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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Grass cover erosion by overtopping waves is one of the main failure mechanisms of grass-covered flood
Hydraulic forces defences. Observations have shown that grass cover erosion often starts at transitions such as changes in
Ope‘_‘FOAM cover type and geometric changes. However, it is unclear how the effect of transitions on the overtopping
Erosion load can be included in existing erosion models. In this study, the increase in load as the result of transitions
;Z[Zimem in cover type and height are quantified using a numerical model in OpenFOAM®. The hydraulic load by
Transition overtopping waves is simulated for various transitions in cover type on the crest and a landward berm as well

as height transitions on the crest and the slope. The model results show that transitions in cover type have
a limited effect on the hydraulic load contrary to height transitions that lead to more than doubling of the
hydraulic load. Formulations for the maximum shear stress and the maximum normal stress as result of height
transitions are determined based on a fit through the model results. These formulations can be used to include
the effects of height transitions in existing calculation methods for the erosion by overtopping waves and the
safety assessment of flood defences.

1. Introduction toe. This is especially the case for grass-covered flood defences where

transitions are located at roads, paths, and damages to the grass cover.

Flood defences protect coastal communities and low-lying areas
against flooding from rivers and seas. During storm events, waves
can overtop these flood defences leading to water volumes flowing
over the crest and down along the landward slope. These overtop-
ping waves exert a hydraulic load on the grass cover that can lead
to erosion of the cover. Therefore, only a limited amount of wave
overtopping is allowed (EurOtop Manual, 2018). Existing flood de-
fences need to be reinforced due to higher design water levels as the
result of sea level rise (Toimil et al., 2020) and increasing river dis-

For example, a road or path consisting of other material than the
dike cover is identified as a transition in cover type. Additionally, a
transition in height occurs in case the cover types are not smoothly
connected. Experiments (Steendam et al., 2014; Hoffmans et al., 2018;
Van Hoven et al., 2013; Van Steeg et al., 2015), numerical simula-
tions (Bomers et al., 2018) and field observations (Simm et al., 2017,
2021) have shown that erosion by overtopping waves often starts at
transitions. Overtopping waves on the crest and the landward slope

charges (Bloschl et al., 2019), and due to new insights into the failure
process (Slomp et al., 2016). One way to finance these reinforcements
is by incorporating additional functions into the flood defence to create
a multi-functional flood defence (Voorendt, 2017). Here, the water-
retaining function of the flood defence is combined with functions such
as recreation, transportation, housing, agriculture, and nature, that can
help both to co-fund the reinforcement and to improve the quality
of the landscape (Van Loon-Steensma and Vellinga, 2014; Marijnissen
et al.,, 2019). These multi-functional flood defences increase in the
number of transitions on the flood defence.

Transitions are defined as any change in material and geometry
of the flood defences, such as slope changes at the crest line and
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exert a high hydraulic load on the cover that starts to erode when
the load exceeds the strength of the cover. Transitions increase the
hydraulic load and possibly reduce the cover strength which both result
in more erosion (Hoffmans et al., 2018). Additionally, transitions affect
the hydraulic processes of the overtopping flow such as the deceleration
of the wave due to an increase in bottom friction for rough cover types.
Moreover, geometric transitions can lead to flow separation from the
dike cover resulting in high hydraulic loads at the location of reattach-
ment (Ponsioen et al., 2019; Van Bergeijk et al., 2022). It is crucial to
include the effects of transitions in the existing calculations methods for
the design and the safety assessment because the cover mainly fails at
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transitions. Therefore, transitions are the critical elements with regards
to the safety assessment (Van Steeg et al., 2015; Simm et al., 2021).

The hydraulic load by overtopping waves can be described using
different hydraulic variables such as the flow velocity, the pressure,
the shear stress and the normal stress. There are two models for grass
cover erosion by overtopping waves that can include the effect of tran-
sitions: the empirical Cumulative Overload Method (COM) (Van Der
Meer et al., 2010) and the analytical Grass-Erosion Model (GEM) (Van
Bergeijk et al., 2021a). The COM is used in the safety assessment for
wave overtopping in the Netherlands and approximates the amount of
erosion using a damage number. The load is calculated using the flow
velocity on the crest and three influence factors for transitions: an accel-
eration factor for the acceleration along the slope, a load factor a,, for
the increase in load at transitions and a strength factor for the reduction
in cover strength at transitions (Van Hoven et al., 2013). Theoretical
formulas were derived to calculate the load factor, but these theoretical
formulas result in a wide range of possible values (Van Hoven et al.,
2013). The GEM calculates the erosion depth along the profile and
the load is determined by the flow velocity in combination with a
turbulence parameter w. The effects of transitions can be included by
locally increasing the turbulence parameter and reducing the cover
strength in the model (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021a, 2019a). Additionally,
the flow velocity in the GEM is calculated along the profile including
the effects of slope changes and cover type (Van Bergeijk et al., 2019b).
The main challenge is that the values of the load factor in the COM and
the turbulence parameter in the GEM are either unknown or uncertain
for transitions. Therefore, it remains unclear how to accurately account
for transitions in existing calculation methods for the design and the
assessment of flood defences for overtopping.

Wave overtopping field tests on grass-covered dikes have been
performed using the wave overtopping simulator (Van Der Meer et al.,
2007) in the Netherlands that were used to calibrate the load factor for
transitions (Van Hoven et al., 2013; Steendam et al., 2014; Hoffmans
et al., 2018). However, several problems arose out of these experiments
on transitions. Firstly, experiments on similar transitions showed dif-
ferent results, and secondly, the transitions often failed as the result
of secondary effects such as construction and maintenance issues (Van
Steeg et al., 2015; Simm et al., 2017). Thirdly, transitions in the field
are often a combination of both transitions in cover type and geometry,
which makes it difficult to study the hydraulic processes separately.
For example, flow separation from the asphalt path and reattachment
to the grass cover was observed during an experiment with a biking
path but it is unknown if the flow separation is the result of the
height difference or the roughness difference between the grass cover
and the asphalt cover (Van Hoven and Klerk, 2021). These problems
lead to a large range of load factors for similar transitions that were
calibrated using the observed erosion depths during the overtopping
experiments (Peeters et al., 2012; Van Hoven et al., 2013; Van Hoven
and Boers, 2019; Van Der Meer et al., 2015). Therefore, it remains a
challenge to identify the important hydraulic processes, generalise the
results and derive a representative load factor for transitions based on
field tests and observations.

Another approach to study the wave overtopping load is the use of
Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) models (Bomers et al., 2018; Van
Bergeijk et al., 2020; Suzuki et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2021b; Barendse
et al.,, 2022). For example, CFD models are used to simulate the
overtopping flow over roughness elements on the waterside slope (Chen
et al., 2021b; Jacobsen et al., 2017; Altomare et al., 2014; Jensen et al.,
2014), the impact forces on a flood defence with a vertical wall on the
crest (Jacobsen et al., 2018; De Finis et al., 2020; Molines et al., 2020)
and on a person standing on the crest (Suzuki et al., 2020; Chen et al.,
2021c). CFD models can provide insights into the hydraulic processes
at transitions and can be used to study the effects of transitions in
cover type and geometry separately. A case study of a wave overtopping
field test has previously been performed using a CFD model (Bomers
et al., 2018) with a road on top of a grass-covered dike. This study
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mainly focused on the increase in cover erosion due to transitions and
not specifically on the load. Thus, the model output was limited to
the flow velocity and the flow separation process was not simulated.
Although the study showed that the transitions in geometry and cover
type increase the erosion, the results are specific for the simulated
experiment and are therefore not directly applicable to include transi-
tions in calculation methods for the design and the assessment of flood
defences.

The goal of this study is to quantify the effects of transitions
in cover type and in height on the overtopping load and determine
the important hydraulic processes at these transitions. A numerical
CFD model (Van Bergeijk et al., 2022, 2020) is used to calculate the
hydraulic load on the cover along the crest and the landward slope
expressed in the flow velocity, the pressure, the shear stress and the
normal stress. The effects of transitions in cover type and height are
studied separately as well as a combination of transitions in height
and cover type. Firstly, the hydraulic processes at the transitions are
studied such as the acceleration and the deceleration of the overtopping
wave due to transitions in cover type or the flow separation at height
transitions. These processes affect the spatial variation of the hydraulic
variables and can thereby change the location of maximum load where
most erosion is expected. Understanding the hydraulic processes at
transitions and how they affect the spatial variation in the hydraulic
load is important to predict the location of maximum hydraulic load
and cover failure. Secondly, an engineering approach is followed to
quantify the increase in load at transitions in terms of the flow velocity,
the shear stress, the normal stress and the pressure. Relations for the
shear stress and the normal stress at height transitions on the crest
and the slope are developed using the numerical model output. These
relations are a first step to describe the load at height transitions in
existing calculation methods for wave overtopping erosion, such as the
COM and the GEM, so that the effect of transitions can be included in
the safety assessment for wave overtopping.

