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ONPEAENEHUE BJIUAHUA TEOMETPUN YCTVNA U ObBEMA ObJIOMKOB
KAMHENALA HA ET0 MAKCUMANBHYIO KWNHETUYMECKYH0 JHEPTUID
NYTEM CO3JJAHUSA NPUBNIM)KEHHOW PEFPECCUOHHON MOLENU
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Annomayus. TIpoBeneHO UCCIIEOBAHIE BIUSIHUSI TCOMETPUH YCTyIa 00pTa Kaphepa u o0beMa 00I0OMKa KaMHema/a Ha ero K-
HETHUYECKYIO dHepruto. Ha OCHOBaHHMHM Pe3ysbTaTOB YHCICHHOTO MOJCIUPOBaHMs B MporpaMMHOM kKomiuiekce RAMMS: Rockfall
TMOJTY4CHBI PErPeCCUOHHBIC MOACIINU, OINMUCBHIBAIOIINEC 3aBUCUMOCTD KWHETUYECKOM OHEPruun O6J'[OMKa OT €ro 061>eMa JUISL Pas3JIMYHbIX
KOMOWHAIMI BBICOT U YIIIOB HAKJIOHA YCTyIIa. BBISBICHO, YTO 3aBHCHMOCTD YHEPIUH 00JIOMKA OT TEOMETPHUH YCTYIIa HOCUT Pa3ind-
HBIX Xxapakrep st 00beMoB ot 0,5 10 4 M*u ot 4 10 16 M%. PerpeccroHHbIe MOJIEITH OKA3aJIi BBICOKYIO CXOAUMOCTD C pe3yJibTaTaMu
YUCJICHHOTO MOACIUPOBAHUA, YTO ITO3BOJIUT B }laﬂbHeﬁmCM HUCIIOJIB30BaTh UX JJIAA pacucTa ONTHUMAJIBHBIX XapaKTCPUCTUK CIICHAIb-
HBIX IPOTHBOKAMHEIAIHBIX KOHCTPYKIHH, KaK Ul MCCTOPOXKACHUH YKEe BBEACHHBIX B KCIUTyaTaIMFO, TAK U ISl MECTOPOXKICHHUI Ha
JTare NPOSKTUPOBAHUSI.

Knroueswie cnosa: xamuenas, hopma 00JI0MKa, HEPEMEIICHHE, BBICOTA OTCKOKA, CKOPOCTh, KHHETHYECKAst SHEPIUsl, KOMITBIOTEP-
HOE MoIeIMpoBaHue, Tonorpadus, Python

Jna yumuposanusn: benos OJ]. OnpenerneHne BIUSHAS TEOMETPUN YCTYyIa U 00beMa 00JOMKOB KaMHeMaia Ha ero MaKCuMallb-
HYI0 KMHETHYECKYIO SHEPIHIO IIyTEeM CO3/IaHUs NPUOIIDKEHHON pPErpecCHOHHOI Mopenu. Mapruiendepus u HeOponoib308axue.
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DETERMINING THE INFLUENCE OF BENCH GEOMETRY
AND ROCKFALL DEBRIS VOLUME ON ITS MAXIMUM KINETIC ENERGY
BY CREATING AN APPROXIMATE REGRESSION MODEL
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Abstract. In this paper, we study the influence of the quarry bench geometry and the volume of rockfall debris on its kinetic energy.
Based on the results of numerical modeling in the RAMMS: ROCKFALL software package, regression models were obtained that
describe the dependence of the kinetic energy of the debris on its volume for various combinations of bench heights and angles.

