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ABSTRACT

During the study of water inrushes from karstified aquifers into coal mines in
Slovenia (NW Yugoslavia) we realised, that for the determination of a safe
thickness of the protection layer porewater pressure and seepage forces within
the protection layer must be taken into account. The stability of the protection
layer can be enhanced with an appropriate drainage of the protection layer.

INTRODUCTION

The basement of the Tertiary coal basins of Slovenia is in many places a higly
permeable Triassic dolomite (Zagorje, Trbovlje, Hrastnik, Velenje and others), in
others a karstified Cretaceous limestone (KaniZarica). Between the coal seams
and these aquifers there is a clayey or marly sediment of variable (0-100 m)and
often insufficient thickness to protect the mine workings from water inrushes
from the carbonate aquifers. In small mines (Kanifarica) only a passive protecti-
on with a protection layer of sufficient thickness is feasible. As there are consi-
derable coal reserves within this protection layer its thicknes must be carefully
determined.

In some of the Slovenian coal basins the basement exhibits a very pronounced
paleorelief. Above old depressions the coal seams are high above the permeable
basement, in other places they overlap the basal Tertiary sediment and are in
direct contact with the karstified limestone of dolomite. In these places water
inrushes not only from the bottom, but also from a lateral direction are po-
sible.

For the determination of the safe thickness of a protection layer, we have to
know the possible processes of its failure. But these processes are not allways
well known, as there are only few detailed accountsof heavy inrushes. Usually
one of the two following processes is assumed:

- The inrush is the consequence of a sudden total failure of the whole block of
the protection layer between the mine workings and the aquifer.

- The inrush is due to some piping processes on the walls or bottom of the mi-
ne workings.
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On the following pages we consider some factors influencing water inrush risks
for simple models of mine workings in the vicinity of aquifers with very high
permeabilities. For the aquifer we adopted two extreme models:

- A tock with a perfectly homogeneous permeability, . In nature it is approxi-
mated quite well by a fractured dclomite.

- A channel in a permeable, fractured zone in an otherwise nearly impermeable
rock. This model suits a karstified limestone.

The protection layer, i.e. the rocks between the mine warking and the aquifer,
must never be considered as impermeable, but exhibits allways some intergranu-
lar porosity or is partly fractured. It must therefore be considered as semiper-
meable.

THE ROLE OF POREWATER PRESSURE ON THE SHEARING
RESISTANCE OF THE PROTECTION LAYER

[f the rock masses of the protection layer are not subject to piping proceses
their stability can approximately be evaluated by determinig the shearing stren-
gth of the block between the mine workings and the aquifer. The rocks of the
protection layer exhibit allways some porosity and therefore the shearing resis-
tence depends on the effective normal stress

G =GC-p
The shearing strength which we must take into account is therefore
™ ~ _ _
[, =G tgp+rc=(G-p .tge~+c
as it is common practice in stability analyses of slopes on the surface.
The meaning of symbols in the equations is:€ total normal stress (Nm2), ¢ eff-

ective normal stress (Nm?), Tp shearing strength (N/m?), g angle of inter-
ral friction, ¢ cohesion (N/m?), p porosity.

Suppose a mine workings in a horizontal or gently dipping part of the coal seam
which ends abruptly against an aguifer. The stzbility of the protection layer can
be approximately evaluted by supposing a sliding of the whole block between the
aquifer and the mine workings along two horizontal sliding surfaces, one at the
top, the other at the bottom of the mine workings. A change of the porewater
presure along the potencial sliding planes will be accompanied by an opposite
change of the effective stress.

In cases of a horizontal or gently inclined seam and an aquifer below and para-
llel to it, the potential sliding surfaces are more or less vertical (fig 1). The ef
fect of a reduction of the porewater pressure on the shearing resistance along
the two vertical sliding surfaces in not so obvious. It depends on Poissors ratio
of the rock and on the horizontal component of the hydraulic gradient. We shall
suppose that with an adequate system of drainage holes the porewater pressure
in the protection layer below the mine workings is locally reduced for the short
lifetime of the mine workings from its original value H to the value h. We also
suppose that outside the block the porewater pressure retains in a relatively
short distance its original value H. The hydrauiic gradient (i) will be more or
less horizontal. On every unit volume of the rock it will exert a seepage force

dF:-i.a‘w

The seepage force on asedimental column of unit section between a point A out-
side the drained block and a point B inside the block equals
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B

B B
_£dF:—J£J‘w1.dJ=fJ‘W.dh

A
F = a’w (H-h) = 4p

In this case the reduction of the perewater pressure Ap will therefore also ca-
use an adequate increase of the effective stresses. In reality the flownet in the
drained block will not be very regular and the mentioned effect of the drainage
is only a rough approximation of the real effect.

