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Abstract

A prediction model for the turbulent kinetic energy (TKE) induced by
tidal-currents is proposed as a function of the barotropic velocity only, along
with a robust method evaluating the different parameters involved using
Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler (ADCP) measurements from Alderney
Race. We find that the model is able to reproduce correctly the TKE profiles
with coefficients of correlation on average higher than 0.90 and normalised
root-mean-square errors (NRMSE) less than 14%. Different profiles are
also tested for the mean velocity, no satisfactory prediction model is found
but we are able to have decent estimates of the velocity shear and friction
velocity. Two applications are then carried out. First the turbulent budget
terms are estimated and discussed. We identify the turbulent production
and dissipation of TKE as the most important mechanisms, then we discuss
the validity of several theoretical results derived for isotropic turbulence for
this application. A strong departure for the estimation of the turbulent
dissipation is notably found and explained by the turbulent anisotropy. At
last the prediction model for the TKE is used to infer the wave-induced
TKE. We show the importance of removing the tidal component, waves can
have a strong influence down to mid-depth.
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1. Introduction

In the context of climate change, with the necessity of reducing the
carbon emissions and moving out from fossil fuel, exploitation of tidal cur-
rents with offshore tidal turbines has regained a lot of interest in the past
decade. The newly proposed FloWatt (https://www.flowatt.fr/) project
in France is a good example. It will allow to install a pilot tidal turbine farm
in Alderney Race, the most energetic coastal site in the English Channel.
The farm would be composed of 7 turbines for a 17.5MW total installed
power, with the ambition of making tidal energy a reliable and competi-
tive source of electricity. Accurate knowledge of the forces acting on the
water turbine is crucial for predicting the generated power, dimensioning
efficiently the submerged structures and ensuring a resilient integration in
the continental power grid.

As a first approximation the tidal currents are the main source of energy
in the water column, their interaction with the seabed generates ambient
marine turbulence and shear in the column (e.g. [1]). As such it is cru-
cial to have a good understanding of this interaction, the basic wall theory
is reminded in Appendix A. Realistic conditions are however often more
complex than the wall theory. The conclusion from a large number of stud-
ies cited in the review paper [2] indicates that the nature and intensity of
turbulence is strongly dependent on the tidal conditions and local site fea-
tures [3]. The base hypothesis that turbulence is isotropic is also shown to
be wrong in most cases, with a stronger turbulence observed in the stream-
wise direction [4]. The wall theory is therefore hardly applicable as such, and
in-situ measurements remain necessary to have a good understanding of the
turbulence at one particular location. However, other effects can have sur-
prisingly strong impacts on the hydrodynamic variables. Waves for instance
can generate additional conservative forcing on the water column through
the vortex force or the Bernoulli head, or additional transport through the
Stokes drift. Non-conservative effects like wave breaking have been observed
to reach high depth as well and greatly impact the turbulent mixing in the
upper part of the water column. Estimating the tidal component and ex-
tracting the wave-induced component from variables of interest is therefore
useful to better characterise the hydrodynamics of a renewable energy site.
The purpose of the research presented here is to develop a method able to
evaluate the tidal-generated TKE and velocity near the seabed, then apply
the method in order to deduce the wave-induced turbulence notably.

Tides are the main driving mechanism in Alderney Race, it is a strong
macro-tidal and semi-diurnal environment [5, 6]. Tidal currents can reach
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Figure 1: Map of Alderney Race showing the peak spring currents in the area using data
from [5], the calculations were performed during two moon cycles between 01/03/2015
and 29/04/2015; the position of the ADCP used in this research is marked by a red cross;
red and orange arrows indicate the respective direction of flood and ebb flows.

up to 5m s−1 as shown in Fig. 1. The interaction of those currents with
the seabed generates the shear in the vertical velocity profiles, as well as
marine turbulence. The most simple and yet often used theory to describe
this interaction and characterise the flow is the wall turbulence theory (e.g.
[7]). The wall theory and consequently the logarithmic law for the velocity
vertical profile have been shown to work well in the oceanic shelf boundary
layer, at least for the bottom first 20% of the water column [8, 9, 10]. Diver-
gence can be observed higher in the water column as other factors influence
the turbulent dynamics.

A short reminder on wall turbulence is shown in Appendix A. They all
indicate that the velocity, the TKE but also by extension most of the budget
terms appearing in Eq. (A.9) can be expressed as function of the bottom
friction velocity uτ alone. The friction velocity itself can be related to the
mean velocity u, or even the mean barotropic velocity U , so all the variables
of interest can in theory be deduced from the tidal velocity. This feature has
been observed several times in the literature. References [11, 12] both show
that a power law fitted for the velocity profile depends strongly on the tide
(flood or ebb), but also on the tidal phase (increase, peak or decrease) which
is directly linked to the velocity strength. Likewise Refs. [13, 14, 15] all
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observe a clear correlation between the TKE and mean velocity magnitude.
However less attempt have been made to characterise the vertical TKE
profiles, as it is often done for the turbulent dissipation [16, 17, 18].

This motivates us to present a method able to predict the velocity and
turbulent kinetic energy profiles from the barotropic velocity. The end goal
is to obtain a correct evaluation of the wave contribution to a variable of
interest X, as per the rationale below:

Xwave generated = Xmeasured −Xtidal, predicted. (1)

The previous expectations are only relevant provided that the conditions
of measurements are close to the conditions in which the theory is derived.
Notably a fully developed and permanent flow is assumed, over a flat bottom
with no horizontal variations. Those are strong assumptions which are not
necessarily verified and will be discussed throughout the paper. Mostly
inspired from the theory, the models used to predict the velocity and TKE
are presented in Section 2. Surface effects such as wave breaking and induced
mixing must be negligible and not impact the flow in a first step where
we fit the models, which is a strong limitation. We test our models and
method with adequate ADCP data described in Section 3, only keeping
measurements obtained during calm sea states and wind conditions. A first
analysis of the velocity laws is presented in Section 4, in order to justify
the analytical model retained. The accuracy of the two models predicting
the velocity and TKE profiles is then studied in Section 5, along with a
brief discussion on the limitations of such models. We finally produce two
applications in Section 6, notably using the fitted model to estimate the
different terms in the TKE balance equation and estimate the impact of
waves on the velocity and TKE profiles. We use the occasion to discuss the
observed departure from the wall theory expectations.

2. Theoretical Modelling

The method used to assess the ocean wave contribution by filtering out
tidal effects is described here. Based on the theory exposed in introduction,
we predict the depth-dependent velocity and TKE from the mean barotropic
velocity only. Figure 2A justifies such a choice as there is a clear one-
to-one and onto relationship between the barotropic and depth-dependent
velocities. Several other choices are made and explained in this section, for
compactness purposes some are justified by referencing later observations
based on the data analysed, either in Section 3, 5 or 6.
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2.1. Depth-dependent velocity

Several theoretical formulations for the velocity vertical profiles can be
found in the literature. As exposed in Appendix A the logarithmic profile
given by Eq. (A.7) is the most classic expression expected. The unknowns
are the friction velocity uτ and the bottom roughness z0, which are ob-
tained for each profile through a brute optimisation algorithm, minimising
the square root of the sum of squares. A wake correction is often introduced
further away from the wall, providing additional degrees of freedom to the
model approximation. Such law of the wake is mostly relevant for channel
or pipe flows and lacks physical interpretation [19], it is therefore not pre-
ferred for free surface oceanic flows. We will introduce two other models,
the power law and the double logarithmic law, then test and discuss their
accuracy to reproduce the velocity profiles later in Section 5.

Power laws are widely used by oceanographers, mostly for its convenience
and efficiency in tidal energy research [11]. Such a law is reminded below
with Eq. (2), where the unknowns optimised for each fit are the power
γ and the roughness coefficient δ, obtained through a brute optimisation
algorithm:

u(z) =
( z
δh

)1/γ
U. (2)

The double logarithmic law has been introduced in [20, 21] notably,
described by Eq. (3) below:

u(z) =


uτ,bot
κ

ln

(
z

z0,bot

)
, if z ≤ zlim,

uτ,up
κ

ln

(
z

z0,up

)
, if z > zlim.

