). Intact: m; = 16,
s =1, 0, = 225MPa (curve a); curve b is as curve a, but o, = 150MPa.
Rock mass: m = 2.68, s = 0.0039, . = 225MPa (curve c); curve d is as
curve ¢, but o, = 150MPa. The Hoek—Brown constants m and s were
determined from equations (2) and (3) using an RMR of 50.

sion (cj) using the instantaneous friction angle defined in equa-
tion (7). Thus equation (11) can be rewritten as

¢ =T — Oy tan ;. (13)

Figure 5 shows a Mohr failure envelope (equation (8)) for a
rhyolitic rock mass from Snowdonia, along with a plot showing
the instantaneous friction angle (equation (9)) and instantaneous
cohesion (equation (13)). It can be seen that at low values of
normal stress, the angle of friction is high and the cohesion is
low. As the normal stress is increased, however, this relationship
is reversed, suggesting an increase in cohesion but a decreasing
angle of friction at progressive deeper parts of the edifice
interior. This may be an important factor in determining the
shape of a failure surface within a volcanic edifice, and could be
a simple explanation for why non-volcanic slope failures tend to
be shallow and steep, in that they lack any additional thermal
and mechanical pore pressures that probably precede volcanic
slope failures. Although ¢ and ¢ will vary with stress level, it is
useful to fit a straight-line Mohr—Coulomb relationship to the
failure envelope, as it gives a good approximation of the rock-
mass angle of friction and provides an upper limit of cohesive
strength (Hoek et al. 2002). This is done not by fitting the ‘best-
fit’ tangent to the Mohr failure envelope, which can lead to an
overestimate of the cohesive strength, but by fitting a linear
Mohr—Coulomb relationship (equation (11)) by a least-squares
method (Fig. 6) (Hoek et al. 2002). As stated above, the value of
cohesive strength produced from this method provides an upper
limit, and it is prudent to reduce it to 75% of this value to serve
any practical purpose.

A more convenient way to gain an estimate of the cohesive
strength of the rock mass is to set o, = 0 in equation (13). Thus
the cohesion becomes equal to the shear stress, and it can be
read directly from the Mohr failure envelope as the intercept on
the shear strength axis. The angle of friction and cohesive
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Fig. 5. (a) Mohr failure envelope for a rhyolite rock mass from
Snowdonia; (b) plot showing the instantaneous friction angle and
instantaneous cohesion.

strength of rock masses from Snowdonia and Tenerife deter-
mined using this method are listed in Table 3.

Discussion
Implications for volcano edifice strength

Our estimates of rock-mass strength compare favourably with
previous estimates by, for example, Jaeger & Cook (1979),
Voight et al. (1983), Schultz (1995, 1996) and Watters et al.
(2000). Jaeger & Cook (1979) and Voight et al. (1983) gave
wholesale estimates of edifice cohesive strength in the region of
1 MPa. Watters et al. (2000) presented data from mainly altered
rock masses, and as expected their values of cohesive strength
(0.08—0.4 MPa) are slightly lower than those presented here.
Schultz (1995, 1996) reported estimated cohesive strength values
of basaltic rock masses of 0.6—6 MPa. Taking the averages of
data given in Table 3, the basaltic rock masses from Tenerife
have an average cohesion of 1.3 MPa, which compares well with
the data ofSchultz (1995, 1996). The average overall cohesion
for the Tenerife and the Snowdonia rock masses of 1.30 and
1.37 MPa, respectively, also agree well with previous estimates
using an approach similar to that outlined above. The overall
edifice cohesive strength is also useful in predicting the rock-
mass response to failure, i.e. whether it will disaggregate or
remain mostly a coherent block. As shown by Watters et al.
(2000), failure is more likely to develop at sites where disconti-
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Fig. 6. Representative plot showing a straight-line Mohr—Coulomb fit to
a Mohr failure envelope obtained using a least-squares method.

nuities contain secondary clay or gauge material, rather than
along barren joints with no infilling. The same applies to sites of
hydrothermal alteration. However, some forms of hydrothermal
alteration, in particular silicification, generally produce a stronger
and more elastic rock mass (Watters et al. 2000), and future
work incorporating the GSI will allow the effects of alteration in
the rock mass to be taken into account.

