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ABSTRACT

Coastal erosion describes the displacement of land caused by destructive sea waves, currents or tides.
Major efforts have been made to mitigate these effects using groins, breakwaters and various other
structures. We address this problem by applying shape optimization techniques on the obstacles.
We model the propagation of waves towards the coastline using two-dimensional shallow water
equations with artificial viscosity. The obstacle’s shape is optimized over an appropriate cost function
to minimize the mechanical energy and to reduce velocities of water waves along the shore, without
relying on a finite-dimensional design space, but based on shape calculus.

1 Introduction

Coastal erosion describes the displacement of land caused by destructive sea waves, currents and/or tides. Major efforts
have been made to mitigate these effects using groins, breakwaters and various other structures. Among experimental
set-ups to model the propagation of waves towards a shore and to find optimal wave-breaking obstacles, the focus
has turned towards numerical simulations due to the continuously increasing computational performance. Essential
contributions to the field of numerical coastal protection have been made for steady [1][2][3] and unsteady [4][5]
descriptions of propagating waves. In this paper we select one of the most widely applied system of wave equations.
We describe the hydrodynamics by the set of Saint-Venant or better known as shallow water equations (SWE), that
originate from the famous Navier-Stokes equations by depth-integration, based on the assumption that horizontal
length-scales are much larger than vertical ones [6]. Calculating optimal shapes for various problems is a vital field,
combining several areas of research. This paper builds up on the monographs [7][8][9] to perform free-form shape
optimization. In addition, we strongly orientate on [10][11][12] that use the Lagrangian approach for shape optimization,
i.e. calculating state, adjoint and the deformation of the mesh via the volume form of the shape derivative assembled on
the right-hand-side of the linear elasticity equation, as Riesz representative of the shape derivative. The calculation
of the SWE continuous adjoint and shape derivative and its use in free-form shape optimization appears novel to us.
However, we would like to emphasize, that the SWE have been used before in the optimization of practical applications,
e.g. using discrete adjoints via automatic differentiation in the optimization of the location of tidal turbines [13] and to
optimize the shape of fish passages in finite design spaces [14][15].
The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we formulate the PDE-constrained optimization problem. In Section 3
we derive the necessary tools to solve this problem, by deriving adjoint equations and the shape derivative in volume
form. The final part, Section 4, will then apply the results to firstly a simplified mesh and secondly to more realistic
meshes, picturing first the Langue de Barbarie (LdB), a coastal section in the north of Dakar, Senegal that was severely
affected by coastal erosion within the last decades and secondly a global illustration in the form of a spherical world
mesh.
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2 Problem Formulation

Suppose we are given an open domain Ω̃ ⊂ R2, which is split into the disjoint sets Ω, D ⊂ Ω̃ such that Ω∪D∪Γ3 = Ω̃,
Γ1 ∪ Γ2 = ∂Ω̃. We assume the variable, interior boundary Γ3 and the fixed outer ∂Ω̃ to be at least Lipschitz. One
simple example of such kind is visualized below in Figure 1.

Ω

Γ1

Γ2

Γ3D
~n

Figure 1: Illustrative Domain Ω with Initial Circled Obstacle D and Boundaries Γ1,Γ2 and Γ3

On this domain we model water wave and velocity fields as solution to SWE with artificial viscosity, i.e.

∂tU +∇ · F (U)−∇ · (G(µ)∇Û) = S(U) in Ω× (0, T ), (1)

where we are given the SWE in vector notation with flux matrix

F (U) =

(
~Q

~Q
H ⊗ ~Q+ 1

2gH
2I2

)
=

 Hu vH
Hu2 + 1

2gH
2 Huv

Huv Hv2 + 1
2gH

2

 (2)

for identity matrix I2 ∈ R2×2, gravitational acceleration g and solution U : Ω × (0, T ) → R × R2, where for
simplicity the domain and time-dependent components are denoted by U = (H, ~Q) = (H,Hu,Hv), with H being
the water height and Hu,Hv the weighted horizontal and vertical discharge or velocity. For notational ease, we set
Û = (H + z, ~Q) for scalar sediment height z : Ω→ R. The setting can be taken from Figure 2. The source term in (1)
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Figure 2: Cross-Section for Identification of Wave Height H and Sediment Height z

is defined as

S(U) =

 0

−gH ∂z
∂x − gHu

√
u2+v2

KH4/3

−gH ∂z
∂y − gHv

√
u2+v2

KH4/3

 , (3)

where the first term responds to variations in the bed slope and the second term is resembling the Manning formula to
respond to bottom friction, where K > 0 is Manning’s roughness coefficient [16, Section 3.3.2]. For the boundaries
we use rigid-wall and outflow conditions for Γ1,Γ3 and Γ2 by setting the velocity in normal direction to zero and
prescribing a water height H1 at the boundary, such that

~Q · ~n = 0,∇(H + z) · ~n = 0,∇Q1 · ~n = 0,∇Q2 · ~n = 0 on Γ1,Γ3 × (0, T )

H = H1,∇Q1 · ~n = 0,∇Q2 · ~n = 0 on Γ2 × (0, T ).
(4)
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Initial conditions for U are implemented by prescribing a fixed starting point U0, i.e.
U = U0 in Ω× {0} (5)

Remark. Original viscous SWE are an incomplete parabolic system, where viscosity is only placed on the momentum
equation. To prevent shocks or discontinuities that can appear in the original formulation of the hyperbolic SWE even
for continuous data in finite time, an additional viscous term is added in the continuity equation such that we obtain a set
of fully parabolic equations. We control the amount of added diffusion by the diagonal matrix G(µ) =

∑n
i=1 e

T
i µeie

T
i

with entries µ = (µv, µf ) ∈ R+ × R2
+ and basis vector ei ∈ Rn with n being the number of dimensions in vector

µ. In this setting µf is fixed, while we rely on shock detection in the determination of µv following [17]. Ultimately,
a physical interpretation can be obtained for the introduction of the viscous part in the conservation of momentum
equations. However, µv is solely based on stabilization arguments, where we follow the justification as in [18]. The
complete parabolic problem together with well-posed boundary conditions [19] provides us with a well-posed problem.

We obtain a PDE-constrained optimization problem for objective
J(Ω) = J1(Ω) + J2(Ω) + J3(Ω) + J4(Ω) + J5(Ω), (6)

where we are trying to minimize the mechanical wave energy of destructive waves at the shore Γ1, that are waves above
a critical threshold Hcr > 0 [2], over a time window T̃ ⊂ (0, T ), i.e.