This paper is organised as follows: Section 2 describes observations
of the load at transitions. Furthermore, the set-up of the numerical
model and the modelled transitions are described followed by a method
for the quantification of the load at transitions. Section 3 shows the
model results and the practical implications of the effects of transitions
on the hydraulic load are described in Section 4. Section 5 contains the
discussion and the conclusions are drawn in Section 6.

2. Method

Transitions in cover type and height are simulated in a numerical
model to determine the hydraulic load along the crest and the landward
slope. Firstly, this section describes how transitions in cover type and
geometry affect the hydraulic load based on observations during pre-
vious field experiments and in model simulations. Next, the numerical
model set-up and the modelled transitions are described. The hydraulic
processes at transitions are investigated by determining changes in the
cross-dike variation of the hydraulic load. The load at the transitions
is quantified using the numerical model output and compared to the
results of analytical models. Finally, relations for the shear stress and
the normal stress due to height transitions are derived and compared
to descriptions of the load in existing calculation methods.

2.1. Observations at transitions

This study focuses on transitions that are uniform in the along-
dike direction (Fig. 1a). Every flood defence includes transitions in
geometry as the slope changes from the crest to the slope (I), and at
the toes of the structure (II, III). The lower waterside slope of coastal
dikes is often covered in a hard revetment to protect the cover and
the core against the wave forces, while the upper waterside slope, the
crest and the landward slope are covered in grass. This results in a
transition in cover type (III), similar to roads that are often located on



V.M.v. Bergeijk et al.

Applied Ocean Research 125 (2022) 103220

Fig. 1. (a) A photo indicating transitions in cover type (II, III, IV), height (IV) and slope (I, II, III) on a grass-covered flood defence with roads on the crest and at the landward
toe located at the Wadden Sea in the Netherlands. (b) Photo of a damage resulting in a small cliff (Bakker et al., 2008). (c) Dike cover erosion on the landward slope during

wave overtopping field tests in the Netherlands.
Source: Photo by Juan Pablo Aguilar Lopez.

the crest, or on a berm on the slope (II, IV). At these transitions in cover
type, transitions in height (IV) can occur when the cover types are not
smoothly connected on an equal height level.

Transitions in geometry and cover type affect the hydraulic load of
overtopping waves, and thereby the resulting cover erosion and cover
failure (Morris et al., 2014; Steendam et al., 2014; Warmink et al.,
2020). The load on the cover increases at the transition from a smooth
to a rough bed where the roughness differences at the transitions in
cover type can create additional turbulence (Van Hoven et al., 2013;
Nezu and Nakagawa, 1993). For example, asphalt is smoother than
grass so when the flow is directed from the road to the grass cover,
the load increases and more erosion is expected (Bomers et al., 2018).
Roughness transitions also affect the duration of the overtopping wave
and thereby the amount of erosion (Bomers et al., 2018; Van Bergeijk
et al., 2020), where a longer duration results in more erosion (Dean
et al., 2010; Hoffmans, 2012).

At geometric transitions, the load increases as the result of jet
impact (Hoffmans, 2012; Jorissen and Vrijling, 1989). At the toe, where
the slope transits to a horizontal plane, the flow in the downward
direction results in an impact area where energy is dissipated and a
scour hole can form (Steendam et al., 2014). For steep slopes, the
overtopping flow separates at the crest line and reattaches on the upper
slope resulting in high impact forces (Van Damme et al., 2016; Ponsioen
et al.,, 2019; Van Bergeijk et al., 2022). A similar process of flow
separation and impact occurs at height transitions with a vertical drop
such as cover damages and erosion holes (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021a)
(Fig. 1b,c). A vertical rise in the profile results in impact against the
height transition and the flow sweeps up into the air, similar to the
wave overtopping process on a flood defence with a vertical wall on the
crest (Jacobsen et al., 2018; De Finis et al., 2020; Molines et al., 2020).
The wall experiences high normal forces and pressures, that could lead
to structural failure or erosion. On the other hand, water collects in
front of the wall that can lead to energy dissipation and damping of
the wave forces (Hoffmans and Verheij, 2011; Bakker et al., 2013), and
thereby reducing the load on the cover.

2.2. Numerical model setup

A numerical CFD model is used to calculate the hydraulic load
by overtopping waves on the cover. The model simulates the 2D-
vertical flow of one overtopping wave over the crest and the landward
slope of grass-covered flood defences. The model is built in the open-
source software OpenFOAM® version v2012 that solves the two-phase
Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes equations using the finite volume
method. The model set-up of Van Bergeijk et al. (2022) is used in this
study since this numerical model is the only model that proved able to
simulate the flow separation and impact at geometric transitions. The
model developed by Van Bergeijk et al. (2022) has previously been used
to study the hydraulic processes and the load at slope changes. The
model domain is adapted in this study for transitions in cover type and
in height.

The model domain of the reference case without transitions has a
crest height of 8 m, a crest width of 7 m, a slope steepness of 1:2.7
and a slope length of 18 m (Fig. 2a). The model domain continues 2 m
behind the landward toe and both water and air can flow freely out of
the domain. Height transitions are considered by adapting the model
grid (Figs. 2b and 2c) as described in Section 2.3. The grid size is set
to 1 cm x 1 cm (cross-dike Ax x vertical Az) which is sufficiently small
to accurately simulate the flow separation and impact process at height
transitions (Van Bergeijk et al., 2022).

The model domain starts on the crest where the boundary condi-
tions are generated using the overtopping volume ¥ [m3/m] to obtain
the flow velocity uy(r) [m/s] and layer thickness hy(r) [m] as function
of time (Van Der Meer et al., 2010; Hughes and Shaw, 2011)

u=45v03 (1-L) and hyn=0133v°5(1-L). (@
Ty Ty

with the time ¢ and overtopping duration T, (Van Der Meer et al.,

2010).

Ty = 4.4V03 2

The overtopping volumes simulated in this study vary between 0.6
m3/m and 4.0 m3/m. The smallest overtopping volume of 0.6 m3/m
is used in the simulations of transitions in cover type since changes in
the bed roughness have a relative large effect on smaller volumes due to
the small layer thickness. Previous studies (Ponsioen et al., 2019; Van
Bergeijk et al., 2022) have indicated that flow separation at geometric
transitions occurs for larger overtopping volumes and therefore the
overtopping volume is increased up to 4.0 m3/m for the simulations
with height transitions. For the majority of the simulations, a volume
of 2.0 m3/m was used. This is the maximum overtopping volume that is
expected for a significant wave height H; of 1 m while this is a relative
small overtopping volume for H; = 3 m (EurOtop Manual, 2018).

The turbulence is solved using a k — @ SST turbulence mode, where
SST stands for shear stress transport and the symbols correspond to the
turbulent kinetic energy k [J/kg] and the specific rate of dissipation w
[1/s]. A wall function was used to include the effects of cover roughness
in the turbulence model (OpenCFD Ltd, 2019). The roughness wall
function for the kinematic viscosity v requires a roughness constant C,
[-] and a Nikuradse roughness height K, [m]. The roughness constant
C, describes the shape and the spacing of the roughness elements and
is set to the default value of 0.5 (Nikuradse, 1950). The Nikuradse
roughness height K describes the height of the roughness elements and
is set to 8 mm for the grass cover based on calibration by Van Bergeijk
et al. (2020). Transitions in cover types are represented by variations
in roughness height K (Section 2.3).

The model calculates the flow velocity u(x,f) [m/s], the pressure
p(x,1) [kPal, the shear stress z(x,7) [kN/m?] parallel to the profile
and the normal stress 7,(x, 1) [kN/m?] perpendicular to the profile as
function of cross-dike location x and time t. The flow velocity, the
shear stress, the normal stress and the pressure are multiplied by the
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Fig. 2. (a) Schematisation of the model domain for the reference case. The model domain starts on the crest where the overtopping volume V is translated to the flow velocity
uy and layer thickness h, that are used as boundary conditions in the model. (b) A close up of the grid at the height transitions on the crest. (b) A close up of the grid at the
height transition on the slope representative for an erosion hole where the red line indicates the original profile.

water fraction, which is 0 for air, 1 for water and between 0 and 1 for
air-water mixtures. The flow velocity is determined with a spacing of
0.5 m along the profile, while the other output variables are determined
with a spacing of 1 cm for every boundary cell along the profile. The
output is saved with 100 Hz which is necessary to accurately capture
the impact forces at height transitions (Van Bergeijk et al., 2022).

2.3. Modelled transitions

For this study, we focus on longitudinal transitions that are uniform
in the along dike direction (Fig. 1). Transitions in cover type and
transitions in height are simulated using the numerical model. The
locations of the modelled transitions along the profile are summarised
in Fig. 3 and an overview of the model runs is provided in Table 2 and
Appendix A.