(3)

The two logarithmic layers are separated by the variable zlim, each layer
features its own friction velocity and bottom roughness. All unknowns are
determined by running a brute optimisation algorithm on all five parameters.
The division in two log layers has been sometimes attributed to the action of
form drag on the upper layer [20], but some have argued that it could be the
result of stratification, acting as a new constraint for the eddy size [22, 8, 23].
In Ref. [8] for instance they introduce the Ozmidov scale and use it to
propose a new model for the turbulent length scale. It is however impossible
to test their model here as we lack measurements of the water pressure,
necessary to evaluate the Ozmidov scale. Furthermore their formulation is
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likely to be irrelevant in our case as the water column is barely stratified,
due to the intense turbulent mixing present in Alderney Race.

The three laws mentioned above are tested in Section 5 and their ac-
curacy and performance discussed. Arguments will be given in favour of
using the logarithmic law, further analysis is then carried out. The friction
velocity in the bottom boundary layer is supposed to be related to viscous
processes at the bottom [20], depending solely on the flow speed [7]. As such
a linear regression is suited to scale this variable as follows:

uτ = aτU + bτ . (4)

The roughness heights are attributed to characteristics of the seabed
for high Reynolds number, as reviewed in [22] referencing [24] and [25].
They are not supposed to depend on the flow speed. Using the previous
linear expression the following model for the depth-dependent velocity will
be retained:

u =
(aτU + bτ )

κ
ln

(
z

z0

)
. (5)

The vertical velocity profile has been less documented. It is usually ne-
glected compared to the horizontal velocities, but it can still impact the
vertical advection of TKE. The logarithmic law introduced in Section 1
assumes a horizontally homogeneous flow. Combined with the continuity
equation it yields a constant vertical velocity, which is too restrictive and
is not agreeing with observations. Still we decided not to model the verti-
cal velocity by lack of theoretical background providing an analytical form
for the vertical velocity, and by lack of evident scaling with respect to the
barotropic velocity appearing on the profiles (e.g. [1]).

2.2. Depth-dependent turbulent kinetic energy

The classic wall theory and similar works suggest that the TKE is first
constant within the logarithmic layer, which spawns the first few meters
of the water column, and then decreases as a linear function of the height
above seabed. It is traditionally assumed to scale as u2τ , or equivalently as
U2, but we wish to challenge this dimensional argument.

For each profile the linear regression given by Eq. (6) is computed for
kt:

kt = αz + β. (6)
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This first regression gives us samples for α and β, which depend primarily
on the barotropic velocity. Regressions for the coefficients α and β are then
conducted to fit a power model given by Eq. (7) and suggested by the theory
(e.g. [7]):

α = aαU
pα + bα and β = aβU

pβ + bβ. (7)

The regressions are done separately, if the TKE indeed scales with the
mean flow then similar values for pα and pβ should be found. It will be
verified in Section 6. A mean value p is kept afterwards, which still depends
on the tidal phase:

p = (pα + pβ)/2. (8)

The goal is now to obtain reference profiles for the TKE, given the scaling
found previously. It can be expressed as follows, with A(z) a scaling function
varying with depth and kt,0(z) a residual TKE:

kt(z) = A(z)Up + kt,0(z). (9)

At this stage it is already possible to find expression for A(z) and kt,0(z)
using Eqs. (6–7):

A(z) = aαz + aβ, kt,0(z) = bαz + bβ. (10)

The solution proposed with Eq. (10) forces a linear profile for the TKE,
it is certainly a decent approximation close to what the theory suggests.
However such an approach is still forcing theoretical results on a complex
application where several hypotheses are not verified, such as horizontal
homogeneity. Consequently linear regressions are then conducted bin per
bin, at each height z. The TKE is estimated with regards to the scaled
tidal velocity Up. Those regressions directly yield the slope A(z) and the
intercept kt,0(z), with no underlying hypothesis on their vertical shape.

Once the three parameters A(z), kt,0(z) and p are evaluated, it is possible
to predict the TKE generated by the tidal currents as long as the barotropic
velocity is known. The accuracy of the method is evaluated in Section 6.

3. Data

The data used in this paper are extracted from a five-beam bottom-
deployed ADCP in Alderney Race between 27/02/2018–06/07/2018, a map
of the area with the position of the ADCP is shown in Fig. 1 with a summary
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Instrument ADCP Sentinel V50 5 beams
Campaign Leg56

Deployment period 27/02/2018–06/07/2018
Latitude (◦N) 49.68100
Longitude (◦E) −2.02965
Water depth (MSL) (m) 37.7
Beam frequency (kHz) 500
Sampling frequency (Hz) 2
Burst duration (min) 20
Burst frequency (min) 60
Vertical resolution (m) 1
Range (m) 2.7–27.7
Beam inclination (◦) 25

Number of samples

Flood cases 1536
with Hs < 0.7m 642
with Hs < 0.7m and U > 1.5m s−1 289

Ebb cases 1456
with Hs < 0.7m 567
with Hs < 0.7m and U > 1.5m s−1 235

Table 1: ADCP set-up parameters, as well as a breakdown of 20min long samples available.
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of its configuration given in Table 1. More details on the configuration is
given in [15], where it is referred as ADCP S1 Leg56, they also include
in their paper more ADCP and high-frequency radar measurements not
exploited in the present research.

The raw high-resolution beam velocities and sea level are available,
recorded with a 2Hz frequency during 20min burst windows. Usable bin
heights are between 2.7m and 17.7m or 27.7m above the sea bottom, de-
pending on the velocity speed. With higher velocities the quality of measure-
ment improves and more bin heights are available. Outside of those ranges
data show too much contamination or too low correlation and amplitude in-
tensity. The bin resolution is 1m. The measured mean total depth is 37.7m
with a maximum tidal range of 8.2m during the duration of measurements,
which includes 9 spring and neap tides.

A quality analysis is first conducted to remove unrealistic records, sources
of errors include lobe contamination, free surface contamination and oscil-
lations of the structure above the recommended range. The data is notably
despiked following [26], although only one sweep is carried out to remove
spikes for running time purposes. The high-resolution data is then projected
in East-North-Up directions and averaged over the 20min burst window
length to obtain mean statistics. The calculation of the turbulent statistics
is detailed below.

The height above seabed is the preferred vertical coordinate here as we
are mostly interested in the sea bottom effects and generation of turbulence.
This coordinate is constant for each ADCP bin. However when studying the
wave-induced currents and TKE we prefer to use the relative depth, com-
puted as the mean sea level minus the height above seabed. Such coordinate
varies for a given ADCP bin.

We briefly describe how the raw high-frequency data are processed for
each of the variables of interest. We also explain some of the choices made
with regard to which variable is used for the analysis.

3.1. Sea level

The raw data for the sea level consist of a time series obtained with
the surface tracking method. The sea level is notably used to compute
the position of the bin below the surface and in the wave orbital spectra
calculation, through the wave dispersion relation. Since the water depth is
large compared to the tidal range we are not interested in the fast oscillations
induced by the waves. The sea level is then simply averaged over the 20min
burst record window. As a result the mean sea level is still capturing any
adjustment to local atmospheric or wave conditions. Given the precision of
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Figure 2: Plot A shows scatter graphs of the mean depth-dependent horizontal velocity
with respect to the barotropic horizontal velocity for flood cases at three different heights
above seabed (27.7m, 13.7m and 2.7m), an estimation of the uncertainty is given with ∆u
evaluated as the 95% prediction interval for each corresponding linear regression; plot B
shows the TKE with respect to the barotropic velocity at the same depths, uncertainty is
estimated with 95% prediction intervals as well modelling the TKE with a squared power
law (kt = AU2 +B).

the acquisition (0.33m), the beam accuracy (1m) and the average depth
of the first usable bin below the sea surface (6m), we do not think that
those local surface forcing processes impact the sea level drastically, nor the
analysis.