It was revealed that the dependence of the debris energy on the bench geometry is different for volumes from 0.5 to 4 m® and from
4 t0 16 m®. The regression models showed high convergence with the results of numerical modeling, which will allow them to be used
in the future to calculate the optimal characteristics of special anti-rockfall structures, both for deposits already put into operation and
for deposits at the design stage.
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BBenenue

a CETrONHSIIHUN JIeHb KaMHEMAaIbl SIBISIFOTCS OJHHM H3

HanOoJIee OMACHBIX SBICHHUN PH BECHUH OTKPBITHIX TOP-

HBIX paboT. KaMHemna b1 mpeicTapisiioT co0oii nepemertie-
HHe 00beMa TOPHBIX Macc ¢ OOJIBIIOI CKOPOCTBIO W Ha OOJIBIIINE
paccTostHus. J{Jsi MEHIMH3aIHY OTeHIIMAILHOTO MaTepHUaIbHOTO
ymiep0a U 4eI0BEeYeCKUX JKepPTB CIEAyeT Jydlle MOHUMATh Ipo-
riecc 00pa3oBaHKs KAMHENa I, a TAKXKE IapaMeTphl, KOTOPBIC BIU-
SFOT Ha KOHEYHYIO Pa3pyLIAIONIYIO CHITY.

OcHOBHBIMH cIIOc00aMHu OOpBOBI C KAMHENAAaMH SIBISTFOTCS
CIICLMAIM3UPOBAHHbIC CACPKUBAIOIIHE Oapbephl, KOTOPBIC KiIac-
CHU(UIHIPYIOTCS TI0 MAKCUMAITBHOM SHEPTUH, KOTOPYIO MOXKET I10-
mIOTHTh O0apbep 0e3 paspyiieHus. [ mogbopa onTHMalbHOTO
TEXHHYECKOTO PEIICHHs [0 yCTAHOBKE Oapbepa CIeAyeT orpe-
JICTIATH BIHMSHUE PA3INYHBIX TTAPAMETPOB FOPHBIX BBIPAOOTOK Ha
KHHETHYECKYIO SHEPTHIO 0OJIOMKOB KaMHeTIa1a.

B coBpeMeHHBIX paboOTax, MOCBSIIEHHBIX HCCIIETOBAHHIO
KaMHEMAaHbIX IPOLECCOB, BBISABICHO, YTO OCHOBHBIMH Mapa-
MeTpaMH, BIHMAIOMIUMH Ha KHHETHYECKYIO JSHEpPruio OOIOMKa,
sBisitoTes: popma obiomka [1-5], yron HakiioHa ycryna [4-9],
BbICOTa ycTyna [5—15] u o6bem obnomka [4—13].

B nanHO# paboTe MpOBEACH pacyeT B CICIHATH3HPOBAHHOM
nporpaMMHOM Komiiekce RAMMS: Rockfall s paznuuHbix
YIJIOB HAKJIOHA U BBICOT YCTYIIOB, a TAK)KE 00BEMOB 00JIOMKOB.

Leapr mccienoBaHuii: onpenesieHHE BIUSHUE TE€OMETPUH
ycTyna u o0beMa 00JIOMKOB KaMHEIa/ia Ha €ro MaKCHMaJbHYHO
KHHETHYECKYIO0 DHEPTHIO ITyTeM CO3JaHHs IPHOIMKCHHOH pe-
TPECCUOHHOI MOJIeIH.

MarepuaJi 1 MeTOAbI HCCJIETOBAHUS

Jnst mpoBeeHHs YHCICHHOTO MOAENHPOBAHHS IBIKCHHS
00JI0MKa OBUIO CO3IaHO HECKOJIBKO TPEXMEPHBIX MOJIETIeH, UMU-
THPYIOINX OOPT Kapbepa, COCTOSAIINX U3 ABYX YCTYIIOB BBICOTOI
h=15wm, 40 m u 45 M ¢ yramu HakioHa o = 50°, 60° u 70°,
MUPUHOM OepMbl b = § M U IUIOLIAJKON B OCHOBAHUM MOJEIH,
KOTOpasi BEICTYIIAET B POJIH JHA Kapbepa. OCHOBHEIE ITapaMeTpEI
MOJIETH TIPE/ICTABICHBI Ha PUCYHKE 1.
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Puc. 1. OcHoBHble napameTpbl Mofenu: h - BbicoTa ycTyna; b - wupuHa 6epmbl;
0. - yron HaknoHa ycryna
Fig. 1. Main parameters of the model: h - bench height, b - berm width,
o - bench angle

Mozenb HpeacTaBiseT cobOil KECTKYI0 HEMOJBEPKEHHYIO
JehopMalHsaM U paspyLICHUSIM II0OBEPXHOCTb, YTO HICHTHYHO [0

Mine Surveying and Subsurface Use Vol. 25, Ne 1, January-February 2025

GEOMECHANICS, ROCK DESTRUCTION

CBOWMCTBaM CKaJIbHBIM FOPHBIM MOPOJIaM C BHICOKUMH 3HAYCHUSI-
MH (PH3UKO-MEXaHHYECKUX XapaKTECPUCTHK.