Transitions in cover type are simulated by adapting the Nikuradse
roughness height. The roughness of the cover can be expressed using
the friction factor f [-], the Manning’s coefficient n [s/m!/3] or the
Nikuradse roughness height K that are related as

2 gn? KS1 =

f = = 3o ®
with the gravitational acceleration g and the layer thickness A. Van
Bergeijk et al. (2020) calibrated a roughness height K, of 8 mm for
grass, while the friction coefficient f was calibrated to 0.01 by SBW

(2012). These values coincide for a layer thickness of 20 cm (Table 1).

Table 1
Comparison of the Nikuradse roughness height K, the Manning’s coefficient n and
the friction factor f for the 5 simulated cover types using a layer thickness of 20 cm
(Eq. (3)).

K, [mm] 1 4.7 8 10 16
n [-] 0.0124 0.0160 0.0175 0.0181 0.0196
f - 0.005 0.009 0.010 0.011 0.013

Transitions in cover type are modelled on the crest and the berm of
a grass-covered flood defence (Fig. 3). The transition is representative
of a road that is located on the crest or the berm with a width of 3 m,
similar to the dimensions of a road that was tested during a wave over-
topping field test (Bakker et al., 2013). Four cover types are simulated
with a roughness height of 1 mm, 4.7 mm, 10 mm and 16 mm. These
values are representative for common cover types: cement (K, = 1 mm),
asphalt (K, = 4.7 mm) and (smooth) earth (K; = 10-16 mm) (Chow,
1959). In total, 15 model runs are performed to study transitions in
cover type including the completely grass-covered reference case and
the completely grass-covered berm case (Tables 2 and A.5).

The grid of the numerical model is adapted to simulate transitions in
height. Two types of height transitions are simulated: height transitions
on the crest and height transitions on the slope (Fig. 3, Table 2). A road
on the crest is often located lower or higher compared to the grass
cover, which is simulated by the height transitions on the crest. The
height transitions on the slope are representative for erosion holes or
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Fig. 3. The profiles of the reference case without transitions (green) and the berm case without transitions in cover type (green dashed) together with the locations of the
transitions in cover type on the crest and the berm and the transitions in height on the crest and the slope.

Table 2
Overview of the modelled transitions. A full overview of the model simulations is
provided in Appendix A.

Transition Location Variation Runs
Cover Crest K, =1,47,8,10,16 mm 10
Berm K,=1,47,8,10,16 mm 5
Height Crest d =-25,-10,-5,5,10,25 cm 10
Slope d = 20,40,60,80,100 cm 30
Cover + Height Crest K, =47,16 mm, d = -10,10 cm 4

Fig. 4. Flow separation of a wave with flow velocity U at an erosion hole with height
d, length b and slope angle ¢ that reattaches to the cover at the impact location s,.

other type of damages resulting in a vertical cliff (Figs. 1c, 1d and 4).
Fig. 2 shows a close up of the grid at the height transitions. The height
transitions on the crest are created in the background mesh using the
blockMesh utility (Fig. 2b). The grid for the height transitions on the
slope required more modifications because the grid cells on the slope
are lined up parallel to the slope. The erosion holes on the slope are
cut out of the background mesh (red line) using the snappyHexMesh
utility (OpenCFD Ltd, 2019) and 5 parallel layers to the profile were
added to ensure that the hydraulic load on the cover is simulated
properly (Fig. 2c). Although this method creates a small disturbance in
the mesh further from the surface, the simulations of the load are more
accurate compared to a case without parallel layers. In that case, the
grid cells on the surface become irregularly shaped which significantly
affects the simulated load (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021b).

Height transitions on the slope are modelled on the upper slope
(x = 10 m) and the middle slope (x = 17 m) (Fig. 3) with a height
d [m] varying between 0.2 m and 1.0 m (Fig. 4) and 5 overtopping
volumes (V = 1-4 m3/m) resulting in 30 runs (Table 2). These height
transitions on the slope are representative for damages to the cover.
Initial damages to the grass cover have a depth of around 20 cm as
the result of roll-up or bulging, where the grass mat is cut and pushed
up gradually (Hewlett et al., 1987). The cover material often has a
thickness of around 1 m and therefore transitions with a height of
0.2-1.0 m are simulated.

The height transitions on the crest result in both vertical rises
and vertical drops. These transitions are representative for the height
differences between the asphalt and grass cover at a road, which is
typically around 5-10 cm (Van Hoven et al., 2013). A more extreme

height difference of 25 cm is also simulated resulting in 10 model
simulations for height transitions on the crest.

Additionally, the combination of transitions and cover type are
calculated for the crest (Table 2). Combinations of transitions with
heights of 10 cm and -10 cm and cover types with K, = 4.7 mm and
K, = 16 mm are simulated to investigate the effect of both transitions
simultaneously and to determine the relative effect of both transitions.

2.4. Hydraulic processes

The effect of transitions on the cross-dike variation in the load
along the crest and the landward slope is investigated to determine
how transitions affect the location of the maximum load. The hydraulic
load resulting in cover erosion can be separated into two loading
mechanisms: shear loading and normal loading. Shear loading is the
result of high flow velocities and turbulence and is expressed in the
flow velocity and shear stress. Normal loading is the result of high
impact forces due to flow separation and can be expressed in the normal
stress and the pressure. Transitions in cover type lead to acceleration
or deceleration of the overtopping wave and can thereby change the
location of maximum flow velocity and thus shear loading. Previous
studies have indicated that geometric transitions can influence both
shear loading and normal loading (Steendam et al., 2014; Ponsioen
et al., 2019; Van Bergeijk et al., 2022). For example, the slope change
at the landward toe affects shear loading by increasing the flow velocity
and turbulence leading to a maximum shear load around 0.5-1 m land-
ward of the toe (Van Bergeijk et al., 2022; Steendam et al., 2014). The
slope change at the landward crest line can result in flow separation
for steep slopes in combination with larger overtopping volumes that
leads to high normal loads on the upper slope (Van Bergeijk et al., 2022;
Ponsioen et al., 2019). In this study, the acceleration and deceleration
as the result of transitions in cover type is investigated by studying the
flow velocity. Additionally, the variation of the shear stress along the
profile is investigated to determine how transitions in cover type affect
shear loading.

Since height transitions can affect both shear and normal loading,
the variation in the four hydraulic variables along the dike is inves-
tigated: the maximum flow velocity U(x), the maximum shear stress
T,(x), the maximum normal stress 7,(x) and the maximum pressure
P(x) with respect to time. The location of maximum load is determined
for all four variables and the flow of the overtopping wave over the
height transitions is observed to see if flow separation and impact
occurs.

2.5. Quantifying the load at transitions

Next, the maximum hydraulic load at the transitions is quantified
using the four hydraulic variables U(x), T,(x), T,(x) and P(x). The
effect of transitions on the hydraulic load is investigated by comparing
the modelled load of the reference case without transitions to the
model runs with transitions (Fig. 3). The effect of transitions on these
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hydraulic variables ¢ (( = U,T,,T,, P) is expressed as a percentage
compared to the reference case without a transition ¢, .

A= max({(b)) — max({.. s (b)) . 100% @

max (. s (b))

The maximum load as the result of a transition is often located down-
stream of the transition and not at the transitions itself as shown for
the landward crest line and landward toe by Van Bergeijk et al. (2022).
Therefore, the maximum load over a distance b is used to quantify the
effect of the transition. This distance b is either the crest width (x = 0-7
m), berm width (x = 10-17 m) or the cross-dike length of the hole for
transitions on the slope (Fig. 4).

2.5.1. Comparison to analytical models

It is important to be able to predict the maximum hydraulic load
as the result of a transition, for example to calculate the amount of
cover erosion. Numerical CFD models are computationally expensive
and therefore less suitable to calculate the amount of erosion during a
storm event. Therefore, analytical and empirical models are preferred
to predict the hydraulic loads of overtopping waves. An analytical
model for the flow velocity along a dike profile for various cover types
and landward geometries was developed by Van Bergeijk et al. (2019b)
Appendix B.1. The flow velocities of the numerical model are compared
to the analytical model of Van Bergeijk et al. (2019b) to determine if
this analytical model can be used to predict the effect of transitions on
the hydraulic load.

Van Bergeijk et al. (2019b) derived analytical formulas from the 1D
shallow water equations including the deceleration of the overtopping
wave due to bottom friction and the acceleration of the wave along the
slope due to gravitational acceleration. These formulas for horizontal
parts (crest, berm) and for slopes are coupled in an analytical model
that can account for the effects of transitions in cover type and slope
changes on the flow velocity using the friction factor f and the slope
angle ¢. The analytical model is used to calculate the maximum flow
velocity U,(x) along the crest, the slopes and the berm for the transi-
tions in cover type using the friction factors in Table 1. Comparison
between the flow velocity calculated with numerical model and the
analytical model can indicate if the current version of the analytical
model is able to describe the effect of transitions in cover type on
the flow velocity, or an additional multiplication factor is necessary to
account for effects that are not captured in this analytical model.

