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Scour Erosion - Introduction
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Source: http://www.nortek-as.com/images-repository-1/scour/the-scour-monitor/image_preview
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Scour Erosion — Research Method HE

Establish effect of

scour on dynamic

characteristics of
monopile supported

turbines
NUMERICAL

Develop Winkler

model using site

specific soil data

NUMERICAL

1 Investigate scour
TUDelft % effect on full-scale i

turbine



Section A-A Accelerometer 1

N

& Accelerometer 2

N

Accelerometer 3

2260
0
L]

1000

ccelerometer 4

N

Initial Level E

o
‘Blessington Sand Scour Level -1 @

Scour Level -2

Pile Scour Level -3

Scour Level -4

8760

Scour Level -5

Scour Level -6

Scour Level -7

6500

Scour Level -8

Scour Level -9 /A.?

/m>

Scour Level -10

Scour Level -11

Scour Level -12
6

v Y Base Level




Scour Erosion - Experimental
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Scour Erosmn Numerical Model
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Scour Erosion — Numerical
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Two methods used to derive site-specific soil data
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Scour Erosion — Turbine Model
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Scour Erosion — Turbine Model
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HER
Summary ]|

- Scour has a significant effect on the natural frequency of a pilot-
scaled monopile

- Offshore wind turbines are dynamically sensitive therefore scour may
represent a significant risk to stability

- Scour can be combatted at design stage by allowing for an increased
effective monopile length however the accurate specification of
operational soil stiffness is imperative to the safe operation

- There is still uncertainty surrounding cyclic loading effects on
operational stiffness

- As well as dynamic stability, scour has a significant effect on lateral
ultimate capacity, not covered in this discussion
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Thank you for your attention!
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