J1(Ω) =

∫
T̃

∫
Γ1

ν1Eσα(H −Hcr) dsdt (7)

for mechancial wave energy E = 1
8ρgH

2 and reduction to destructive sea waves enforced by usage of the sigmoid
function σα : R→ R with slope parameter α > 0. In addition, we aim for zeroed velocities

J2(Ω) =

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1

ν2

2
|| ~Q||22 dsdt. (8)

These objectives are supplemented by a volume penalty and a perimeter regularization, i.e.

J3(Ω) = −ν3

∫
Ω

1 dx, (9)

and

J4(Ω) = ν4

∫
Γ3

1 ds. (10)

Additionally, a minimal thinness penalty on obstacle level is added by following [20] as

J5(Ω) = ν5

∫
Γ3

∫ dmin

0

[
(dΩ (x− ξ~n(x)))+

]2
dξ ds. (11)

Here dΩ represents the signed distance function (SDF) with value

dΩ(x) =


d(x, ∂Ω) if x ∈ Ω

0 if x ∈ ∂Ω

−d(x, ∂Ω) if x ∈ Ω̄c,
(12)

where the Euclidian distance of x ∈ Rd to a closed set K ⊂ Rd is defined as
d(x,K) = min

y∈K
||x− y||2 (13)

for Euclidian distance ||.||2. The latter penalty can be justified by arguing, that an increased thinness would be
undesirable with regards to the durability of the optimized shape. From a shape computational viewpoint, it ensures
staying in the associated shape space. In numerics it prevents intersections of line segments, which may cause a
breakdown of the optimization algorithm. In this light, we only take into account the positive part of the SDF of the
offset value. Hence, we define for a real-valued function f : Ω→ R the positive part as

f+ = max(f(x), 0) =

{
f(x) if f(x) > 0

0 otherwise
. (14)

Finally, we would like to point out, that the objective is controlled by parameters ν1, ν2, ν3, ν4 and ν5 which need to be
defined a priori (for further details cf. to Section 4).
Remark. The volume penalization could also be replaced by a geometrical constraint to meet a certain voluminous
value, e.g. the initial size of the obstacle∫

Ω

1 dx = vol(Ω) = vol(Ω0) =

∫
Ω0

1 dx.

This approach would call for a different algorithmic handle, e.g. in [12] an augmented Lagrangian is proposed.

3



SOMICE

3 Derivation of the Shape Derivative

We now fix notations and definitions in the first part, before deriving the adjoint equations and shape derivatives in the
second part, that are necessary to solve the PDE-constrained optimization problem.

3.1 Notations and Definitions

The idea of shape optimization is to deform an object ideally to minimize some target functional. Hence, to find a
suitable way of deforming we are interested in some shape analogy to classical derivatives. Here we use a methodology
that is commonly used in shape optimization, extensively elaborated in various works [7][8][9].
In this section we fix notations and definitions following [11][12], amending whenever it appears necessary. We start by
introducing a family of mappings {φε}ε∈[0,τ ] for τ > 0 that are used to map each current position x ∈ Ω to another by
φε(x), where we choose the vector field ~V as the direction for the so-called perturbation of identity

xε = φε(x) = x+ ε~V (x). (15)

According to this methodology, we can map the whole domain Ω to another Ωε such that

Ωε = {xε|x+ ε~V (x), x ∈ Ω}. (16)

We define the Eulerian Derivative as

DJ(Ω)[~V ] = lim
ε→0+

J(Ωε)− J(Ω)

ε
. (17)

Commonly, this expression is called shape derivative of J at Ω in direction ~V and in this sense J shape differentiable at
Ω if for all directions ~V the Eulerian derivative exists and the mapping ~V 7→ DJ(Ω)[~V ] is linear and continuous. In
addition, we define the material derivative of some scalar function p : Ω→ R at x ∈ Ω by the derivative of a composed
function pε ◦ φε : Ω→ Ωε → R for pε : Ωε → R as

Dmp(x) := lim
ε→0+

pε ◦ φε(x)− p(x)

ε
=

d

dε
(pε ◦ φε)(x)

∣∣
ε=0+ (18)

and the corresponding shape derivative for a scalar p and a vector-valued ~P for which the material derivative is applied
component-wise as

Dp[~V ] :=Dmp− ~V · ∇p (19)

D~P [~V ] :=Dm
~P − ~V T∇~P , (20)

where the distinction is that ∇p is the gradient of a scalar and ∇~P is the tensor derivative of a vector. In the following,
we will use the abbreviation ṗ and Ṗ to mark the material derivative of p and P . In Section 3 we will need to have the
following calculation rules on board [21]

Dm(pq) = Dmpq + pDmq (21)

Dm∇p = ∇Dmp−∇~V T∇p (22)

Dm∇~P = ∇Dm
~P −∇~V T∇~P (23)

Dm(∇qT∇p) = ∇Dmp
T∇q −∇qT (∇~V +∇~V T )∇p+∇pT∇Dmq. (24)

In addition, the basic idea in the proof of the shape derivative in the next section will be to pull back each integral
defined on the transformed field back to the original configuration. We therefore need to state the following rule for
differentiating domain integrals [21]

d

dε

(∫
Ωε

pε dxε

) ∣∣∣∣
ε=0+

=

∫
Ω

(Dmp+∇ · ~V p) dx. (25)

3.2 Shape Derivative

From the discussion above, we define the derivative of some functional with respect to Ω in the ~V direction that
explicitly and implicitly depends on the domain j(Ω, u(Ω)) by

Dj(Ω, u(Ω))[~V ] =
d

dε
j(Ωε, u(Ωε))|ε=0 = D1j(Ω, u(Ω))[~V ] +D2j(Ω, u(Ω))u̇, (26)

4
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where

u̇ =
d

dε
u(Ωε)|ε=0. (27)

The idea is to circumvent the derivative of u, which would imply one problem for each direction of ~V by solving an
auxiliary problem [10].
Before defining this problem, we take care of the constraints (1) and formulate the Lagrangian

L(Ω, U, P ) = J1,2(Ω) + a(U,P )− b(P ), (28)

where J1,2(Ω) = J1(Ω) + J2(Ω) consists of the first two objectives (7)-(8), and a(U,P ) and b(P ) are obtained from
the boundary value problem (1). We rewrite the equations in weak form by multiplying with some arbitrary test function
P ∈ H1(Ω× (0, T ))3 obtaining the form a(U,P ) = a(H, ~Q, p, ~R)

a(H, ~Q, p, ~R) :=

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

[
∂H

∂t
+∇ · ~Q

]
p dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

[
∂ ~Q

∂t
+∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q+

1

2
gH2I2

)]
· ~R dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

µv∇(H + z) · ∇p dx dt−
∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

µv∇(H1 + z) · ~npdsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

G(µf )∇ ~Q : ∇~R dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

gH∇z · ~R dx dt

(29)

and a zero perturbation term.
Remark. For readability we left out the friction term, however up to some repetitive use of chain and product rule the
handling stays the same as for the variations in the bed slope.
Remark. Here and in what follows we assume the flow to be free of discontinuities, e.g. induced by a discontinuous
bottom profile z or wave height H , which would prohibit us from performing adjoint-sensitivity analyses and ensuring
the requirements in Theorem 1 and 2.
Remark. To continue with adjoint calculations and to enforce initial and boundary conditions we are required to
integrate by parts on the derivative-containing terms.