The accuracy of the analytical model is determined using the Nash—
Sutcliffe efficiency factor NSE (Nash and Sutcliffe, 1970), which is
calculated as

TG =)
P (PRI ENE

with the number of runs N, the value during run i of the analytical
model ¢} or the numerical model {; ; and the average of all model

NSE=1- ()

runs 5 A perfect fit between the model results and the formulation
results in a NSE of 1 and a NSE of 0 indicates that the formulation is
as accurate as the mean of the model results.

The NSE of the analytical model for the flow velocity is calculated
using the flow velocity ¢ = U at the transitions in cover type at x = 2
m and x = 5 m on the crest for ¥ = 0.6 m®/m and ¥ = 2.0 m3/m. For
the berm, the flow velocity at the transition in cover type at x = 12
m and x = 15 m for ¥ = 2.0 m3/m is used. The model results are
compared for the 5 roughness heights (Table 2) resulting in 15 model
runs to calculate the NSE.

Additionally, an analytical impact model was developed by Van
Bergeijk et al. (2021b) to calculate the impact location s, [m] as the
result of a height transition with a vertical drop Appendix B.2. The
impact location is calculated using the basic formulas for the trajectory
of a projectile, the flow velocity before wave separation, the height of
the transition and the slope angle ¢ (Fig. 4). The impact location is
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calculated for the height transitions using the analytical impact model
sy.4- The performance of the analytical impact model is determined
using the NSE for the impact location, where the impact location in
the OpenFOAM® model sy.or is defined as the location of the maximum
normal stress on the crest or the length of the hole b. For the transitions
on the slope, the slope angle ¢ was used to calculate the impact
location. An angle of 10° was used for the height transitions on the
crest based on the observed angle of the flow at the location of flow
separation in the numerical model. The simulations with transitions
in height on the crest, the slope and the combination with transitions
in cover type are used to calculate the NSE with a total of 44 runs
(Table 2).

2.5.2. Relations for the shear stress and the normal stress

Currently, the COM and the GEM are the only models for wave
overtopping that account for transitions in the description for the load.
In both models, the increase in load at transitions is incorporated using
a multiplication factor for the flow velocity Appendix B. The COM uses
the load factor «,, varying between 1 and 2 to describe the increase
in load at transitions. The GEM includes a turbulence parameter w to
account for the effect of turbulence on the erosion that can be used
to describe the additional load on the cover due to transitions (Van
Bergeijk et al., 2021a). The load factor «,, is unknown for height
transitions and the turbulence parameter « for a height transition is
limited to a height of 20 cm (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021a).

Therefore, relations for the shear stress and the normal stress at
height transitions are derived using the numerical model that can be
used as a first step to calculate the load in erosion models. Since both
the GEM and the COM use a multiplication factor for the flow velocity
to describe the load at transitions, a relation for the stress as function
of the flow velocity is desired. The relations for the maximum shear
stress and the maximum normal stress as the result of height transitions
are derived using a regression analysis. Next to the flow velocity, the
load is expected to depend on the height of the transition d as jet
impact simulations on grass covers have shown that the load increases
with the height (Stanczak, 2008; Scheres and Schiittrumpf, 2020). The
regression analysis is performed separately for the transitions on the
slope and the transitions on the crest resulting in two formulas for the
shear stress and two formulas for the normal stress. Different relations
for the stresses are expected since the transitions on the slope only
result in a vertical drop while the transitions on the crest include both
a vertical drop and a vertical rise.

The dependency of the stress on the flow velocity is firstly deter-
mined during the regression analysis where it is expected that the stress
increases with increasing flow velocity. Next, the relation between the
height of the transition and the stress is determined in the regression
analysis. These relations are based on the best fit through the model
results and the accuracy of the relations is scored using the NSE
described in Eq. (5) with gj;,,. the value of the fit.

Finally, the relations are translated to the load factor a,, and the
turbulence parameter @ to show how these relations can be used in
existing calculation methods in Section 4. Additionally, the load factor
and the turbulence parameter calculated using the numerical model
results are compared to the theoretical and the calibrated values in
Table B.6.

3. Model results
3.1. Transitions in cover type

3.1.1. Hydraulic processes

The maximum flow velocity increases at the transition from a rough
to a smoother cover, for example grass (green) to K, = 1 mm (blue-
dashed) at x = 2 m, and decreases from a smooth to rougher cover,
for example grass (green) to K, = 16 mm (purple circles) at x = 2
m (Fig. 5). The change in flow velocity is larger for K, = 1 mm
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Fig. 5. The maximum flow velocity along the profile for transitions in cover type on the crest between grass (green, K, = 8 mm) and another cover type with a Nikuradse
roughness height K, (grey) for: (a) the numerical model and V = 6.0 m®/m, (b) the numerical model and ¥ = 2.0 m3/m, (c) the analytical model and V = 2.0 m®/m,.
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Fig. 6. (a) The increase in load for transitions in cover type on the crest with a roughness height K, compared to the reference case without transitions and a grass cover
(K, =8 mm) for ¥ =2.0 m3/m. (b) The increase in load for transitions in cover type on the berm with a roughness height K, compared to the reference case without transitions
and a grass cover (K, =8 mm) for ¥ = 2.0 m3/m. (c) Comparison between the modelled flow velocities in the analytical model U, and the numerical model U with an NSE of

0.89.

compared to K; = 16 mm, which could be the result of the non-linear
relationship between the Nikuradse roughness height K, the Mannings
coefficient n and the friction factor f (Table 1) where the roughness
difference between 16 mm and 8 mm is smaller compared to 1 mm
and 8 mm for the Mannings coefficient and the friction factor. The
effect of the transition on flow velocity depends on the overtopping
volume. For small overtopping volumes, the layer thickness is small
so the roughness of the revetment has relatively more effect compared
to larger layer thicknesses for larger overtopping volumes. This results
in difference of around 0.75 m/s between the different cover types
at x = 5m for ¥ = 0.6 m3/m (Fig. 5a) compared to 0.25 m/s for
V = 2.0 m3/m (Fig. 5b). The maximum difference of 0.75 m/s is the
same order of magnitude as the measurement error of flow velocities
(around 0.5 m/s) during field experiments (Van Hoven et al., 2013;
Heida, 2021) which shows that transitions in cover type have a limited
effect on the flow velocity.

Next to the flow velocity, the transitions in cover type have a limited
effect on the shear stress with a maximum increase in load of 20%

(Fig. 6). The differences in the shear stress are mainly related to the
timing of the wave front. A rougher cover results in more bottom
friction and thereby decelerates the flow while a smoother cover results
in acceleration of the wave front. This is illustrated in the shear stress
on the slope (Fig. 7) where a rough cover on the crest (K; = 10 mm)
results in the signal shifting towards the crest due to the deceleration,
while the opposite happens in case of a smoother cover (K, = 4.7 mm).
This is in agreement with previous model studies that showed that
the overtopping duration increases with the roughness height (Bomers
et al., 2018; Van Bergeijk et al., 2020).

3.1.2. Comparison to the analytical model

The analytical model of Van Bergeijk et al. (2019b) is able to
predict the maximum flow velocity over the crest with a transition in
cover type with a NSE of 0.88 (Figs. 5¢ and 6¢). The analytical model
calculates a smaller flow velocity for the larger overtopping volume
of ¥ = 2.0 m3/m. This might be the result of a difference in the
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Fig. 7. The maximum shear stress 7,(x) on the slope in case of transition in cover
type on the crest with a roughness K, compared to the reference case. The dashed
lines indicate the location of the minimum in 7| that is shifted towards the crest for
a transition with a rough cover (K, = 10 mm) and towards the landward toe for a
smooth cover (K, = 4.7 mm).
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Fig. 8. Screenshots of the overtopping flow at time ¢ for height transitions on the crest
with a height of 10 cm above the crest level (H8).

boundary conditions since the analytical model predicts a smaller flow
velocity in both the front of and behind the transition. The analytical
model solely uses the maximum layer thickness and the maximum
flow velocity as boundary condition, while the numerical model also
includes information over time based on the overtopping duration.
Although the analytical model slightly under predicts the magnitude of
the maximum flow velocity, it predicts a similar relative change in the
flow velocity AU for the transition on the crest and the berm (Figs. 6a
and b)

3.2. Transitions in height

3.2.1. Hydraulic processes

The height transitions on the crest have a major effect on the
overtopping load since flow separation at the height transitions leads
to high impact forces at the location of reattachment (Figs. 8 and 9).
Flow separation occurs in case of a vertical drop similar to the process
at the landward crest line shown in previous studies (Ponsioen et al.,
2019; Van Bergeijk et al., 2022). In case of a vertical rise, the flow
sweeps up and travels through the air before the flow impacts on the
surface vertical rise. The impact does not only result in high normal
forces and peak pressures, but also high shear stresses because of the
large forward motion of the flow in the air after a vertical rise (Fig. 10).
This is illustrated by the impact location that is further downstream for
a vertical rise (~1.5 m in Fig. 8) compared to a vertical drop (~ 0.75
m in Fig. 9). The impact as the result of a vertical rise results in a
higher load compared to the load behind a vertical drop: the peaks in
the shear stress and the normal stress between x = 6-9 m as the result
of the vertical rise at x = 5 m is higher compared to the peak between
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Fig. 9. Screenshots of the overtopping flow at time ¢ for height transitions on the crest
with a height of 10 cm below the crest level (H11).

x = 2-3 m due to the vertical drop at x = 2 m (see run H11 in Fig. 10).
This is explained by the flow that reaches a greater height in the air
behind a vertical rise and therefore the water impacts from a greater
height (Figs. 8 and 9). The numerical model output shows high impact
pressures on the vertical rise of the height profile similar to pressures
on a vertical wall on the crest (De Finis et al., 2020; Jacobsen et al.,
2018).