A new approach to the Hoek—Brown failure criterion

Recently Hoek et al. (2002) published an update to the Hoek—
Brown failure criterion. The revised version differs from the
method defined previously in two important ways. The first is the
replacement of the RMR by a new term, the geological strength
index (GSI). The GSI (introduced by Hoek et al. (1992) and later
refined by Marinos & Hoek (2000)) is designed to take into
account the fact that the RMR has proved inadequate in
estimating the failure criteria of some very weak rock masses. It
should be noted, however, that for a GSI > 25, the RMR and
GSI are essentially interchangeable, and thus not relevant in this
study where RMR values are > 38. However, a second variable
introduced by Hoek et al. (2002), called the disturbance factor
(D), may be highly significant in the classification of non-altered
volcanic rock masses. The disturbance factor originated from
experience in the design of slopes in large mines, where the
classical Hoek—Brown criterion often proved over-optimistic in
estimating rock-mass properties. The value of D is a qualitative
measure of the degree of disturbance to which the rock mass has
been subjected, and varies from zero (no disturbance) to unity
(for the most disrupted). Despite its relevance to the problem in
hand, at present it is far from clear how best to characterize a
volcanic rock mass in terms of D. In mines and engineering
works, the effects of heavy blasting damage, along with stress
relief owing to the removal of overburden, result in disturbance
of the rock mass. In the case of a volcanic slope, it is easy to
visualize a relatively high disturbance factor caused by analogous
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natural events such as eruptions and landslips. The variable D
affects the Hoek—Brown constants m and s (equations (2) and
(3)) so that

m = miexp[(RMR — 100)/(28 — 14D)] (14)
and
s = exp[RMR — 100)/(9 — 3D)]. (15)

The influence of the disturbance factor on rock-mass strength
can be large. This is shown in Figure 7, where a Mohr failure
envelope with the instantaneous angle of friction and cohesive
strength for a rock mass is plotted (o, = 150MPa and m; = 15,
RMR = 65), for two end-member cases D =0 and D = 1. As
seen in Figure 7, D =1 results in a decrease in rock-mass
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Fig. 7. (a) Mohr failure envelope and (b) instantaneous friction angle
and instantaneous cohesive strength, for a rock mass where

0. = 150MPa, m; = 15, RMR = 65 and D = 0 (bold line) or D = 1
(fine line).

cohesive strength of approximately 30%. A comparison of the
Mohr—Coulomb criterion calculated with and without D for the
volcanic rock masses examined in this study is shown in Table 4.
Both angle of friction and cohesive strength are reduced
significantly where D = 1, in some cases by up to 50%. Clearly,
the idea of defining a disturbance factor for volcanic rocks is
deserving of in-depth study. Work aimed at producing estimates
for the value of D for a volcano slope is currently under way.

Conclusions

We have proposed a method to assess the strength of a volcanic
rock mass using field observations and the Hoek—Brown failure
criterion. Our results suggest that in general, the rock masses of
a volcanic edifice can be very weak, with cohesive strengths less
than 1 MPa and rock-mass angles of friction varying from 28° to
c. 38°. The rock-mass strength of crystalline volcanic material
examined in this study also appears largely insensitive to initial
magma composition and age. Our data suggest that the measured
RMR and strength characteristics of unaltered volcanic rock are
related through an exponential dependence that can provide a
good first approximation of compressive and cohesive rock-mass
strength. The exponential relationship between the RMR and the
rock-mass strength characteristics suggests that small changes in
the condition of the rock mass may have a large impact on the
rock-mass strength. This emphasizes the need for detailed
mapping at any potentially hazardous volcano, because, if
conditions are concurrent, failure will occur in the weakest area
of the edifice regardless of how strong the overall rock mass is.
The sensitivity of the mechanical properties of the rock mass to
the disturbance factor (D) in the revised Hoek—Brown criterion
identifies it as an important new variable that should be used in
all future field assessments of volcano edifice strength.