3.2. Velocities

The mean velocity is obtained by conducting averages over the 20min
record windows. We still suspect turbulent oscillations to be present in the
data after average, as illustrated with Fig. 2A. The estimation of the error
is carried out by computing the 95% prediction intervals after performing a
linear regression of the mean three-dimensional velocity with respect to the
mean barotropic velocity, yielding at most 0.13m s−1. It is similar to the
value found in [20] with their own instrument, recording at a 1Hz frequency.
The dispersion of the data is not necessarily caused by remnant turbulence
only, other unknown processes could have an influence such as the tidal phase
or tidal coefficient. We still believe that turbulence is the major cause.

The barotropic velocities are computed by depth-averaging each velocity
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component over the vertical range measured by the instrument. Given the
mean total depth (37.7m) only 68% of the water column roughly is used for
the depth-average.

3.3. Turbulent kinetic energy

The TKE is computed following the formula given in [27] and reminded
below, with b′i the turbulent velocity along beam i, with the fifth beam being
the vertical beam, θ is the beam inclination and ϕ the pitch angle in radians:

kt =
1

4 sin2 θ

(
b
′2
1 + b

′2
2 + b

′2
3 + b

′2
4 − 2(2 cos2 θ − sin2 θ)b

′2
5 − (cot θ − 1)ϕ(b

′2
2 − b

′2
1 )
)
.

(11)
The mean beam velocity is obtained with an average over the 20min long

record windows, the turbulent component is then computed by removing this
mean value from the instantaneous beam velocity. By definition the TKE is
then a mean statistics over the 20min of each record sample. Similarly to
what is observed for the mean velocity some dispersion still appears in the
data, attributed to the turbulent unsteadiness of the flow. It is illustrated
with Fig. 2B only showing calm sea states during flood cases. This inherent
error carried in the data is estimated around 0.01m2 s−2, after computing
the 95% prediction intervals using a simple squared law for the TKE (kt =
AU2 +B).

Doppler noise filtering can be carried out to remove measurement noise,
for instance it is done in [16, 28] following the noise auto-correlation approach
exposed in [29]. However we decided not to conduct it here. This technique
requires to identify the inertial subrange on the velocity spectra, expected to
exhibit a −5/3 slope, as well as a flattening of the spectra after this inertial
subrange. Over only one 20min burst window the computed spectra are not
smooth enough to identify clearly those two regions, we therefore decided not
to apply the correction. Furthermore the method presented in Section 2 is
estimating an error parameter kt,0(z) for each profile, which by construction
includes the Doppler noise contribution.

3.4. Turbulent dissipation

In the one-equation TKE balance given by Eq. (A.9), the dissipation ϵ is
evaluated from kt itself and the mixing length (Eq. A.10). The dissipation
can however be estimated independently from the velocity spectral density,
as done for instance in [17, 16]. Several methods are also available to remove
the wave orbital contribution from the velocity spectra, well described in
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[28, 30]. As recommended we decided to opt for the integral method. In
the isotropic inertial subrange the turbulent velocity spectral density S(k)
follows the decay law given below, with k the wavenumber of the turbulent
structures in the flow, C a vertical Kolmogorov constant, N the instrument
Doppler noise and Sw the wave orbital spectral density:

S(k) = Cϵ2/3k−5/3 +N(k) + Sw(k). (12)

With the data available two independent estimation of ϵ are possible,
either with the vertical ADCP beam or with the four inclined beams. The
choices for S, N and C are reminded with Table 2, as mentioned in [16].

For each 20min record sample the beam velocity spectra are computed
by averaging 3min long segments overlapping at half their length. The cor-
rection with the wave orbital spectra is then carried out. They are estimated
from the wave spectra using the linear theory, with adequate projections in
order to match the beam velocity directions. The equations are fully de-
scribed in Appendix B. In order to smooth further the wave corrected
spectra they are also averaged by velocity bins of width 0.4m s−1. The
Doppler noise is then evaluated by averaging the tail of the spectra at each
depth and each velocity bin, following [28], where the instrument noise is
found to increase with the tidal current velocity. In [16] a unique value
is used for all velocity values, as a unique Doppler floor value is observed
at high frequency regardless of the velocity. We suspect however that the
higher frequency sampling of their vertical beam (8Hz) makes this observa-
tion available, but for a lower frequency sampling (2Hz) the noise is affected
by the tidal velocity.

Once all the corrections are done, Eq. (12) is used to infer the dissipa-
tion ϵ. The corrected spectra are transformed in wavenumber spectra using
Taylor’s frozen hypothesis. Such assumption is in general valid for strong
u flows, but might be more hazardous during slack phases or even near the
bottom floor where friction reduces considerably the flow. We still conduct
it for all available data. The compensated wavenumber spectra are then
computed multiplying by k5/3, and the local maximum is identified on each
spectrum in order to estimate ϵ.

3.5. Wave parameters

Two-dimensional frequency and directional wave spectra are extracted
from the ADCP data for each record sample as well using the wave orbital
technique. This step is carried out using the Teledyne Velocity software [31],
no further detail will be given here.
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Approach Four beam Vertical beam

C 2Cu sin
2 θ + 2Cw sin2 θ + 4Cw cos2 θ Cw

S(k) (m2 s−2/radm−1) [S11(f) + S22(f) + S33(f) + S44(f)]
u

2π
S55(f)

u

2π

N(k) (m2 s−2/radm−1) [N1(f) +N2(f) +N3(f) +N4(f)]
u

2π
N5(f)

u

2π

Table 2: Breakdown of the terms in Eq. (12), the spectra from the beam velocities (Sii(f))
are converted from frequency to wavenumber spectra using the frozen field approximation,
Cu = 0.49 and Cw = 0.69 are the streamwise and transverse Kolmogorov constants.

3.6. Data sampling

The velocity profiles and current-induced TKE are evaluated for flood
and ebb separately. This is necessary as the velocities and generally the
behavior of all variables vary too much in each case [15, 13], probably due
to the different bathymetric features and the history of current prior to the
ADCP location in each case [32].

A breakdown of the samples available is given in Table 1. In order to
quantify and later predict the base TKE only attributed to tidal currents
only calm sea states are kept, characterised by the constraint Hs < 0.7m.
This value is deemed the best compromise between having enough samples
to conduct meaningful averages, and minimising the impact of waves on the
data. In those cases wind velocities are always less than 10m s−1 and on
average around 4m s−1. As such any impact of the wind or waves on the
velocity and TKE profiles can be neglected, such as the Ekman current,
the Stokes drift, the vortex force or Stokes-Coriolis force. As it will be
argued later, cases with low velocities tend to show more variability and
depart from the theoretical framework in which the models are derived. As
such the statistics are less exploitable for low velocities, we decide then to
recompute them with a constraint on the velocity and remove cases with
U < 1.5m s−1. The limit is arbitrary and found after several trials as a best
compromise, the number of remaining samples is shown in Table 1 as well.

The definition of the statistics used in this section is reminded in Ap-
pendix C. They are computed per profile, and then averaged over all profiles.
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Statistics Log law Power law Double log law
RMSE R RMSE R RMSE R
(m s−1) (m s−1) (m s−1)

Flood 0.019 0.959 0.011 0.958 0.004 0.957
Ebb 0.015 0.971 0.022 0.964 0.005 0.978

Table 3: RMSE and correlation coefficient R, averaged over depth, for the logarithmic
law (Eq. A.7), power law (Eq. 2) and double logarithmic law (Eq. 3); the statistics are
computed only for calm sea states with Hs < 0.7m and U > 1.5m s−1; the bias is not
shown as it is near 0 for all cases.

4. Comparing the velocity laws

4.1. Mean statistics

The logarithmic law (Eq. A.7), power law (Eq. 2) and double logarithmic
law (Eq. 3) are compared with the aim of deciding on the best model
capturing the vertical velocity profiles. The statistics averaged over depth
and over all profiles during calm conditions with U > 1.5m s−1 are shown in
Table 3. All three models give excellent statistics, although both the root-
mean-square errors (RMSE) and correlation coefficients (R) are better for
the double logarithmic law. It is also worth pointing out the statistics for the
logarithmic and power laws are quite similar. A better fit is observed with
the power law for flood cases but it is worse for ebb cases. The logarithmic
law gives more homogeneous statistics between flood and ebb cases.