The location of the maximum load occurs on the crest in case of the
height transition located above the crest level (H8 in Fig. 10) compared
to the height transition below the crest level where the maximum load
is on the upper slope (x > 7 m for H11 in Fig. 10). The maximum load
in case of height transitions on the slope occurs in the erosion hole for
the majority of the overtopping volumes, but the impact location for
larger overtopping volumes and small heights is landward of the hole
on the slope. For example, an erosion hole with a depth of 20 cm has a
width of 54 cm and a wave with ¥V = 4.0 m3/m flows completely over
this erosion hole with an impact location of more than 54 cm from the
transition (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021b).

3.2.2. Comparison to the analytical impact model

The location of impact s, depends on the height ¢ and can be
calculated using the analytical impact model Appendix B. The impact
location calculated using the analytical impact model corresponds well
to the impact location in the numerical model with a high NSE of 0.80
(Fig. 11c). This means that the analytical impact model can be used
to calculate the location of maximum load for height transitions on the
crest and the slope where failure of the cover is expected. The analytical
model only calculates the impact location due to a vertical drop and
cannot be used to calculate the impact location due to a vertical rise
(Section 5.2).

3.2.3. Relations for the shear and normal stress

The height transitions significantly affect the shear stress and the
normal stress (Fig. 11). Especially the height transitions on the crest
have a large effect leading to an increase up to a factor 5 for the shear
stress and up to a factor 10 for the normal stress (Fig. 11a).
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Fig. 10. The hydraulic variables along the crest and the upper landward slope for height transitions on the crest where the dashed lines indicate the height transitions and the
landward crest line. (a) the maximum flow velocity U, (b) the maximum shear stress T, (c) the maximum normal stress 7,, (d) the maximum pressure P and (e) the profiles.
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Fig. 11. (a) The effect of height transitions on the crest with height d compared to the reference case without transitions for ¥ = 2.0 m3/m. (b) The effect of height transitions
on the slope with height d compared to the reference case without transitions for ¥ = 2.0 m®/m. (c¢) Comparison of the modelled location of impact at a height transition using

the OpenFOAM model s, and the analytical model s, , with a NSE of 0.80.

A relation for the maximum shear stress 7, and the maximum
normal stress 7, as function of the maximum flow velocity U and the
height d was derived for height transitions on the crest and the slope
based on a regression analysis (Fig. 12). The relation for the maximum
load as the result of height transitions on the crest is given by

T resr = max(72.1d/5U% - 196,0) for d = 0.05-0.25 m (6)
T,y eresr = Max(12.04/%U2 +24,0) for d = 0.05-0.25 m )

The shear stress and the normal stress have the dimensions N/m? and
therefore the coefficients of the fits have the dimensions 72.1 kg/m!%/>,
196 N/m?2, 12.0 kg/m1%/6 and 24 N/m2. The maximum load for height
transitions on the slope shows a higher dependency on the height of
the transition

T, g1ope = Max(29.4d'/U?% — 443,0) ford =0.2-1.0 m (8)
T, siope = Max(11.84/3U2 ~108,0) for d = 0.2-1.0 m 9
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Fig. 12. The modelled maximum load as result of a height transitions as function of the flow velocity U and height d together with a fit through the model results. (a) The
maximum shear stress T, for a height transition on the crest with the best fit T, = 72.1d'/5U? — 196 with a NSE of 0.45, (b) The maximum normal stress 7, for a height transition
on the crest with the best fit 7, = 12.04'/6U2 — 24 with a NSE of 0.30. (c) The maximum shear stress 7, for a height transition on the slope with the best fit T, = 0.0294'/3U2 -0.44
with a NSE of 0.82. (d) The maximum normal stress T, for a height transition on the slope with the best fit 7, = 0.012d'/3U? + 0.11 with a NSE of 0.60.
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Fig. 13. The maximum shear stress T, for a transitions in cover type and height on the crest. The reference case (blue) with a height of ¢ =10 cm and a grass cover (K, = 8 mm)
is compared to (a) transitions with a grass cover and different heights ¢, and (b) transitions with a height of 10 cm and different cover types simulated with the roughness height
K,. (c) The dike profile with the transition in height and cover type at x=2 m and x =5 m.

where the coefficients have the dimensions 29.4 kg/m!%/3, 443 N/m2,
11.8 kg/m'%/3 and 108 N/m?2.

The height has a smaller effect on the shear stress and normal stress
for height transitions on the crest compared to height transitions on the
slope. A possible explanation is that the height transition on the slope
only consists of a vertical drop while the transition on the crest also
include a vertical rise. The impact forces as the result of a vertical rise
dominate over the impact forces as the result of the vertical drop on the
crest (Fig. 10). The model results suggest that the height of the vertical

rise only has a minor influence on the impact forces.

10

3.3. Combination of transitions in cover type and height

Combinations of transitions in cover type and height are modelled
on the crest to determine the relative effects of both transitions. Chang-
ing the roughness of the cover type has a small effect on the magnitude
of the load, but does not affect the location of maximum load as
illustrated for the maximum shear stress in Fig. 13b. Changing the
height of the transitions has a larger effect on the magnitude of the
shear stress as well as the location of maximum shear stress (Fig. 13a).
This shows that transitions in height have a large influence on the load
compared to transitions in cover type. This is further supported by the
increase in load calculated for the transitions in cover type (Fig. 6) and
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in height (Fig. 11) showing a larger increase in the hydraulic variables
for transitions in height.

4. Practical implications for the hydraulic load at transitions

The effect of transitions in cover and in height on the hydraulic load
can be summarised as follows:

+ Transition from a smooth to a rough cover: the flow velocity de-

creases and the overtopping wave decelerates resulting in a shift

of the maximum load along the profile towards the water side and
an increase in the overtopping duration.

Transition from a rough to a smooth cover: the flow velocity in-

creases and the overtopping wave accelerates resulting in a shift

of the maximum load along the profile towards the landward side
and a decrease in the overtopping duration.

* Height transition with a vertical drop: the flow separates and results
in high impact forces at the location of reattachment.

* Height transition with a vertical rise: the flow impacts on the vertical
rise leading to high peak pressures. Next, the flow sweeps up
into the air and exerts a high hydraulic load at the location of
reattachment.

Additionally, the model results showed that combinations of transitions
in height and cover type can be treated as transitions in height.

Now, we will use the model results to derive formulations for the
load at transitions that can be used in two existing erosion models: the
COM (Van Der Meer et al., 2010) and the GEM (Van Bergeijk et al.,
2021a). Transitions in cover type have a limited effect on the hydraulic
load with an increase of less than 20%. This maximum increase in load
of 20% translates to a maximum load factor «,, of 1.2 in the COM
(Table 3), which is lower than the theoretically derived load factor but
within the calibrated range (Table B.6). This lower load factor for the
transition in cover type agrees with the calibrated load factor of 1.1-1.2
for the transition from asphalt to grass based on the majority of the
overtopping experiments (Van Der Meer et al., 2015). The analytical
model for the maximum flow velocity is used to calculate the load
in the GEM and this model is able to accurately calculate the effect
of transitions in cover type for larger overtopping volumes (V' = 2.0
m3/m). Another way to simulate the increase in load at transitions
is by using the turbulence parameter @ in the GEM. The turbulence
parameter for transitions in cover type based on the model results
varies between 2.3-2.9, which is based on an increase of 20% for the
theoretical and the measured turbulence parameter on the slope and
crest (Tables 3 and B.6).

For transitions in height, the flow separates at the height transition
and the maximum load occurs at the impact location where the flow
reattaches to the dike cover. The analytical impact model works well
to predict the impact location as the result of height transitions with
a vertical drop. The hydraulic load as the result of height transitions
was quantified using the numerical model and the results were used to
derive relations for the maximum normal stress and the maximum shear
stress as function of the height and the flow velocity (Egs. (6)-(9)). The
gradient of these fits in Fig. 12 can be used as a multiplication factor for
the flow velocity such as the load factor in the COM and the turbulence
parameter in the GEM. For example, the relation for the normal stress
in N/m? on the slope (Eq. (9)) can be transferred to

T,

stope & 11.8d13U? = ), U? = 0?U? (10)

providing a relation for the load factor «), in the COM and the
turbulence parameter w in the GEM as function of the height 4 and
the constant 11.8. For a height of 0.2 m, this relation results in
® = V11.8-0.21/3 = 2.6 (Table 3), which is close to the calibrated
turbulence parameter for damages with a maximum height of 0.2 m
(w = 2.26-2.56, Table B.6).

