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ABSTRACT: Catastrophic landslides maybe occur in rock slope due to the effect of strong earthquakes or heavy rainfall. The sta-
bility of rock slope is usually controlled by different scales of weak structural surfaces, which are uncertain and randomly exist in the rock
slope. According to the geological characteristics of rock slope, two typical failure modes – plane and wedge are possible. A second-order
second-moment (SOSM) method is presented to calculate the reliability index and the failure probability of rock slope, which is
an improvement over the first-order second-moment (FOSM) method, and performance functions are built up with the classic limit equi-
librium method. The presented method is applied to analyze the failure probability of two rock slopes at the Jinping I Hydropower
Station and is compared with the Monte Carlo method and the FOSM method. The computed results show that for plane failure,
the reliability index and the failure probability determined by the presented method are 0.563 and 28.7%, respectively, and the reli-
ability index and the failure probability determined by Monte Carlo method are 0.677 and 24.9%, respectively. However, for the
FOSM method, the reliability index and failure probability are –0.025 and 51.0%, respectively. For both plane failure and wedge
failure, the difference between the presented method and the Monte Carlo method is very small, but the failure probability of plane
failure determined by FOSM method is larger than that of the other two methods. The presented method can provide a useful tool
to evaluate the failure probability of rock slope.
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1. INTRODUCTION

With the increase in human activity (such as urban construction,
transportation construction, hydropower development, and
mineral exploitation) and global climate change (gradually rising
temperature, increasing frequency of extreme weather), increasing
numbers of geological disasters have occurred (Liu and Chen,
2007; Zhou et al., 2010). Landslides are one of the major geological
disasters worldwide, causing heavy losses of life and property
every year (Ni et al., 2014; Chu et al., 2015). Due to unique
topography and geological conditions, different scales of landslides
often happen in mountainous areas in Southwest China (Zhou et
al., 2013). Strong earthquakes, heavy rainfall, reservoir storage
and artificial disturbance are the four primary triggering factors

for landslides in Southwest China (Li et al., 2011; Jiang et al.,
2014; Yang et al., 2015). Landslides are more common in soil
slopes and deposition slopes; however, several catastrophic
landslides have occurred in rock slope due to the effect of
strong earthquakes or heavy rainfall (Zhou et al., 2013; Ghosh
et al., 2014; Pourghasemi et al., 2014). There are apparent
differences in the geographical characteristics of rock slope
and soil slope. The failure of soil slopes is usually not determined by
the slip surface, but the failure of rock slopes usually slips along
the weak structural surfaces. Because rock slope generally consists
of rock masses and different scales of weak structural surfaces
(such as joints, fault, or weak interlayers), the stability of rock
slope is controlled by these weak structural surfaces (William
et al., 2008; KhaloKakaie and Naghadehi, 2012; Youssef et al.,
2015). 

Previous studies generally believe that the primary reasons
for the failure of rock slope controlled by a weak structural surface
under rainfall conditions include two aspects: the increasing
hydrostatic pressure or hydrodynamic pressure in rock slopes
generated by seepage flow and the decreasing shear strength
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of the weak structural surface generated by a saturated softening
effect. These two aspects disturb the force balance of the rock
slope and cause landslides (Park and West, 2001; Topal, 2007;
Tan et al., 2013; Zeng et al., 2015; Pinheriro et al., 2015). The
strength reduction of the weak structural surface induced by
rainfall is the major physical and mechanical response of rock
slope, and we should consider this aspect during the stability
evaluation of rock slope under rainfall conditions (Park, 2005;
Low, 2007). The relationship between the water content and the
shear strength of the weak structural surface is always difficult to
determine (Kourosh et al., 2011; Li et al., 2013). However,
deterministic methods are often used to study the stability of
rock slope, such as the limit equilibrium method, the finite
element method, the finite difference method, and the discrete
element method (Li and Chu, 2012; Reale et al., 2015). These
methods can assess only the determined safety factors and
stress and deformation distribution characteristics of the rock
slope. Furthermore, several uncertainty conditions and parameters
exist in the stability evaluation process of rock slope (Park et
al., 2005; Park et al., 2012a; Li et al., 2014), such as the mechanical
parameters, the rainfall condition and infiltration process,
and the softening of weak structural surfaces. The deterministic
methods are unable to handle the uncertainties during the
stability evaluation process of rock slope (Yang et al., 2009),
and the determined safety factor is not reasonable to evaluate
the stability of the slope as an index (Jiang et al., 2014; Li et al.,
2015a). Reliability analysis based on probability theory has
been introduced by certain scholars to analyze the slope stability
problem, and several advances have been made relative to the
methods of the safety factor (Pathak and Nilsen, 2004; Gravanis et
al., 2014; Park et al., 2016).

Previous studies on the reliability analysis of slopes are focused
on the homogeneous slopes (such as soil slopes), and different
computational methods are introduced (Rodriguez and Sitar,
2007; Wang et al., 2013; Wei et al., 2014). Most of these studies
used three calculation methods: the Rosenbleuth method, the
Monte Carlo method and the first-order second-moment
(FOSM) method (Duzgun et al., 2003; Ge et al., 2011; Ganji
and Jowkarshorijeh, 2012). The Rosenbleuth method yields
the reliability index for slope stability analysis by several samples at
points with prescribed rules (Sun et al., 2008; Park et al., 2012b).
The Monte Carlo method is rarely adopted to locate the critical
reliability slip surface due to its huge calculation time (Li et al.,
2015b). For the FOSM method, the partial derivative of the
performance function is needed to calculate the reliability index.
However, the partial derivatives of performance functions are
complex and difficult to obtain because the performance function
in slope stability analysis is usually implicit (Li and Chu, 2012).
The FOSM method was defined as an approximate method since

the statistical parameters of the performance function were
obtained by the approximation (Harr, 1987; Baecher and Christian,
2003), significant errors may be introduced by neglecting higher-
order terms when the performance function is nonlinear (Cho,
2013). Some improvements have been made by several scholars.
For example, Duzgun et al. (2003) proposed an advanced first-
order second-moment method to conduct a reliability assessment
for the case of the plane sliding failure of the slope; Xu et al.
(2013) improved the FOSM method so that a nonlinear function
could be considered using maximum entropy. 

