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Abstract 

In the water industry, tunnels can be used to transfer water from a basin to other areas over varying distances. 
Construction of such tunnels is inherently risky and can result in unpredicted events and incidents. It is therefore necessary 
that thorough risk assessments be carried out as a priority of the owner, contractor, and consultant organization. This is so 
that, through a systematic and logical plan, they can evaluate risk posed by these unforeseen events and incidents. In this 
paper, the risks and their main causes, which are often encountered in such projects, are identified and assessed. A fault tree 
method is applied in order to identify the main causes of events and incidents. By its nature, a risk assessment cannot be 
defined by absolute values, and so fuzzy data can be used in order to calculate the possibility of incidence and the severity of 
the risk. This is done on the four main criteria of time, cost, quality, and safety. Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is applied 
in order to estimate the significance of each criterion and to calculate the significance of the total influence of risk. In this 
paper, the case study of Dasht-e Zahab water conveyance tunnel has been selected for discussion as it was subjected to severe 
and multiple hazards. Results obtained using the method was validated by conducting different interviews with field experts. It 
was concluded that by applying the proposed methodology on the case study, the risks of the project could be evaluated in a 
more methodical and accurate way than what could be done without using the method. This approach is therefore 
recommended for similar types of projects where there are complicated risks that should be thoroughly investigated and 
understood. 
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1. Introduction 

Due to high water demand, the transfer of water from 
the mountainous regions of Iran to agricultural zones is a 
priority. The average annual rainfall in Iran is 250 mm and 
approximately 90% of the country is arid or semiarid. 
Overall, about two-thirds of the country receives less than 
250 mm of rainfall per year [1], with the remaining areas 
receiving much more. 

Problems arising from water shortages in the central 
plateau of Iran, driven by high demand from industry, 
agriculture, and supplying potable water, have led 
government officials to contemplate transferring water 
from the remote wetter areas to the more populated dryer 
areas. Water shortages have become such an issue that these 
schemes are being considered despite high operational and 
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construction costs. Considering the existing population and 
its growth rate, new water sources are required to satisfy 
the demand for water. One approach that is currently 
carried out in Iran is to construct a dam in a mountainous 
area to store the water and transfer the stored water to the 
areas with higher demand. In some cases, ([2-4]) very long 
tunnels are used to shorten the distance of transmission 
through difficult terrain. 

The process of constructing tunnels imposes risks on 
all parties involved in such projects [5]. These risks may 
have a significant impact on tunneling operations requiring 
additional work resulting in major cost and time overruns. 
To reduce the impact of such problems, managers should 
manage risks. Risk management involves identification, 
evaluation, and control of identified risks. Risk assessment 
can help managers rank and reduce the existing risks [6]. 
There are various techniques for analyzing risks. These 
include fuzzy set [7–28], fault trees [29–36], event trees 
[37–41], failure mode and effect analysis [42–48], game 
theory [49,50], Monte Carlo simulation [51–59], multi 
criteria verbal analysis [60], and grey systems [61,62].  

Due to the importance of investigating risks in 
underground construction, numerous researches have been 
performed for risk evaluation and assessment in this 
unique environment. Many of these researches used a 
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conventional risk analysis approach in which a risk factor 
is calculated based on generic probability and severity of 
each risk item [63-70]. In some studies, earth movement 
estimation and the damage to adjacent buildings and 
utilities were investigated using complex models and 
softwares [71-76]. In addition to this, some researchers 
proposed specific indices such as the standard safety level 
for risk assessment of tunneling projects [77-80]. Decision 
tree analysis and event tree analysis have also been used in 
some projects [40, 81].  

Each of these methods has advantages over other 
methods; however, none of them can investigate the root 
causes of risks. Conducting root cause analysis can assist 
managers to find critical points and prepare proactive risk 
response strategies in order to minimize critical root 
causes. Fault Tree Analysis (FTA) was therefore applied in 
risk assessments for tunneling projects [32, 36]. 
Application of conventional FTA has some shortcomings. 
These include vagueness, absence of accurate data, and 
uncertainty. When accurate data is not available, the 
experiences of field experts provide an effective database 
to support the rough estimation of the required data 
(failure rate and probability). Human judgment by 
linguistic variables becomes an essential part of the 
process. For this reason, the use of fuzzy set theory has 
been proposed by many researchers to overcome the 
limitation of conventional FTA [82]. 

In this paper, FFTA is applied to identify the main 
causes of risk incidence, and display them. Due to existing 
uncertainty of linguistic terms, risk assessment is of a 

fuzzy nature, so fuzzy data are used to calculate the 
probability of incidence, and severity of the risk on the 
criteria of time, cost, quality, and safety. In order to 
calculate the degree of significance of each criterion and to 
calculate the significance of the total influence of risk, the 
severity of risk of each factor must be combined. This was 
carried out using Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). At 
the end of this paper, a case study of water conveyance 
tunnel drilled by a tunnel-boring machine was used to 
illustrate the approach. 

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: 
The methodology used and tools applied in the work (such 
as fault tree analysis and fuzzy calculations of it, AHP 
etc.) are explained in Section 2. In Section 3, a case study 
(Dasht-e Zahab Water Conveyance Tunnel) is described 
and the proposed methodology is summarized. A real 
world case study using the proposed model is implemented 
in order to illustrate its potential applications in water 
conveyance tunneling projects. Finally, results and 
conclusions are discussed in Section 4. 

2. Methodology 

In this paper, a risk assessment model based on Fuzzy 
Fault Tree Analysis (FFTA) and Analytic Hierarchy 
Process (AHP) is proposed. Fig. (1) shows the proposed 
methodology for carrying out risk assessments in 
construction projects. It consists of the following stages: 

 

 
Fig. 1 Flowchart of the proposed approach 
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First, a risk assessment group composed of experts, 
consultants, and supervising engineers of water 
conveyance tunnel construction projects should be formed. 
The main tasks of the projects and their risks are identified 
and validated. Thereafter, the events of each risk, original 
causes of the events, and the impact of each risk are 
identified and discussed by the group. At the end of this 
stage, a list of risks and their causes can be drawn up in the 
form of fault trees. 

The risks identified in the first stage are then analyzed 
according to the fuzzy FTA method. First, a hierarchical 
structure is established for risks, criteria and the causes of 
undesirable events. Then, a questionnaire is prepared for 
fault trees and the impact of each of the risks in terms of 
linguistic variables (very low, low, medium, high, and 
very high). These are then completed by experts, 
supervisors, and contractors. The occurrence probabilities 
of different risk items can then be calculated using FFTA. 
The impact of each risk together with the accumulative 
impact of risk on four criteria including time, cost, quality, 
and safety will also be calculated using AHP. 

By using α-cut method, risk factors will be obtained. 
The final stage is to defuzzify these risk factors. Finally, 
the risks are prioritized according to risk factors. Actions 
for those risks that have a greater priority will be taken, 
and preventive course of actions will be suggested. 

In the following subsections, the tools used in the 
methodology detailed above are described. 

2.1. Fault tree analysis 

This method was initially developed in Bell’s telephone 
laboratory in 1960-1961, and it was adapted to be used in 
the assessment of risks by the Boeing Company. Fault Tree 
Analysis has been used in different industries such as 
aerospace, nuclear, and chemical industries since 1965. It 
has been widely used for analysis of reliability and the 
safety of systems. This method has been frequently used for 
analysis of events and the distinction of the relationship 
between the cause of events and their logic [83]. Fault tree 
analysis is particularly useful in functional paths of high 
complexity in which the outcome of one or more 
combinations of noncritical events may produce an 
undesirable critical event. Typical candidates for fault tree 
analysis are functional paths or interfaces, which could have 
critical impact on flight safety, munitions handling safety, 
safety of operating, and maintenance personnel. The fault 
tree provides a concise and orderly description of the 
various combinations of possible occurrences within the 
system, which can result in a predetermined critical output 
event. Performance of the fault tree analysis does require 
considerable engineering time, but it is important to note 
that the quality of results is only as good as the validity of 
input data and accuracy of the fault tree logic [84]. 