Mine werkings are usually of great length. Therefore, we car neglect the thre-
edimensional stress field at the ends and consider the eguilibrium condition for
the planar stress field in the middie part of the mine workings for a slice of
unit thickness. The forces are therefore in N/m.

We have to take into account alsc the weight W of the column of the protecti-
on layer between the mine workings and the aguifer.In cases of limit equilibrium
the summ Of the shearing resistance at the two sliding surfaces 2T and the we-
ight W equals the bouyancy U

W+2T-U=0 (1)

Knowing the piezometric head of the aguifer and the density of the protection
layer, the weight of the rocks W and the buoyancy U can be determined quite
accurately. To determine the shearing resistance of the sliding planes we have
to know the total horizontal principal stress G, which is usually only a fraction
o« of the total vertical principal stressG . The traction ex was determined in so-
me Slovenian coal basins by pressiometers. The results were o,é(:‘\’/é(y}'1 50,756\7

In the following equations we will adopt the bottom of the protection layer as a
zero level, and apply the following notation

elevation of the ground level (rm)

piezometric head of the aquifer (m)

level of the mine workings (m)

level of any point along the sliding surfaces (m)
width of the mine workings (m)

weight of the column of the protection tayer (N/m)
buayancy of the protection layer (N/m)

shearing resistance along one potential sliding plane (N/m)
unit weight of water (N/m?)

unit weight of rock  (N/m?)

vertical principal stress (N/m?)

horizontal principal stress (N/m?)

effective stress (N/m?)

horizontal to vertical stress ratio

angle of friction

cohesion (N/m? )

porewater pressure (N/m2 )

UWGSZQ';)E)-:;? HCso=IID

With these notations we have

W:a,:"]{D_ fl‘ (2)

U=a. o- arw ( 3)
The shearing strength equals

?'C:O‘tg?o+c:(5~h—p)tgkzp+c. (4)
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The horizontal principal stress at the level 1 above the aquifer is
= Z’r P -1) (5)

The porewater pressure at this point depends on the permeability distribution
within the protectian. layer.

In the follwing we shall evaluate the effect of drainage by analysing the stabili~
'ty of the protection layer for three different porewater pressure distributions.

1.) p=%w (H-1}

2} p= Y’wH“'—i“)

Protection

3.) p=gw (ho- 1)

NN 7, Aguifer

Fig. 1. Model for the evaluation of the stability of protection
layers against bottom aquifers.

l.  The most unfavorable case is a completely impermeable layer immediately und-
erlying the mine workings. The porewater pressure will correspond to the
piezometric level H. At an elevation | above the aquifer the pressure is

:)’W(H-l) ( 6.1)

2. The porewater pressure decreases linearly from the aquifer,

Pig = H. 7w to p_ h = 0 at the mine workings
R (62)

3. The protectlon layer below the Fnine workings is drained. The porewater pre-
ssure corresponds to the depth below the mine workings by the following re-

lation
p=7, h,-1) ( 63)
Using (5) and (6.1), respectively (6.2), or (6.3) in (4) and integrating from 0 to
h_ we get three different values of the shearing resistance T. Applying these
values in the equilibrium equation (1) we have three equations for the minimum
thickness ho for the three assumed casses.

All of them have the following form

Aht + Bh_ + C=0 (7.1)
[s] o]
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The meaningof the parametersA, B and C is as follws

A B Cc
case | (fw'dfr) tg\(; ay, « 2[(«/rP-]WH)tg7o +¢/ -a wa (7.2)
case 2 XY tg -[a . +(2a 7 Z'WH)tg'f*ZCJ - a sz (7.3)
case 3 (3]th \f: +o(7‘r)tg - (20(7'r Ptgta+ art ~2c) + a Hrw (7.4)

Multiplying with the safety factor we obtain the safe thickness of the prectecti-
on layer above bottom aguifers in rocks not subject to piping for the three men-
tioned pressure distributions.