Although the FOSM method can calculate the reliability
index (Farah et al., 2011; Jun et al., 2013) and has certain accuracy,
the precision of this method is limited because the method
considers only the Taylor series expansion first-order item of
the performance function. According to the rock slope controlled
by weak structural surfaces, two failure modes are considered:
plane failure and wedge failure. For the reliability analysis of
rock slope under different conditions, a second-order second-
moment (SOSM) method was introduced to calculate the
reliability index, which can improve the calculation precision
of the reliability index () relative to the FOSM method. The
presented reliability analysis method is applied to study the
stability of the left bank slope at the Jinping I Hydropower
Station, and a comparative analysis is conducted between the
Monte Carlo method and the FOSM method. Several useful
conclusions are presented for understanding the stability and
reliability analysis of rock slope controlled by weak structural
surfaces.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1. Failure of Rock Slope

Along with the development of the economy and life needs
in China, many infrastructure projects are under construction
or planned in Southwest China, such as railways, highways,
and large hydropower stations (Li et al., 2011; Zheng et al.,
2014). These infrastructure projects have introduced several
engineering problems, such as ecological, environmental and
geological hazards. Construction safety is one of the key issues
during the engineering construction process. Due to the special
topography and geomorphology conditions, high steep slopes are
widely distributed in Southwest China. The stability of high rock
slope is common in different infrastructure projects, particularly
the large hydropower station. The reasonable stability evaluation
of high rock slope is crucial for the development of engineering
measures and for hazard prevention and mitigation. 

Rock mass is generally constituted by rock blocks and different
scales of structural surfaces. The slope rock masses are located at
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the shallow part of the mountain. The structural surfaces are
well developed, and rock masses are fractured due to long-term
weathering and unloading effects. Figure 1 shows an example
of the high rock slope cutting by several weak structural
surfaces at the Changheba Hydropower Station, which is a
large hydropower station located on the Dadu River in the
Sichuan Province, Southwest China. As shown in Figure 1a,
the high rock slope is cut by three sets of joints and two main
faults, and the slope stability is controlled by the weak structural
surfaces. For this high rock slope during the construction
process, two main failure modes exist: plane failure (Fig. 1b)
and wedge failure (Fig. 1c). These figures show that although
the potential failures are on a small scale, they are all controlled by
the weak structural surfaces (in this case, several joints). In

this paper, these two typical failure modes are used as the
computational basis of the reliability analysis of the rock slope.
Figure 2 shows the schematic diagram of two typical failure
modes for the rock slope. As shown in Figure 2a, for plane
failure, the slope stability is generally controlled by one or two
primary weak structural surfaces, which follow the trend of
the slope; however, for wedge failure, several different tendencies
of weak structural surfaces form unstable rock blocks (Fig.
2b). The corresponding slope stability of the plane failure and
the wedge failure are influenced by the shear strength parameters
of these weak structural surfaces. However, accurate values
for these parameters are difficult to determine, and some
uncertainty and randomness exist under different conditions.

Fig. 1. Rock slope cut by several weak structural surfaces, an example of the high rock slope at the Changheba Hydropower Station, Sichuan
Province, Southwest China: (a) rock slope cut by three joint sets and two main faults, (b) potential plane failure of the slope, and (c) potential
wedge failures of the slope.



456 Jia-wen Zhou, Ming-yuan Jiao, Hui-ge Xing, Xing-guo Yang, and Yu-chuan Yang

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12303-016-0058-1 http://www.springer.com/journal/12303

2.2. Stability Evaluation for Rock Slope

According to the stability evaluation of rock slope, the limit
equilibrium method (LEM) is commonly used to determine
the safety factor of the slope. Force balance and Mohr-Coulomb
friction criteria are often used for LEM, and the safety factor
is defined as shear resistance divided by shear stress. Figure 3
shows the force analysis of two typical failure modes for the
rock slopes using the limit equilibrium method. For the plane
failure shown in Figure 3a, the potential sliding block is resisted
by the shear resistance of the bottom slip surface B and the
residual tensile strength (t) of the rear edge slip surface A. Using
force balance analysis and the Mohr-Coulomb friction criteria,
the safety factor (Fs) of the rock slope with plane failure can be
determined as follows:

, (1)

where A1 and A2 are the areas of rear edge slip surface A and
bottom slip surface B, respectively; c is the cohesion of slipping

surface B;  is the internal friction angle of the whole sliding
block; W is the mass weight of the sliding block;  is the
intersection angle between slip surface B and the horizontal
plane; and  is the intersection angle between slip surfaces A
and B.

For the wedge failure shown in the Figure 3b, the potential
sliding block is resisted by the shear resistance of two weak
structural surfaces, but the residual tensile strength of the rear
edge slip surface is not consider here. Using force balance analysis
and Mohr-Coulomb friction criteria such as plane failure, the
safety factor (Fs) of the rock slope with wedge failure can be
determined as follows (modified form the safety factor evaluation
model for wedge failure presented by Hoek and Bray (2005)): 

, (2)

where A1 and A2 are the area of these two weak structural
surfaces (slip surfaces); c1 and c2 are the cohesions of slip surfaces
A1 and A2, respectively; φ1 and φ2 are the internal friction
angles of slip surfaces A1 and A2, respectively; W is the mass

Fs
cA2 Wcos A1tcos+ tan+

Wsin A1tsin–
----------------------------------------------------------------------------=

Fs
N1tan1 N2tan2 c1A1 c2A2+ + +

Wsins
----------------------------------------------------------------------------=

Fig. 2. Schematic diagram of two typical failure modes for the rock slope controlled by a weak structural surface: (a) plane failure, and (b)
wedge failure.

Fig. 3. Force analysis of two typical failure modes for the rock slopes using limit equilibrium method: (a) plane failure, and (b) wedge failure. 
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weight of the sliding wedge; N1 and N2 are the normal forces
of slip surfaces A1 and A2, respectively; and s is the dip angle
of the intersection line for these two slip surfaces, which is the
sliding direction of the wedge. 

According to the force balance analysis for mass weight W
on the slip surfaces, the normal forces N1 and N2 can be computed
as follows: 

 
(3)

where 1 and 2 are the angles between the normal line of the
intersection and slip surfaces A1 and A2, respectively. 1 and 2
can be determined as follows:

(4)

where A and A are the dip angle and the dip of slip surface A,
respectively; B and B are the dip angle and the dip of slip surface
B; and s and s are the dip angle and the dip of the intersection
line of slip surface A and slip surface B (sliding direction). 