Fault tree analysis can provide valuable information to 
decision-makers. Some of its advantages are as follows 
[85]: 

(1) Fault trees provide visual representation to 
communicate the logic behind the occurrence of top events 
(i.e. risk events). This information can be used more 

effectively by the project team as a way to communicate 
risk. 

(2) Fault trees can be utilized as a proactive tool to help 
create proactive response strategies. By understanding the 
logic behind each risk event, proactive response strategies 
can be designed to control those root causes at early stages 
before occurrence of risk events. 

(3) Fault tree analysis and importance analysis provide 
valuable information to risk analysts by allowing 
prioritization of the contribution of events to the 
occurrence of the top event. Using such an approach, the 
project team can work on establishing proactive risk 
response strategies to minimize critical root causes. 

(4) Fault trees can be used to conduct root cause 
investigation after the realization of any risk event. By 
analyzing the logic between different root causes, 
decision-makers can understand why a risk event is 
realized. 

(5) Fault trees are sufficiently flexible to model any 
system and to help analyze the effect of change of one or 
more basic events on the probability of failure of the top 
event. 

Based on previous works ([86-88]), different steps in a 
fault tree analysis are described as follows [89]: 

1. Knowledge accumulation about the process system 
and process operation using process block diagram; 

2. Identification of system hazard or undesired top-
event by analyzing hazard scenarios for a process; 

3. Fault tree construction for a process facility; 
4. Estimating or collecting failure probability data for 

all basic events; 
5. Qualitative and quantitative evaluation of a 

developed fault tree; 
6. Sensitivity analysis or importance analysis of a fault 

tree, and  
7. Re-evaluation of the fault tree for corresponding 

changes in the tree. 
Special symbols are used when risks are analyzed 

using Fault Tree Analysis. The symbols used in this paper 
are shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1 Symbols used in Fault Tree Analysis [90] 

The event is placed in the 
most top of the fault and the 
related causes are identified 
and analyzed 

Top event 
 

A basic initiating fault 
requiring no further 
development 

Basic event 
 

Output fault occurs if at least 
one of the input faults occurs 

OR gate 
 

 
In the present study, a list of risks and their causes are 

identified with the help of the risk assessment group. Then, 
a fault tree is drawn for each of the identified risks, and the 
occurrence probabilities of basic events are obtained using 
a questionnaire survey in terms of linguistic variables. The 
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probability of each top event is then obtained based on 
fuzzy calculations of fault tree described in the following 
subsection. 

2.2. Fuzzy calculations of fault tree 

Since an analyzer is forced to think accurately and 
deeply about the system, therefore, drawing a fault tree is 
of great importance. However, when the fault tree 
becomes quantitative, it will be more functional and useful 
as a decision making tool. Fault Trees can be made 
quantitative through allocation of a rate of fault or fault 
probability to each basic event and calculation of the 
resulting fault rate of the system [85].  

In the case of quantitative analysis of fault trees, the 
incidence probability values for all basic events must be 
found. In this paper, data relating to water conveyance 
tunnels was collected by a questionnaire survey. To 
interpret the data as expressed in terms of very low, low, 
medium, high, and very high incidence possibilities, it was 
necessary for these terms to be converted into fuzzy 
numbers. The conversion was made through attribution of 
trapezoidal fuzzy numbers as shown in Fig. (2). The fuzzy 
number counterparts of the linguistic expressions of very 
low, low, medium, high, and very high can be used for 
calculations and conducting quantitative analysis. We 
allow the respondents to our questionnaire to enter their 
responses using linguistic terms rather than exact 
occurrence rates as this can be a very difficult task indeed. 
The risk can be analyzed quantitatively by converting 
these expressions into fuzzy numbers. Each linguistic term 
is represented by its alpha-cuts. The α-cut of a fuzzy set is 
a crisp set containing the members whose membership 
functions are greater than or equal to α. The α-cut 
representation of fuzzy sets introduces an important 
connection between crisp sets and fuzzy sets and allows us 
to extend the various properties of classical crisp sets to 
fuzzy sets. Each trapezoidal fuzzy number can be 
displayed as [a b c d] where a represents the minimum 
value, b and c represent the most likely values, and d 
represents the maximum value. These numbers are applied 
for evaluations [91]. 

 

 
Fig. 2 A sample of Trapezoidal Fuzzy Number 

 
To make quantitative calculations of the gates and 

events (described in Table 1), the following equations are 
applied. The output value of “OR” gate is given by the 
following equation [92]: 
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where n is the number of cut sets connected by “OR”, 

and FPro is the fuzzy probability. 
Output value of “AND” gate is given by the following 

equation [92]. 
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2.3. Analytical hierarchy process (AHP) 

Analytical Hierarchy Process was initially introduced in 
1980 by Thomas EL Saaty [93]. This process is a multi-
criterion decision-making approach that uses a method of 
multiple paired comparisons to rank order alternative 
solutions to a problem, formulated in hierarchical terms [94]. 

If n criteria are determined for comparison, AHP 
performs the following steps to calculate the weight of 
these criteria [95]: 

(a) Create (n×n) pairwise comparison matrix A for n 
objectives;  

(b) Divide each value in column j by the total of the 
values in column j. The total of the values in each column 
of the new  matrix must be one;  

(c) In AHP, the values of ic  are calculated by finding 

the principal eigenvector of the matrix A. Calculate ic  as 

the average of the values in row i of the WA  matrix to 

yield the column vector C where ic  value shows the 

weight of the ith objective, and (d) Check consistency of 
the weight values (ic ). 

3. Case Study 

The water conveyance tunnel of Dasht-e Zahab is a 
part of a larger project for transferring water from Dasht-e 
Zahab to Iran’s southwestern regions. The plan aims to 
bring much needed water for irrigation to Khuzestan’s 
agricultural fields. The overall length of the Dasht-e Zahab 
water transferring pipeline is approximately 460 Km. 
Given the high mountains and undulating terrain it is 
thought necessary to construct a tunnel from the beginning 
point (Sirvan River) to Dasht-e Ozgoleh as part of the 
scheme. [96].  

The proposed water conveyance tunnel of Dasht-e 
Zahab has a cross sectional area of 52.35 m2 and length of 
48 Km. Once constructed, it will be able to transfer 70 
m3/s of water. According to technical and economic 
studies, the two-shield mechanized drilling method will be 
applied for drilling the second part of the tunnel with a 
length of 25,741 m. As we know, cost is often considered 
to be the most important criteria for accepting or rejecting 
engineering projects. Cost is in turn a function of any other 
factors such as labor, materials consumed, and time 
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required for performing the project [97]. In terms of 
geological classifications of Iran, the site of the project is 
situated in the fields of high Zagros and folded Zagros 
mountains. In the area of the tunnel entrance (Leileh river) 
to a short distance after the Zimkan river, a rough 
topography, deep valleys, and compressed and reclined 
folds (faults) are present making the terrain very 
complicated indeed [98]. 

In general, two different types of TBMs are used 
depending on the expected ground conditions for constructing 
tunnels. These are open type machines, and closed type 
machines. Open type machines can be used in ground 
conditions where the face of the excavation is self-standing. 

• Gripper TBM 
Gripper TBMs are open-type machines, which can be 

used in rocks where the face of the tunnel is self-standing. 
The advance rate of a Gripper TBM depends on the time 
required to install rock support devices such as steel ribs, 
rock anchors, meshes, and shotcrete. 

• Single Shield TBM 
Single Shield TBMs are field machines without a 

closed system for pressure compensation at the tunnel 
face, and can be used where the breast is self-standing. 
The support will be obtained via a segment lining. Single 
Shield TBMs have a very wide range of applications from 

hard to brittle or soft rock. 
• Double Shield TBM 
Double Shield TBMs combine the Gripper principle 

and the installation of the segments in one coordinated 
process. Therefore, they are technically very sophisticated 
machines. They can also be adapted to particular ground 
conditions. Double Shield TBMs are thus ideally suited for 
drilling long tunnels in hard rock where geological fault 
zones occur [99]. 