Jst kaskoro Habopa BXOHBIX JAHHBIX OBLIO MPOBEIEHO MO-
nenupoBanue 00oMkoB o0beMoM ot 0,5 1o 16 M3, [lnoTHOCT
OPO/ILI 0OJIOMKOB IIpUHsATA paBHOM 2 700 Kr/m°.

Pe3yabTaThl 1 nX 00cy:K1eHNe

OkHO co3maHHs OOJOMKa TOPHOW MAacChl JKBHUBAJICHTHOM
(hOpMBI IPECTABICHO HA PUCYHKE 2.
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Puc. 2. 0KHO 3ajaHUA XapaKTepPUCTMK 06110MKa 3KBUBANEHTHON (hopMbl
Fig. 2. Window for specifying the characteristics of a fragment
of equivalent shape

B pesynbrare npoBeaeHns MOJCTUPOBAHUS PA3IMUHBIX 00b-
€MOB OOJIOMKOB JIsl Moziesield ¢ yramu HakioHa 50, 60 u 70°,
HIUPUHOM OepMbl 8 M 1 BBICOTOH ycTyna 30 M ObUIH MOJyYCHBI
3HAUEHWs] MAKCHMAJIbHOW KHHETHYECKOW HSHEPTUU OOJOMKOB,
IIpuBeeHHBIE B Ta0ume 1.

Tabnuya 1/ Table 1
3aBUCUMOCTb MAKCUMaNbHOW KUHETUYECKOI 3HEprum obnomka
oT ero o6bema
M yINa HaknoHa yctyna /
Dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of a fragment
on its volume and the angle of the ledge

Kunetnyeckan aHeprus 0610MKa npu pasHbix yrnax
06nem o6nomka, m* / HaKnoHa yctyna, KX /
Volume of debris, m3 Kinetic energy of debris, kJ
50° 60° 70°
0,5 317 353 389
1 650 716 801
2 1309 1443 1664
3 2012 2185 2680
4 2908 3105 3684
8 8289 8 395 8 760
16 17 569 19213 20 385

I'pacdhuk 3aBHCHMOCTH MaKCHMAaJbHOH KHHETHYCCKOH JHEp-
ruu 00JI0oMKa 0T 00beMa ISl KayK/I0T0 yrila HaKJIOHA MPe/CTaB-
JIEH Ha PUCYHKe 3.

BBIUHCIIMM CPEIIHIOI0 KMHETHYECKYIO JHEPrHI0, HPHUXO.s-
mryrocst Ha 1 M3 00JI0MKa, [Tl KaXKI0T0 yIila HAKJIOHA ITyTeM Jie-
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JICHUSI COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO 3HAYEHUS MAKCUMAJIbHOW KHHETHYe-
CKO¥ DHEPTHHU Ha €r0 00bEeM.
[Mony4eHHbIe 3HAYCHUS MTPECTABICHBI B TAOIHUIIE 2.