We obtain state equations from differentiating the Lagrangian with respect to P and the auxiliary problem, the adjoint
equations, from differentiating the Lagrangian with respect to the states U . The adjoint is formulated in the following
theorem:
Theorem 1. (Adjoint) Assume that the parabolic PDE problem (1) is H1-regular, so that its solution U is at least in
H1(Ω× (0, T ))3. Then the adjoint in strong form (without friction term) is given by

−∂p
∂t

+
1

H2
( ~Q · ∇)~R · ~Q− gH(∇ · ~R)−∇ · (µv∇p) + g∇z · ~R = −ν1(Eσα)H,Γ1,T̃

−∂
~R

∂t
−∇p− 1

H
( ~Q · ∇)~R− 1

H
(∇~R)T ~Q−∇ · (G(µf )∇~R) = −ν2( ~Q)Γ1

(30)

where we have on Γ1 × T̃

(Eσα)H,Γ1,T̃
= 2

E

H
σα(H −Hcr) + Eσα(H −Hcr)(1− σα(H −Hcr)) (31)

such as final time conditions
p = 0 in Ω× {T}
~R = 0 in Ω× {T}

(32)

and boundary conditions

~R · ~n = 0,∇p · ~n = 0,∇~R1 · ~n = 0,∇~R2 · ~n = 0 on Γ1,Γ3 × (0, T )

p~n+
1

H1
( ~Q · ~n)~R+

1

H1
( ~Q~R) · ~n = 0,∇~R1 · ~n = 0,∇~R2 · ~n = 0 on Γ2 × (0, T ).

(33)

5
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Proof. See Appendix A

The obtained adjoint equations can be written in vector form as

−∂P
∂t

+APx +BPy + CP −∇ · (G(µ)∇P ) = S, (34)

where

A =

 0 Q1

H2 − gH Q1Q2

H2

−1 −2Q1

H −Q2

H

0 0 −Q1

H

 , B =

 0 Q1Q2

H2

Q2
2

H2 − gH
0 −Q2

H 0

−1 −Q1

H −2Q2

H

 (35)

and C originates from variations in the sediment in (3) such that

C =

0 g ∂z∂x g ∂z∂y
0 0 0
0 0 0

 . (36)

Finally, S corresponds to the right hand-side of (30).
Remark. If one desires to include additional sources, e.g. accounting for sediment friction, C from (36) would need to
be adjusted.
Remark. Shape derivatives can for a sufficiently smooth domain be described via boundary formulations using
Hadamard’s structure theorem [8]. The integral over Ω is then replaced by an integral over Γ3 that acts on the associated
normal vector. In this paper, we will only consider the volume form, which will be then used to obtain smooth mesh
deformations from a Riesz projection of this shape derivative.
Theorem 2. (Shape Derivative) Assume that the parabolic PDE problem (1) is H1-regular, so that its solution U is at
least in H1(Ω× (0, T ))3. Moreover, assume that the adjoint equation (30) admits a solution P ∈ H1(Ω× (0, T ))3.
Then the shape derivative of the objectives J1,2 (without friction term) at Ω in the direction ~V is given by

DJ1,2(Ω)[~V ] =

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

[
− (∇~V )T : ∇ ~Qp− (∇~V )T : ∇ ~Q

~Q

H
· ~R− (∇~V ~Q · ∇)

~Q

H
· ~R

−gH(∇~V )T∇H · ~R− µv∇(H + z)T (∇~V +∇~V T )∇p
−G(µf )∇ ~Q∇~V : ∇~R−G(µf )∇ ~Q∇~V T : ∇~R

−gH∇~V T∇z · ~R+ div(~V )
{∂H
∂t

p+∇ · ~Qp+
∂ ~Q

∂t
· ~R

+( ~Q · ∇)
~Q

H
· ~R+∇ · ~Q

~Q

H
· ~R+

1

2
g∇H2 · ~R+ gH∇z · ~R

+µv∇(H + z) · ∇p+G(µf )∇ ~Q : ∇~R
}]

dx dt.

(37)

Proof. See Appendix B

The shape derivatives of the penalty terms (volume, perimeter and thickness) are obtained as, see e.g. [8][22]

DJ3(Ω)[~V ] = ν3

∫
Ω

−∇ · ~V dx (38)

DJ4(Ω)[~V ] = ν4

∫
Γ3

κm〈~V , ~n〉ds (39)

and see [20] for

DJ5(Ω)[~V ] = ν5

∫
Γ3

∫ dmin

0

[
~V (x) · ~n(x)

{
κm(x)(dΩ (xm)

+
)2

+2dΩ(xm)+∇dΩ(xm) · ∇dΩ(x)
}

−~V (p∂Ω(xm)) · ~n(p∂Ω(xm))2(dΩ(xm))+
]

dξ ds

(40)

6
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for mean curvature κm, and offset point xm = x− ξ~n(x), where we require the shape derivative of the SDF [20]

DdΩ(x)[~V ] = −~V (p∂Ω(x)) · ~n(p∂Ω(x)) (41)

with operator p∂Ω that projects a point x ∈ Ω onto its closest boundary and holds for all x /∈ Σ, where Σ is referred to
as the ridge, where the minimum in (13) is obtained by two distinct points.

4 Numerical Results

We now first discuss the implementation in detail, before applying these techniques to selected examples in the following
subsections.