The safety factors of the rock slope with plane failure and
wedge failure can be determined by Equations (1)–(4), but there
some uncertainty and randomness arise during the stability
evaluation of slope. The uncertainty and randomness are generally
caused by the random distribution of mechanical parameters,
particularly the shear strength parameters of weak structural
surfaces. By using of limit equilibrium method, three uncertain
parameters are commonly used, which include rock density,
cohesion and friction angle of weak structural surfaces. Each
uncertain parameter is assumed within a range of values (pmin,
pmax), then using a special distribution function to generate a
series of random values for this parameter. Table 1 shows
the calculation parameters used for the sensitivity analyses of
mechanical parameters on the safety factor of a simple wedge failure.
Figure 4 shows the uncertainty and randomness in the safety
factor evaluation results for a simple wedge failure using Monte
Carlo simulation based on the limit equilibrium method. When
we use the limit equilibrium method to evaluate the slope stability,
the safety factor of the slope is controlled by the used mechanical
parameters. Figure 4a shows the stereographic projection analysis

N1
Wcosscos2

sin1cos2 cos1sin2+
--------------------------------------------------------- ,=

N2
Wcosscos1

sin1cos2 cos1sin2+
--------------------------------------------------------- ,=






sin1 sinAsinssin s A–  cosAcoss ,+=
sin2 sinBsinssin s B–  cosBcoss ,+=




Table 1. Calculation parameters used for the sensitivity analyses of mechanical parameters on the safety factor of a simple wedge failure

Surface Dip (°) Dip direction 
(°)

c (kPa) φ (°)
Minimum Maximum Mean Minimum Maximum Mean

Joint 1 50 270 10 30 20 14 36 25
Joint 2 62 20 10 30 20 14 36 25
Slope 53 335 Slope height (m) Mass weight (kN/m3)
Upper 35 335 70 24

Fig. 4. Uncertainty and randomness in the safety factor evaluation
results for a simple wedge failure using the Monte Carlo method
based on the limit equilibrium method: (a) stereographic projection
analysis of the simple wedge failure, (b) random mechanical param-
eters’ effect on the safety factor of slope, and (c) different random
distribution functions’ effect on the failure probability of the slope.
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of the simple wedge failure. For determination one of the uncertain
parameter effect on the safety factor of the slope, other uncertain
parameters are commonly used the fixed values (such as mean
values), then varied safety factors of the slope can be determined
by using of different parameter combinations. As shown in
Figure 4b, the safety factor of the wedge failure is varied using
different mechanical parameters. According to the random
distribution characteristics of the mechanical parameters of
rock slope, the normal function, the exponential function, the
Weibull function and the gamma function are commonly used
random distribution functions for geo-materials. As shown in
Figure 4c, the failure probability (often defined as the probability
of a safety factor less than 1.0) of a slope is influenced by the
random distribution functions, and there is a determined
relationship between the failure probability and the reliability
index. Different random distribution functions can achieve
different results for the failure probability of the slope. Previous
laboratory tests and statistical results indicated that the
randomness for the shear strength parameters of weak structural
surfaces is generally consistent with normal distribution (Park
and West, 2001; Sun et al., 2008; Li et al., 2015a). Taking into
account that the normal distribution function is the most
commonly used for random variables, this random distribution
function is used in this paper. 

3. METHOD

For the reliability index and failure probability determined
by Monte Carlo simulation based on the limit equilibrium
method, large calculations should be performed for different
parameter sets. If the number of simulated random variables
is not large enough, the uncertainty and randomness of the
mechanical parameters are not well reflected. However, for a
certain randomly distributed mechanical parameter, some
characteristic values of the random variables can be determined,
such as the mean value and the variance for normally distributed
parameters. The reliability index and failure probability can
be directly determined by these characteristic values of random
variables, and the calculation equations for the safety factor of
rock slope under different conditions can be used to establish
the performance function. Here, the second-order second-
moment (SOSM) method was introduced to calculate the reliability
index, which is an improvement over the first-order second-
moment (FOSM) method. 

3.1. Failure Probability

The safety factor (Fs) is commonly used to evaluate slope
stability, which can be expressed by a function with a series of

physical and mechanical parameters of geo-materials. This
function is determined by the special calculation method,
which can generally be expressed as follows:

, (5)

where x1, x2, ···, xn is a series of physical and mechanical
parameters, such as density, elastic modulus, cohesion, internal
friction angle, and pore water pressure, and f(·) is an implicit
function and depends on the specific calculation method. 

Performance function (G) can be defined according to the
calculation method of the safety factor, which can be determined
as follows:

. (6)

For this function, every parameter xi is a random variable
that obeys some random distribution. Hence resulted in the
same randomness of the performance function G, and some
calculation method should be adopted to solve this performance
function. Here, according to the state of slope, failure will occur
for the slope when G is less than 0. The slope is stable when G
is larger than 0, and G = 0 is a critical state. Therefore, the
failure probability (Pf) of the slope can be expressed when G <
0 or Fs < 1. Random variation G is assumed to obey a normal
distribution, and the reliability index (β) can be calculated as
follows: 

, (7)

where G is the mean value, and G is the standard deviation
of the performance function g(x).

The failure probability (Pf) of the slope can be expressed as
follows: 

, (8)

where Φ(·) is a normal function. This expression indicates
that if the reliability index is a known value, the failure
probability of the rock slope can be determined and can be
used to evaluate the stability of the slope. 

3.2. Reliability Index

The reliability index, , is the key to calculating failure
probability (Zheng et al., 2015), but the precise value of the
reliability index is hard to calculate. Furthermore, the calculation
work for some previous methods is large, so it is necessary to
find an effective calculation method that can reflect the real
situation and reduce the calculation work. Here, the second-
order second-moment (SOSM) method was introduced to
calculate the reliability index, which expanded the performance

Fs f x1 x2  xn   =

G g X  g x1 x2  xn    Fs 1–= = =

  G 
 G 
------------=

Pf  – =
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function with Taylor series expansion and added one more
order than the FOSM method. 

Here, standard normal variable zi (i = 1, 2, ···, n) was used to
transform the random variable xi (i = 1, 2, ···, n) as follows:

 
, (9)

where (xi) and (xi) are the average value and standard
deviation of the random variable xi (i = 1,2,···,n), respectively. 