The calculation for a mine at a depth P = 270 m, tgr): l, ¢ =0 shows a re-
duction of the safe thickness of the protection layer from case | to case 2 of
nearly 50 %, and from case | to case 3 of nearly 75 %.

PIPING PROCESSES AND HYDRAULIC GRADIENTS

In rocks subject to piping processes water inrushes can occur at relatively great
distances from aquifers.Experiences in Hungarian ccal mines show that in these
cases there is a strong dependance between the frequency and yield of inrushes
on one side and the thickness of the protection layer on the other side (Kesserd,
1982, 95). The most used criterion to express the danger of an inrush is the me-
an gradient between the aguifer and the mine workings

1=(MH-h)L (8)

which should not exceed a critical value. Instead of the mean gradient its reci-
procal value, the specific thickness of the protection layer, ¥ = I/ (expressed
usually in m/bar) is generally used. Based on experiences in Hungarian coal mi-
nes, a gradient T = 5 to 6,6 (or specific thickness ¥ = 1,5 to 2 m/bar) is consi-
dered safe enough for the geologic conditions in Hungarian and also inSlovenian coal
mines.

The critical region forinrushes accompanied by piping processes is the wall of mine
workings. Only here there is room for the beginning oftheprocess. Thegradients in
the protectionlayer depend in a high degreeon inhomogeneities of the protection
layer and can therefore be predicted only in simple cases. To examine the ade-
quacy of the criterion of the critical mean hydraulic gradient let us consider the
gradient in a perfectly homogenous and isotropic, semipermeable protection layer
for a steady-state flow. If its permeability is much lower than the permeability
of the aquifer the hydraulic gradients can be evaluated using the image method.
Consider the hydraulic gradient on the perpendicular from the mine workings with
a circular cross section to the aquifer. At a distance r from the centre of the
mine workings the gradient is:

9 + g - 9

27 k.r 27 k (2L - 1) 2Tk . r. (1-r/2L)

i =

Here is
g yield of the inrush (m?/s)
k permeability of the protection layer (m/s)
r distance from the centre of the mine workings (m)
L distance of the mine workings from the aquifer (m)

Introducing the value of Dupuit’s formula for g for a well in the vicinity of an

aquifer H - h0
=27k 5T
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and inserting for r = (the radiusof the mine workings) we have the gradient
at the wall of the mm% workings
L. H - hg
° lnzl—‘—.r.(j‘__rg_) ¢9)
I’D [a] 2L

Substituting T . L for (H-ho) we abtain

The average hydraulic gradient (B) decreases inversely to the distance of the
squifer L. The critical gradient on the wall of mine working (9) decreases much
slower. The determination of the safe thickness of the protection layer at deep-
er levels as being proportional to the head difference (H- h can therefore lead
to an underestimation of the true critical gradient.

In an inhomogeneous protection layer critical hydraulic gradients at the walls of
mine workings can he smaller or higher than the gradients in homogeneous rocks.
If the least permeable part of the protection layer lies immediately below the
mine workings, the gradients can be very high. If the workings are separated
from the impermeable layer by a permeable rock, the critical gradients are sma-
ler than in a homogeneous rock.

The hydraulic gradients in the vicinity ot deep underground cpenings can be very
high and of the order of several tens or even hundreds. The seepage force cna
unit volume of rock F = J . i can be high enough to cause a failure due to
piping processes not only i Yoose soils but also in soft or fractured rocks. The
relative low number of failures of mine workings attributable to high hydraulic
gradients must be explained by an increased permeability and an adequate reduc-
tion of the hydraulic gradient at the walls of mine workings as a consequence
of an increased fracturing of the walls during excavation.

The seepage force on a column of rock between the bottom of the mine work-
ings (width a, level h_ ) and any deeper level h can be written (supposing the
hydraulic gradient approximately parallef% to the column)-

fOZ'w .a.