4.1 Implementation Details

We rely on the classical structure of adjoint-based shape optimization algorithms shortly sketched in the algorithm below.
The solution to the SDF in (11) is mesh dependent. For a mesh with undiscretized obstacle the SDF is approximated

Algorithm 1: Shape Optimization Algorithm
Initialization
while ||DJ(Ωk)[~V ]|| > εTOL do

1. Calculate SDF wk [via AABBT]
2. Calculate State Uk [via (42)]
3. Calculate Adjoint Pk [via (42)]
4. Calculate Gradient Wk [via DJ1,2,3,4,5(Ω)[~V ] & Linear Elasticity (56)]
5. Perform Linesearch for W̃k

6. Calculate Ωk+1 [via W̃k and (16)]
end while

based on axes-aligned-bounding-boxes trees (AABBT) [23] on a background mesh. We refer to Figure 3 for an
exemplifying visualization. Note, we have highlighted the initial boundary mesh points in red, exemplifying offset
points in blue such as mesh and background mesh in the left figure and due to visibility, the distance of background
nodes to the nearest exterior boundary point of the original mesh in the right figure.

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.100.100
0.125
0.150
0.175
0.200
0.225
0.250
0.275
0.300 Boundary & Offset Points

Boundary Points
Offset Points

−2 −1 0 1 2
0

1

2 Distance to Boundary Points

0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8

Figure 3: 1.: Boundary and Offset Points on Mesh and Background Mesh, 2.: Distance to Boundary Points via AABBT

We solve the boundary value problem (1), the adjoint problem (30) and the deformation of the domain with the help
of the finite element solver FEniCS [23]. For the time discretization we can choose between implicit and explicit
integration arising from theta-methods [24]. High accuracy even for the inviscid and hyperbolic PDE, i.e. µ = 0, is
achieved using a discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method to discretize in space [25][26][27]. This implies discontinuous
cell transitions, and hence a formulation based on each element κ ∈ Th or facet ΓI for a subdivision Th of some domain
Ω, such as a redefinition of each function and operator on the so-called broken and possibly vector-valued d-dimensional
Sobolov spaceH1(Th × (0, T ))d. In this light, we also need to define the average {{U}} = (U+ + U−)/2 and jump
term [[U ]] = U+ ⊗ n+ + U− ⊗ n− to express fluxes on cell transitions. The discretization then reads for solution
and test-function Uh, Ph from some finite element approximation space ofH1(Th × (0, T ))3 for an SIPG scheme as

7
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[28][29]

Fh(Uh, Ph) =

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

[∂Uh
∂t
· Ph − F (Uh) : ∇hPh +G(µ)∇h(Ûh) : ∇hPh

−S(Uh) · Ph
]

dx dt+

∫ T

0

∑
κ∈Th

∫
∂κ\Γ

F(U+
h , U

−
h , ~n) · P+

h dsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
ΓI

[
δh : [[Ph]]− {{G(µ)∇h(Ph)}} : [[Ûh]]

−{{G(µ)∇h(Ûh)}} : [[Ph]]
]

dsdt+NΓ,h(Uh, Ph) = 0,

(42)

where the numerical flux function F(U+
h , U

−
h , ~n) defines the fluxes at the discontinuous cell transitions, incorporating

specific quantities at the respective boundaries. For the advective flux and for a given flux Jacobian Ji := ∂UFi(U) and
matrix B(U,~n) =

∑2
i=1 niJi(U) we can choose between a variety of numerical fluxes [25], e.g.

(Local) Lax-Friedrichs Flux:

F1(U+, U−, ~n)|∂κ =
1

2

(
F (U+) · ~n+ F (U−) · ~n+ αmax(U+ − U−)

)
, (43)

where αmax = maxV=U+,U−{|λ(B(V,~nκ))|} with λ(B(V,~nκ)) returning a sequence of eigenvalues for the matrix B
restricted on a side of element κ.

HLLE Flux:

F2(U+, U−, ~n)|∂κ =
1

λ+ − λ−
(
λ+F (U+) · ~n− λ−F (U−) · ~n− λ+λ−(U+ − U−)

)
, (44)

where λ+ = max(αmax, 0) and λ− = min(αmin, 0), for αmin defined in accordance with αmax. The required SWE
Jacobian is written as

J1(U) =

 0 1 0

−Q2
1

H2 + gH 2Q1

H 0

−Q1Q2

H2
Q2

H
Q1

H

 J2(U) =

 0 0 1

−Q1Q2

H2
Q2

H
Q1

H

−Q2
2

H2 + gH 0 2Q2

H

 . (45)

Hence, we obtain the following eigenvalues, where c =
√
gH denotes the wave celerity [25]

λ(n1J1 + n2J2) = {λ1, λ2, λ3}
= {un1 + vn2 − c, un1 + vn2, un1 + vn2 + c}. (46)

Remark. From (46) also the hyperbolicy for the shallow water system is obtained, i.e. λi ∈ R for i ∈ {1, ..., 3}. In
addition if c 6= 0 or H > 0, we obtain distinct eigenvalues, which lead to strict hyperbolicy.
Remark. For a mesh with discretized obstacle and suitable transitional boundaries the SDF can be based on the solution
of the diffusive Eikonal Equation with f(x) = 1, q(x) = 0

|∇w(x)| − µSDF∆w(x) = f(x) x ∈ Ω

w(x) = q(x) x ∈ ∂Ω,
(47)

written in weak form as ∫
Ω

√
∇w · ∇wv dx−

∫
Ω

fv dx+

∫
Ω

µSDF∇w · ∇v dx = 0, (48)

where w ∈ H1(Ω) for all v ∈ H1(Ω) and µSDF = maxi hi is dependent on the cell-diameter hi for the ith cell
κi ⊂ Ω for i ∈ {1, ...,m}. In this setting, the diffusive Eikonal equation can serve as an additional constraint to (6) and
be considered in adjoint-based shape optimization.
Remark. In the presence of sources, especially for a discontinuous sediment z, a well-balanced numerical scheme is
only obtained by methods of flux balancing. For this, the method presented in [30] is extended to two dimensions. In
addition, diffusive terms introduced in (1) cancel naturally in still water conditions. Finally respectively (43) and (44)
are redefined.
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In (42) we define the penalization term for the viscous fluxes as

δh(Ûh) = CIP
k2

h
{{G(µ)}}[[Ûh]], (49)

where CIP > 0 is a constant, k > 0 the polynomial order of the DG method and h > 0 the ratio of the cell volume and
the facet area. What is remaining in (42) is the specification of the boundary term, here we state that

NΓ,h(Uh, Ph) =

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

F(U+
h , UΓ(U+

h ), ~n) · P+
h dsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
ΓN

[
δΓ(Û+

h ) : Ph ⊗ ~n+G(µ+)∇h(Û+
h ) : P+

h ⊗ ~n

−G(µ+)∇hV +
h : (Û+

h − UΓ(Û+
h ))⊗ ~n

]
dsdt,

(50)

where ΓN are all boundaries of type Neumann. Additionally, we define

δΓ(U+
h ) = CIPG(µ+)

k2

h
(U+

h − UΓ(U+
h ))⊗ ~n (51)

F(U+
h , UΓ(U+

h ), ~n) =
1

2
[~n · F (U+

h ) + ~n · F (UΓ(U+
h ))]. (52)

For the pure advective SWE open and rigid-wall boundary functions are defined as in [25]. Having obtained a discretized
solution for the forward problem, we calculate the SWE adjoint problem in the same manner using a DG discretization
in space and a member of the theta-method for the time discretization. For this we rewrite the vector form of the SWE
adjoint (34) with the help of the product rule, i.e.