In this regard, to select the type of boring machine for 
Dasht-e Zahab tunnel, several factors were considered. 
These included the geomechanical properties of the tunnel’s 
path, water absorption through the tunnel walls, overburden 
height of the tunnel, hardness and erosion, single-axle 
compression strength, single-axle tensile strength, 
engineering classification, the existence of faults and cracks, 
and the condition of groundwater in the tunnel route.  

Similar projects include the water tunnel to Kerman, 
water tunnel from Roozieh spring to Semnan, and water 
tunnel of Sabzh Kuh. Based on these projects, 18 risks 
were identified, and different possible fault trees related to 
the risks of the construction of the water tunnel of Dasht-e 
Zahab were drawn. In the following section, a sample fault 
tree related to risk of low advance rate during construction 
of the tunnel using TBM is provided. 

 

 
Fig. 3 a- Fault tree of risk of low advance rate during construction of tunnel using TBM 

Long Diameter of Tunnel
Complicated Final Section 

Formation

2

OR

 
 

Fig. 3 b- Subtrees 1 and 2 of fault tree presented in Fig. 3-a 
 

 
Fig. 3 -c- Subtree 4 of fault tree presented in Fig. 3-a 
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Fig. 3 -d- Subtree 5 of fault tree presented in Fig. 3-a 

 
To gather the required information, a closed structured 

non-disguised type of questionnaire in terms of linguistic 
variables (very low, low, medium, high, and very high) 
was prepared (a sample can be found in Appendix A). This 
was distributed among the experts, supervisors, and 
contractors of Dasht-e Zahab water conveyance tunnel 
project. In order to carry out our study, 50 questionnaires 
were distributed, of which, 42 questionnaires were 
returned, giving a response rate of 84%.  

As was described in the methodology section, 
expressions obtained for incidence probability of each 

basic event were substituted by their corresponding fuzzy 
numbers. Following this, the formulas shown earlier in this 
paper were used in order to quantitatively assess the risk. 
In this paper, we have calculated a fuzzy number after 
completion of calculations for the incidence probability of 
the risk of low advance rate. The incidence probability of 
risk of low advance rate of TBM is shown in Fig. (4) and 
the Fuzzy numbers proportional to the severity of the main 
risks on the criteria of time, cost, quality, and safety are 
shown in Fig. (5). 

 

  
Fig. 4 Incidence probability of risk of low advance rate of 

TBM 

Fig. 5 Fuzzy numbers proportional to the severity of the 
main risks on the criteria of time, cost, quality, and safety 

 
At this point, the severity of this risk on the main 

objects of the project (including time, cost and quality) as 
well as other important factors such as safety can be 
considered. To do so, based on the gathered information 
using questionnaires, the effects of each risk were 
identified on four parameters as described above. Then, 
using the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) technique, 
the weight of each of these factors was calculated. The 
weights calculated for the criteria of time, cost, safety, and 
quality were 0.21, 0.28, 0.24, and 0.27, respectively, and 
the rate of incompatibility was 0.022. Since, the rate of 
incompatibility was found to be less than 0.1, the numbers 
as obtained for the criteria can be accepted as correct, and 
the responses made by the individuals indicate good 
compatibility with group judgment. These figures can 
therefore be applied as coefficients for the next stages of 
the calculations [100]. These weights were therefore used 
to calculate total severity, which is the product of the 

integration of the effect of risks on the criteria. The fuzzy 
numbers proportional to the severity of the main risks on 
the criteria of time, cost, quality, and safety are shown in 
Fig. (5). In order to calculate the incidence probability and 
severity of the risks using data as provided in the 
questionnaires, the service record of those who have filled 
them was taken into account. Weight averaging was 
carried out based on the service record of each respondent. 
The responses made by the respondents who had longer 
service records were given higher weightings. Fuzzy 
numbers proportional to the severity of low advance rate 
of TBM on cost, time, quality, and safety are shown in Fig. 
(6) to Fig. (9). 

Integration of these two parameters for each of the 
risks is the last step in risk assessment. In order to find the 
risk factor, Equation 3 was applied, where P stands for 
“risk incidence probability” and C is the “consequence of 
risk” on the objects of the project, respectively [101]. 
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Fig. 6 Fuzzy number proportional to the severity of low advance 

rate of TBM on quality 
Fig. 7 Fuzzy number proportional to the severity of low advance 

rate of TBM on cost 

  
Fig. 8 Fuzzy number proportional to the severity of low advance 

rate of TBM on safety 
Fig. 9 Fuzzy number proportional to the severity of low advance 

rate of TBM on time 

 
Risk Factor = (P+C)-P×C (3) 

 
This is done through calculation of trapezoidal fuzzy 

number in which we employ the concept of α-cut. Through 
the concept of α-cuts derived from fuzzy numbers with 
membership function of µ (x), a definite subset of αA is 
defined in the reference set of X, which is called α section 
for set A. In other words: 

 

{ ( ) }A x X A xα α= ∈ ≥�
 

(4) 

 
For each [ 0,1]α ∈ , this equation indicates that the α 

section is belonging to a fuzzy set such as A, and it is a 
definite set of αA, which includes all elements of A, which 
are greater or equal to the given value of α. For a 
trapezoidal fuzzy number [a b c d] we have:  

 
Upper Bound= a+(b-a)* α  (5) 
Lower Bound= d-(d-c)* α  (6) 

 
If A and B are two fuzzy sets represented over the 

interval Aα = [a1 d1], Bα = [a2 d2], then Aα + Bα ,Aα - Bα 
and Aα * Bα are defined as shown in Equations 7 to 9 
[110]. 

 

( )A B A Bα α α+ = +  = [a1+ a2, d1 + d2] (7) 

( )A B A Bα α α− = −  = [a1 - d2, d1 - a2] 
(8) 

( * ) *A B A Bα α α=  = [min (a1 * a2, a1 * d2, d1 * a2, (9) 

d1 * d2), max (a1 * a2, a1 * d2 ,d1 * a2, d1 * d2)] 
When a risk factor is calculated using fuzzy data, a 

final crisp number is given after defuzzification. The 
Middle of Maximum (MOM) approach was applied for 
defuzzification. Finally, the value of 0.48 was attributed to 
risk of low advance rate of TBM from Fig. (10). Risk 
factors for other risks were similarly calculated. For 
comparison purposes, we ranked the 18 identified risks 
based on their calculated risk factors as shown in Table 2. 
Some comments and subdivisions of each risk were 
carried out as a result of findings from the literature 
(referenced comments in Table 2) and interviews and 
discussion with experts. These are also provided in this 
table. 

 

 
Fig. 10 Fuzzy number proportional to the risk factor of low 

advance rate of TBM 
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Table 2 Ranking of the identified risks based on their calculated risk factors, including some comments and subdivisions of each risk 
Risk 

ranking 
Risk 

factor 
Risk Comments and subdivisions of each risk 

1 0.812 
Inrush of great volume of 
water into the tunnel 

Where tunnel of karstic and highly hydrated zones meet 
underground canals, a flow with high rate and pressure is expected 
[106].  

2 0.8 Poisonous & dangerous gases 
For instance, if a tunnel meets the layers containing oil, gas and or 
coal, penetration of poisonous gases into the tunnel is not unlikely 
(refer to [104] for further study). 

3 0.746 
Meeting the hydrated layers 
and or drilling underground 
water table 

Lack of identification of hydrated layers and improper selection of 
TBM may affect the performance of the machine and the schedule 
as well as operational costs.  
The existence of water in a tunnel will give rise to instability of 
tunnel face and its walls and equipment; electrical and mechanical 
devices will be damaged and carrying drilled material will become 
more difficult.  
Basically, open type machine is applicable when the flow of 
groundwater can be controlled [98].  