4.2. Analysis of specific profiles

For further investigation and understanding of the statistics four profiles
are exhibited in Fig. 3 when the logarithmic law shows the worst agreement
in terms of correlation coefficient.

For the upper row all profiles are included and the worst agreement is
found near slack cases both during flood and ebb flows. The RMSE are
still small as the amplitudes are small as well, with variations of the order
of 0.01m s−1. On the other hand the correlation coefficients are bad as
the shapes of the profiles are not well captured, especially by the simple
logarithmic and power laws. It is not surprising as during the slack period
the flow turns and is not well developed. The conditions are therefore far
from the hypotheses assumed in the theory and there is no reason for the
profiles to agree with either a logarithmic or power vertical profile. The
difference in statistics between the double logarithmic model and the two
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others is significant with RMSE found 3 to 4 times lower for the former.
However this seemingly good agreement mostly comes from the piece-wise
definition of the double logarithmic law, allowing for more degrees of freedom
and making it easier to fit the strong discontinuity in shear observed in the
data.

The lower row in Fig. 3 only keeps cases with U > 1.5m s−1, the profiles
are more developed, smoother, and agree well with their theoretical expec-
tations. The comparison between the three models is therefore meaningful,
and it justifies the choice made in Table 3 to keep such cases as well. The
double logarithmic law still gives significantly better agreements as it can
adjust better to a change in velocity shear whereas the simple logarithmic
law or power law are only able to give an average estimation of the shear
stress. This is usually interpreted as a change in dominant mechanism gen-
erating the turbulence [8, 23]. A clear decrease in velocity shear can be
observed around 13m on both Fig. 3C and 3D. However it appears as a
discontinuity in shear on the double logarithmic law profile, which is not a
realistic behavior.

4.3. Dependence of the regression parameters

Although the two other laws are unable to fit correctly both the lower
and upper parts of the velocity profile we still decide to discard the dou-
ble logarithmic law, in order to keep smooth profiles. The coefficients of
the regressions are now compared to study their dependence towards the
barotropic velocity U .

We start with the power law coefficients plotted in Fig. 4. The values
are in the same range than found in [11], although we obtain slightly lesser
bed roughness coefficients. The exponent γ depends weakly on U overall,
coefficients are estimated between 5 and 7.5 overall with a strong influence
and spread for low velocities. However the timing of the tide impacts the
power law estimation, especially for U > 1.5m s−1. At the beginning of the
tidal flood lower values of γ are found, between 5 and 7, compared to the end
of the tide, between 6 to 9. The opposite trend is observed for the ebb cases,
although with less discrepancy overall. The roughness coefficient δ shows a
small trend with respect to U with still a strong spread for U < 2m s−1.
During flood cases δ decreases as the flow becomes stronger, from 0.33 to
0.31, while it increases during ebb cases, from 0.35 to 0.38. Because of the
weak overall trend of γ and δ with respect to U , and since the power law
bears no physical meaning, we decide to discard it for the remainder of the
analysis.
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Figure 3: Horizontal mean velocity profiles (black lines), with their logarithmic law (green
line), power law (blue line) and double logarithmic law profiles (red line); plots (A, B)
correspond to the worst agreement found in all the available data, for plots (C, D) the
constraint U > 1.5m s−1 is added; flood cases are shown with plots (A, C) while ebb cases
with plots (B, D); on all plots the log and power laws are almost overlapping identically,
the profiles are extrapolated to the surface for readability only but only relevant up to the
last measured data point

.
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Figure 4: Scatter plots of γ (plots A and B) and δ (plots C and D) parameters appearing
in Eq. (2) with respect to the barotropic velocity, for both flood (plots A and C) and ebb
(plots B and D) cases; colours indicate the timing of the tide, blue corresponds to the
beginning of the tide where the flow is increasing, black to the maximum of the tidal flow
and red to the end of the tide with a decreasing flow.

The logarithmic law coefficients are now described with Fig. 5. The
bottom friction velocities uτ presented on plots A and B range between
0 and 0.2m s−1, a clear increasing trend towards U is noticed with small
differences due to the tidal phase. Linear regressions are computed and
plotted for flood and ebb cases, the intercept is reasonably low in both
cases and a similar slope is found around 0.065. This value is coherent with
previous research (e.g. [33]). The roughness heights are shown with plots
C and D. Overall they have a lesser dependence with respect to U , with
the range of values varying strongly but remaining below 0.10m in almost
all cases. Similar values are found by [34] for instance, but contrary to our
observation they obtain a clear negative correlation with respect to the mean
flow. Given the resolution and vertical accuracy of the measurements using
a mean value is relevant in our case, and we can even neglect it when it is
compared to the bin height since the first bin height available is 2.7m.
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Figure 5: Scatter plots of uτ (plots A and B) and z0 (plots C and D) parameters appearing
in Eq. (A.7) with respect to the barotropic velocity, for both flood (plots A and C) and
ebb (plots B and D) cases; colours indicate the timing of the tide, blue corresponds to the
beginning of the tide where the flow is increasing, black to the maximum of the tidal flow
and red to the end of the tide with a decreasing flow; the black line in plots A and B is
the linear regression, with coefficients indicated in-plot.
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5. Predicting the velocity and TKE profiles: results and discussion

5.1. Velocity vertical profiles

Using the regressions in Fig. 5 for the friction velocities and the mean
values for the bottom roughness, the analytic model given by Eq. (5) is fully
determined and depends only on the barotropic flow U and the tidal phase.
Given how close the coefficients are found we could almost use only one set
of coefficients for both flood and ebb, it is not done since the authors believe
that in general such a behavior is not to be expected due to differences in the
flood and ebb flow conditions, such as the bathymetric features for instance.

The accuracy of the full prediction model is given in Table 4. Compared
to the statistics of the initial logarithmic regressions in Table 3, a signifi-
cant loss of accuracy is observed, even keeping only developed profiles with
velocities U > 1.5m s−1. It is expected since a more general velocity model
is used, with only three degrees of freedom for each tidal subset, whereas
the statistics obtained with Table 3 feature one fit per profile, meaning two
degrees of freedom per profile and twice the number of samples degrees of
freedom per tidal subset. Since the friction velocity is very well explained
by the flow, the problem lies in the approximation made for the roughness
height z0. The logarithmic profile is very sensitive towards this value and
too much variability is observed for this parameter. As stated in [35] the
error and dispersion in estimating z0 increases drastically when the ratio
between U and uτ is high, which is the case here. [34] also observed a strong
spread in their measurement of z0 with a ratio 100 between the minimum
and maximum values. By lack of obvious trend we have no better option
than to take the mean value for predicting the velocity profiles. The RMSE
are very close to the bias errors, meaning that bias is driving the error. It
results in a shift, on average negative, compared to the measurements.