∂P

∂t
−∇ · (AP,BP )− C̃P +∇ · (G(ε)∇P ) = −S, (53)

where C̃ is defined to be

C̃ = C −Ax −By . (54)

The following theorem provides us then with the necessary eigenvalues of the adjoint flux Jacobian J ∗i := ∂PF
∗
i (P ) =

−∂P (AP,BP ).
Theorem 3. (Eigenvalues of the Adjoint Flux Jacobian) The eigenvalues of matrix B∗(P,~n) belonging to the adjoint
flux Jacobian J ∗i := ∂PF

∗
i (P ) equal the eigenvalues of matrix B(U,~n) belonging to the flux Jacobian Ji := ∂UFi(U).

Proof.

λ(B(U,~n)) = λ(

2∑
i=1

~ni∂UFi(U)) = λ(

2∑
i=1

ni∂PF
∗
i (P )) = λ(B∗(P,~n)) (55)

since
∑2
i=1 ni∂UFi(U) =

∑2
i=1 ni∂PF

∗
i (P )T which is due to the linearity of the adjoint system. The determinant-

invariance of the transpose-operator then leads to the assertion.

Remark. The theorem above also provides us with hyperbolicy for the adjoint system. However, the linearity would
essentially enable us to solve the system with less expensive methods, which could result in less degrees of freedom.
We furthermore highlight that Theorem 3 provides us with stability of the numerical scheme for the adjoint equations as
well, e.g. if we have chosen the time steps in accordance with the CFL-condition for explicit time-integration in the
forward problem.

Updating the finite element mesh in each iteration is done via the solution ~W : Ω→ R2 of the linear elasticity equation
[11] ∫

Ω

σ( ~W ) : ε(~V ) dx = DJ(Ω)[~V ] ∀~V ∈ H1
0 (Ω,R2)

σ : = λelasTr(ε( ~W ))I + 2µelasε( ~W )

ε( ~W ) : =
1

2
(∇ ~W +∇ ~WT )

ε(~V ) : =
1

2
(∇~V +∇~V T ),

(56)

9
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where σ and ε are called strain and stress tensor and λelas and µelas are called Lamé parameters. In our calculations we
have chosen λelas = 0 and µelas as the solution of the following Poisson problem

−4 µ = 0 in Ω

µ = µmax on Γ3

µ = µmin on Γ1,Γ2.
(57)

The source term DJ(Ω)[~V ] in (56) consists of a volume and surface part, i.e. DJ(Ω)[~V ] = DJΩ[~V ] +DJΓ3 [~V ]. Here
the volumetric share comes from our SWE shape derivative w.r.t. the first two objectives and the penalty on the volume,
where we only assemble for test vector fields whose support intersects with the interface Γ3 and is set to zero for all
other basis vector fields [22]. The surface part comes from the parameter regularization and the minimum thinness
penalty (11), where we have implemented the numerical attractive equivalent formulations

DJ4(Ω)[~V ] = ν4

∫
Γ3

[
∇ · ~V − 〈∂

~V

∂~n
, ~n〉
]

ds (58)

and

DJ5(Ω)[~V ] = ν5

∫
Γ3

∫ dmin

0

[
~V ·
{
∇(dΩ (xm)

+
)2)− 〈∇(dΩ (xm)

+
)2), ~n〉~n

}
+ (dΩ (xm)

+
)2
{
∇ · ~V − 〈∂

~V

∂~n
, ~n〉
}

+ ~V · ~n
{

2dΩ(xm)+∇dΩ(xm) · ~n
}

− ~V (p∂Ω(xm)) · ~n(p∂Ω(xm))2(dΩ(xm))+
]

dξ ds.

(59)

In order to guarantee the attainment of useful shapes, which minimize the objective, a backtracking line search is used,
which limits the step size in case the shape space is left [22], i.e. having intersecting line segments or in the case of a
non-decreasing objective evaluation. As described in the algorithm before, the iteration is finally stopped if the norm of
the shape derivative has become sufficiently small.

4.2 Ex.1: The Half-Circled Mesh

In the first example, we will look at the model problem - the half circle that was described in Section 2. The
associated mesh is displayed in Figure 4 and was created using the finite element mesh generator GMSH [31], we
have meshed finer around the obstacle to ensure a high resolution. We set Gaussian initial conditions as Û0 =
(1 + exp(−15x2 − 15(y − 1)2), 0, 0), which result in a wave travelling in time towards the boundaries. As before, we
interpret Γ1,Γ2,Γ3 as coastline, open sea and obstacle boundary. Accordingly, we prescribe the boundary conditions
using rigid-wall conditions on Γ1,Γ3 and outflow boundaries on Γ2. The parameters in the shallow water system
are set as follows: For the weight of the diffusion terms in the momentum equation we set µf = (0.01, 0.01) and
determine µv by the usage of the mentioned shock detector [17]. The gravitational acceleration is fixed at roughly
9.81 and the parameter K in Manning’s formula is at 0.049 for a sandy beach. Our calculations are performed for
two test cases - a linear decreasing bottom z = 0.5 − 0.25y and a non-flat bottom determined by a Gaussian peak
z = exp(−6(x− 0.5)2 − 6(y − 0.2)2), as displayed in Figure 4. We are targeting a minimal mechanical wave energy
for waves above the water’s rest height, such that the energy and sigmoid function are defined in terms of H + z
for threshold Hcr = 1 and slope parameter α = 10 such as zeroed velocities by setting ν1 = ν2 = 1. In addition,
we penalize volume and thinness by setting ν3 = 1e−4, ν5 = 1e−2 such as enforcing a stronger regularization by
ν4 = 1e−4. In this example we have used an implicit backward Euler time-scheme and a DG-method of first order that
was described before. For the spatial discretization, we have used the HLLE-flux function for the convective terms
and CIP = 20 in the SIPG method. Solving the state equations requires the definition of the time-horizon, e.g. as
T̃ = (0, T ) = (0, 2.5), which is chosen to include one full wave period, i.e. the travel of a wave to and from the shore.
The discretization in time is based on a step size of dt = 5e−3. Due to the nonlinear nature of the SWE we have used a
Newton solver, where we set the absolute and relative tolerance as εabs = εrel = 1e−6. The solution of the adjoint
problem follows likewise, but stepping backwards in time. Since the problem is linear, a Newton solver is no longer
needed. Having solved state and adjoint equations the mesh deformation is performed as described, where we specify
µmin = 10 and µmax = 100 in (57). The step size is at ρ = 1 and shrinks whenever criteria for line searches are not
met. In Figure 5 results of the shape optimization are displayed, firstly for a linear and secondly a Gaussian bottom
after 44 and 33 steps of optimization.