4 0.725 
Damage and abrasion of cutter 
head 

Primary abrasion refers to an abrasion occurring in drilling tools 
such as claws, discs, scratchers, and buckets, and it is already 
expectable for these tools. Therefore, these tools are designed for 
drilling and shall be exchanged in reasonable intervals. On the other 
hand, secondary abrasion is an unplanned event and occurs when the 
initial abrasion of drilling tools goes beyond the allowable limit and 
results in abrasion of supporter parts of the said tools such as spokes 
of cutter head or holders of cutting tools and or other surfaces not 
predicted by the designers and manufacturers of such machines.   

5 0.534 TBM’s shield jammed 
For instance, highly squeezed rock, higher friction of the shield with 
crushed and broken materials or falling heavy blocks on the 
machine may cause jamming of the shield [103].  

6 0.526 
Clogging and blockage of 
cutter head and disc cutter of 
machine 

In case of tunnels where TBM is used for drilling the rocks and 
argillaceous rocks and sticky clay, cutter heads and disc cutters are 
at the risk of clogging and blockage. Usually, the adhesiveness of 
argillaceous ores to metal surfaces of the machine may severely 
affect the efficiency of the machine.  
Adhesiveness and clogging give rise to hard controlling, low 
advance rate, and additional cleaning [107].   

7 0.495 
Existence of faults in the 
course of tunnel 

Meeting fault zones in the course of drilling may result in special 
problems when the earth falls. Meeting such loose layers due to 
faults may give rise to many problems such as follows [105]:  
1- Protection limits for intended joint system; 
2- Friction of the shield and crushes and broken solid materials and 
even jamming. 
3- Fall of heavy blocks from the ceiling or the walls on the machine; 
4- Application of the gripper is limited.  

8 0.488 
Segments cannot resist the 
input water 

This risk can be attributed to the low quality of produced segments, 
forced pressure (such as squeezing pressure), improper sealing, 
inability of seals applied to segments, and or cracking and breaking 
occurred in the segments. 

9 0.48 Low advance rate The related fault tree is presented in Section 3. 

10 0.43 Engagement of cutter head 
For instance, meeting argillaceous layers may cause the cutter head 
of the machine to be engaged and the advance rate to decrease 
significantly.  

11 0.385 Extra abrasion of cutting tools 

It may occur owing to meeting layers and material with great 
hardness and abrasive effect, especially where these layers and 
material had not been identified during exploration studies, or 
contacting with sticky material. 

12 0.381 
Contact with abrasive mineral 
in the course of drilling 

Where the machine contacts abrasive minerals, the disc cutters are 
severely affected ([108]) and must be replaced at earlier intervals, 
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from which a financial burden is imposed on the project.  

13 0.315 
Delay in mobilization and 
supporting TBM 

TBM shall be supported continuously. For instance, custodian 
measures and increasing the length of discharging system of the 
conveyor with advance rate of the machine and timely replacement 
of disc cutters and fabrication of segments should be applied.  

14 0.287 
Where the TBM is placed in 
incorrect path 

Introduction of unbalanced pressure in hydraulic jacks and or in 
case the machine encounters complicated geological conditions or 
human errors; lack of experience of the personnel may result in 
deviation of the tunnel.  

15 0.255 
Occurrence of mechanical 
problems in TBM 

For instance, incapability to service the machine or inability to 
supply spare parts, and shortage of equipment may result in this type 
of risk.  

16 0.243 
Blockage of TBM due to 
instability of advancing face 

For instance, instability of the advancing face may be attributed to 
joint distance of greater than of 0.2 to 0.6. Where the joint distance 
is less than 0.2, uncovered TBM may not be applied [98].  

17 0.22 
Instability of tunnel’s wall and 
or distortion of segment ring 

Factors such as water or squeezing, joint distance or shocks, 
explosion and operational incidents or damage may result in this 
type of risk.  

18 0.214 Contact with squeezing rocks 

Where the TBM is determined and selected without taking into 
consideration the project conditions, progress of the project may be 
severely affected by many problems. Some of them are as follows:  
1- Convergence degree resulting from squeezing is varied from 3% 
to 5%. 
Under these conditions, application of a single-shield machine is 
prioritized over a dual-shield one due to shorter length of the shield. 
However, installation of a prefabricated segment may result in 
problems such as sealing and inability to control ground 
movements.  
2- Convergence degree resulting from squeezing is greater than 5%. 
Under these conditions, application of prefabricated segments as a 
cover is limited and is even impossible. Using the machine under 
these conditions is generally not feasible ([98],[109]).  

 
Table 2 demonstrates that the risk of inrush of a great 

volume of water and the risk of encountering poisonous 
and dangerous gases during tunnel excavation have been 
identified as the most significant risks (risk factor 0.812 
and 0.8, respectively). The least significant risks are 
instability of tunnel’s wall and distortion of segment ring, 
and risk of contact with squeezing rocks (risk factor of 
0.22 and 0.214, respectively). 

A “Face validation” technique was conducted to validate 
the results. Interviews with field experts were conducted and 
nearly all of them agreed that the results are meaningful and 
present the real critical hazards of the project.  

As a response to the analysis, considering the root 
causes of the fault trees of these two major risks, some 
actions and solutions were recommended. These actions 
were as follows:  
1- To prevent the corrosion of electrical equipment, 
compressed air should be externally injected by the 
compressor and special pipes to the control room in which 
major parts of electrical devices are located. By creating 
positive pressure in the cabin, the entrance of air 
contaminated by H2S is prevented. 
2- Given the existence of H2S and its related 
corrosion results, the strength and stability of the rails and 
tracks should be checked in their places to ensure their 
safety and operability.  
3- To decrease groundwater flow rate leakage, 

cement grouting is applied, and water entering into the 
tunnel is pumped out.  
4- To minimize risks from gas, the ventilation 
system should be improved by the addition of three 200 
KW jet fans.  
5- The shut down time of fans for the purpose of 
repairing and patching the duct should be limited to 10-15 
minutes, so the accumulation of hazardous gas at the end 
of the tunnel is prevented. 
6- Training courses and exercises should be 
undertaken by all personnel in order to improve their 
readiness to respond to an emergency. 
7- A safety team should be set up with continuous 
responsibility for monitoring the conditions of the work 
environment.  
8- A 16 inch pipe and a number of emulsion 
(Swamp) pumps should be installed to ensure that the 
water containing H2S that leaks from the construction site 
is collected.  

4. Conclusion and Discussion 

It is necessary to identify and control risks at the 
earliest stage of project planning for water conveyance 
projects. If this is not done, the project may be crucially 
challenged during its operation. The methodology used in 
this paper offers some advantages as follows: (i) a visual 
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representation of root causes of each risk is provided to 
communicate the logic behind the occurrence of risk 
events; (ii) proactive response strategies can be designed 
to control those root causes at early stages; (iii) by asking 
the probability of each basic event through questionnaire 
survey and using fault tree calculations, the probability of 
each top event can be estimated in a much more accurate 
manner; (iv) the severity of risk is also estimated more 
precisely (based on the criteria of time, cost, quality, and 
safety, and (v) in the absence of accurate data, the 
experiences of field experts are used in the form of 
linguistic variables. 

A real world case study using the proposed 
methodology was implemented in order to illustrate its 
potential applications in water conveyance tunneling 
projects. The project of Dasht-e Zahab was selected as a 
case study because it was subjected to severe and multiple 
hazards. The results obtained from implementing the 
proposed method on Dashte-e Zahab water conveyance 
tunnel project demonstrate that the two most significant 
risks are (i) risk of water inrush into the tunnel, and (ii) 
risk of encountering poisonous and dangerous gases. The 
rush of groundwater within the length of 3800 meters 
challenged the performance of the water conveyance 
project of Dasht-e Zahab. Water enters the tunnel with a 
flow rate of 300 liters per second, and this water contains 
soluble H2S gas. This gas is poisonous and hazardous and 
can jeopardize the health of the personnel and halt the 
project for several months. Due to its corrosive nature, this 
gas damages electrical and mechanical equipment. 