5.2. Turbulent kinetic energy vertical profiles

As stated previously in Section 2, the first step is to verify that for each
tidal phase a scaling by the velocity U to some power is possible. This
requires that the power fits for α and β in Eq. (6) give roughly a same
estimation for pα and pβ. This is indeed verified in Fig. 6 with a relative
difference of less than 5% for the ebb cases, they are slightly higher for the
flood cases with 9%. All values are around the theoretical expectation p = 2.
The agreement for the ebb cases is probably incidental especially given the
dispersion observed for the α points. The mean values as per Eq. (7) are
kept for each tidal phase.
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0m s−1 < U < 2.8m s−1 1.5m s−1 < U < 2.8m s−1

Bias RMSE R Bias RMSE R
(m s−1) (m s−1) (m s−1) (m s−1)

Flood −0.058 0.065 0.83 −0.036 0.046 0.96
Ebb −0.10 0.10 0.84 −0.12 0.12 0.97

Table 4: Bias, RMSE and correlation coefficient R for the velocity model defined with
Eq. (5); averaged over all profiles on the left part of the table while only over cases with
U > 1.5m s−1 on the right part.
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Figure 6: Coefficient α (plots A and B) and β (plots C and D) obtained from the regression
kt(z) = αz+β as a function of the horizontal barotropic velocity, the flood cases (plots A
and C) and ebb cases (plots B and D); power fits given by Eq. (6) are shown by the solid
curves
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Figure 7: TKE profiles kt(z) for flood (plot A) and ebb (plot B) cases coloured with
respect to the barotropic velocity, the orange profile corresponds to the intercept kt,0(z),
interpreted as some residual TKE error; the red profile is a constant at 0.01m2 s−2 and
corresponds to an estimate of the error attributed to remnant unsteadiness still present
in the TKE data

The bin per bin regressions are then carried out to evaluate A(z) and
kt,0(z). The latter are shown with Fig. 7 featuring the raw profiles. In
each case kt,0(z) is indeed small compared to the profile, especially near
the bottom. However it can be of similar order of magnitude further up
in the water column with maximum values around 0.01m2 s−2. The value
is reassuring as it is of the same order and in general less than the errors
carried by the TKE and attributed to the unsteadiness of the flow. The
slight increase further from the bottom could also be a signature of surface
and wave effects already impacting the turbulence or advected turbulent
structures generated prior to the ADCP. None have a reason to scale with
the barotropic velocity.

The general shape of the profiles is well captured by the regression with
the A(z) coefficient (Fig. 8). We decide at this stage to remove all the
profiles with low U as they yield diverging scaled TKE profiles due to the
scaling. A safe threshold is picked as we only keep profiles with U > 1.5m s−1

in order to stay consistent with the rest of the analysis. Visually strong
differences are observed between ebb and flood, which can be explained by
different bathymetric features encountered upstream of the ADCP in each
case, as observed in [36]. The peak value and strong shear for ebb cases
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Figure 8: Scaled TKE profiles (kt(z)− kt,0(z)) /U
p for flood (plot A) and ebb (plot B)

cases coloured with respect to the barotropic velocity, only samples with U > 1.5m s−1 are
kept, low velocity profiles are showing too much divergence; the blue profile corresponds
to the shape function and scaled TKE A(z), the red profiles correspond to an upper-bound
estimation of the error induced by the variability coming from remnant unsteadiness still
present in the TKE data
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0m s−1 < U < 2.8m s−1 1.5m s−1 < U < 2.8m s−1

RMSE R RMSE R
(m2/s2) (m2/s2)

Flood 0.0034 0.63 0.0039 0.90
Ebb 0.0041 0.69 0.0050 0.94

Table 5: RMSE and correlation coefficient R for the TKE model defined with Eq. 9;
averaged over all profiles on the left part of the table while only over cases with U >
1.5m s−1 on the right part; the biases are not shown as close to 0 in both cases.

near 5m above seabed is also observed in [37], although they mention that
it could be an measurement artefact. The collapse of the TKE profiles is
not perfect, a lot of dispersion still appears on the scaled individual profiles
which is a direct consequence of the variability carried by the data already
mentioned. The error estimate is large compared to the mean scaled profile
A(z), the uncertainty can reach up to 66% of the estimated value. Indeed, we
compute a rough upper-evaluation of the model uncertainty using the value
0.01m2 s−2 scaled by the lowest velocity U = 1.5m s−1 to the appropriate
power p. However, we still expect large confidence intervals would they be
computed more precisely.

With the parameters A(z), kt,0(z) and p evaluated, it is now possible to
have an estimate of the base TKE generated by the tidal currents through
their interaction with the bottom as long as the tidal barotropic velocity
is known, using Eq. (9). The accuracy of the model is given in Table 5,
featuring both all U cases and cases with U > 1.5m s−1 only. The RMSE
are slightly smaller when including all cases (0.0034− 0.0041m2/s2 against
0.0039 − 0.0050m2/s2) where we know that the shape of the TKE profiles
are badly captured by the model. This is not surprising as the TKE is then
generally smaller, meaning the amplitude of the dispersion is also smaller
in absolute value. The correlation is however bad (0.63 − 0.69) due to the
shape not well captured by the model. For those low velocities other mech-
anisms then friction of the tidal currents at the bottom can compete and
deviate from the expected shape. This is the same distinction previously ob-
served in Fig. 3 where the velocity profiles do not agree with the theoretical
logarithmic profiles expected. On the other hand for well-developed states
with strong velocities the correlation increases drastically (0.90−0.94). This
is the signature of the scaled TKE collapsing well on the shape parameter
A(z). Ebb cases carry a stronger error, but a better correlation. This can
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Scaling Up u2τ Up u2τ

Normalised STD Flood 28% < 41% Ebb 20% < 33%

Table 6: Normalised standard deviation of the scaled TKE with either Up or u2
τ , for

U > 1.5m s−1.

be partially explained by the difference in absolute TKE values between the
two tidal cases. Ebb cases are in general more energetic than flood cases
(Fig. 7), therefore the absolute errors tend to be stronger while the relative
correlations better.

5.3. Discussion

A direct example of the model benefits is illustrated with Table 6, where
the normalised standard deviation of the TKE scaled with either Up or
u2τ are compared. We thus evaluate the scaling obtained with the model
introduced in this paper against the theoretical expectations from the wall
theory. We find that for both flood and ebb cases our model is reducing the
normalised deviation, 28% against 41% for flood cases and 20% against 33%
for ebb cases. This is indicating that the model and method presented here
is performing better than the theory.

As already mentioned the velocity model, we propose with Eq. (5) is
unable to predict correctly the velocity profiles. The errors are linked to a
bad estimation of the roughness length which should not be taken constant,
and lead to strong biases between the model and measurements. However
since the error is mostly a strong bias it is still safe to use the model when
the velocity shear is needed, which will be done in the next section. A
possible issue with the method is the lack of measurements closest to the
seabed, where the roughness is actually at play. The profiles are fitted
over the whole water column and as a result the near-bed part, crucial in
estimating correctly the roughness height, is not necessarily well captured.
This limitation is inherent to the use of ADCPs due to the blanking region of
roughly 2m between the first bin and the transducer head [13, 11]. However
it can be overcome with the use of an Acoustic Doppler Velocimeter (ADV).
For instance [38] develop and test a structure with three ADVs and the first
one at 0.56m above the sea bed. ADVs also measure at a higher frequency,
from 8Hz to 12.5Hz, which is 4 to 6 times the frequency of a classic ADCP.
As such the velocity spectra and consequently the TKE and dissipation are
better estimated. In our case ADV data is also available [15], but the data
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presents quality issues and since the record time and location of the ADV
don’t match exactly those of the ADCP used here we decide to discard this
set of data.

Although Eq. (9) only requires the barotropic velocity to provide an
estimate for the tidal-generated TKE, it is still necessary to measure and
collect the raw beam velocities from the ADCP in order to estimate the
model parameters A(z), k0 and p. Furthermore it has to be done during a
season of calm sea states in order to have data unaffected by waves. This is
not a limitation of the method per-say, but it can make its applicability less
affordable and is worth mentioning. Moreover the authors do not recom-
mend the use of generic values, especially for the A(z) parameter. As shown
in Fig. 8, the shape can vary greatly from one flow condition to another, and
certainly from one location to another as observed in [39]. The surrounding
bathymetry is most certainly the cause for this variability as stated in [36],
but this aspect is not studied here.

We have also mentioned but neglected so far the impact of the tidal
phase, although it has been shown to be relevant [3]. One given U value can
correspond to two different configurations, either when the tidal currents
are increasing at the beginning of the tidal flow, or when the tidal currents
are decreasing. This is inducing slight trends in the data, they are deemed
small enough that they can be neglected.

A more direct approach to evaluate the TKE profiles is possible by di-
rectly conducting brute optimisations bin per bin, estimating all three pa-
rameters A(z), kt,0(z) and p(z) at the same time. The initial scaling step
where an estimate for p is first found for the entire water column is then
skipped. Although it should give a better fit in theory since it allows for
more degrees of freedom, it is not preferred since we lose the possibility to
scale the TKE uniformly as the power exponent p(z) would then vary with
depth.