First, expanding performance function g(X) on limit point
X* = (x1

* ,  x*2, ···, x*n)  with the Taylor formula and ignoring the
items superior to the quadratic items, performance function
g(X) can be expressed as follows: 

. (10)

The limit point represents the critical state of the rock
slope, which means the performance function is equal to 0:

. (11)

Then, the expansion of performance function g(X) can be
expressed by the standard normal variable zi as follows:

     . (12)

According to the upper part of Equation (12), reliability
index  can be calculated using the distribution parameters of
each random variable, and it can be divided into three situations,
as follows. 

For situation 1, the calculation parameters of the random
variables are independent of each other. Because random
variables xi are all mutually independent, random variables
zi are also mutually independent and belong to the normal
distribution, as in Equation (9). Then, the average value, g, of
performance function g(X) can be derived as follows:

. (13)

The standard deviation, g, of performance function g(X)
can be expressed as follows:

(14)

where D[g(X)] is the variance of performance function g(X),
and E[·] is the expected value of one variable.

However, standard deviation g can not be calculated by a
simple linear relationship because performance function g(X)
has expanded to the second-order of Taylor formula. Here, we
use the square of performance function g(X) to deduce standard
deviation g as follows: 

. (15)

Expanding the square formula g2(X) of the performance function
to the second order with the Taylor formula and ignoring the
items superior to the quadratic items, function g2(X) can be
transformed into another expression using Equations (9) and
(11), 

. (16)

Then, the average value of g2(X) can be simplified as follows:

. (17)

Using Equations (13), (14), and (17), the standard deviation of
g(X) can be calculated as follows: 

=

. (18)

Finally, reliability index  can be calculated according to
Equation (7) as follows: 

. (19)

For situation 2, the calculation parameters of random variables
are correlated with each other. The correlation coefficient of
xi and xj is rij, and rij is equal to 1 when i = j. Then, the correlation
coefficient of zi and zj can be determined as follows:

zi
xi  xi –
 xi 
---------------------=

g X  g x1
* x2
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(20)

where COV(·) is a covariance function.
The average value E[g(X)] and E[g2(X)] can be simplified as

follows: 

, (21)

. (22)

Reliability index β can be calculated as follows: 

. (23)

For situation 3, the calculation parameters of random variables
obey other distributions. It is necessary to transfer random
variables to be an equivalent normal distribution when the
original random variables xi (i = 1, 2,···, n) are not normally
distributed because the average value, μx, and the standard
deviation, x, of all random variables could be calculated in
equivalent normal distribution. Next, reliability index  can
be calculated using the above equations under an equivalent
normal distribution.

Previous studies have often assumed the relationship between
the original distribution and the equivalent normal distribution to
be as follows (Duzgun et al., 2003):

(24)

where P(x < x*) is the probability that random variable xi is
less than certain value x*, and F(x) is the probability function
of random variables xi. 

The average value of equivalent normal variables can be
calculated as follows:

. (25)

The probability density function fx(xi*) and the standard
deviation, σx

N, of the equivalent normal variables can be
determined as follows: 

. (26)

Then, reliability index β can also be calculated.

3.3. Calculation Process

The presented method for determining the reliability index
and failure probability of rock slope with plane failure or wedge
failure is fulfilled by Matlab and Excel VBA programs, and
the calculation process is simply described as follows: 

(1) First, expand performance function g(X) on limited
point x*i (i = 1,2,···,n) with the Taylor formula to the second
order.

(2) Second, ignore the items superior to quadratic items
and introduce standardized normal variable zi.

(3) Third, calculate the average value and standard deviation
of the random variables, and derive the partial derivatives of
the performance function.

(4) Finally, calculate failure probability Pf  according to reliability
index  in different situations using the presented method. 

If the characteristic values of the random variables are known,
the reliability index and failure probability can be quickly determined
by the presented method. Furthermore, the presented method
can improve the calculation accuracy of failure probability Pf
rock slope controlled by a weak structural surface. In the following
section, two rock slopes at the Jinping I Hydropower Station
are used to verify the reasonability of the presented method.
Furthermore, if several sets of random mechanical parameters
are generated according to the normal distribution function,
the corresponding safety factor using different mechanical
parameters can also be computed. 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, the presented reliability analysis method is
applied to study the failure probability of two rock slopes:
One is plane failure, and the other is wedge failure. Lower
shear strength parameters are used in the following analyses
(geo-materials of the weak structural surface are saturated),
and no reinforcement measures are considered. The simulated
failure probability and reliability index of the slope are compared
with the Monte Carlo method and the FOSM method. Key
issues related to the reliability analysis of rock slope are discussed
at the end of this section. 

4.1. Geological Setting

The Jinping I Hydropower Station is located at the lower
stream of the Yalong River in Sichuan Province, Southwest
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China. Figure 5a shows the site location of the Jinping I
Hydropower Station. The catchment area of the reservoir is
approximately 10.3 × 104 km2, is stored behind a 305-m-high
concrete arch dam. The power installation of the station is
3,600 MW, and the annual average power generation is
approximately 166.2 × 108 kW·h (Zhou et al., 2014). 

High and steep mountains with a height difference of
1,500–3,500 m are common in the project area because of
the strong tectonic processes. Figure 5b shows the regional
topography and geomorphology conditions of the Jinping I
Hydropower Station. The inclinations of the slopes are mostly
in the range of 55–75°, and long-term strong weathering and
unloading effects, joints, fractures and faults are well developed

in the slope. These special geological conditions that resulted
in the slope stability problem are some of the key issues in the
construction process of this hydropower station.

4.2. Plane Failure

A typical plane failure of the left bank slope at the Jinping I
Hydropower Station is selected as the case study example,
and the geological condition of this plane failure is shown in
Figure 6a. As shown in Figure 6a, the elevation of this slope
ranges from 1,960 m to 2,075 m, and the main type of rock
mass is silty and sandy slate. The plane failure is cut by two
faults, fLL1 and XL21. The slope excavation surface is with

Fig. 5. The Jinping I Hydropower Station: (a) site location, and (b) regional topography and geomorphology conditions. 