To validate the results of the case study, different 
interviews with experts were conducted. The majority of 
them agreed that the results were meaningful and 
presented the real critical hazards of the project. The 
recommended actions (at the end of Section 3), if acted 
upon, could also significantly mitigate the major risks. 
Hence, it can be concluded that the proposed approach is a 
useful method for risk assessment, especially where there 
are complicated risks and those risks require detailed 
investigation.  

Future research can be performed to apply FFTA to 
other risk analysis methods such as FMEA. 

References 

[1] Boustani F. Sustainable water utilization in arid region of 
iran by qanats international, Journal of Human and Social 
Sciences, 2009, No. 7, Vol. 4, pp. 505-508. 

[2] Shahriar K, Maarefvand P, Arabnejad H. Study of 
Geomechnical Parameters of Rock Mass in Long Tunnel 
of Safa-Bahramjerd by Consideration of Uncertainty, 
Mine International Congress, 2010. 

[3] Ameri E, Shahriar K, Rahmannejad R, Torabi SR. 
Analysis of the stability of water conveyance tunnel of 
roozieh spring to semnan (Comparative Study), 1st 
National Congress of Civil Engineering, 2004. 

[4] Zarei H, Orumiehei A, Khalesi Moghadam S. Geotechnical 
zoning of the path of water conveyance tunnel of 
sabzehkuh in order to study the squeezing potential, 3rd 
Iranian Conference on Rock Mechanics, 2007. 

[5] Eskesen SD, Tengborg P, Kampmann J, Veicherts TH. 
Guidelines for tunneling risk management: international 

tunnelling association, Tunnelling and Underground 
Space Technology, 2004, No. 3, Vol. 19, pp. 217-237. 

[6] Banaitiene N, Banaitis A, Norkus A. Risk management in 
projects: peculiarities of lithuanian construction 
companies, International Journal of Strategic Property 
Management, 2011, No. 1, Vol. 15, pp. 60-73. 

[7] Misra KB, Weber GG. Use of fuzzy set theory for level-I 
studies in probabilistic risk assessment, Fuzzy Sets and 
Systems, 1990, No. 2, Vol. 37, pp. 139-160. 

[8] Lee HM. Group decision making using fuzzy sets theory 
for evaluating the rate of aggregative risk in software 
development, Fuzzy Sets and Systems, 1996, No. 3, Vol. 
80, pp. 261-271. 

[9] Chen Sh.J, Chen Sh.M. Fuzzy risk analysis based on 
measures of similarity between interval-valued fuzzy 
numbers, Computers & Mathematics with Applications, 
2008, No. 8, Vol. 55, pp. 1670-1685. 

[10] Markowski AS, Mannan MS. Fuzzy risk matrix, Journal of 
Hazardous Materials, 2008, No. 1, Vol. 159, pp. 152-157. 

[11] Lee LW, Chen Sh.M. Fuzzy risk analysis based on fuzzy 
numbers with different shapes and different deviations, 
Expert Systems with Applications, 2008, No. 4, Vol. 34, 
pp. 2763-2771. 

[12] Wei Sh.H, Chen Sh.M. A new approach for fuzzy risk 
analysis based on similarity measures of generalized 
fuzzy numbers, Expert Systems with Applications, 2009, 
No. 1, Vol. 36, pp. 589-598. 

[13] Wei Sh.H, Chen Sh.M. Fuzzy risk analysis based on 
interval-valued fuzzy numbers, Expert Systems with 
Applications, 2009, No. 2, Vol. 36, pp. 2285-2299. 

[14] Chen Sh.M, Wang Ch.H. Fuzzy risk analysis based on 
ranking fuzzy numbers using a-cuts, belief features and 
signal/noise ratios, Expert Systems with Applications, 
2009, No. 3, Vol. 36, pp. 5576-5581. 

[15] Markowski AS, Mannan MS. Fuzzy logic for piping risk 
assessment (PFLOPA), Journal of Loss Prevention in the 
Process Industries, 2009, No. 6, Vol. 22, pp. 921-927. 

[16] Chen Sh.M, Chen J.H. Fuzzy risk analysis based on 
ranking generalized fuzzy numbers with different heights 
and different spreads, Expert Systems with Applications, 
2009, No. 3, Vol. 36, pp. 6833-6842. 

[17] Chen Sh.M, Chen J.H. Fuzzy risk analysis based on 
similarity measures between interval-valued fuzzy 
numbers and interval-valued fuzzy number arithmetic 
operators, Expert Systems with Applications, 2009, No. 
3, Vol. 36, pp. 6309-6317. 

[18] Feng LH, Luo GY. Analysis on fuzzy risk of landfall 
typhoonin zhejiang province of china, Mathematics and 
Computers in Simulation, 2009, No. 11, Vol. 79, pp. 
3258-3266. 

[19] Balmat JF, Lafont F, Maifret R, Pessel N. Maritime risk 
assessment (MARISA), a fuzzy approach to define an 
individual ship risk factor, Ocean Engineering, 2009, 
Nos. 15-16, Vol. 36, pp. 1278-1286. 

[20] Elsayed T. Fuzzy inference system for the risk 
assessment of liquefied natural gas carriers during 
loading/offloading at terminals, Applied Ocean Research, 
2009, No. 3, Vol. 31, pp. 179-185. 

[21] Xu Zh, Shang Sh, Qian W, Shu W. A method for fuzzy 
risk analysis based on the new similarity of trapezoidal 
fuzzy numbers, Expert Systems with Applications, 2010, 
No. 3, Vol. 37, pp. 1920-1927. 

[22] Nieto-Morote F. Ruz-Vila. A fuzzy approach to 
construction project risk assessment, International 
Journal of Project Management, 2011, No. 2, Vol. 29, pp. 
220-231. 

[23] Hejazi SR, Doostparast A, Hosseini SM. An improved 



406 International Journal of Civil Engineering Vol. 12, No. 4, Transaction A: Civil Engineering, December 2014 
 

fuzzy risk analysis based on a new similarity measures of 
generalized fuzzy numbers, Expert Systems with 
Applications, 2011, No. 8, Vol. 38, pp. 9179-9185. 

[24] Chen Sh.M, Sanguansat K. Analyzing fuzzy risk based 
on similarity measures between interval-valued fuzzy 
numbers, Expert Systems with Applications, 2011, No. 7, 
Vol. 38, pp. 8612-8621. 

[25] Chen Sh.M, Sanguansat K. Analyzing fuzzy risk based 
on a new fuzzy ranking method between generalized 
fuzzy numbers, Expert Systems with Applications, 2011, 
No. 3, Vol. 38, pp. 2163-2171. 

[26] Idrus A, Nuruddin MF, Rohman MA. Development of 
project cost contingency estimation model using risk 
analysis and fuzzy expert system, Expert Systems with 
Applications, 2011, No. 3, Vol. 38, pp. 1501-1508. 

[27] Kahraman C, Kaya I. Investment analyses using fuzzy 
probability concept, Technological and Economic 
Development of Economy, 2010, No. 1, Vol. 16, pp. 43-57. 

[28] Hui ECM, Lau OMF, Lo KK. A fuzzy decision making 
approach for portfolio management with direct real estate 
investment, International Journal of Strategic Property 
Management, 2009, No. 2, Vol. 13, pp. 191-204. 

[29] Lindhe A, Rosen L, Norberg T, Bergstedt O. Fault tree 
analysis for integrated and probabilistic risk analysis of 
drinking water systems, Water Research, 2009, No. 6, 
Vol. 43, pp. 1641-1653. 

[30] Ferdous R, Khan F, Veitch B, Amyotte PR. Methodology 
for computer aided fuzzy fault tree analysis, Process 
Safety and Environmental Protection, 2009, No. 4, Vol. 
87, pp. 217-226. 

[31] Vaurio JK. Ideas and developments in importance 
measures and fault-tree techniques for reliability and risk 
analysis, Reliability Engineering and System Safety, 
2010, No. 2, Vol. 95, pp. 99-107. 