The deformations are symmetric in the first and in the opposing direction of the sediment hill in the second case. As we
observe in the lower part of Figure 5, we have achieved notable decreases in the objective.
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Figure 4: (a) Initial Mesh and Obstacle, (b) Field State at t = 0.1, (c) Linear Bathymetry, (d) Gaussian Peak Bathymetry
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Figure 5: (a) Optimized Obstacle for Linear Seabed, (b) Optimized Obstacle for Gaussian Seabed, (c) Objective for
Linear Seabed, (d) Objective for Gaussian Seabed

4.3 Ex.2: Langue de Barbarie

A more realistic computation is performed in the second example. Here we look at the LdB a coastal section in the north
of Dakar, Senegal. In 1990 it consisted of a long offshore island, which eroded in three parts within two decades. Waves
now travel unhindered to the mainlands, which causes severe damage and already destroyed large habitats. Adjusting
our model to this specific coastal section starts on mesh level. Shorelines are taken from the free GSHHG1 databank,
following [32]. We build up an interface from a geographical information system (QGIS3) for processing the data to a
computer aided design software (GMSH) for the mesh generation. Similar to the preceding example, we interpret Γ1 as
coastline of the mainland, Γ2 as the open sea boundary such as Γ3 as the three offshore islands (cf. to Figure 7,8).

As before, we start with Gaussian initial conditions for the height of the water. Sediment data is taken from the GEBCO2

databank, where bathymetric elevation is mapped to a mesh point using a nearest neighbors algorithm. The sediment
elevation can be taken from Figure 6, while the wave propagation can be extracted from Figure 7. The remaining
model-settings are similar to Section 4.2. Figure 8 pictures initial, such as deformed mesh and obstacle after 30 steps of
optimization.

1https://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/shorelines/
2https://www.gebco.net/
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Figure 7: Visualization of a Wave Described by Height and Velocities, Travelling Towards the Shore for Initial Obstacle.
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Figure 8: Initial and Optimized Mesh and Obstacle

One can observe a similar behaviour as in Subsection 4.2, where the obstacle is stretched to protect an as large as
possible area. In this setting, the optimizer suggests to reconnect the three islands. However, rebuilding the complete
island would either call for a remeshing procedure or an alternative algorithm for shape optimization, e.g. level sets as
in [3] are capable of similar. We highlight that obtained results must be treated with caution, since rebuilding would
require an excessive amount of landmass. As an alternative, simulations with artificial offshore islands subject to
volume constraints can be performed. In Figure 9 the convergence of the objective can be observed.
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Figure 9: Objective for LdB Mesh
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4.4 Ex.3: World Mesh

In the third and last example, we extend presented techniques to immersed-manifolds, in order to perform global shore
protection. For this, we define Ω to be a smooth m-dimensional manifold immersed in Rn, where m = 2 denotes the
topological dimension and n = 3 the geometric dimension. We assume a similar setting as before, where Γ1 represents
the continent of Africa and Γ2 the remaining coastal points. In addition, we have placed three initial circled obstacles
with boundary Γ3 in before the shore of West-Africa that serve as obstacle. From the implementational side we have

Figure 10: High Resolution World Mesh

again used the GSHHG databank to obtain coastal data and mapped the points to a PolarSphere in GMSH (cf. to Figure
10). For the discretization we follow [33], from which an extension of the FEniCS software to the scenario above stems
from. We aim for a solution in the geometric space i.e. Uh = (Hh, uhHh, vhHh, whHh) relying on DG-elements, i.e.
DG1 ×DG3, where we weakly enforce the vector-valued velocity to be in the spherical tangent space. Alternatively,
we could solve in the mixed discrete Function Space DG1 ×RT1, where RT1 denotes Raviar-Thomas finite elements,
which lie in the tangent space simple from its construction. We define initial conditions in the geometric space as
U0 = (2 + exp(−c(x− x0)2 − c(y − y0)2 − c(z − z0)2), 0, 0, 0) for suitable coordinates (x0, y0, z0) and constant c.
In contrast to the examples before, open sea boundaries are not required any more, such that all boundaries are subject
to rigid boundary conditions. The seabed is for simplicity assumed to be flat. The remaining model-settings are similar
to Subsection 4.2. The wave propagation is visualized in Figure 11.

(a) t = 0 (b) t = 0.5 (c) t = 1 (d) t = 1.5

Figure 11: Visualization of a Wave Described by Height, Travelling Towards the Continents for Initial Obstacle.

For performing shape optimization we remark for completeness that updating the finite element mesh in each iteration
is done via the solution ~W : Ω→ R3 of the linear elasticity equation, where we again enforce a tangential solution and
hence solve ∫

Ω

[
σ( ~W ) : ε(~V )− l~k · ~V + ~W · ~kγ

]
dx = DJ(Ω)[~V ]

∂ ~W

∂~n
= 0 on Γ3

~W = 0 on Γ1,Γ2

(60)

for unit outward normal ~k to the surface of the manifold, Lagrange multiplier l ∈ DG1 for all (~V , γ) such as σ and ε
as in (56). We would like to highlight that (60) represents an elliptic PDE, that can without further ado being solved
directly. However, movements on a manifold would typically call for retractions, e.g. via usage of an exponential
mapping [34, Chapter 4]. The resulting deformed obstacles can be seen in Figure 12.

In Figure 13 we once more observe convergence of the objective function.