Fig. 6. An example of plane failure at the Jinping I Hydropower Station: (a) geological condition, (b) calculation diagram of this plane failure,
and (c) stereographic projection analysis of the plane failure.
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the strike of N20°E, dip direction of SE and the dip angle of
52°. Fault fLL1 is the rear edge slip surface with the strike of
N70°E, dip direction of SE and the dip angle of 72°. Fault
XL21 is the bottom slip surface with the strike of EW, dip
direction of S and the dip angle of 32°. Figure 6b shows the
calculation diagram of this plane failure. This plane failure is
controlled by bottom slip surface A2 and rear edge slip surface
A1. The stereographic projection analysis of this plane failure
is shown in Figure 6c. Through geometric analyses and
mechanical calculations, the basic parameters for the reliability
analysis are determined. For example, the total mass weight is
17,420 kN/m. According to the mechanical parameters provided
by the designer, the average value and standard deviation of
the residual tensile strength of fault fLL1 are 3.05 kPa and
0.394 kPa, respectively; the average value and standard deviation
of the cohesion of fault XL21 are 21.52 kPa and 1.97 kPa,
respectively. Table 2 summarizes all calculation parameters
used for the reliability analysis of plane failure at the Jinping I

Hydropower Station. 
Combined with Equations (1) and (6), the performance

function of this plane failure can be established as follows:

. (27)

The reliability index can be determined by the method presented
in Equation (27). The distribution forms of the three random
variables t, , c must be known when calculating reliability
index . A normal distribution is assumed for these three random
variables. Through iterative calculations, the limit points of
the three random variables can be determined, where t

*, φ*,
and c* are 3.0 kPa, 28.5° and 21.3 kPa, respectively. 

Using the characteristic parameters of the average value and
the standard deviation of the above three random variables,
reliability index  and failure probability Pf of this plane failure
can be calculated. Several sets of random mechanical parameters

g t  c  
50c 17420 cos32 35 t cos40+  tan+

17420 sin32 35 t sin40–------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1–=

Table 2. Calculation parameters used for the reliability analysis of plane failure at the Jinping I Hydropower Station

A1 (m) A2 (m)  (°)  (°)  (kN/m3) W (kN/m)
35 50 40 32 26 17420

σt (kPa) φ (°) c (kPa) σt (kPa) φ (°) c (kPa)
3.05 28.45 21.52 0.394 1.92 1.97

Fig. 7. Reliability analysis results of the plane failure: (a) effect of mechanical parameters on the safety factor, (b) frequency distribution of
the safety factor using a set of random parameters, (c) effect of friction angle on the safety factor using the Monte Carlo method, and (d)
results of the reliability index and failure probability using the Monte Carlo method.
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are generated according to the normal distribution function,
and the effect of mechanical parameters on the safety factor of
this plane failure is shown in Figure 7a. As shown in Figure 7a,
the safety factor of the plane failure increases with the mechanical
parameters (including the residual tensile strength of fault fLL1
and the cohesion and friction angle of fault XL21). Using the
presented method, the results show that the reliability index of
this plane failure is 0.563, and the corresponding failure probability
is 28.7%. Although the reliability index and failure probability
can be determined directly by the presented method, the distribution
characteristics of the safety factor using the generated random
parameters are shown in Figure 7b.

Furthermore, two other methods are also used to compute
the reliability index of this plane failure. For the Monte Carlo
method, one thousand random parameters sets are generated
first. We find that the safety factor of the plane failure increases
with the mechanical parameters, as shown in Figure 7c. Figure 7d
shows the computed results of the reliability index and failure
probability using the Monte Carlo method. Compared with
Figures 7b and d, there are some similarities between the
presented method and Monte Carlo method for the distribution
characteristics of the safety factor. Table 3 summarizes the
reliability analysis results for the plane failure using different
methods. As shown in Table 3, by using the Monte Carlo
method, the reliability index of this plane failure is 0.677, and
the corresponding failure probability is 24.9%. However, for
the FOSM method, the reliability index of this plane failure is
–0.025, and the corresponding failure probability is 51.0%.
The results of the reliability index and the failure probability
determined by the presented method are close to those of the
Monte Carlo method, but the results determined by the FOSM
method have certain differences from the Monte Carlo method

and the presented method. 

4.3. Wedge Failure

A typical wedge failure of the left bank slope at the Jinping I
Hydropower Station is selected as another case study example,
and the geological condition of this wedge failure is shown in
Figure 8a. As shown in Figure 8a, the main types of rock masses
are sandy slate, marble and greenschist, and the maximum
elevation of the dam is 1885 m. The wedge failure is cut by two
faults in a vertical plane, fault f42-9 and lamprophyre X, as
shown in Figure 8b. Figure 9 shows the three-dimensional
geometry information of the wedge failure. As shown in Figure
9a, the slope excavation surface is with the strike of N25°E,
dip direction of SE and the dip angle of 63°. Fault F4-29 is slip
surface A with the strike of EW, dip direction of S and the dip
angle of 50°. Fault SL44-1 is slip surface B with the strike of
N20°W, dip direction of NE and the dip angle of 62°. Lamprophyre
X is the rear edge surface with the strike of N65°E, dip direction
of SE and the dip angle of 75°. The stereographic projection
analysis of the wedge failure is shown in Figure 9b. After space
geometry analysis, the space information of the intersection
line (sliding direction) can be determined, with a dip of 133.41°
and a dip angle of 39.82°. 

Through geometric analyses and mechanical calculations,
the basic parameters for the reliability analysis are determined;
for instance, the total mass weight is 995,733.7 kN, and the areas of
A1 and A2 are 3,866.7 m2 and 1,595.3 m2, respectively. The residual
tensile strength of the rear edge surface is not considered here,
and the shear strength parameters of faults SL44-1 and f42-9
use different values. 

Combined with Equations (2)–(4) and (6), the performance

Table 3. Reliability analysis results for the plane failure using different methods

Methods Monte Carlo method FOSM method Presented method
Reliability index  0.677 –0.025 0.563

Failure probability Pf (%) 24.9 51.0 28.7
Note: The FOSM method is the first-order second-moment method.

Fig. 8. An example of wedge failure at 
the Jinping I Hydropower Station: (a) 
geological condition of the main sec-
tion, and (b) local amplification of the 
wedge failure (E.L. is the elevation).
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function of this wedge failure can be established as follows: 

(28)

The reliability index can be determined by the method
presented in Equation (28). According to the randomness for
the shear strength parameters (cohesion c and friction angle
) of weak structural surfaces, which are sensitivity to the
water ratio, here two empirical formulas are introduced to
describe the relationship between the shear strength parameters
and water ratio (Hu, 2014). The relationship between cohesion
and water ratio is as follow: 

, (29)

where w is the water ratio, %; c is the cohesion, kPa; A1, B1, C1,
D1 and E1 are the empirical parameters from several laboratory
tests, here are 35, 0.05, 0.3, 0.25 and 35 respectively. 