This paper has benefited from discussions with E. Hoek and R. Schultz,
whom we thank for their input. We are grateful to R. Watters, D.
Elsworth and an anonymous reviewer for helpful comments on an earlier
draft.

References

BieNiawskl, Z.T. 1976. Rock mass classification in rock engineering. In:
BieNiawskl, Z.T. (ed.) Exploration for Rock Engineering, Proceedings of the
Symposium. Balkema, Cape Town, 1, 97-106.

BieNiawsKl, Z.T. 1989. Engineering Rock Mass Classifications. Wiley, New York.

Brown, E.T. (Ep.) 1981. Rock Characterisation, Testing and Monitoring—ISRM
Suggested Methods. Pergamon, Oxford.

CARRACEDO, J.CO & DAY, S. 2002. Classic Geology in Europe 4, Canary Islands.
Terra, Town.

CULMANN, C. 1866. Die Graphische Statik. Publisher, Town.

CROWELY, J.K. & ZIMBEMAN, D.R. 1997. Mapping hydrothermally altered rocks on
Mount Rainier, Washington, with Airborne Visible/Infrared Imaging Spectro-
meter (AVIRS) data. Geology, 25(6), 559-562.

DEERE, D.U. & DEERE, D.W. 1988. The RQD index in practice. /n: KIRKDALE, L.

Table 4. A comparison of the Mohr—Coulomb criterion produced with and without the consideration of the disturbance factor from

the Snowdonia volcanic group and Tenerife

Property Snowdonia Tenerife
Rhyolite Tuff Microgranite Basalt Phonolite
Rock-mass cohesive strength (MPa) (D = 0) 1.16—-4.84 0.74—-4.28 1.16-6.75 0.79-1.72 0.44-1.84
Rock-mass angle of friction (degrees) (D = 0) 31.3-38.1 27.8-36.1 41.2-49.4 28.1-31.8 28-34.9
Rock-mass cohesive strength (MPa) (D = 1) 0.31-2.59 0.21-2.29 0.57-4.08 0.23-0.66 0.1-0.71
Rock-mass angle of friction (degrees) (D = 1) 16.8-30.1 14.2-28.2 29.7-43.3 14.7-20.3 12.6-22.9




8 M. E. THOMAS ET AL.

(ed.) Proceedings of the Symposium on Rock Classification for Engineering
Purposes, Cincinnati. ASTM Special Technical Publication, 984, 91-101.

Hoek, E. 1983. Strength of jointed rock masses, 23rd Rankine Lecture.
Géotechnique, 33(3), 187-223.

Hokk, E. 1994. Strength of rock and rock masses. ISRM News Journal, 2, 4-16.

Hoek, E. & BrowN, E.T. 1980. Empirical strength criterion for rock masses.
Journal of the Geotechnical Engineering Division, ASCE, 106, 1013—1035.

Hoek, E. & BrownN, E.T. 1988. The Hoek—Brown failure criterion—a 1988
update. /n: CURRAN, J.H. (ed.) Proceedings of the 15th Canadian Rock
Mechanics Symposium, University of Toronto. Publisher, Town, 31-38.

Hokek, E., Woob, D. & SHAH, S. 1992. A modified Hoek—Brown criterion for
jointed rock masses. /n: HUDSON, J.A. (ed.) Proceedings on Rock Character-
isation, Symposium of the International Society of Rock Mechanics: Eurock
’92, London. Publisher, Town, 209-214.

Hoek, E., CARRANZA-TORRES, C.T. & CorkuM, B. 2002. Hoek—Brown failure
criterion—2002 edition. Proceedings of the North American Rock Mechanics
Society, XX, XX—XXX.

HURLIMANN, M., LEDESMA, A. & MARTIL J. 2001. Characterisation of a volcanic
residual soil and its implications for large landslide phenomena: application
to Tenerife, Canary Islands. Engineering Geology, 59, 115-132.

JAEGER, J.C. & Cook, N.G.W. 1979. Fundamentals of Rock Mechanics. Chapman
and Hall, New York.

MariNos, P. & Hokek, E. 2000. GSI—a geologically friendly tool for rock mass
strength estimation. /n: EDITOR, A. (ed.) Proceedings of GeoEng 2000
Conference, Melbourne. Publisher, Town, XX—XXX.