[32] Xiang Y, Liu C, Zhang K, Wu Q. Risk analysis and 
management of submerged floating tunnel and its 
application, Procedia Engineering, 2010, Vol. 4, pp. 107-
116. 

[33] Rodak C, Silliman S. Probabilistic risk analysis and fault 
trees: Initial discussion of application to identification of 
risk at a wellhead, Advances in Water Resources, 2011, 
Vol. 36, pp. 133-145. 

[34] Farret R, Gombert P, Lahaie F, Cherkaoui A, Lafortune 
S, Roux P. Design of fault trees as a practical method for 
risk analysis of CCS: application to the different life 
stages of deep aquifer storage, combining long-term and 
short-term issues, Energy Procedia, 2011, Vol. 4, pp. 
4193-4198. 

[35] Mentes A, Helvacioglu IH. An application of fuzzy fault 
tree analysis for spread mooring systems, Ocean 
Engineering, 2011, Nos. 2-3, Vol. 38, pp. 285-294. 

[36] Qu X, Yuanita QMV, Wong YH. Design and 
implementation of a quantitative risk assessment software 
tool for Singapore road tunnels, Expert Systems with 
Applications, 2011, Vol. 38, pp. 13827-13834. 

[37] Linder E, Patil GP, Vaughan DS. Application of event 
tree risk analysis to fisheries management, Ecological 
Modelling, 1987, Nos. 1-2, Vol. 36, pp. 15-28. 

[38] Meloy AF. Arenal-type pyroclastic flows: a probabilistic 
event tree risk analysis, Journal of Volcanology and 
Geothermal Research, 2006, Nos. 1-3, Vol. 157, pp. 121-
134. 

[39] Neri A, Aspinall WP, Cioni R, Bertagnini A, Baxter PJ, 
Zuccaro G, Andronico D, Barsotti S, Cole PD, Esposti 
Ongaro T, Hincks TK, Macedonio G, Papale P, Rosi M, 
Santacroce R, Woo G. Developing an event tree for 
probabilistic hazard and risk assessment at Vesuvius, 

Journal of Volcanology and Geothermal Research, 2008, 
No. 3, Vol. 178, pp. 397-415. 

[40] Hong ES, Lee IM, Shin HS, Nam SW, Kong JS. 
Quantitative risk evaluation based on event tree analysis 
technique: application to the design of shield TBM, 
Tunnelling and Underground Space Technology, 2009, 
No. 3, Vol. 24, pp. 269-277. 

[41] Vilchez JA, Espejo V, Casal J. Generic event trees and 
probabilities for the release of different types of 
hazardous materials, Journal of Loss Prevention in the 
Process Industries, 2011, Vol. 24, pp. 281-287. 

[42] Carlsson B, Chapter 4.2, initial risk analysis of potential 
failure modes, Performance and Durability Assessment, 
2004, pp. 147-157. 

[43] Gowland R. The accidental risk assessment methodology 
for industries (ARAMIS)/layer of protection analysis 
(LOPA) methodology: a step forward towards convergent 
practices in risk assessment, Journal of Hazardous 
Materials, 2006, No. 3, Vol. 130, pp. 307-310. 

[44] Wang YM, Chin KS, Poon GKK, Yang JB. Risk 
evaluation in failure mode and effects analysis using 
fuzzy weighted geometric mean, Expert Systems with 
Applications, 2009, No. 2, Vol. 36, pp. 1195-1207. 

[45] Leeuwen JF, Nauta MJ, Kaste D, Odekerken-Rombouts 
YMCF, Oldenhof MT, Vredenbregt MJ, Barends DM. 
Risk analysis by FMEA as an element of analytical 
validation, Journal of Pharmaceutical and Biomedical 
Analysis, 2009, No. 5, Vol. 50, pp. 1085-1087. 

[46] Hu AH, Hsu CW, Kou TC, Wu WC. Risk evaluation of 
green components to hazardous substance using FMEA 
and FAHP, Expert Systems with Applications, 2009, Vol. 
36, pp. 7142-7147. 

[47] Xiao N, Huang HZ, Li Y, He L, Jin T. Multiple failure 
modes analysis and weighted risk priority number 
evaluation in FMEA, Engineering Failure Analysis, 2011, 
No. 4, Vol. 18, pp. 1162-1170. 

[48] Zhang Z, Chu X. Risk prioritization in failure mode and 
effects analysis under uncertainty, Expert Systems with 
Applications, 2011, No. 1, Vol. 38, pp. 206-214. 

[49] Miao X, Yu B, Xi B, Tang YH. Modeling of bilevel games 
and incentives for sustainable critical infrastructure system, 
Technological and Economic Development of Economy, 
2010, No. 3, Vol. 16, pp. 365-379. 

[50] Turskis Z, Zavadskas EK, Peldschus F. Multi-criteria 
optimization system for decision making in construction 
design and management, Inzinerine Ekonomika-
Engineering Economics, 2009, No. 61, Vol. 1, pp. 7-17. 

[51] Schuhmacher M, Meneses M, Xifro A, Domingo JL. The 
use of Monte-Carlo simulation techniques for risk 
assessment: study of a municipal waste incinerator, 
Chemosphere, 2001, Nos. 4-7, Vol. 43, pp. 787-799. 

[52] Rezaie K, Amalnik MS, Gereie A, Ostadi B, Shakhseniae 
M. Using extended Monte Carlo simulation method for 
the improvement of risk management: Consideration of 
relationships between uncertainties, Applied Mathematics 
and Computation, 2007, No. 2, Vol. 190, pp. 1492-1501. 

[53] Au SK, Wang ZH, Lo SM. Compartment fire risk analysis 
by advanced Monte Carlo simulation, Engineering 
Structures, 2007, No. 9, Vol. 29, pp. 2381-2390. 

[54] Vaidogas ER, Sakenaite J. Protecting built property against 
fire disasters: multi attribute decision making with respect 
to fire risk, International Journal of Strategic Property 
Management, 2010, No. 4, Vol. 14, pp. 391-407. 

[55] Wu YF. Correlated sampling techniques used in Monte 
Carlo simulation for risk assessment, International 
Journal of Pressure Vessels and Piping, 2008, No. 9, Vol. 
85, pp. 662-669. 



A. Ardeshir, M. Amiri, Y. Ghasemi, M. Errington 407 
 

[56] Carmel Y, Paz Sh, Jahashan F, Shoshan M. Assessing 
fire risk using Monte Carlo simulations of fire spread, 
Forest Ecology and Management, 2009, No. 1, Vol. 257, 
pp. 370-377. 

[57] Stroeve SH, Blom HAP, Bakker GJ. Systemic accident 
risk assessment in air traffic by Monte Carlo simulation, 
Safety Science, 2009, No. 2, Vol. 47, pp. 238-249. 

[58] Smid JH, Verloo D, Barker GC, Havelaar AH. Strengths 
and weaknesses of Monte Carlo simulation models and 
Bayesian belief networks in microbial risk assessment, 
International Journal of Food Microbiology, 2010, No. 1, 
Vol. 139, pp. S57–S63. 

[59] Amigun B, Petrie D, Gorgens J. Economic risk 
assessment of advanced process technologies for 
bioethanol production in South Africa: Monte Carlo 
analysis, Renewable Energy, 2011, No. 11, Vol. 36, pp. 
3178-3186. 

[60] Ustinovichius L, Barvidas A, Vishnevskaja A, 
Ashikhmin IV. Multi criteria verbal analysis for the 
decision of construction problems, Technological and 
Economic Development of Economy, 2009, No. 2, Vol. 
15, pp. 326-340. 

[61] Zavadskas EK, Turskis Z, Tamosaitiene J. Risk 
assessment of construction projects, Journal of Civil 
Engineering and Management, 2010, No. 1, Vol. 16, pp. 
33-46. 

[62] Zavadskas EK, Vilutiene T, Turskis Z, Tamosaitiene J. 
Contractor selection for construction works by applying 
SAW-G and TOPSIS grey techniques, Journal of 
Business Economics and Management, 2010, No. 1, Vol. 
11, pp. 34-55. 