And the relationship between cohesion and water ratio is as
follow:

, (30)

where w is the water ratio, %;  is the friction angle, °; A1, B1,
C1, and D1 are the empirical parameters from several laboratory
tests, here are 28, 0.01, 0.05 and 0.04 respectively.

Then the randomness of shear strength parameters is
transformed into the random distribution of water ratio. Only

two distribution forms of the random variables w1 and w2
(water ratios) must be known when calculating reliability
index . A normal distribution is assumed for these two random
variables, and the random distribution of cohesion and friction
angle can be obtained by using Equations (29) and (30). After
iterative calculation, the limit points of the four random variables
can be determined, where w1

* and w2
* are 65% and 64%,

respectively. Table 4 summarizes all calculation parameters used
for the reliability analysis of wedge failure at the Jinping I
Hydropower Station. 

Using the characteristic parameters of the average value and the
standard deviation for the above random variables, the reliability
index β and the failure probability Pf of this wedge failure can

g X 

621667.3tan1 403738.8tan2 3866.7 c1 1595.3 c2+ + +
995733.7 sin39.82

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1.–=

c f1 w  A1e
B1w–

0.5 C1 D1w+ – E1+= =

 f2 w  A2e0.5B2 C2 0.5D2+ w–= =

Fig. 9. Three-dimensional geometry 
information of the wedge failure: (a) 
wedge failure controlled by several weak 
structural surfaces, and (b) stereographic 
projection analysis of the wedge failure.

Table 4. Calculation parameters of the second rock slope for the wedge sliding

A1 (m2) A2 (m2) s (°)  (kN/m3) W (kN) N1 (kN) N2 (kN)
3866.7 1595.3 39.82 26 995733.7 621667.3 403738.8
w1 (%) w2 (%) w1 w2 w1

* (%) w2
* (%) r12

44.0 44.5 0.227 0.223 65 64 0.97
Note: r12 is the correlation coefficient between w1 and w2.

Fig. 10. Reliability analysis result of the reliability index and failure
probability using the Monte Carlo method.
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be calculated. The results computed using the presented method
show that the reliability index of this plane failure is 1.250, and
the corresponding failure probability is 10.6%. 

Furthermore, two other different methods are used to compute
the reliability index of this wedge failure. Figure 10 shows the
computed results of reliability index and failure probability
using the Monte Carlo method. Table 5 summarizes the reliability
analysis results for wedge failure using different methods. As
shown in Table 5, using the Monte Carlo method, the reliability
index of this plane failure is 1.305, and the corresponding
failure probability is 9.6%. Meanwhile, for the FOSM method,
the reliability index of this plane failure is 1.106, and the
corresponding failure probability is 13.4%. The difference
between the presented method, the FOSM method and the
Monte Carlo method is very small for the wedge failure problem,
which have some differences between the computational results
of plane failure. Tables 4 and 5 indicated that, a relatively large
error is appeared for the reliability analysis results of plane
failure by using FOSM method, but the presented method
(SOSM) can calculate the reliability index and failure probability
more reasonable for plane failure and wedge failure. 

4.4. Discussion

The stability of rock slope is usually controlled by different
scales of weak structural surfaces, and several uncertainty
conditions or parameters exist during the stability evaluation
process of rock slope. Deterministic methods are unable to
handle the uncertainties during the stability evaluation process
of rock slope, and reliability analysis based on probability theory
should be introduced to evaluate the stability of rock slope.
During the reliability analysis process of a rock slope, three
key factors (the distribution of random variables, the foundation
of the mechanical model, and the calculation model for the
reliability index) have a strong effect on the reliability results
(Duzgun et al., 2003; Chu et al., 2015). The distribution of
random variables is commonly determined by sampling and
fitting distribution models (Li et al., 2011; Jiang et al., 2014).
Different sampling methods and distribution models can arrive at
considerably different distributions of random variables. Ensuring
the randomness of sampling and optimizing the distribution
model can make the distribution of random variables closer
to the true values and obtain a more reasonable and more
accurate result of the reliability index (Gravanis et al., 2014; Li

et al., 2014). Closeness to the actual mechanical model is the
key to finding the performance function; however, simplified
mechanical models are frequently needed because the boundary
conditions in rock slope are complicated (Liu and Chen, 2007;
Ni et al., 2014). If the simplified mechanical model cannot
reflect the stability characteristics of the rock slope as perfectly as
possible, it will be difficult to achieve desirable results of the
reliability index. Regarding the calculation model for reliability
analysis, some integral methods have been shown to be the
accurate method to determine the reliability index. However,
because of the huge computational work required, an optimized
method should be introduced during the reliability analysis
process (William et al., 2008; Pourghasemi et al., 2014). 

The reasonability and accuracy of the analysis result of the
reliability index in rock slope could be improved by optimizing
the above three factors. However, it is hard to accurately assess
the failure probability of rock slope with the reliability index
due to the complicated geological condition and some uncertainty
factors. For example, the core of the classical Monte Carlo
method is vast samples, but this method usually cannot consider
all situations for actual rock slope engineering (Farah et al.,
2011; Kourosh et al., 2014). There are some limitations in the
sampling in actual rock slope engineering, although some
scholars have presented sampling methods to improve the
accuracy of the reliability index for rock slope. Because the
random variables in rock slope engineering are characterized
by discreteness and variability (Ganji and Jowkarshorijeh, 2012;
Li et al., 2015a), some methods to calculate the reliability
indexes that are fitted in rock slope engineering cannot arrive
at the result with considerable accuracy or the reference value
in the engineering practice. 

Here, the presented method can provide some realistic
guidance for the stability evaluation of rock slope, with regard
to the random variables in rock slope engineering that have
some discreteness and variability. However, the reliability analysis
method presented in this paper is still existed some limitations. In
this paper, only the randomness of shear strength parameters
and the residual tensile strength of the rear edge slip surface
are considered, but the randomness and uncertainty of some
physical and mechanical parameters are not considered.
Furthermore, only the normal distribution is considered for
random variables, and the performance functions are derived from
the classic limit equilibrium method. These simple assumptions
may cause errors for the results of reliability index and failure

Table 5. Probability analysis results of the wedge by using different methods

Methods Monte Carlo method FOSM method Presented method
Reliability index β 1.305 1.106 1.250

Failure probability Pf (%) 9.6 13.4 10.6
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probability. A number of improvements still need to be made
in the area of the reliability analysis method in rock slope
engineering. 