6. Applications

The models given by Eqs. (A.7) and (9) are first tested to the evaluation
of the TKE budget terms. We compare the prediction from the models to
measurements of the budget terms. The results are commented notably with
references to the wall theory. A second application is carried out to estimate
and characterise the wave-induced velocity and TKE.
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Figure 9: Averaged profiles of the budget terms in Eq. (A.9) for flood (plot A) and ebb
(plot B) cases; the maximum absolute value for the time variation of the TKE is shown
instead of the mean value.

6.1. Budget terms and departure from the wall theory

A first direct assessment of the budget terms appearing in Eq. (A.9) is
conducted on each 20min sample featuring a calm sea state. Direct mea-
surements of the mean velocity, TKE, as well as Eqs. (A.5, A.10, A.11) are
used to this effect. The mean values are shown in Fig. 6.1, which highlights
well that the dominant terms are the turbulent dissipation ϵ and produc-
tion P. We then decide to focus solely on those two terms and neglect the
temporal variation, vertical advection and diffusion of TKE.

Using Eqs. (A.5, A.7, 9) we find the following expressions for P and ϵ,
scaled with the barotropic velocity U . For simplicity we decide at this stage
to neglect the error term bτ when modelling the friction velocity. We also
make the assumption that the direction of currents is roughly constant over
depth. It is a strong modification not necessarily verified [40], even during
the peak of the tide, but it allows to introduce the derivative of the current
magnitude instead of retaining the two horizontal directions:
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P = ck
1/2
t lm

(
∂u

∂z

)2

= ca2τκ
(A+ kt,0/U

p)1/2

κz
U (p/2)+2, (13)

ϵ = cϵk
3/2
t /lm = cϵ

(A+ kt,0/U
p)3/2

κz
U3p/2. (14)

As a first comment the scaling between the production P and the dissi-
pation ϵ is a-priori different, (p/2+2) against (3p/2) respectively. A similar
scaling is found if and only if p = 2, which is the theoretical expected value
and almost found by the method and regressions shown with Fig. 6. For
the ebb cases a good balance is observed between production and dissipa-
tion with those expressions, however it is not the case for the flood cases.
A possible source of error from Eq. (A.9) is the omission of the horizontal
advection of TKE, which is neglected as the theory relies on a horizontally
homogeneous flow. It is however impossible to estimate this budget term as
we only have data available at one location. The validity and accuracy of
each budget term will studied further in the next sections.

6.1.1. TKE production

The scaled expression on the right part of Eqs. (13) is now compared
against its direct estimation on the left part of the equation, in Fig. 10.
The green curves show the direct estimation profiles, involving the TKE,
the mean velocity vertical derivative and the mixing length lm modelled
with Eq. (A.5). The black curves correspond to the model scaled expression
where Eqs. (A.5, A.7, 9) are used, bounded by error estimations with the
red curves. We observe strong discrepancies for the turbulent production,
especially near the bottom.

The main issue lies in a correct estimation of the velocity shear. The
vertical resolution of the data is rather crude (1m) which introduces some
uncertainty in the direct estimation. But most importantly, as already ob-
served with Fig. 3, the logarithmic profile fails to capture the velocity shear
correctly through the whole water column. It leads to substantial errors
in the model estimation of the production term, which seems to be more
important near the bottom.

6.1.2. TKE dissipation

We have direct and independent measurements available for the tur-
bulent dissipation using the integral method described in Section 3.4. We
compare those to the estimate from the wall theory given by Eq. (A.10) in
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Figure 10: Production P scaled with Up/2+2 for flood (plots A) and ebb cases (plots B);
the green coloured curves correspond to the profiles estimated from TKE and velocity
measurements as well as mixing length model, the black curves are the estimates using
the velocity, TKE and mixing length models given by Eqs. (A.5, A.7, 9), the red curves
are the model estimate error bounds; only profiles with U > 1.5m s−1 are kept.

Fig. 11. We show on purpose a level close to the bottom (z = 3.7m), where
the wall theory is more likely to hold. Despite it a considerable discrepancy
is observed between the direct measurements in blue and green dots and the
estimate from the TKE in red. The integral method requires to average the
spectra over velocity bins, which is why we do not have a dense scatter plot
but instead average estimates around each velocity bin. The two integral
methods are in good agreement, with values reaching at most 0.0007m2 s−3,
but the estimates using Eq. (14) are almost 3 times larger with maximum
values around 0.004m2 s−3. Both ranges of values are reasonable though,
and can be found in the literature [16, 28]. A direct consequence of this
observation is that Eq. (14) is not valid and should not be used to obtain a
correct estimate of the dissipation.

This is a major departure from the wall theory. In a real oceanic appli-
cation the turbulence is in general anisotropic at large enough scales, with
highly energetic horizontal structures. However the theoretical relationship
between the dissipation and the TKE given by Eq. (A.10) is derived and
verified assuming an purely isotropic turbulence. It is therefore expected
to overestimate the dissipation if anisotropic structures are included in the
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Figure 11: Turbulent dissipation evaluated close to the seabed at z = 3.7m, for flood
(plot A) and ebb (plot B) cases, the green and blue dots are direct measurements using
either the integral method on the 4 inclined beams or the vertical beam respectively, the
red dots are estimations using the measured turbulence and the theoretical relation Eq.
A.10 while the orange dots use the corrected isotropic estimation of turbulence kt,iso.

estimation of kt. In order to correct it, we expect that the vertical normal
stresses w′2 are mostly including small scales where turbulence is isotropic,
which leads to an evaluation of the isotropic turbulence with kt,iso = 3

2w
′2.

The dissipation estimated from kt,iso is shown in the same Fig. 11 with or-
ange dots. The agreement is significantly improved although the dissipation
is still overestimated when using the theoretical formula. It is likely that
even w′2 carries larger anisotropic structures leading to this overestimation.

6.1.3. Updated budget balance

The prediction models presented in this paper are enable to reproduce
correctly the production and dissipation budget terms using Eqs. (13, 14).
The shape of production budget term is not well reproduced due to the
velocity shear badly captured by the log of the law, especially near the
bottom. For the dissipation the relationship used with Eq. (A.10) is not
applicable due the anisotropic characteristic of the TKE. The purpose of this
paragraph is to provide a faithful picture of the budget balance. Since the
scaling exponent p is close to 2 in both flood and ebb cases for the present
application we will assume this value and use it to scale the production
and the dissipation by U3. The budgets are computed using the direct
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Figure 12: Scaled profiles of the turbulent production (blue), dissipation (red) and three
main budget terms matching the production (orange) for flood (plot A) and ebb (plot
B) cases; direct measurements of the turbulent kinetic energies, dissipation and mean
velocities are used and averaged around U velocity bins of width 0.4m s−1, only the 4
velocity bins above 1.4m s−1 are shown for each budget term.

measurements for both the TKE, dissipation and mean velocity, and shown
in Fig. 12.

The scaling and collapsing of the budget is not perfect, but sufficient to
notice strong differences between production and dissipation, with different
behavior according the tide. Overall and as expected from the previous
observations the dissipation is way smaller than the production, and more
intensity in both processes is observed during ebb cases. The gap is almost
constant during flood phases with production and dissipation profiles almost
parallel to each other, the production is roughly 3 times stronger than the
dissipation. On the other hand for ebb cases a good balance is observed
above 15m depth, with only a clear discrepancy appearing closer to the
seabed. The production can then reach 4 times the dissipation.