McGuIRg, W.J. 1998. Volcanic hazards and their mitigation. /n: MAUND, J.G. &
EDDLESTON, M. (eds) Geohazards in Engineering Geology. Engineering
Geology Special Publications, Geological Society, London, 15, 79-95.

McGUIRE, W.J., JONES, A.P. & NEUBERG, J. (EDS) 1996. Volcano Instability on the

Earth and other Planets. Geological Society, London, Special Publications, 110.

MoHRr, O. 1882. Ueber die Darstellung des Spannungszustandes und des
Deformationszustandes eines Korperelementes und uber die Anwendung
derdelben in der Festigkeitslehre. Civilengenieur, 28, 113—156.

OWEN, T.R. 1979. The Geology of Snowdonia and Llyn: an Outline and Field
Guide. Adam Hilger, Bristol.

REID, M.E., SissoN, T.W. & DiaNNE, L.B. 2001. Volcano collapse promoted by
hydrothermal alteration and edifice shape, Mount Rainier, Washington.
Geology, 29(9), 779-782.

ScHuLTZ, R.A. 1995. Limits on strength and deformation properties of jointed
basaltic rock masses. Rock Mechanics and Rock Engineering, 28(1), 1-15.

ScHULTZ, R.A. 1996. Relative scale and the strength and deformability of rock
masses. Journal of Structural Geology, 18(9), 1139-1349.

SIEBERT, L. 1996. Hazards of very large volcanic debris avalanches and associated
eruptive phenomena. /n: SCARPA, R. & TILLING, R.I. (eds) Monitoring and
Mitigation of Volcano Hazards. Springer, Berlin, 541-572.

TiLLING, R.I. 1995. The role of monitoring in forecasting volcanic events. /n:
McGuIrg, W.J., KiLBURN, C.R.J. & MURRAY, J.B. (eds) Monitoring Active
Volcanoes. University College London Press, London, 369-402.

VoigHT, B. 2000. Structural stability of andersite volcanoes and lava domes.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London, Series A, 1770,
1663-1703.

VoiGHT, B., JanpA, R.J., GLICKEN, H. & DoucLass, P.M. 1983. Nature and
mechanics of the Mt. St. Helens rockslide—avalanche of 18th May 1980.
Géotechique, 33, 243-227.

WATTERS, RJ., ZIMBELMAN, D.R., BowmaN, S.D. & CrowLEY, J.K. 2000. Rock
mass strength assessment and significance to edifice stability, Mt. Rainier and
Mt. Hood, Cascade Range volcanoes. Pure and Applied Geophysics, 157,
957-976.

Received 5 November 2003; revised typescript accepted 1 March 2004.
Scientific editing by Alex Maltman



	&numthis1;Rock-mass classification
	&numthis1.1;The RMR system
	&numthis1.2;Data collection
	Figure 1
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3

	&numthis2;Estimating rock-mass strength&secnum1;
	&numthis2.1;Hoek
	Equation 1
	Equation 2
	Equation 3
	Equation 4
	Equation 5

	&numthis3;Results
	Equation 6
	Equation 7
	Figure 2
	&numthis3.1;Mohr
	Equation 8
	Equation 9
	Equation 10
	Equation 11
	Equation 12
	Equation 13
	Figure 3
	Figure 4

	&numthis4;Dis—cus—sion&secnum1;
	&numthis4.1;Implications for volcano edifice strength
	&numthis4.2;A new approach to the Hoek
	Figure 5
	Figure 6
	Equation 14
	Equation 15

	&numthis5;Con—clu—sions
	heading03
	mkr1
	mkr2
	mkr3
	mkr4
	mkr5
	mkr6
	mkr7
	Table 4
	Figure 7
	mkr8
	mkr9
	mkr10
	mkr11
	mkr12
	mkr13
	mkr14
	mkr15
	mkr16
	mkr17
	mkr18
	mkr19
	mkr20
	mkr21
	mkr22
	mkr23
	mkr24
	mkr25
	mkr26
	mkr27
	mkr28