5. CONCLUSIONS

According to the rock slope controlled by weak structural
surfaces, two failure modes of plane failure and wedge failure
are considered. A second-order second-moment (SOSM) method
is presented to calculate the reliability index and the failure
probability of rock slope, and performance functions are built
up related with the classic limit equilibrium method, which
can improve the calculation precision of the reliability index
relative to the FOSM method. 

Two rock slopes at the Jinping I Hydropower Station are
used to verify the reasonability of the presented method. For
the plane failure, the results computed using the presented
method show that the reliability index of this plane failure is
0.563, and the corresponding failure probability is 28.7%. For
the Monte Carlo method, the reliability index of this plane
failure is 0.677, and the corresponding failure probability is
24.9%. However, for the FOSM method, the reliability index
of this plane failure is –0.025, and the corresponding failure
probability is 51.0%. For the wedge failure, the results computed
using the presented method show that the reliability index of
this wedge failure is 1.250, and the corresponding failure probability
is 10.6%. For the Monte Carlo method, the reliability index of
this plane failure is 1.305, and the corresponding failure probability
is 9.6%. Meanwhile, for the FOSM method, the reliability index
of this plane failure is 1.106, and the corresponding failure
probability is 13.4%. For both plane failure and wedge failure,
the difference between the presented method and the Monte
Carlo method is very small, but the failure probability of plane
failure determined by FOSM method is larger than that of the
other two methods. The above analysis results indicated that,
the presented method is a reasonable choice for the reliability
assessment of rock slope which is controlled by the weak
structural surfaces. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We gratefully acknowledge the support of the National Natural
Science Foundation of China (51209156). Critical comments by
two anonymous reviewers greatly improved the initial manuscript.

REFERENCES

Baecher, G.B. and Christian, J.T., 2003, Reliability and Statistics in Geo-
technical Engineering. Wiley, New York, 618 p.

Cho, S.E., 2013, First-order reliability analysis of slope considering mul-
tiple failure modes. Engineering Geology, 154, 98–105. 

Chu, X.S., Li, L., and Wang, Y.J., 2015, Slope reliability analysis using
length-based representative slip surfaces. Arabian Journal of Geo-
sciences, 8, 9065–9078. 

Duzgun, H.S.B., Yucemen, M.S., and Karpuz, C., 2003, A methodology
for reliability-based design of rock slopes. Rock Mechanics and
Rock Engineering, 36, 95–120. 

Farah, K., Ltifi, M., and Hassis, H., 2011, Reliablity analysis of slope sta-
bility using stochastic finite element method. Procedia Engineer-
ing, 10, 1402–1407.

Ganji, A. and Jowkarshorijeh, L., 2012, Advance first order second
moment (AFOSM) method for single reservoir operation reliabil-
ity analysis: a case study. Stochastic Environmental Research and
Risk Assessment, 26, 33–42.

Ge, H.Y., Tu, J.S., and Qin, F.Y., 2011, Analysis of slope stability with
first order second moment method. International Journal of Digi-
tal Content Technology and its Applications, 5, 445–451.

Ghosh, S., Kumar, A., and Bora, A., 2014, Analyzing the stability of a
failing rock slope for suggesting suitable mitigation measure: a case
study from the Theng rockslide, Sikkim Himalayas, India. Bulletin
of Engineering and Geology and the Environment, 73, 931–945.

Gravanis, E., Pantelidis, L., and Griffiths, D.V., 2014, An analytical solu-
tion in probabilistic rock slope stability assessment based on ran-
dom fields. International Journal of Rock Mechanics and Mining
Sciences, 71, 19–24.

Harr, M.E., 1987, Reliability-Based on Design in Civil Engineering.
McGraw-Hill, New York, 290 p.

Hoek, E. and Bray, J.W., 2005, Rock Slope Engineering (4th edition).
Taylor & Francis, London and New York, 456 p.

Hu, W., 2014, Study on the shear performance evolvement rule of Rock
mass structural plane and its influence on the slope instability risk.
Ph.D. Thesis, Sichuan University, Chengdu, 184 p.

Jiang, S.H., Li, D.Q., Zhang, L.M., and Zhou, C.B., 2014, Slope reliability
analysis considering spatially variable shear strength parameters using
a non-intrusive stochastic finite element method. Engineering Geology,
168, 120–128.

KhaloKakaie, R. and Naghadehi, M.Z., 2012, Ranking the rock slope
instability potential using the Interaction Matrix (IM) technique: a
case study in Iran. Arabian Journal of Geosciences, 5, 263–273. 

Kourosh, M.A.. Mosrafa, S., and Heydari, S.M., 2011, Uncertainty and
reliability analysis applied to slope stability: A case study from Sungun
copper mine. Geotechnical and Geological Engineering, 29, 581–
596.

Li, D.Q., Jiang, S.H., Chen, Y.F., and Zhou, C.B., 2011, System reliability
analysis of rock slope stability involving correlated failure modes.
KSCE Journal of Civil Engineering, 15, 1349–1359.

Li, D.Q., Tang, X.S., and Phoon, K.K., 2015a, Bootstrap method for
characterizing the effect of uncertainty in shear strength parame-
ters on slope reliability. Engineering Geology, 140, 96–160.

Li, Y.J., Hicks, M.A., and Nuttall, J.D., 2015b, Comparative analyses of
slope reliability in 3D. Engineering Geology, 196, 12–23.

Li, L. and Chu, X.S., 2012, The location of critical reliability slip surface
in soil slope stability analysis. Procedia Earth and Planetary Science, 5,
146–149. 



A reliability analysis method for rock slope 467

http://www.springer.com/journal/12303 http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12303-016-0058-1

Li, L., Wang, Y., and Cao, Z.J., 2014, Probabilistic slope stability analysis
by risk aggregation. Engineering Geology, 176, 57–65.

Li, S.J., Zhao, H.B., and Ru, Z.L., 2013, Slope reliability analysis by updated
support vector machine and Monte Carlo simulation. Natural Haz-
ards, 65, 707–722.

Liu, Y.C. and Chen, C.S., 2007, A new approach for application of rock
mass classification on rock slope stability assessment. Engineering
Geology, 89, 129–143.

Low, B.K., 2007, Reliability analysis of rock slopes involving correlated
nonnormals. International Journal of Rock Mechanics and Mining
Sciences, 44, 922–935.