The discrepancy between production and dissipation is unexpected as the
wall theory suggests a balance between those two processes. The neglected
mechanisms mentioned earlier and shown in Fig. 6.1 are not important
enough to close completely the gap, although they reduce it considerably for
ebb cases. For both flood and ebb the unbalance in the budget terms is of
the order 8U3m2/s3. The theory assumes a horizontally homogeneous flow
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which has no reason to be verified here in a real application. We are lacking
data to assess how the flow characteristics might vary spatially, horizontal
advection could still play an important role. Another argument in favour of
this explanation is the similarity in shear observed for the velocity between
flood and ebb, highlighted with plots (A, B) in Fig. 5. As such the difference
in turbulent production has to come for the turbulent viscosity, and by
extension the TKE itself. The only remaining source of TKE is then through
horizontal advection. For the ebb cases this supposed horizontal advection
would appear near the seabed, and trigger a strong vertical advection and
diffusion. This behavior would agree with eye observation of the area where
large eddies are observed to surface even by calm sea states [1]. The data
presented in Fig. 12 would suggest a repetitive and localised pattern, but
there is sadly not specific studies on those emerging eddies to verify or
deny this explanation. What the authors struggle to explain is the constant
unbalance during flood cases, especially above z = 15m. Compared to the
ebb cases it seems to be linked a smaller dissipation, but this difference in
behavior is not explained.

6.1.4. Departure from the wall theory

The wall theory has been used as a reference extensively in this paper,
in order to comment on the different results obtained either directly with
the estimation of the parameters in Eq. (9), or with the study of the budget
terms. However the conclusions are that in general a large departure from
the wall theory is observed.

The shape of the measured TKE is hardly showing the expected shape
obtained from experiments or DNS, a layer of constant TKE [41, 42] fol-
lowed by a linear decay should be observed but is not obviously reproduced
by the shape function A(z) shown in Fig. 8. We even identify for ebb cases
an initial increase in TKE with a maximum around 5m above seabed. A
similar but smaller departure is observed in [37], they conduct a large-eddy
simulation of a high Reynolds flow over a rough seabed where the rough-
ness at the bottom is physically modelled by an array of 3m large cubes.
Their flow conditions are more similar to the theory and yet they still ob-
serve transverse Reynolds stresses departing from their theoretical profiles,
notably lacking a clear constant shear layer. In return, this departure from
the theory questions the validity of the law of wall which is used here, but
also in many oceanic applications. The fact remains that it gives a good
agreement for the velocity, but as observed when estimating turbulent pro-
duction the velocity shear is not well captured by the law, especially near
the seabed. Anyhow, this first point is a strong argument that another pro-
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cess than friction is relevant and generate turbulence near the seabed in our
application characterised by strong tidal currents.

Through direct comparisons it is observed that the theoretical formula
given by Eq. (A.10) is invalid. The hypothesis explored is that the strong
anisotropy of turbulence is causing an overestimation of the dissipation, that
should only be evaluated in the isotropic range. Anisotropy is common and
expected for oceanic applications, large scale horizontal eddies have been
observed profusely in the literature (e.g. [33, 10, 4, 43]), but with no impact
either on the direct TKE or turbulent dissipation measurements nor on the
validity of the law of the wall. In particular they compare in [33] the friction
velocity obtained from direct fit to the data against an estimation from the
Reynolds stresses, they find a good agreement. Using Eqs. (A.8, 9) and the
direct fit shown with Fig. 5 we indeed verify this good agreement in our
application with c

√
A ≈ 0.06 ± 0.01, neglecting the impact of p not being

exactly 2. As a result the authors believe that anisotropy is only putting
into question Eq. (A.10), usually introduced by dimensional analysis in the
isotropic range, and not the other terms in the budget balance given by Eq.
(A.9).

6.2. Wave-induced velocity and TKE

At last we now want to use the fitted models given by Eqs. (5, 9) in order
to retrieve the wave contribution to the mean velocity and TKE profiles.
The impact of waves and the necessity of removing the tidal-generated part
is easily observed on the TKE shown in Fig. 13. It mimics the previous
Fig. 7 except that only sea states with Hs > 2m are kept, and the profiles
are coloured by the significant wave height. To ease the comparison the
maximum tidal-generated TKE profile is shown with the red dot curve.
The impact of waves on the turbulence is immediately observed in the upper
levels, down to 20m above the seabed. Below this value the tidal-generated
component always dominates.

Looking now specifically at the wave-induced profiles with Fig. 14, we
observe a clear scaling with the significant wave height. For consistency
between the profiles the vertical axis has been reversed to show the depth
instead of the height above seabed, the distance from the sea surface is indeed
preferred since we are now studying the impact of waves. The difference in
position between the flood and ebb cases is directly linked to the tidal sea
surface variation, and it is actually critical to observe agreement between
the flood and ebb profiles. We will only carry a qualitative analysis. From
the ebb cases we notice that the strongest profiles all correspond to events
with large significant wave heights, as expected. It is not easy to interpret
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Figure 13: Turbulent kinetic profiles for flood (plot A) and ebb (plot B) cases showing
only samples with Hs > 2m, profiles are coloured by the significant wave height and the
red dot curve shows the maximum profile generated by the tidal currents.

the core of the profiles since the impact of waves does not seem to reach
deep enough in the water column with amplitudes close to the estimate for
the measurement errors. For simplicity we decide to use this estimate for
the error instead of a more accurate model uncertainty analysis not carried
out here. This is certainly the stronger limitation of the method presented
in this paper relying on bottom-mounted ADCP data, the first 6m below
the surface can never be exploited which is unfortunate in order to observe
wave effects.

The impact of waves on the velocity profiles is shown in Fig. 15. It is
hazardous to conclude anything from those profiles for two reasons. First
of all the strong bias error carried by the model, 0.06m s−1 for flood cases
and 0.12m s−1 for ebb cases (see Table 4), are of similar magnitude than the
variance observed in the wave-induced velocity profiles. Additionally there
is no obvious impact of the significant wave height on those profiles, which
is a dependence that we would expect regardless of the dominant wave-
current process. A limiting factor is the variability in the wave direction
relatively to the current direction. As observed in canal experiments and
verified with numerical models [44, 45] a decrease in mean velocity shear
is expected for following wave and tidal current, along with a reduction of
amplitude in the upper-half and a small amplification in the lower-half. It
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Figure 14: Wave-induced turbulent kinetic profiles for flood (plot A) and ebb (plot B)
cases showing only samples with Hs > 2m, profiles are coloured by the significant wave
height and the vertical axis is now the depth; the red bars indicate the uncertainty carried
by the data (see Fig. 2).

is the other way around in case of opposing wave and tidal current. Finally
for perpendicular wave and tidal-current an increase of shear is observed
with an intensification of the mean velocity. This would require additional
analysis not carried out in the present paper.

7. Conclusion

The formula introduced with Eq. (9) and method proposed to evaluate
the different parameters is able to provide a simple prediction model only
depending on the barotropic velocity. It evaluates accurately the TKE gen-
erated by the tidal currents. However we could not obtain a reliable model
for the velocity, Eq. (5) is introduced but the roughness height is badly esti-
mated with no clear dependence towards the barotropic velocity. It results
in bias errors of the order of 0.1m s−1 at worst, which might be too much
for refined power resource assessment, or for estimating the wave-induced
contribution to the velocity profiles. A strong limitation not explored here
is the lack of data points near the seabed. It is an operational limitation
when using only one bottom-moored ADCP, but it could be overcome with
the use of an ADV for instance.
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Figure 15: Wave-induced velocity magnitude for flood (plot A) and ebb (plot B) cases
showing only samples with Hs > 2m, profiles are coloured by the significant wave height
and the vertical axis is now the depth; the red bars indicate roughly the model errors
using the bias (see Table 4).

We use the two models for an initial study of the budget terms during
calm sea states. However the analytical formulas derived from our models
for both the production and dissipation, given by Eqs. (13, 14), both fail
at evaluating correctly those budget terms. For the production term the
main issue lies in a bad estimation of the velocity shear. A correct estimate
overall is obtained but the analytical prediction fails at capturing accurately
the near-bed production. As for the dissipation, direct measurements are
available from the ADCP data and we find that the theoretical formula Eq.
(A.10) overestimates by a factor 4 at worse the measured dissipation. We
suspect that applying the theory, which relies on isotropic turbulence, is not
suited for such an oceanic application characterised by strong anisotropy.
We find a better match using a rough estimate of the isotropic part of the
TKE from the vertical normal Reynolds stresses only.