Pue. 3. Tpathuk 3aBUCUMOCTM MAKCUMANbHOW KMWHETUYECKOI IHEpPruu 06nomka
0T 06bema [nifl Pa3Nn4HbIX YrN0B HaKNOHA yeTyna /
Fig. 3. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of the fragment
on the volume for different angles of the bench

Tabnuya 2 / Table 2
3HayeHus cpegHeNn KWHETUYECKOM IHEPrM OJHOr0 MeTpa Kybu4yeckoro
o6nomka ans pasnuyHbiXx 06LEMOB U YrNOB HaKNIOHA yeTyna /
Values of average kinetic energy of one meter of cubic debris
for different volumes and bench angles

KuHeTuyeckas aneprus
o6nomka, K[x / 3HEpruu no o6bemy
Kinetic energy of debris, o6nomka, k[x /
kJ Average energy value
50° 60° 70° per debris volume, kJ

CpepaHee 3HaYeHue

06bem obnomka, M* /
Volume of debris, m

0,5 634 706 778 716
1 650 716 801 722
2 655 722 832 731
3 671 728 893 749
4 727 776 921 785
8 1036 | 1049 | 1095 1060
16 1098 | 1201 | 1274 1191

CpegHee 3Ha4eHne
3Hepruu no yrny
HaKnoHa, KX / 777 843 932 -
Average energy value by
angle of incidence, kJ

Mo pesysbraram, MpeacTaBICHHBIM B TA0IHUIIE 2, MOKHO Clie-
JIaTh BBIBOM, YTO KHHCTUYCCKasA DHEPI'UsA, IPUXOAAIasCsa Ha OAUH
1 M3, pacrer ¢ yBennuenneM oobema obiomka. Kpome toro, yBe-
JMYECHUE yIlla HaKJIOHA BENET K POCTY CPEAHEH KHHETHYEeCKOH
SHEPIHHU OJIHOTO METpa KyOHUEeCKOro 00IOMKa.

Ha ocHoBanum ananusa rpaduka, peaCTaBIEHHOTO Ha PU-
CYHKE 3, MOXKHO CJIeJaTh BBIBOJI, YTO 3aBHCHMOCTh KHHETHYC-
CKOIf 9HEpruu Jyisi OOIOMKOB /10 4 M® U CBBIIIE HOCHUT Pa3HbIil
Xapakrep.

Pasznenum nanHbIi rpadMk Ha JBE 4acTH: 00beMoM 110 4 M° 1
cBbitie 4 M3, a TaKoKe noadepeM Uil KaI0ro 13 rpaduKoB ypas-
HEHHE PErPEeCCHU.

I'paduk 3aBHCUMOCTH MaKCUMaJbHONH KHHETHUECKOW JHep-
THH 0BIIOMKOB 06beMOM 110 4 M® BKITFOUHTENBHO [Tl YIJIa HAKIIO-
Ha 50° mpexcraBiieH Ha pUCYHKe 4, /Ui yria HakioHa 60° — Ha
pUCYHKe 5, Julsl yrila HakJIoHa 70° — Ha pUCyHKe 6.

I'paduk 3aBHCUMOCTH MaKCHMalbHOW KHHETHYECKOH dHEp-

ruu 0010MKOB 00beMOM cBbiIIIie 4 M3 Juist yIiia HakioHa 50° mpen-
CTaBJICH HA PUCYHKEe 7, JUI yIiia HakjaoHa 60° — Ha pucyHKe &,
JUTst yria HakioHa 70° — Ha pucyHke 9.

Pue. 4. Tpathuk 3aBUCMMOCTM MAKCUMaNbHOI KUHETUYECKON 3HEprun 06NoMKoB
o6bemom ot 0,5 fo 4 M® BKNOYMTENLHO ANA YINa HaKoHa yeTyna 50° /
Fig. 4. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of debris with
a volume of 0.5 to 4 m3 inclusive for a bench angle of 50°

Pue. 5. Tpathuk 3aBUCHMOCTH MAKCMMalbHOW KUHETUYECKON 3HEPrin 0610MKOB
o6bemom
ot 0,5 0o 4 m® BKNHOYUTENbHO ANA Yra HaknoHa yetyna 60° /
Fig. 5. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of debris with
a volume of 0.5 to 4 m3 inclusive for a bench angle of 60°

Pue. 6. Tpathuk 3aBUCUMOCTH MAKCMMaNbHOW KUHETUYECKON IHEprin 0610MKOB
o6bemom
o1 0,5 50 4 M® BKNHOYNTENbHO ANA Yrna HaknoHa yctyna 70° /
Fig. 6. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of debris with
a volume of 0.5 to 4 m3 inclusive for a bench angle of 70°