[63] Reilly J, Brown J. Management and control of cost and 
risk for tunneling and infrastructure projects, Tunnelling 
and Underground Space Technology, 2004, Nos. 4-5, 
Vol. 19, pp. 330. 

[64] Duzgun HSB, Einstein HH. Assessment and management 
of roof fall risks in underground coal mines, Safety 
Science, 2004, Vol. 42, pp. 23-41. 

[65] Bubbico R, Di Cave S, Mazzarotta B. Risk analysis for 
road and rail transport of hazardous materials: a GIS 
approach, Journal of Loss Prevention in the Process 
Industries, 2004, No. 6, Vol. 17, pp. 483-488. 

[66] Arends G, Bielecki R, Castle J, Drabek S, Haack A, 
Nedbal F, Nordmark A, Sterling R. Risk Budget 
management in progressing underground works, 
International Society for Trenchless Technology (ISTT) 
and International Tunnelling Association (ITA) Joint 
Working Group Report, Tunnelling and Underground 
Space Technology, 2004, No. 1, Vol. 19, pp. 29-33. 

[67] Jannadi OA. Risks associated with trenching works in 
Saudi Arabia, Building and Environment, 2008, Vol. 43, 
pp. 776-781 

[68] Reilly J, Parker H. Benefits and Life-Cycle Costs of 
Underground Projects, Proceedings of the World Tunnel 
Congress, Prague, 2007, pp. 679-684. 

[69] The International Tunnelling Insurance Group, A Code of 
Practice for Risk Management of Tunnel Works, 2006. 

[70] Ng MF, Rao Tummala VM, Yam RCM. A risk-based 
maintenance management model for toll road/tunnel 
operations, Construction Management and Economics, 
2003, Vol. 21, pp. 495-510. 

[71] Chungsik Y, Kim J. A web-based tunneling-induced 
buildingyutility damage assessment system: TURISK, 
Tunnelling and Underground Space Technology, 2003, 
Vol. 18, pp. 497-511. 

[72] Park KH, Soe MMM, Kim YJ. A tool for tunneling-
induced building damage risk assessment, Tunneling and 

Underground Space Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 463. 
[73] Kim H, Hwang E, Kim Z. The model tests for the 

damage assessment of brick structures in urban tunneling, 
Tunnelling and Underground Space Technology, 2006, 
Vol. 21, pp. 305. 

[74] Son M, Cording EJ. Tunneling, building response, and 
damage estimation, Tunnelling and Underground Space 
Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 326. 

[75] Martin Herrenknecht EH, Bappler K. Mastering risks 
during mechanized excavation in urban centers with 
highly complex ground conditions, Tunnelling and 
Underground Space Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 260. 

[76] Okazaki K, Ito Y, Agui K, Sakakibara M, Okumura M. 
Risk management for the new tunneling construction 
using other tunnel records and helicopter borne survey in 
accretionary complex, Tunnelling and Underground 
Space Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 244. 

[77] Chou HS, Yang CY, Hsieh BJ, Chang SS. A study of 
liquefaction related damages on shield tunnels, Tunneling 
and Underground Space Technology, 2001, Vol. 16, pp. 
185-193. 

[78] Lamont DR, Booth RT. Occupation as a risk factor in 
tunnelling decompression illness, Tunnelling and 
Underground Space Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 280. 

[79] Soons CJ, Bosch JW, Arends G, Van Gelder PHAJM. 
Framework of a quantitative risk analysis for the fire 
safety in metro systems, Tunneling and Underground 
Space Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 281. 

[80] Sanchez MA, Foyo A, Tomillo C, Iriarte E. Geological 
risk assessment of the area surrounding Altamira Cave: A 
proposed Natural Risk Index and Safety Factor for 
protection of prehistoric caves, Engineering Geology, 
2007, Vol. 94, pp. 180-200. 

[81] Shahriar K, Sharifzadeh M, Khademi Hamidi J. 
Geotechnical risk assessment based approach for rock 
TBM selection in difficult ground conditions, Tunnelling 
and Underground Space Technology, 2008, Vol. 23, pp. 
318-325. 

[82] Mahmood YA, Ahmadi A, Verma AK, Srividya A, 
Kumar U. Fuzzy fault tree analysis: a review of concept 
and application, International Journal of System 
Assurance Engineering and Management, 2013, No. 1, 
Vol. 4, pp. 19-32. 

[83] Vario JK. Fault tree analysis of phased mission system 
with repairable and non-repairable components, 
Reliability Engineering and System Safety, 2002, Vol. 
74, pp. 169-180. 

[84] MIL-HDBK-338B, Military Handbook - Electronic 
Reliability Design Handbook, 1998. 

[85] Abdelgawad M. Hybrid Decision Support System for 
Risk Criticality Assessment and Risk Analysis, A thesis 
submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies and 
Research in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the 
degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Construction 
Engineering and Management Department of Civil and 
Environmental Engineering, University of Alberta, 2011. 

[86] Hauptmanns U. Fault Tree Analysis for Process 
Industries, Engineering Risk and Hazard Assessment, 
CRC Press Inc, 1988, second ed, V1, pp. 21-59. 

[87] Khan FI, Abbasi SA. PROFAT: a user friendly system 
for probabilistic fault tree analysis, Process Safety 
Progress, 1999, No. 1, Vol. 18, pp. 42-49. 

[88] AIChE, New York, 2000. 
[89] Ferdous R, Khan F, Veitch B, Amyotte PR. Methodology 

for computer aided fuzzy fault tree analysis, Process 
Safety and Environmental Protection, 2009, Vol. 87, pp. 
217-226. 



408 International Journal of Civil Engineering Vol. 12, No. 4, Transaction A: Civil Engineering, December 2014 
 

[90] Vesely W. Fault Tree Handbook with Aerospace 
Application, NASA Headquarters Office of Safety and 
Mission Assurance, 2002. 

[91] Abdelgawad M, Robinson Fayek A, Martinez F. 
Quantitative assessment of horizental directional drilling 
project risk using fuzzy fault tree analysis, Construction 
Research Congress, 2010, pp. 1274-1283. 

[92] Verma AK, Srividya A, Gaonkar RSP. Fuzzy-Reliability 
Engineering: Concepts and Applications, Narosa 
Publishing House, New Delhi, India, Chapter 4, 2007, pp. 
88-127. 

[93] Saaty T. The analytic hierarchy process: Planning, 
priority setting, resource allocation, McGraw-Hill, 1980. 

[94] Ramanujam V, Saaty TL. Technological choice in the 
less developed countries: an analytic hierarchy approach, 
Technological Forcasting and Social Change, 1981, Vol. 
19, pp. 81-98. 

[95] Chakraborty S, Banik D. Design of a material handling 
equipment selection model using analytic hierarchy 
process, International Journal of Advanced Manufing 
Technology, 2006, Vol. 28: pp. 1237-1245. 

[96] Taheri A, Shamsi Farashah H. Forecasting Advance Rate 
of TBM used for drilling Dasht-e Zahab tunnel, 4th 
Iranian Conference on Engineering Geology & 
Environment, 2005. 

[97] Hemmati Shabani A, Sayyadi A, Gashtasebi K, Roodbari 
A. Study of the effect of uncertainty factors on the cost of 
tunnel construction projects using monte carlo 
simulation-case study of water conveyance tunnel of 
Dasht-e Zahab, 7th Iranian Conference on Tunnel, 2006. 

[98] Amiri Roodbari. Technical and Economical Evaluation of 
Drilling Methods of Water Conveyance Tunnel of Dasht-
e Zahab, Dissertation of Master’s Degree, Tarbiat 
Modares University, 2005. 

[99] Ehrbar H. Gotthard Base Tunnel Switzerland Experiences 
with Different Tunneling Methods, Seminario 
Internacional South American Tunnelling, 2008. 