Using the relations for the normal stress and the shear stress to
derive a load factor a,, results in high load values that are above the
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Table 3

Multiplication factors for the load at height transitions and transitions in cover type
based on the model results and the gradients of the fits for the shear stress 7, and the
normal stress 7, (Eqgs. (6)-(9)).

Height Cover

Ts,crm Tmcrcﬂ Tv,v[npe T‘n,vla[le AL pper
Load factor a), 52.3 9.2 17.2 6.9 1.2
Turbulence parameter o 7.2 3.0 4.2 2.6 23-29

theoretical limit of 2 (Van Hoven et al., 2013) (Table 3). The theoretical
relations for the load factor were derived under the assumption of
uniform flow conditions, while turbulence is the main driver of the
erosion process at transitions and could be a reason for the high load
factors. Another possible explanation is that the COM only describes
erosion as the result of scour erosion and not by impact forces that are
the cause of the high hydraulic load at height transitions. Additionally,
the erosion threshold U, in the erosion models should be adapted to a
threshold for normal loading in N/m?. For example, Hoffmans (2012)
suggests a critical normal stress between 50-125 N/m? for an average
grass quality that could be used as an erosion threshold in the erosion
models, but this value should be validated.

5. Discussion
5.1. The load at transitions in cover type and in height

Transitions in the field are often a combination of transitions in
cover type and in height, for example an asphalt road that is located
higher than the surrounding grass cover. The numerical model results
show that the relative effect of transitions in cover type on the load is
less than 20% of the reference case (Fig. 6), while height transitions on
the crest and the slope result in more than doubling of the reference
load up to 800% (Fig. 11). These results are in agreement with the
case study of an asphalt road on top of a dike by Bomers et al.
(2018) who found a similar increase in magnitude for the transition
from the asphalt cover to grass and geometric effects, such as the
height differences between the cover and the road. In this study, the
relative effects of transitions in cover type and transitions in height
were systematically investigated and we conclude that transitions in
height dominate over transitions in cover type. Therefore, realistically
occurring transitions in both cover type and height can be treated as a
transition in height.

Additionally, new descriptions of the hydraulic load including the
effects of transitions in cover type and height were derived in this study
(Fig. 14). Transitions in cover type mainly affect the flow velocity and
the analytical formulas of Van Bergeijk et al. (2019b) can be used to
predict the magnitude of the flow velocity and the location of maximum
flow velocity. These formulas have previously been validated for a wide
range of overtopping volumes and dike configurations. In this study, the
analytical formulas were validated for transitions in cover type with a
Nikuradse roughness height varying between 1 mm and 16 mm on the
crest and a landward berm.

Transitions in height result in flow separation and high impact
forces at the location of reattachment. The magnitude of the hydraulic
load as the result of a height transitions can be calculated using
the newly developed relations for the maximum shear stress and the
maximum normal stress. The relations for height transitions on the
crest describe the maximum load as result of a vertical drop and a
vertical rise and were validated for heights of 5-25 cm and overtopping
volumes of 0.6-3 m3/m. The relations for height transitions on the
slope only describe the maximum load due to a vertical drop and
were validated for heights of 20-100 cm and overtopping volumes of
1-4 m3/m. The location of maximum load due to a vertical drop is cal-
culated using the analytical impact model described in Appendix B.2.
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Fig. 14. Summarising figure of the effects of transitions in cover type and in height on the hydraulic load and the developed methods.

Table 4

The ratio between the height of the transition (wall) d and the layer thickness on the
crest h determines the amount of overtopping reaching the landward side of the
flood defence.

crest

Condition Example Overtopping over the wall
d > hyy Buildings No overtopping

d > hy Storm wall, crest wall, crown wall Limited overtopping

d < hgpey Roads, damages Overtopping

The analytical impact model is validated using both the height transi-
tions on the crest and the slope with a validation range of d =5-100 cm
and ¥ = 0.6-4 m3/m.

The numerical model uses the maximum flow velocity and the
maximum layer thickness as function of time as model input based
on the overtopping volume (Eq. (1). A similar method can be used to
calculate the maximum flow velocity required for the analytical models
and the relations for the shear stress and normal stress (Eq. (B.4).

5.2. Impact forces at height transitions

The overtopping flow against the vertical rise of a height transition
on the crest shows similarities with the overtopping flow against verti-
cal walls and buildings on the crest. The vertical rise experiences high
impact forces as seen in the modelled pressure (Fig. 10d) similar to
the impact forces and pressures measured during experiments (Chen
et al., 2015, 2016; Van Doorslaer et al., 2017) and observed in nu-
merical models (Jacobsen et al., 2018; De Finis et al., 2020; Molines
et al., 2020). Similar to the derived relations for the shear stress and
the normal stress, Van Doorslaer et al. (2017) showed that the force
proportional to the quadratic relationship between U and the kinetic
energy (USACE, 1984). Van Doorslaer et al. (2017) also investigated
the dependency of the impact force on the layer thickness 4 where
the best prediction shows that the force is proportional to (Uh)l/3.
Further investigation of the relation between impact force and the
layer thickness is recommended, especially since the ratio between the
layer thickness and the height of the transition affects the amount of
overtopping flow reaching the landward slope (Table 4). In case the
height of the transition ¢ is much larger than the layer thickness on
the crest A, no water will overtop the structure as is the case for
buildings on the crest (Chen et al., 2015, 2016). Limited overtopping
will occur in case the height of the transition is higher than the layer
thickness (Van Doorslaer et al., 2017; Jacobsen et al., 2018; De Finis
et al., 2020; Molines et al., 2020). The height transitions with a vertical
rise studied in this paper have a height smaller than the layer thickness
and therefore do not (noticeable) limit the amount of overtopping flow
reaching the landward slope.
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Previous studies on the impact forces of vertical walls have focused
on the structural response and stability under wave overtopping. How-
ever, the vertical wall in case of a height transitions on the crest can be
an erodible cover, for example when the grass cover is located higher
compared to an asphalt road. Vertical rises are sensitive for erosion
due to the high impact forces. Therefore, the design of transitions
could be improved so height transitions are avoided or followed by a
non-erodible material such as asphalt. Examples are the use of grass
concrete blocks, Elastocoast or geogrid to reduce the difference in
height or improve the strength of the grass cover at the expected impact
location (Van Steeg and van Hoven, 2013; Scheres and Schiittrumpf,
2020). Height differences often occur at transitions in cover type as the
result of maintenance issues such as problems with mowing and graz-
ing (Van Steeg and van Hoven, 2013). Therefore, designing transitions
in such a manner that they are better and easier to maintain is also a
possibility to reduce the number of height transitions.

For transitions in height, the flow separates at the height transitions
and the maximum load occurs at the impact location where the flow
reattaches to the dike cover. This process is similar to the flow separa-
tion at the landward crest line and impact on the upper slope observed
during wave overtopping experiments and in numerical models (Van
Damme et al., 2016; Ponsioen et al., 2019; Van Bergeijk et al., 2022).
The analytical impact model works well to predict the impact location
as the result of a height transitions with a vertical drop. The impact
locations predicted with the analytical impact model were compared
to the numerical model results and could be further validated using
overtopping field tests (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021b). The impact location
is calculated as a point in the analytical impact model since it is based
on the trajectory of a projectile. In reality, the flow spreads and thereby
the location of impact is actually an area of impact. The analytical
impact model can be extended to describe an impact area similar to the
approach of Ponsioen et al. (2019) that describes the impact area for
flow separation at the landward crest line. Furthermore, the analytical
impact model could be extended to calculate the impact location behind
a height transition with a vertical rise. This is especially important for
transitions on the crest where the numerical model results show that
the impact forces due to the vertical rise are larger than the impact
forces due to the vertical drop.

Moreover, it is recommended to study more gradual height tran-
sitions with slopes. In this study, only height transition with a 90 °
rise or drop were studied, which is the most extreme case of geometric
transitions. For more gradual height transitions with a slope, the lo-
cation of reattachment could depend on the slope angle of the profile
before separation and the slope angle of the profile at the reattachment,
similar to the third-order polynomial found by Paarlberg et al. (2007)
for flow separation over river dunes.



V.M.v. Bergeijk et al.

5.3. Model limitations

This study was limited to 2DV transitions that are uniform in the
along-dike direction since the OpenFOAM® model is a 2DV model. An
extension of the OpenFOAM® model to the third dimension makes it
possible to study the effect of 3D transitions on the load such as trees,
stairs and houses on flood defences. For example, Chen et al. (2021c)
simulated the overtopping forces on a human body on the crest using a
3D OpenFOAM® model. However, measurements of the 3D overtopping
flow on the landward slope are necessary to validate a 3D model
before the model could be extended. These types of measurements
are currently not available and are recommended to perform in future
overtopping experiments.