Pue. 7. Tpachuk 3aBUCMMOCTH MAaKCUMaNbHOIH KMHETUYECKOI 3HEpruM 06110MKOB
o6bemom ot 0,5 0T 4 M® BKIHOYMTENbHO ANA YrNa HaknoHa yetyna 50° /
Fig. 7. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of debris with
a volume of 0.5 to 4 m3 inclusive for a bench angle of 50°
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Pue. 8. Tpathuk 3aBUCMMOCTM MAKCUMaNbHOW KUHETUYECKOW 3HEPrun 0610MKOB
o6bemom ot 4 go 16 m® ana yrna Haknowa yctyna 60° /
Fig. 8. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of debris with
a volume of 4 to 16 m3 for a bench angle of 60°

Puc. 9. Tpachuk 3aBUCMMOCTH MAKCUMaNbHON KUHETUYECKOW 3Hepriv 06nomMKoB
o6bemom 0T 4 1o 16 M® BKNIOYMTENBHO ANA Yria HaknoHa yctyna 70 ° /
Fig. 9. Graph of the dependence of the maximum kinetic energy of debris with
a volume of 4 to 16 m3 inclusive for a bench angle of 70°

ComtacHo IOJIYYCHHBIM 3HAYCHUAM, 3aBUCUMOCTb KHHCTUYC-
CKOM 3Hepruu 0010MKa IpU 00beMax 10 4 M® OIUCHIBAETCS MO~
HOMOM TpPEeTheil cTereHu, Oobine 4 M® — MPUHAMAET JINHCHHBIIH
xapakrep. B kauecTBe MoaTBepkKIE€HHs JaHHOM TMIOTE3bI MPO-
M3BEJIEM PAcueT KMHETHYECKOW SHEPrHH MO MpPEeICTABICHHBIM
YPaBHEHHSIM PErpecCHt IS KKI0ro rpaduka u CpaBHEM C pe-
3yJibTaTaMu MOJCINPOBAHNS COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX OG’bCMOB. I[aH-
HYIO OIIEPAIIUIO BBINOJIHUM 1715 00beMOB 2,5 M% 1 12 M3, koTopbie
SIBJISTIOTCS. IPOMEXYTOYHBIMU Ha JAaHHBIX rpadukax. B kaxmom
cilyyae 3HaueHue Kod(pdULUEHTa ACTEPMUHALMU IIPEBBIILIACT
0,99, 4TO CBHIIETETBCTBYET O TOM, YTO MOJICIIb O00paHa BEPHO.

CpaBHEHHE paCUYETHBIX 3HAUYCHWH KHHETHYECKOH SHEepTUH
Ha OCHOBE PErpecCUOHHON MOJEIM U 3HAUCHUIl, MOIYUYEHHBIX B
XOJIe YNCICHHOTO MOJICIUPOBAHMS, IPEICTABIEHO B Tabnume 3.

Tabnuya 3 / Table 3
CpaBHeHue pacyeTHbIX 3HA4YEHU| U Pe3yNbTaToB MOJENUPOBaHUS /
Comparison of calculated values and simulation results

KuHeTuueckas aneprus o6nomka, KIx /
Kinetic energy of the debris, kJ
06bem, m® /
PacyeTHble 3Ha4eHus / Pe3ynbTatbl MOfEenupoBanus /
Volume, m? . .
Calculated values Simulation results
50° 60° 70° 50° 60° 70°
2,5 1581 1763 2189 1448 1697 2082
12 12823 | 13822 | 14639 | 12246 | 13076 | 13998

CXOIMMOCTb PAaCUYETHBIX 3HAYCHUH KHHETHYECKOH SHEepruu
U 3HAYCHUI, OIyYCHHBIX B XOJIC YHCICHHOTO MOJICIHPOBAHHS,
IpescTaBieHa B Tadnuie 4.
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Tabnuya 4 / Table 4
Cx0AMMOCTb PacHeTHbIX 3HAYEHMUi
M pesynbTaToB MOAENNUPOBaHus /
Convergence of calculated values and simulation results

