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Fig.2 An example distribution of fault/
sheared zone (Map data).
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Fig.8 Fractal length distribution of
each map scale in Gr.H region.

Straight lines are fractal distribution
line. Curved lines are lognormal distri-
bution line. All fractal dimension are
about 2.0.
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(87) AN EXAMPLE OF SITE CHARACTERIZATION BASED ON FRACTURE STATISTICS

Hiroyuki OHNO and Keiji KOJIMA

Dept. Mineral Development Eng.
The University of Tokyo JAPAN

ABSTRACT

Fracture detection is one ol the most important factors for site
characterization of rock mass. Fracture ditection is discussed here
from the viewpoint of statistically similar relationship among the
granitic rock masses which are the same in geology and geological

history but different in scale.

(1) Statistical distributions of geological factors of fracture
are presented from the investigation of geometrical distribution of
fractures in various map scale in {ield. Fracture length and width of
sheared zone shows log-normal distribution but fracture demsity in

number Poisson’s distribution in any scale.

(2) Good correlations are found between fault length or slip
length and width of sheared zone. It’s convenient to supplement the
data among the different rock masses in scale.

(3) Statistically similar relationship is found in the geological
factors of fractures in different scale of rock masses. These values

would be able to transform each other in scale by fractal dimension.
(4) Site characterization was tried out based on this relation-

ship in some fields of granite. The local site characteristics are

reasonably detected from the statistical data of regional ones.

—420—