A failure occurs when this integral exceedes the shearmg resistance and the we-
ight of the same column:

h h
2T+W=,°0QT +v_ .38 dlg-1° Li.a.dl
s WL Loy

As the hydraulicgradients.are asudly the highest at the mine workings,this con-
dition is often fulfilled for a relatively thin upper part of the protection layer.
The failure will therefore begin at the bottom of the walls of the mine work-
ings and will proceed in the direction of the hydraulic gradient {geologists would
call it retrograde erosion). This process could be prevented by drainage boreho-
les reducing in advance the porewater pressure and the hydraulic gradients in the
vicinity of mine workings.

HYDRAULIC GRADIENTS DURING UNSTEADY STATE

The analysis in the previous paragraphs considered steady state hydraulic gradi-
ents. However, most water inrushes occur while mineaorkings are advancing and
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steady state flowdoes not yet exist. An analysis of unsteadystate hydraulic gra-
dients is therefore appropriate in order to see what differences exist between
the steady and the unsteady state gradients distribution around mine workings.

Such an analysis was made for a series of different possible flow gesmetries, of
which two extreme cases are presented in this paragraph.

1. Unsteadystate hydraulic gradients distribution around mine workings in a ho~
mageneous, {sotropic medium (fig. 2)

N i/ :
S

Figure 2. - Radial flow pattern to the mine opening

For such a case the hydraulic gradients distribution as a function of the distan-
ce from the mine workings x =R-r_ can be developed on the basis of the
Jacob-Lohman {Kruseman, De Ridder® 1973) unsteadystate constant drawdown
formula. The mean hydraulic gradient between the mine opening of radius r_ and
a point P at a distance x {or of radius R) from the mine opening is:

- 5o lg (1+x/rg)? 50 lg (R/rp)
1=-——.%—2~5~5——~=- — . (12)
* g —"?z—‘t—‘ Rre) " 19 (Rmax/ro)
o

where:

rd

mean hydraulic gradient

R drawdown - head difference between static
water level and mine workings level (m)
r radius of the mine opening (m)
£ radius to the point P (m)
Rmax radius of influence of the seepage process at time t {m)
D hydraulic diffusivity of the surrounding rock (m?/s)

t time since the seepage process started (s)

The figure below represents some results of calculations in which the above
equation was applied.

The differential hydraulic gradient di_ at a point P is expressed by basically
the same type of formula, with dR boeing the distance differential at point P:
dR

o ig Iy == 0%
i, = - . 7755 bty
sig R Ig (_yT_t)

If the critical hydraulic gradient at the mine opening is considered as a function
of the radius of influence of the waterinflow area R:'nax = 2,25 Dt, then the

above formula reads: 55 g (l+dR/rU ) (1)

di = -
MO sz lg (Rmax/ro)
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Assuming a protection layer of a relatively low permeability and of thickness
L= a 12, protecting the mine openings froman aquifer of higher permeability,
one cdh%ke that the critical gradient changes only as a function of ig (L/Zro).
That is the classical steady state solution.

LTS
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Figure 3.~ Mean hydraulic gradient versus distance from
the mine opening

2. Unsteadystate hydraulic gradients distribution around mine workings overlaying
a karstic chanrel in a faulted zone.

Figure 4 represents the situation. A protection layer is fracturated by a faulted
zone and becomes much more permeable within this zone. A karstic channel
exists in the aquifer below the contact of the karstic aguifer with the protec-
tion layer. Agquifer’s permeability outside the karstic channel can be neglected
as well as the permeability of the protection layer amside the faulted zone. This
Scheme represents an approximation of the situation existing on several locations
in Slovenia, Yugoslavia,

After Schneebeli (1966) the drawdown at a point P within the faulted zone is
related to the maximum drawdown at the mine opening s_, distance x from the
mine opening, fault zone thickness a, fault zone hydraulicodiffusivity D and time
t since the seepage process started as follows:

X

S & s, /1= TR L (15)
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Figure 4. - Mine opening in a faulted zone
overlaying a karstic channel

The above approximation is excelent for small valges . of u = X/2¥FDt 40,1 and
for X 2 af2. The resulting mean gradient between mine opening and a point P
is therefore: s

1=- W”D (16)
The mean gradient can be related to the distance to the karstic channel if we
consider that the_distance to which the seepage process has advanced is time
related as X = Y7 Dt. Therefore, the mean unsteady hydraulic gradient in the
direction of the karstic channel depend on the thickness <. = X of the protec-
tion layer as follows:

- [o]

i=- — (17
It can be further shown that the critical gradient at the mine opening differs
from the mean hydraulic gradient only by a factor 2 a/x.r , where r, is the ra-
dius of the mine opening and e¢. an angle such that sin®& /2) =2 r /b, with
b being the floor width of the mine opening. The critical hydraulic grqadient
.therefore reads:

. 2a s
di = . (18)
-MO- o(oro L

As a conclusion, we can state that in a faulted zone over a karstic channel,
the mean hydraulic gradient and the critical hydraulic gradient are inversely
proportional to the thickness of the protection layer. Again, this equals the
steady state solution.

Since the seepage force is proportional to the hydraulic gradient, the push
exerted by the critical seepage force towards the mine opening in the case of
a faulted protection layer everlaying a karstic channel will be inversely propor-
tional to the thickness of this layer. As the faulted zone can be considered to
be the mechanically weak and therefore critical zone of the protection layer,
this confaorms with the statistically proved conclusions of the hungarian authors
(Schmieder, 1982), that the probability of the inrush occurence is inversely pro-
portional to the thickness of the protection layer. Outside a faulted zone, howe-
ver, the effect of the thickness of the protection layer tends to follow the in-
verse of it's logarithm value.
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CONCLUSIONS

It is obvious that the hvdraulic gradients distribution withinthe protection layer
depends on the nature of it's constituents and the degree of their fracturing.
The local structure of the protection layer must therefore be carefully examined
whenever the mineworkings are approaching high water pressure aquifers and no
active water control is feasible; this is a prescription in United Kingdom, for in-
stance (Davies, 1982). Special care has to be given to the exact positioning of
the relatively impervious layers within the protection layer, since they predomi-
nantly influence the hydraulic gradient distribution around mineworkings.

As discussed already by previous authors (Kesserii, 1982,Schmieder, 1982), the
rocks within the protection layer exhibit two basically different behaviours -
they are either subject either not subject to the piping process. The minewor-
kings protection strategy must consider this fact as well.

In the case of a protection layer with it's rocks subject to piping, we must fo-
cus ourselves on the determination of critical gradients starting the piping pro-
cess. When the passive waterinrush control is applied, these critical gradients
must not be exceeded. If all of the protection layer consists of rocks subject to
piping, no active control within this layer is possible and the porewater pressure
reduction has to be achieved in the aquifer itself.

In the case of a protection layer with it’ s rocks not subject to piping process,
the stability of this layer under the influence of seepage forces must be exami~
ned. Again, this stability analysis should take into account the porewater pressu-
re distribution within the protection layer as resulting from the relative hydroge-
ologic function of it's constituents.The stability analysis must be made by inte-
grating the partial effects layer by layer, according to their respective shearing
resistance and cohesion. Special care has to be given to the faulted zones, espe-
cially where a karstic channel may be expected within the aguifer. We have se-
en that this is the critical area as well as to the hydraulic gradients distributi-
on pattern, as to the shearing resistance of the rocks. To our opinion, only the
residual shearing resistance and no cohesion should be applied in highly fractu-
red zones. This may be considered to be the maximum and perhaps a rather ex-
agerated safety condition. In reality, at least some shearing takes place anew
and not only the sliding along the preexisting fractures occurs. Under the passi-
ve waterinrush control as well as under the active waterinrush control the stabi-
lity criterion must be fulfilled. When an active waterinrush control policy is ap-
plied, it may be useful to reduce the necessary water pumping rate by means of
the protection layer's own hydraulic resistance. This assumes that the dewater-
ing boreholes are screened within this this layer. When the active control is ap-
plied to the small coal basins overlaying karstic aquifers of vdrtually unlimi-
ted hydraulic conductivity, this may be the only economically feasible approach.
However,in such a case the protection layer's stability analysis has to be elabo-
rated for different positions of the screened sections in order to find their opti-
mum position.

The last remark is even more important when the protection layer consists of
both the rocks subject to piping and those without such a property. In this case
not only the protection layer's stability, but the critical hydraulic gradients di-
stribution relative to piping must be considered prior to the decision whether the
active waterinrush control within the protection layer can be applied.
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