Cxonumoctb / Convergence
06bem, m® / Volume, m?
50° 60° 70°

2,5 91,59 96,26 95,11
12 95,50 94,60 95,62
CpefnHee no yrny HaknoHa / 93.54 95.43 95,37
Average by angle

CpeaHee / Average 94,78

Cpenusisi CXOIUMOCTb pe3yJIbTaTOB MOIEIUPOBAHUS U pac-
YeTHBIX 3HaUeHUU coctaBuia 94,78 %, 9To mMOKa3bIBACT BHICO-
KYIO TOYHOCTb MTOJOOPAaHHBIX ypaBHEHUI perpeccuu u 1eneco-
00pa3HOCTh pa3/IeNICHUs] 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH MOBE/ICHUS Ha JBE
YaCTH.

[IpousBenem aHaOTMYHBII pacyeT /s BBICOT yCTYIOB 15 u
45 MeTpoB.

I'paduk 3aBUCHMMOCTH MaKCHMaJIbHOH KHMHETHUYECKOM SHEp-
UM 00JI0MKa OT 00beMa Ul KaKA0TO YIvla HaKJIOHA C BBICOTOM
ycryna 15 MeTpoB npesicrasieH Ha pucyHke 10.

I'paduk 3aBUCHMOCTH MaKCUMalIbHOH KHMHETHUYECKOM SHEp-
ruu 00JIOMKa OT 00beMa JIIsl KaXKIOro YIvia HaKJIOHA C BBICOTOM
ycryna 45 MeTpoB Ipe/cTaBiIeH Ha pucyHke 11.

Pue. 10. Tpachuk 3aBUCMMOCTM KNHETHYECKOI IHEPruM 0T o6bema o6nomka
Ans yctyna BbicoTon 15 M /
Fig. 10. Graph of the dependence of kinetic energy on the volume of debris for
a 15-meter high ledge

Puc. 11. Tpadiuk 3aBUCMMOCTH KUHETUYECKON IHEPrun oT 06bema o6nomka
Ang ycTyna BbicoToi 45 m /
Fig. 11. Graph of kinetic energy versus volume of debris for a 45-meter
high ledge

Pe3synbrarel MOeIMPOBaHMS IS yCTYIIA BEICOTOH 15 MeTpoB
C pa3IMYHBIMH YIJIAMHU HAKJIOHA NPE/ICTaBIICHBI B TAOIUIE S, ISt
yCTyIa BbICOTOM 45 MeTpOB — B Tabnuie 6.

Mine Surveying and Subsurface Use Vol. 25, Ne 1, January-February 2025 79



TEOMEXAHWKA, PASPYLLIEHVE [OPHbIX [10POL

Tabnuya 5 / Table 5 Ipooonxcenue mabauywr 6 / Continuation of table 6
3HayeHns KUHETUYECKOM JHEPrun ogHoro meTpa KVﬁMqECKorﬂ
ANA pa3nnyHbIX 06bEMOB 06NOMKOB C BbICOTOI yeTyna 15 MeTpos

Kunetuyeckas aHeprus | CpeaHee 3Ha4eHue
o6nomka, k[Ix / Kinetic | aHepruu no o6bemy