Lastly, we would like to point out that the obtained results are only offering a simplistic analysis to protect the shore of
Africa Γ1, that can be used as a first feasibility study. For a more comprehensive discussion one would need to adapt
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(a) Initial Mesh (b) Optimized Mesh

Figure 12: Initial and Optimized Mesh and Obstacle
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Figure 13: Objective for World Mesh

the model to non-shallow flows, simulate a non-flat seabed and take care on the wetting-drying phenomenon (cf. e.g. to
[26]). On coastal boundaries Γ1,Γ2 and Γ3 more accurate solutions would be obtained by replacing rigid boundary
conditions by partially absorbing boundary conditions. Finally, an extension of Γ1 to all shores where various waves
are produced with multiple obstacles placed before several shorelines, that are all restricted in volume, could lead to
more sophisticated conclusions.

5 Conclusion

We have derived the time-dependent continuous adjoint and shape derivative of the SWE in volume form. The results
were tested on a simplistic sample mesh for a linear and Gaussian seabed, as well as on more realistic meshes, picturing
the Langue de Barbarie coastal section and a world simulation. The optimized shape strongly orients itself to the wave
direction and to the mesh region that is to be protected. The results can be easily adjusted for arbitrary meshes, objective
functions and different wave properties driven by initial and boundary conditions. However, the obtained obstacles are
often too large for practical implementations, hence we admit that this work can only serve as a first feasibility study.

Keywords Shape Optimization · Obstacle Problem · Numerical Methods · Adjoint Methods · Shallow Water Equations ·
Coastal Erosion
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A Derivation of Adjoint Equations

Proof. We need to rewrite the weak form (29) as

a(H, ~Q, p, ~R) =

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∂p
∂t
H dxdt+

∫
Ω

[H(x, T )p(x, T )−H0p(x, 0)] dx

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

− ~Q · ∇p dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

p ~Q · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−(H + z)∇ · (µv∇p) dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

[µv(H + z)∇p · ~n− pµv∇(H + z) · ~n] dsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∂
~R

∂t
· ~Qdx dt+

∫
Ω

[
~Q(x, T ) · ~R(x, T )− ~Q0 · ~R(x, 0)

]
dx

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−
~Q

H
· ∇~R · ~Qdxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

~Q

H
· ~R~Q · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−1

2
gH2∇ · ~R dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

1

2
gH2 ~R · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

− ~Q · ∇ · (G(µf )∇~R) dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

gH∇z · ~R dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

[
G(µf ) ~Q · ∇~R · ~n− ~R ·G(µf )∇ ~Q · ~n

]
dsdt.
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Inserting Boundary Conditions leads to

a(H, ~Q, p, ~R) =

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∂p
∂t
H dx dt+

∫
Ω

[H(x, T )p(x, T )−H0p(x, 0)] dx

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

~Q · ∇p dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

p ~Q · ~ndsdt

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

1

2
gH2∇ · ~R dx dt−

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(H + z)∇ · (µv∇p) dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

−pµv∇(H1 + z) · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1,Γ3

µv(H + z)∇p · ~ndsdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

µvH1∇p · ~ndsdt

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

∂ ~R

∂t
· ~Qdxdt+

∫
Ω

[
~Q(x, T ) · ~R(x, T )− ~Q0 · ~R(x, 0)

]
dx

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

~Q

H
· ∇~R · ~Qdxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

~Q

H1
· ~R~Q · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1,Γ3

1

2
gH2 ~R · ~ndsdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

1

2
gH2

1
~R · ~ndsdt

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

~Q · ∇ · (G(µf )∇~R) dx dt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1,Γ2,Γ3

G(µf ) ~Q∇~R · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

gH∇z · ~R dxdt.

Differentiating for the state variable H leads to

∂a(H, ~Q, p, ~R)

∂H
=

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∂p
∂t

dxdt+

∫
Ω

p(x, T ) dx

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∇ · (µv∇p) dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1,Γ3

[µv∇p · ~n] dsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

~Q

H2
· ∇~R · ~Qdxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−gH∇ · ~R dx dt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1,Γ3

gH ~R · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

g∇z · ~R dxdt

and for ~Q to

∂a(H, ~Q, p, ~R)

∂ ~Q
=

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∂
~R

∂t
dxdt+

∫
Ω

~R(x, T ) dx

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

∇p dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

p~ndsdt

−
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

1

H
(∇~R)T ~Q− 1

H
( ~Q · ∇)~R~Qdx dt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

1

H1
( ~Q · ~n)~R dsdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ2

1

H1
( ~Q~R) · ~ndsdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

−∇ · (G(µf )∇~R) dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ1,Γ2,Γ3

G(µf )∇~R~ndsdt.

17
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Now if ∂a(H,~Q,p,~R)
∂U = −∂J1,2∂U then ∂L

∂U = 0 is fulfilled. From this we get the adjoint in strong form with boundary and
terminal conditions (30)-(33).

18
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B Derivation of Shape Derivative

Proof. We regard the Lagrangian (28). As in [10], the theorem of Correa and Seger [35] is applied on the right hand
side of

J1,2(Ω) = min
U

max
P
L(Ω, U, P ). (61)

The assumptions of this theorem can be verified as in [9]. We now apply the rule (19) for differentiating domain
integrals, alongside with boundary conditions

dL(Ω, U, P ) =

= lim
ε→0+

L(Ωε;U,P )− L(Ω;U,P )

ε

=
d+

dε
L(Ωε, U, P )

∣∣
ε=0

=
d+

dε
L(Ωε, H, ~Q, p, ~R)

∣∣∣
ε=0

=

∫
Ω

[ ∫ T

0

−Dm

(
∂p

∂t
H

)
dt+Dm (H(x, T )p(x, T )−H0p(x, 0))

−
∫ T

0

Dm

(
∂ ~R

∂t
· ~Q

)
dt+Dm

(
~Q(x, T ) · ~R(x, T )− ~Q0 · ~R(x, 0)

)
+

∫ T

0

Dm

(
∇ · ~Qp

)
dt+

∫ T

0

Dm (µv∇(H + z) · ∇p) dt

+

∫ T

0

Dm

(
∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q

)
· ~R

)
dt+

∫ T

0

+Dm

(
1

2
g∇H2 · ~R

)
dt

+

∫ T

0

Dm

(
G(µf )∇ ~Q : ∇~R

)
dt+

∫ T

0

Dm

(
gH∇z · ~R

)
dt

+ div(~V )
(∫ T

0

−∂p
∂t
H dt+H(x, T )p(x, T )−H0p(x, 0)