The numerical model simulations are performed with an imperme-
able surface with the assumption of no infiltration of water in the
cover and the core material. The amount of infiltration depends on
the permeability of the soil (Hoffmans, 2012) and might have an effect
on the hydraulic load. This study is therefore only representative for
a grass cover on an impermeable clay layer. For future studies, the
permeability of cover material can be included in the numerical model
using a porosity layer as shown in simulations of the overtopping
flow over flood defences with block revetments (Chen et al., 2021a;
Barendse et al., 2022; Jacobsen et al., 2015).

The different cover types are simulated using a Nikuradse roughness
height K in the numerical model and the friction factor f in the an-
alytical model. The Nikuradse roughness height in the model accounts
both for the roughness of the cover type as well as small geometric
variations within a grid cell that are solved using the roughness height
in the numerical model. A uniform roughness is assumed for each cover
type while the roughness of the cover may vary over time and along
the profile. For example, the bed roughness changes as the cover erodes
due to a change in cover type, e.g. from grass to clay, as well as
the erosion pattern that increases the irregularities of the cover and
thereby the roughness (Van Bergeijk et al., 2020; Bomers et al., 2018).
Geometric irregularities smaller than the grid size can be simulated
in the numerical model using the Nikuradse roughness height (Van
Bergeijk et al., 2020), however, larger irregularities need to be included
in the grid itself. The simulations of the height transitions are a first step
to determine how geometric irregularities affect the overtopping wave.
Further investigation into the relation between geometric irregularities
and cover roughness, and how to incorporate these effects in analytical
and numerical models is recommended.

The formation of a water layer in front of a height transitions with
a vertical rise was observed during experiments that can lead to energy
dissipation and damping of the wave forces (Hoffmans and Verheij,
2011; Bakker et al., 2013). This was not included in the numerical
model simulations, since only one overtopping wave is simulated and
therefore no water of the previous overtopping wave is present. An
additional model run was performed with a water layer of 5 cm in front
of the height transition to study the effect of water collection in front
of a height transition on the hydraulic load (Fig. 15). The overtopping
wave impacts on the water layer in front of the height transition instead
of the height transition. Therefore, the flow reattaches to the dike
surface at a cross-dike location of x ~ 3 m instead of x ~ 4.5 m.
The magnitude of the maximum normal stress is similar for both cases,
but the location of the maximum normal stress changes. The maximum
occurs on the elevated surface (e.g. the road) for the simulation with
a water layer while the normal stress is maximum behind the vertical
drop for the simulation without a water layer. The water layer reduces
the pressure on the vertical rise at x = 2 m but leads to higher pressures
in front of the vertical rise (x = 0-2 m). Overall, water collection in
front of a height transition does not affect the maximum load but affects
the location where the maximum occurs.

13

Applied Ocean Research 125 (2022) 103220

0
0 1 2 8 9
Cross-dike coordinate z [m)]

\ . ,

1 1 |

(©) | s : :

i H |

| i i

e‘ H 1

i ' |

: i i

Rise Drop Crest line

Fig. 15. Comparison of the hydraulic load for a transition in height on the crest
without a water layer (blue solid) and with a water layer (orange dashed) in front
of the vertical rise. (a) The maximum normal stress 7,. (b) The maximum pressure P.
(c) Snapshot of the simulation with a water layer at ¢ = 0.45 s.

5.4. Including the effects of transitions in erosion models

The main implication of this study is that the quantification of the
load can help to include the effects of transitions on the hydraulic load
in wave overtopping erosion models (Fig. 14). The gained insights into
the effects of transitions on the hydraulic load can be used to predict
the cover erosion by overtopping waves for flood defences with various
transitions. Van Bergeijk et al. (2022) showed how the effect of slope
changes on the hydraulic load can be included in erosion models based
on different hydraulic variables. The same approach can be applied to
transitions in height and in cover type using the new relations for the
shear stress and the normal stress or using the multiplication factors
derived in Section 4.

For transitions in cover type, a multiplication factor for the load of
1.2 is recommended based on the maximum increase in load. Another
way to describe the effect of transitions in cover type is to use the
analytical model for the flow velocity Appendix B.1 (Van Bergeijk et al.,
2019b) that showed good agreement with the numerical model results,
although the effect on the flow velocity is underestimated for small
overtopping volumes. Although transitions in cover type have a limited
effect on the magnitude of the load, the overtopping duration increases
for rough covers and decreases for smooth covers (Bomers et al., 2018;
Van Bergeijk et al., 2020). The overtopping duration is included in
the GEM and the erosion models of Dean et al. (2010) and Hoffmans
(2012). In these erosion models, a rough cover could lead to more
erosion due to a larger overtopping duration compared to a smooth
cover. This is also the case for erosion models that integrate the load
over the overtopping duration such as the model of Ponsioen et al.
(2019) and Aguilar-Lopez et al. (2018). However, Van Bergeijk et al.
(2022) found that the integration of the overtopping load over the
duration does not provide additional information and is therefore not
recommended to limit complexity.

Transitions in height influence both the maximum load and the
location of the maximum load. The analytical impact model can predict
the location of maximum hydraulic load using the height of the transi-
tion and the flow velocity, which depends on the overtopping volume
and the cover type. The load as result of transitions in height can be
included in existing calculation methods using a multiplication factor
for the flow velocity. The obtained relation for the maximum shear
stress and maximum normal stress at height transitions can be used
to determine these multiplication factors (Table 3). The fits express the
load in N/m?2, that should be either transferred to m2/s2 in the COM or
GEM, or the damage number in the COM or the erosion threshold and
erosion rate in the GEM should be adapted so the load in N/m? can be
included.
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The numerical model results show that it is important to include the
effect of upstream transitions on the downstream flow. The transitions
in cover type on the crest affect the location of maximum shear stress
on the slope (Fig. 7) and the height transitions on the crest result in
high hydraulic loads on the upper landward slope (Fig. 10). The COM
is only applied to the weakest location along the profile and therefore
the effect of upstream transitions on the load are not included. The
downstream effects of transitions on the flow velocity are included in
the GEM using the analytical flow velocity model. However, the tur-
bulence parameter is only locally adapted for transitions and does not
include the effect of upstream transitions on the turbulence parameter.
Further development of the analytical model for height transitions or
another method to include the effect of upstream transitions in the COM
and the GEM is recommended for future research.

6. Conclusions

The aim of this study was to quantify the effects of transitions in
cover type and in height on the overtopping load and determine the
important hydraulic processes at these transitions. Numerical simula-
tions were performed to determine the flow velocity, the shear stress,
the normal stress and the pressure along the crest and the landward
slope. The results show that transitions lead to more than doubling of
the overtopping load compared to the situation without a transition.
We observed a relatively small effect of transitions in cover type on the
hydraulic load with a maximum increase of around 20%. Therefore,
transitions in height dominate over transitions in cover type, which
means that combinations of transitions in cover type and height can
be treated as a transition in height only.

The increase in the load as the result of transitions was translated to
the load predicted by three existing methods: (1) the analytical model
for the flow velocity, (2) the load factor in the COM, and (3) the turbu-
lence parameter in the GEM. The transition from a rough to a smooth
cover results in an acceleration of the flow and the flow decelerates
for a transition from a smooth to a rough cover. These effects on the
flow velocity were accurately simulated using the analytical model. In
other models, a multiplication factor of 1.2 for the load can be used to
account for the effect of transitions in cover type on the hydraulic load.

Transitions in height result in flow separation and high hydraulic
loads at the impact location. The formulas for the trajectory of a
projectile were used to calculate this impact location using the height
of the transitions and the flow velocity of the overtopping wave. The
impact location is an important variable since this is the location where
the load is maximal and erosion of the grass cover is most likely to start.
Relations for the maximum shear stress and the maximum normal stress
as the result of transitions in height were derived from the model results
to calculate the increase in load at these transitions. The relations are
a function of the height of the transition and can be used in existing
erosion models based on the shear stress and the normal stress.

Additionally, the results showed that transitions affect the down-
stream hydraulic load, and therefore it is important to include the
effect of upstream transitions on the hydraulic load at landward slopes.
The downstream effect of transitions in cover type on the maximum
flow velocity are included in the analytical formulas of Van Bergeijk
et al. (2019b), but the load description in erosion models need to be
adapted so the effect of height transitions on the downstream load can
be included.