M YTNOB Haknoka ycTyna 50,60 u 70° / O6ew oﬁnomx?, LY energy of debris, kJ o6nomka, K[Ix /
Values of kinetic energy of one cubic meter for different volumes of Volume of debris, m? Average energy value
debris with a bench height of 15 meters and bench angles 50° | 60° | 70° per debris volume, kJ
0f 50, 60 and 70° 8 1032 | 1276 | 1731 1347
Kunetuyeckas aHeprus CpepiHee 3Ha4enue 16 1088 | 1313 | 1832 1411
Otfbem o6romKa, u° / o6nomka, k[Ix / .Kinetic 3Heprum no o6bemy Cpenee o ymy
Volume of debris, m¢ | oneray of debris, kJ 0Gnomka, Kflx / waknowa / Average by | 1002 | 1166 | 1397 -
50° 60° 70° Average 'energy value per angle
debris volume, kJ
0,5 304 334 354 331 BoiBoabl
1 308 352 383 348 1. B crarpe mpuBeneHs! pe3yabTaThl UCCIEIOBAHUN OIpee-
2 311 368 400 359 JICHUS! BIMSHUS T€OMETPUH YCTYIy U 00beMa 00JIOMKa KaMHela-
3 317 362 | 451 377 Jla Ha €r0 KHHETHIECKYIO SHEPIHUIO.
4 360 387 466 391 2. OmpenienieHo BIMSHUE TeOMETPUH yCTymna (BBICOTHI U yriia
8 373 | 426 | 493 431 HAKJIOHA), a Takke oObeMa 00IOMKa KaMHeMaaa Ha ero KHHeTH-
16 458 | 488 | 515 487 HCCKYIO SHEPTHIO.
Cpeanee no yrmy 3. YCTaHOBIEHO, YTO YBEJIMUCHHE BBICOTHI YCTyNa IPSIMO
HaknoHa / Average by 347 388 437 i} MPONOPIUOHATIBFHO POCTY MAaKCHMaJlIbHONH KHHETHUYECKOW SHep-
angle rud 00JIOMKa; YBEIIMYCHUE YIJIa HAKJIOHA YCTYyIa BeleT K POCTY
cpenHel KMHETHYECKOH SHEpruu OJHOIro KyOM4eCKOro Merpa
Tabnuya 6 / Table 6 | 0010MKa; a yBenudeHHE 00beMa BEJET K POCTY MaKCHMAJIbHOH
3HayeHns KNHEeTUYECKOi IHEPruM OJHOr0 MeTpa Kybuyeckoro U CpellHeH KMHETHYECKOI SHEPrHU OJHOTO KyOMYecKoro mMerpa
ANs pa3nuyHbIX 06beMoB 06110MKOB C BbICOTON ycTyna 45 MeTpos 00IoMKa.
¥ YrnoB HaknoHa yctyna 50, 60 u 70° / 4. BBISBIIEHO, YTO 3aBUCHMOCTH SHEPTHH 00JIOMKA OT TeOMe-
Values of kinetic energy of one cubic meter for different volumes of TPHUHM YCTyIa HOCUT Pa3IN4HBIX XapakTep 1 06beMoB ot 0,5 10
debris with a bench height of 45 meters and bench angles 43 1ot 4 0 16 MC.
of 50, 60 and 70° 5. Ha ocHOBaHMM IOJYYEHHBIX JIAHHBIX MOXHO BBIBECTH
Kunetnyeckas aHeprus | CpepHee 3Havenue YPaBHECHHUSI PETPECCHH, KOTOPBIC OMNMKMCHIBACT 3aBUCHMOCTh MaK-
T A T o6nomka, k[ / Kinetic | aeprun no o6bemy CUMAJIbHON KMHETHYECKOI SHEPruM OOJIOMKA JUIS Pa3iIM4HBIX
S e AT ICIE ) of debris, kJ o6nomka, KX / BBICOT YCTYTIOB W YITIOB HAKJIOHA CO CXOTMMOCTBIO TOPSIKA
50° 60° 70° Average.energy value 95 %, 4TO SIBISIETCSI TOCTATOYHBIM JIJIsI IEPBUYHOMN OICHKU 3Ha-
per debris volume, kJ qeHuilL
0.5 936 | 1004 | 1048 996 6. Pesynbrarel MPOBENEHHOTO MCCIIEJOBAHUS MOTYT OBITh
1 954 | 1067 | 1098 1040 TIOJIE3HBI ITPHU MOAOOPE ONTHMAITBHBIX XapaKTePHCTHKHU MPOTHBO-
2 971 1076 1136 1 061 KaMHECIIaaHbIX 6aprpOB 663 NOPUMCHCHUS ClICHHUAJIN3UPOBAHHBIX
3 1014 | 1197 | 1395 1202 MIPOrpamMM ISl YHCIEHHOTO MOJECIHPOBAHUS IBIDKCHUS 00JIOM-
4 1021 1228 | 1539 1263 KOB.
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