[100] Dalalah D, AL-Oqla F, Hayajneh M. Application of the 
Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) in Multi-Criteria 
Analysis of the Selection of Cranes, Jordan Journal of 
Mechanical and Industrial Engineering, 2010, Vol. 4, pp. 
567-578. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[101] Cooper DF, Grey S, Raymond G, Walker P. Managing 
Risk in Large Projects and Complex Procurement, John 
Wiley & Sons Ltd, 2004. 

[102] Wang X, Ruan D, Kerre EE. Mathematics of Fuzziness-
Basic Issues, Series: Studies in Fuzziness and Soft 
Computing, 2009, Vol. 245, XII, pp. 131. 

[103] Farrokh E, Mortazavi A, Shamsi G. Evaluation of ground 
convergence and squeezing potential in the TBM driven 
Ghomroud tunnel project, Tunnelling and Underground 
Space Technology, 2006, Vol. 21, pp. 504-510. 

[104] Mirmehrabi H, Ghafoori M, Lashkaripour G, Tarigh 
Azali S, Hassanpour J. Hazards of mechanized tunnel 
excavation in H2S bearing ground in Aspar tunnel, Iran, 
Environmental Earth Sciences, 2012, Vol. 66, pp. 529-
535. 

[105] Sharifzadeh M, Torkamani Ghotb A, Khademi Hamidi J, 
Hemmati Shabani A. Influence of fault and crushed zones 
on TBM jamming in Ghomroud water transfer tunnel, 3rd 
Iranian rock mechanics conference, 2008, Tehran, Iran. 

[106] Ge YH, Li SC, Zhang QS, Lu W. Risk Analysis of Water 
Inrush into Karst Tunnel Using Fuzzy Comprehensive 
Evaluation Method, IEEE, 2009. 

[107] Thewes M, Burger W. Clogging of TBM drives in clay - 
identification and mitigation of risks, Underground Space 
Use: Analysis of the Past and Lessons for the Future - 
Erdem & Solak (eds), 2005, pp. 737-742. 

[108] Nilsen B, Dahl F, Holzhäuser J, Raleigh P. New test 
methodology for estimating the abrasiveness of soils for 
TBM tunneling, RETC PROCEEDINGS, 2007, pp. 104-
116. 

[109] Ramoni M, Anagnostou G. TBM drives in squeezing 
rock - Shield-rock interaction, Building underground for 
the future; AFTES International Congress Monaco, 
Montecarlo, Edition specifique Limonest, 2008, pp. 163-
172. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



A. Ardeshir, M. Amiri, Y. Ghasemi, M. Errington 409 
 

Appendix A 

 
Amirkabir University of Technology 

Civil and Environmental Engineering Department 
Construction Engineering and Management Group 

 
Dear expert, 
This questionnaire is developed to gather the required 

information needed to fulfill the master thesis entitled 
Risk Assessment for Tunnel Construction using Fuzzy 
Approach. 

In this research we aim to evaluate risks of Dasht-e 

Zahab water conveyance tunnel. Following your accurate 
answers to these questions, we will benefit greatly from 
the experience of experts in the field.  

To do so, 18 risks are identified as the major risks in 
mechanized tunnel construction projects using TBM.  

Best Regards, 
Research Team 
 

 

 
Please determine the occurrence probability of basic events of risk #1 (as a sample of 18 main risks). 
 

M
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k Risk Occurrence Probability 

 
 
Factors Causing Main Risk (Basic Event) V
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What is the probability that undesirable compressive and tensile strength 
causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that variable geological condition along the 
course of tunnel causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that existence of groundwater causes low 
advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that existence of cracks (such as faults) along the 
course of tunnel causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     
What is the probability that undesirable features and properties of soil 
and rock cause low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that shortage of workers causes low advance rate 
of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that limitations imposed by local regulations 
causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that working hour limitations cause low advance 
rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that working hour limitations cause low advance 
rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that complicated final section formation causes 
low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that long diameter of tunnel causes low advance 
rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that shortage of skilled labor in the field of 
management causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that poor TBM management causes low advance 
rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that insufficient support of administrative agents 
causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

Projects you have 
worked on since now: Position:  Name: 

   

Organization: Academic 
Degree: 

Service 
record: 
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What is the probability that inability to supply required thrust causes low 
advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that insufficient power of the machine causes low 
advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that low operating torque causes low advance 
rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that improper diameter of disc causes low 
advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that improper weight of the machine causes low 
advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

What is the probability that low machine velocity while installing the 
support system causes low advance rate of TBM risk? 

     

 
The following table presents the definition of linguistic terms for each criterion (time, cost, quality and safety) and it is 

designed to help respected respondents to complete the following pages of this questionnaire. 
 

Definition Linguistic Terms Criteria 

Inconsiderable delay Very Low 

T
im

e 

Delay is less than 5% of contract duration Low 

Delay is between 5% and 10% of contract duration Medium 

Delay is between 10% and 20% of contract duration High 

Delay is more than 20% of contract duration Very High 

Inconsiderable cost overrun Very Low 

C
os

t 

Cost overrun is less than 5% of contract duration Low 

Cost overrun is between 5% and 10% of contract duration Medium 

Cost overrun is between 10% and 20% of contract duration High 

Cost overrun is more than 20% of contract duration Very High 

Intangible quality reduction Very Low 
Q

ua
lit

y Low quality reduction Low 

Quality needs owner’s approval Medium 

Quality is unacceptable to owner High 

Product is unusable Very High 

Intangible safety reduction Very Low 

Sa
fe

ty
 Low safety reduction Low 

Safety needs owner’s approval Medium 

Safety is unacceptable to owner High 

Poor and unacceptable safety Very High 

 
Please determine the severity of each main risk on the 

time criterion in the following table.  
For example, to what extend does existence of faults in 

the course of tunnel affect the completion time of the 
project? 

Please determine the severity of each main risk on the 
cost criterion in the following table. 

For example, to what extend does risk of low advance 
rate of TBM affect the project cost? 

Please determine the severity of each main risk on the 
quality criterion in the following table.  

For example, to what extend does instability of 
tunnel’s wall and or distortion of segment ring affect 
quality of the project? 

Please determine the severity of each main risk on the 
safety criterion in the following table.  

For example, to what extend does leakage of poisonous 
and dangerous gases affect safety of the project? 
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ID Main Risks 

Severity of the risk on each 
criterion 

V
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1 Risk of low advance rate of TBM      

2 Risk of clogging and blockage of cutter head and disc cutter of machine      

3 Risk of damage and abrasion of cutter head      

4 Risk of existence of faults in the course of tunnel      

5 Risk of contact with squeezing rocks      

6 Risk of  contact with abrasive mineral in the course of drilling      

7 Risk of  meeting the hydrated layers and or drilling underground water table      

8 Risk of TBM’s shield jammed      

9 Risk of instability of tunnel’s wall and or distortion of segment ring      

10 Risk of blockage of TBM due to instability of advancing face      

11 Risk of engagement of cutter head      

12 Risk of inrush of great volume of water into the tunnel      

13 Risk of occurrence of mechanical problems in TBM      

14 Risk of poisonous and dangerous gases      

15 Risk of extra abrasion of cutting tools      

16 Risk of incapability of segments to resist the input water      

17 Risk of drilling  in incorrect path      
18 Risk of delay in mobilization and supporting TBM      

 
To calculate the weight of each criterion, please answer the following questions. Use numerical values as defined in the 

following table.  
 

Numerical value Definition 

1 Equal importance of i and j 

3 Moderate importance of i over j 

5 Strong importance of i over j 

7 Very strong importance of i over j 

9 Extreme importance of i over j 

2,4,6,8 Intermediate values 
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Please answer the following questions carefully: 
 

 Priority of safety over project cost 

 Priority of safety over completion time of project 

 Priority of safety over quality of project 

 Priority of project cost over completion time of project 

 Priority of project cost over quality of project 

 Priority of completion time over quality of project 

 
Finally, we ask you to notify us of any other risks you may have encountered in similar tunnel construction projects, or you 

predict might happen in the Dasht-e Zahab project: 
 

 