Ni, W.D., Tang, H.M., Liu, X., Yong, R., and Zou, Z.X., 2014, Dynamic
stability analysis of wedge in rock slope based on kinetic vector
method. Journal of Earth Science, 25, 749–756.

Park, H.J. and West, T.R., 2001, Development of a probabilistic approach
for rock wedge failure. Engineering Geology, 59, 233–251. 

Park, H.J., 2005, A new approach for persistence in probabilistic rock
slope stability analysis. Geosciences Journal, 9, 287–293.

Park, H.J., West, T.R., and Woo, I., 2005, Probabilistic analysis of rock
slope stability and random properties of discontinuity parameters,
Interstate Highway 40, Western North Carolina, USA. Engineering
Geology, 79, 230–250. 

Park, H.J., Um, J.G., Woo, I., and Kim, J.W., 2012a, Application of fuzzy
set theory to evaluate the probability of failure in rock slopes. Engi-
neering Geology, 125, 92–101.

Park, H.J., Um, J.G., Woo, I., and Kim, J.W., 2012b, The evaluation of
the probability of rock wedge failure using the point estimate
method. Environmental Earth Sciences, 65, 353–361. 

Park, H.J., Lee, J.H., Kim, K.M., and Um, J.G., 2016, Assessment of rock
slope stability using GIS-based probabilistic kinematic analysis.
Engineering Geology, 203, 56–69. 

Pathak, S. and Nilsen, B., 2004, Probabilistic rock slope stability analy-
sis for Himalayan condition. Bulletin of Engineering Geology and
the Environment, 63, 25–32. 

Pinheriro, M., Sanches, S., Miranda, T., Neves, A., Tinoco, J., Ferreira,
A., and Correia, A.G., 2015, A new empirical system for rock slope
stability analysis in exploitation stage. International Journal of Rock
Mechanics and Mining Sciences, 76, 182–191.

Pourghasemi, H.R., Moradi, H.R., Fatemi Aghda, S.M., Gokceoglu, C.,
and Pradhan, B., 2014, GIS-based landslide susceptibility mapping
with probabilistic likelihood ratio and spatial multi-criteria evalua-
tion models (North of Tehran, Iran). Arabian Journal of Geosci-
ences, 7, 1857–1878. 

Reale, C., Xue, J.F., Pan, Z.M., and Gavin, K., 2015, Deterministic and
probabilistic multi-modal analysis of slope stability. Computers and
Geotechnics, 66, 1172–1179.

Rodriguez, R.J. and Sitar, N., 2007, Rock wedge stability analysis using
system reliability methods. Rock Mechanics and Rock Engineer-
ing, 40, 419–427.

Sun, B., Zeng, S., and Ding, D.X., 2008, Study and application of reli-
ability analysis method in open-pit rock slope project. Proceedings

of the 2nd International Conference of GEDMAR08, Nanjing, May
30–June 2, p. 899–906.

Tan, X.H., Shen, M.F., Hou, X.L., Li, D., and Hu, D., 2013, Response
surface method of reliability analysis and its application in slope stability
analysis. Geotechnical and Geological Engineering, 31, 1011–1025.

Topal, T., 2007, Discussion of “A new approach for application of rock
mass classification on rock slope stability assessment” by Liu and
Chen, Engineering Geology, 89: 129–143 (2007). Engineering Geol-
ogy, 95, 99–100.

Wei, L.W., Chen, H., Lee, C.F., Huang, W.K., Lin, M.L., Chi, C.C., and
Lin, H.H., 2014, The mechanism of rockfall disaster: A case study from
Badouzih, Keelung, in northern Taiwan. Engineering Geology, 183,
116–126.

William, G.P., Sayrabh, P., and Steve, C., 2008, A new model for effects
of impersistent joint sets on rock slope stability. Rock Mechanics
and Mining Sciences, 45, 122–131.

Wang, L., Hwang, J.H., Juang, C.H., and Atamturktur, S., 2013, Reliabil-
ity-based design of rock slopes-A new perspective on design robust-
ness. Engineering Geology, 154, 56–63.

Xu, Z.J., Zheng, J.J., Bian, X.Y., and Liu, Y., 2013, A modified method to
calculate reliability index using maximum entropy principle. Jour-
nal of Central South University, 20, 1058–1063.

Yang, Y.C., Xing, H.G., Yang, X.G., Huang, K.X., and Zhou, J.W., 2015,
Two-dimensional stability analysis of a soil slope using the finite
element method and the limit equilibrium principle. The IES Jour-
nal Part A: Civil and Structural Engineering, 8, 251–264. 

Yang, Z.G., Li, T.C., and Dai, M.L., 2009, Reliability analysis method for
slope stability based on sample weight. Water Science and Engi-
neering, 2, 78–86.

Youssef, A.M., Pradhan, B., and Al-Harthi, S.G., 2015, Assessment of
rock slope stability and structurally controlled failures along Samma
escarpment road, Asir Region (Saudi Arabia). Arabian Journal of
Geosciences, 8, 6835–6852. 

Zeng, P., Rafael, J., and Rafael, J.P., 2015, System reliability analysis of
layered soil slopes using fully specified slip surfaces and genetic
algorithms. Engineering Geology, 193, 106–117.

Zhou, J.W., Xu, W.Y., Yang, X.G., Shi, C., and Yang, Z.H., 2010, The 28
October 1996 landslide and analysis of the stability of the current
Huashiban slope at the Liangjiaren Hydropower Station, South-
west China. Engineering Geology, 114, 45–56. 

Zhou, J.W., Cui, P., and Yang, X.G., 2013, Dynamic process analysis for
the initiation and movement of the Donghekou landslide-debris
flow triggered by the Wenchuan earthquake. Journal of Asian Earth
Sciences, 76, 70–84. 

Zhou, J.W., Yang, X.G., Xing, H.G., Xue, Y.F., and He, G., 2014, Assess-
ment of the excavation-damaged zone in a tall rock slope using
acoustic testing method. Geotechnical and Geological Engineer-
ing, 32, 1149–1158. 

Zheng, J., Kulatilake, P.H.S.W., Shu, B., Sherizadeh, T., and Deng, J.H.,
2014, Probabilistic block theory analysis for a rock slope at open pit
mine in USA. Computers and Geotechnics, 62, 254–265.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 290
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 290
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 800
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