Transitions are vulnerable locations for cover erosion by overtop-
ping waves and therefore it is crucial to include the effects of transitions
in the design and the safety assessment of flood defences. This model
study quantified the hydraulic load as the result of transitions. Further
research into the cover strength at transitions is required to predict
the erosion near transitions. Additionally, limited measurements at
transitions are available although these measurements provide valuable
information on the flow at transitions. Therefore, measurements at
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transitions such as roads, slope changes and damages are advised to in-
crease our understanding of the effects of transitions on the overtopping
flow. Geometric transitions have a major influence on the overtopping
load and therefore these transitions are extremely important to consider
in the design of flood defences. Improvements to the design of such
transitions are recommended to investigate, for example more gradual
slope and height changes, to increase the safety of flood defences.
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Appendix A. Overview of the model runs

See Table A.5.
Appendix B. Analytical models and multiplication factors for tran-
sitions
B.1. Analytical model for the flow velocity

Van Bergeijk et al. (2019b) developed an analytical model for the
wave overtopping flow velocity along the crest and the landward slope

consisting of two formulas: one for horizontal parts, such as the crest
and a berm, and one for slopes:

fx 1 -
U, rizon ()= <_ + > (Bl)
a-horizontal 2Q Um,harizontal(x = O)
a —3ap?%x
Ua,slope(x) = E + pexp (W) (B.2)

where x is the cross-dike coordinate, QO is the momentary discharge, ¢
is the slope angle and the factors «, # and u are given by

a=Vgsing, f=/7/20, and y = U, ;ppe(x = 0) — %

These formulas are coupled through the flow velocity at the start of the
profile part U,(x = 0) and can be used to calculate the flow velocity
along the profile for flood defences with different cover types and

(B.3)
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Table A.5

Overview of the model runs of transitions in cover type (C1-C10), transitions in height
(H1-H12) and combinations of both (CH1-CH4) including the cross-dike location,
the roughness height K|, the height 4 and the simulated overtopping volumes V.

Runs Location K, [mm] d [cm] V [m3/m)]
C1 Crest (x =2-5 m) 8 - 0.6, 2

Cc2 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 1 - 0.6, 2

C3 Crest (x =2-5 m) 4.7 - 0.6, 2

Cc4 Crest (x =2-5 m) 10 - 0.6, 2

C5 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 16 - 0.6, 2

Cc6 Berm (x = 12-15 m) 8 - 2

Cc7 Berm (x =12-15 m) 1 - 2

c8 Berm (x =12-15 m) 4.7 - 2

c9 Berm (x =12-15 m) 10 - 2

C10 Berm (x =12-15 m) 16 - 2

H1 Upper slope (x = 10 m) 8 20 1,2,25,3, 4
H2 Upper slope (x = 10 m) 8 40 1, 2,25, 3,4
H3 Middle slope (x = 17 m) 8 20 1, 2,25, 3,4
H4 Middle slope (x = 17 m) 8 40 1, 2,25, 3,4
HS5 Middle slope (x = 17 m) 8 60 1, 2,25, 3,4
H6 Middle slope (x = 17 m) 8 100 1,2, 25, 3,4
H7 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 8 5 2

H8 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 8 10 0.6, 2, 3

H9 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 8 25 2

H10 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 8 -5 2

H11 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 8 -10 0.6, 2, 3

H12 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 8 -25 2

CH1 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 4.7 10 2

CH2 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 16 10 2

CH3 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 4.7 -10 2

CH4 Crest (x = 2-5 m) 16 -10 2

geometries. The effects of transitions are included by locally adapting
the slope angle ¢ or the friction factor f.

The analytical model requires the flow velocity on the crest u,
and the momentary discharge O as boundary conditions. These can be
computed using empirical relations (Van Der Meer et al., 2010; Hughes
and Shaw, 2011) and the overtopping volume V

ug =450 ny=0133 V% and Q=hyuy=06 V28 (B.4)

B.2. Analytical impact model

Geometric transitions lead to flow separation where the flow reat-
taches to the cover at the impact location s, (Fig. 4). The analytical
impact model calculates the impact location using the basic formulas
for the trajectory of a projectile. Firstly, the vertical trajectory is set to
the height d and solved for the time ¢

o U sin(@) + /2 gd + U2 sin(g)?
4

Next, the time ¢ is used to calculate the impact location using the
formula for the horizontal trajectory:

U sin(@)t + %gtz —d (B.5)

s, = U cos(g)t (B.6)

B.3. Load factor in the COM

The Cumulative Overload Method calculates the damage number D
to approximate the amount of erosion (Van Hoven et al., 2013)

D= Z%O‘MU(?—%UE (B.7)

The load is described by the flow velocity on the crest U, the accel-
eration factor a, for the acceleration on the slope and the load factor
ay, for the effect of transitions on the hydraulic load. The strength of
the cover is described by the critical flow velocity U, and the strength
factor «;

Theoretical relations were derived for the load factor at transitions
in cover type (Van Hoven et al.,, 2013). The load increases from
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a smooth to rough bed (a;,_,), while the opposite occurs for the
transition from a rough to a smooth bed (), ,_,,):

<ns )6 <ln10h/(8\/§ ng) )2
AN ros = - Al o I~ 6

(B.8)
n, In 10h/(8\/§ n,)®
AM s—r = 2- AN ros (Bg)

with the Manning’s coefficient of the smooth n; and rough n, cover
and the layer thickness 4. For the transition from asphalt (» = 0.016) to
grass (n = 0.025), the load factor varies between 1.7 and 1.8 depending
on the layer thickness (0.1 m-0.5 m). This theoretical load factor agrees
with the calibrated value of the test at Millingen a/d Rijn («;; = 1.8)
but is much higher compared to the calibrated values of the other
experiments with a transition from grass to asphalt (a;, = 1.1-1.2,
Table B.6).

Theoretical formulas describe the effect of slope changes on the
load depending on the difference in slope angle 6 (Van Hoven et al.,
2013). The load increases for a concave slope change, for example
the landward toe, due to an increase in the normal forces because the
centripetal forces is downward directed.

ay =1+ (sin %9)

This results in a load factor of 1.1 and 1.3 for slopes with a steepness
of 1:3 and 1:2. Calibration of the load factor at the landward toe based
on the overtopping field tests showed higher load factors of 1.3-1.6 for
a slope of 1:3 and 1.5-1.8 for a slope of 1:2 (Warmink et al., 2020).

For convex slope changes such as the transitions from the crest to
the landward slope, the load decreases according to Van Hoven et al.
(2013) as the result of a lower normal force as the centripetal force is
directed upwards

ay =1- (sin %9)

The decrease in load for convex slope changes is contrary to the
increase in load as the result of flow separation and impact observed
by Van Damme et al. (2016) and described by the formulas of Ponsioen
et al. (2019) and Van Bergeijk et al. (2022).

(B.10)

(B.11)

B.4. Turbulence parameter in the GEM

The erosion depth z, is calculated in the analytical Grass-Erosion
Model (Van Bergeijk et al., 2021a) as

z,(x) = Y (*(0UA(x) - U2) ToCp: (B.12)

The load depends on the turbulence parameter @ and the maximum
flow velocity U(x) along the profile. The strength of the cover is
describe by the erosion threshold U, and the amount of erosion is cal-
culated using the overtopping period T;, and the inverse cover strength
parameter Cp.

The analytical formulas for the flow velocity (Eq. (B.2)) already
account for transitions in cover type and slope angle. The turbulence
parameter is related to the depth-averaged turbulence intensity r, as

=15 +5r, (B.13)

based on the increase in load as the result of jet impact in scour
theory (Jorissen and Vrijling, 1989; Hoffmans, 2012). Hoffmans (2012)
reports two formulas for the turbulence intensity that can be applied to
horizontal parts of the profile or slopes (Van Bergeijk et al., 2019a)

ro =0.854/f for horizontal parts (B.14)
[gQsin g
Fo = TR for slopes (B.15)

with the maximum flow velocity on the slope U,,,,. The formula pre-
dicts w = 1.925 for grass-covered horizontal parts and w = 2.1-2.4 for
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Table B.6
Theoretical,calibrated and measured values of the load factor «),
turbulence parameter w in the GEM.

in the COM and the

AN theory XM calibrated  Pcalibrated Dpeory Dpeasured
Asphalt-grass  1.7-1.8 1.1-1.8 - - -
Transition Landward toe 1.1-1.3 1.3-1.8 2.75-3.75 - -
Height - - 2.26-2.56 - -
Location Crest - - - 1.925 2.0
Slope - - - 2.1-2.4 235

grass-covered slopes based on calculations of r, by Van Bergeijk et al.
(2019a) (Table B.6). These values are close to the turbulence parameter
based on measurements of the pressure during a field experiment
resulting in @ = 2.0 for the crest and w = 2.35 for a slope of 1:3 (Van
Hoven et al., 2013).

The turbulence parameter has been calibrated for the geometric
transitions using the field tests with the overtopping simulator (Warmink
et al., 2020; Van Bergeijk et al., 2021a). The calibrated load increase at
the landward toe results in @ = 2.75 for mild slopes (1:3) and w = 3.75
for steep slopes (1:2.3) (Warmink et al., 2020). Damages resulting in a
vertical cliff can be identified as a height transitions. The turbulence
parameter at damages depends on the grass quality, described by
the critical velocity U,, because the grass quality affects the cover
roughness and thereby the amount of turbulence (Van Bergeijk et al.,
2021a).

o =0.074U, + 2.1 (B.16)

The turbulence parameter for damages varies between 2.26 for poor
grass quality and 2.56 for a good grass quality. This relation is also
applicable to height transitions; however, the relation was calibrated
using damages with a maximum height of 20 cm and needs to be
validated for larger heights.
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