+

∫ T

0

−∂
~R

∂t
· ~Qdt+ ~Q(x, T ) · ~R(x, T )− ~Q0 · ~R(x, 0) +

∫ T

0

∇ · ~Qpdt

+

∫ T

0

µv∇(H + z) · ∇p dt+

∫ T

0

∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q

)
· ~R dt

+

∫ T

0

1

2
g∇H2 · ~R dt+

∫ T

0

G(µf )∇ ~Q : ∇~R+

∫ T

0

gH∇z · ~R dt
)]

dx

+

∫
Γ1

[ ∫
T̃

Dm (ν1Eσα(H −Hcr)) dt+

∫ T

0

Dm

(ν2

2
|| ~Q||22

)
dt

+ divΓ1(~V )

(∫
T̃

ν1Eσα(H −Hcr) dt+

∫ T

0

ν2

2
|| ~Q||22 dt

)]
ds

+

∫
Γ2

[ ∫ T

0

−Dm (µv∇(H1 + z) · ~npdt)

+ divΓ2(~V )
(∫ T

0

−µv∇(H1 + z) · ~npdt
)]

ds,

where divΓ
~V = div ~V − ~n · (∇~V )~n is the tangential divergence of the vector field ~V . Now the product rule (21) yields

=

∫
Ω

[ ∫ T

0

−Dm

(
∂p

∂t

)
H − ∂p

∂t
Ḣ dt

+Ḣ(x, T )p(x, T ) +H(x, T )ṗ(x, T )−H0ṗ(x, 0)

+

∫ T

0

Dm

(
∂ ~R

∂t

)
· ~Q− ∂ ~R

∂t
· ~̇Qdt+ ~̇Q(x, T ) · ~R(x, T )
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+ ~Q(x, T ) · ~̇R(x, T )− ~Q0 · ~̇R(x, 0) +

∫ T

0

ṗ · ∇ · ~Q+ pDm(∇ · ~Q) dt

+

∫ T

0

(µvDm(∇(H + z)) · ∇p+ µv∇(H + z) ·Dm(∇p)) dt

−
∫ T

0

Dm

(
∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q

))
· ~R dt+

∫ T

0

∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q

)
·Dm

(
~R
)

dt

+

∫ T

0

(
1

2
gDm(∇H2) · ~R+

1

2
g∇H2 ·Dm(~R)

)
dt

+

∫ T

0

(
Dm

(
G(µf )∇ ~Q

)
: ∇~R+G(µf )∇ ~Q : Dm

(
∇~R

))
dt

+

∫ T

0

gḢ∇z · ~R dt+

∫ T

0

gHDm(∇z) · ~R dt+

∫ T

0

gH∇z · ~̇R dt

+ div(~V )
(∫ T

0

−∂p
∂t
H dt+H(x, T )p(x, T )−H0p(x, 0)

+

∫ T

0

−∂
~R

∂t
· ~Qdt+ ~Q(x, T ) · ~R(x, T )− ~Q0 · ~R(x, 0) +

∫ T

0

p∇ · ~Qdt

+

∫ T

0

µv∇(H + z) · ∇p dt+

∫ T

0

∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q

)
· ~R dt

+

∫ T

0

+
1

2
g∇H2 · ~R dt+

∫ T

0

G(µf )∇ ~Q : ∇~R+

∫ T

0

gH∇z · ~R dt
)]

dx

+

∫
Γ1

[ ∫
T̃

ν1

(
1

4
gρHσα,Hcr(H) + Eσα,Hcr(H)(1− σα,Hcr(H))

)
Ḣ dt

+

∫ T

0

ν2
~Q · ~̇Qdt

+ divΓ1
(~V )

(∫
T̃

ν1Eσα,Hcr(H) dt+

∫ T

0

ν2

2
|| ~Q||22 dt

)]
ds

+

∫
Γ2

[ ∫ T

0

−µv∇(H1 + z) · ~nṗ dt+ divΓ2(~V )
(∫ T

0

−µv∇(H1 + z) · ~npdt
)]

ds.

The non-commuting of the material derivative (22), (23) and (24) such as integration by parts, regrouping and the fact
that the sediment moves along with the deformation leads to

=

∫
Γ1

[ ∫
T̃

(
1

4
gρHσα,Hcr(H) + Eσα,Hcr(H)(1− σα,Hcr(H))

)
Ḣ dt

+

∫ T

0

ν2
~Q · ~̇Qdt

]
ds

+

∫
Ω

[ ∫ T

0

(
−∂p
∂t

+
1

H2
( ~Q · ∇)~R · ~Q− gH(∇ · ~R)−∇ · (µv∇p) + g∇z · ~R

)
Ḣ

+

(
−∂

~R

∂t
−∇p− 1

H
( ~Q · ∇)~R− 1

H
(∇~R)T ~Q− (∇ · (G(µf )∇~R))

)
· ~̇Q

+

(
∂H

∂t
+∇ ·

(
~Q− µv∇(H + z)

))
ṗ

+

(
∂ ~Q

∂t
+∇ ·

(
~Q

H
⊗ ~Q+

1

2
gH2I2 −G(µf )∇ ~Q

)
+ gH∇z

)
· ~̇R dt

]
dx

+

∫
Ω

∫ T

0

[
− (∇~V )T : ∇ ~Qp− (∇~V )T : ∇ ~Q

~Q

H
· ~R− (∇~V ~Q · ∇)

~Q

H
· ~R
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−gH(∇~V )T∇H · ~R− µv∇(H + z)T (∇~V +∇~V T )∇p
−G(µf )∇ ~Q∇~V : ∇~R−G(µf )∇ ~Q∇~V T : ∇~R

−gH∇~V T∇z · ~R+ div(~V )
{∂H
∂t

p+∇ · ~Qp+
∂ ~Q

∂t
· ~R

+( ~Q · ∇)
~Q

H
· ~R+∇ · ~Q

~Q

H
· ~R+

1

2
g∇H2 · ~R+ gH∇z · ~R

+µv∇(H + z) · ∇p+ (G(µf )∇ ~Q) : ∇~R
}]

dxdt

+

∫
Γ1

divΓ1(~V )
[ ∫

T̃

ν1Eσα,Hcr(H) dt+

∫ T

0

ν2

2
|| ~Q||22 dt

]
ds

+

∫
Γ2

divΓ2
(~V )
[ ∫ T

0

−µv∇(H1 + z) · ~npdt
]

ds.

Since outer boundaries are not variable, in general the deformation field ~V vanishes in small neighbourhoods around
Γ1,Γ2 and the material derivative is zero, hence the boundary integrals vanish. In addition, evaluating the Lagrangian
in its saddle point, the first integrals vanish such that we obtain the shape derivative in its final form.
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