Finally the prediction models for the TKE and velocity are applied to
estimate their wave-induced component. The spread caused by the inherent
variability in the data and the model approximations are relatively high,
close to the effect we wish to observe. However we believe it is still possible
to exploit the results especially for stronger sea states where the impact on
turbulence is more noticeable. Follow-up work will focus on fitting relevant
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profiles to those wave-induced profiles, and study their dependence to the
wave and flow parameters. We expect the significant wave height to play a
major part, but not only. Since the injection of turbulent energy is caused
by wave breaking other secondary parameters such as the flow direction,
wave direction and wave period should be of importance as well. We hope
that it will contribute to a better estimation of the load induced by waves
on submerged structures, as well as a better understanding of the vertical
mixing in the water column, crucial in coastal ocean modelling.
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Nomenclature

α, β TKE height regression slope and origin coefficient
δ, γ Power law roughness and power coefficient
ϵ Turbulent dissipation
κ von Kármán constant
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P Turbulent production
νt Turbulent viscosity
ψ, ϕ, ξ ADCP roll, pitch and heading angles
ρ Mean total pressure
τ Mean total stress
τ0 Mean total stress at the wall (bottom)
θ ADCP beam inclination
θw Wave direction
A(z), kt,0(z), p TKE regression shape, residual and velocity scaling profiles
aα, bα, pα α regression amplitude, origin and velocity scaling coefficients
aβ , bβ , pβ β regression amplitude, origin and velocity scaling coefficients
aτ , bτ Friction velocity regression slope and origin coefficients
b′i Turbulent velocity along beam i
c, cϵ, σk One-equation turbulent viscosity closure model constants
C,Cu, Cw Vertical Kolmogorov total, stream-wise and orthogonal con-

stants
fw Relative wave frequency
h Mean total depth
k Turbulent structures wavenumber
kt Turbulent kinetic energy
kw Wavenumber
kt,iso Turbulent kinetic energy in the isotropic range
kt,wave Turbulent kinetic energy induced by waves
lm Prandlt’s mixing length
mij Matrix coefficients from ENU to XYZ ADCP coordinate sys-

tem
N(k), Ni Doppler noise, total and along beam i
P Mean total pressure
S(k), Sii Turbulent velocity spectral density, total and along beam i
s Stream-wise coordinate
Sw(k), Sw,i Wave spectral density, total and along beam i
u′, w′ Stream-wise and vertical turbulent velocities
U,W Stream-wise and vertical mean barotropic (depth-integrated)

velocity
u,w Stream-wise and vertical mean velocity
uτ Friction velocity
uw Stream-wise mean velocity induced by waves
u′x, u

′
y, u

′
z Cartesian turbulent velocities

ux, uy, uz Cartesian mean velocities
uτ,bot, uτ,up Double logarithmic law bottom and upper layer friction veloc-

ities
we, wn, wu Projection coefficients in the ENU system for the orbital ve-

locities
wx, wy, wz Projection coefficients in the XYZ system for the orbital ve-

locities
wbi Projection coefficients in i beam direction for the orbital ve-

locities
x, y, z Cartesian coordinates, z pointing upward, origin at the sea

bottom
z0 Bottom roughness height
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zlim Double logarithmic law bottom and upper layers separation
height

z0,bot, z0,up Double logarithmic law bottom and upper layer roughness
heights

Appendix A. Reminders on wall turbulence theory

The law of the wall can be derived from the mean-axial-momentum equa-
tion given below, after neglecting temporal and horizontal variations, verti-
cal advection and assuming the Boussinesq approximation:

∂τ

∂z
− dP

ds
= 0. (A.1)

P is the mean total pressure, s the stream-wise spatial coordinate, and
τ the mean total shear stress defined as follows (e.g. [7]) after neglecting
the molecular viscosity, with the over-bar indicating a time average, u′ is
the stream-wise turbulent velocity and w′ the vertical turbulent velocity:

τ = −ρu′w′. (A.2)

The shear stress is then modelled with a turbulent viscosity model as
follows, where νt is the turbulent viscosity, κ the von Kármán constant, lm
the Prandlt’s mixing length, uτ the friction velocity, z0 the bottom roughness
height and τ0 the shear stress at the bottom:

τ = ρνt
∂u

∂z
, (A.3)

νt = lmuτ , (A.4)

lm = κ(z − z0), (A.5)

uτ =
√
τ0/ρ. (A.6)

From Eq. (A.1) we obtain that the shear stress is a linear function of z.
In practice it is found constant near the bottom and equal to its wall value
τ0 within a bottom layer near the seabed, and from Eqs. (A.3–A.6) the law
of the wall is found:

u =
uτ
κ

ln

(
z

z0

)
. (A.7)
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Upper in the water column the shear stress is expected to decrease with
depth, often assumed linearly. The log law is then not supposed to hold but
it is often found to give a good approximation.

The friction velocity scaling proposed in Eq. (A.6) with the shear stress
τ is an arbitrary choice, often made when only the velocity profile is of in-
terest. Without any incidence on the results it can be better scaled with the
turbulent kinetic energy kt as follows, introducing a constant c determined
later:

uτ = ck
1/2
t , with kt =

1

2

(
u′xu

′
x + u′yu

′
y + u′zu

′
z

)
. (A.8)

The logarithmic law region is characterised by a constant shear stress,
or equivalently by a constant TKE, referring to the above relation. It yields
the classic relationship u′w′ = c2kt valid within the logarithmic layer (e.g.
[7]).

The scaling with the TKE is better suited for a one-equation turbulent
viscosity closure model [46, 47], for instance:

∂kt
∂t

+ uz
∂kt
∂z

=
∂

∂z

(
νt
σk

∂kt
∂z

)
+ νt

((
∂ux
∂z

)2

+

(
∂uy
∂z

)2
)

− ϵ. (A.9)

With:

ϵ = cϵk
3/2
t /lm, (A.10)

νt = ck
1/2
t lm. (A.11)

This balance equation for the TKE is already a simplified version where
turbulent statistics are notably assumed uniform in the horizontal direc-
tions. The horizontal advection and horizontal TKE diffusion are neglected
and only the vertical mean momentum shear is producing TKE. The terms
on the right-hand-side of Eq. (A.9) are from left to right the transport of
TKE modelled by a gradient-diffusion mechanism, the shear production and
the turbulent dissipation. Since we do not provide an equation for the dissi-
pation we evaluate it through the TKE itself with Eq. (A.10). The mixing
length lm is still unknown and it is provided with Eq. (A.5). Referring to
[46] and [7], the constants take the following values, they are initially found
through validation against laboratory channel experiments:

cϵ = c3 = 0.17, c = 0.55, σk = 1.95. (A.12)
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Appendix B. Computation of the wave orbital spectra

The linear theory is used to evaluate the wave orbital spectra, but we
need to project the spectra accordingly in the beam directions keeping in
mind that only the energy levels are relatable when conducting spatial pro-
jections, and not the velocities [27].

We start by defining the coefficient for the eastward, northward and
upward orbital velocities (we, wn, wu) as follows, with fw the relative wave
frequency, kw is the wavenumber for the given wave frequency and wave
direction θw (in Cartesian convention), H the mean total water depth, and
z is still the height above seabed:

we =
2πfw cosh (kwz)

sinh (kwh)
cos θw, (B.1)

wn =
2πfw cosh (kwz)

sinh (kwh)
sin θw, (B.2)

wu =
2πfw sinh (kwz)

sinh (kwh)
. (B.3)

Those coefficients squared can be used in conjunction with the wave
spectra to infer the wave orbital spectra in the eastward, northward and
upward directions. However we wish to obtain the wave orbital spectra in
the beam directions so further projection coefficients are needed. Below are
reminded the matrix coefficients mij from the East-North-Up coordinate
system to the ADCP local XYZ coordinate system, with (ψ, ϕ, ξ) the roll,
pitch and heading angles respectively:

m11 = cos ξ cosψ − sin ξ sinϕ sinψ, (B.4)

m12 = − sin ξ cosϕ, (B.5)

m13 = − cos ξ sinψ − sin ξ sinϕ cosψ, (B.6)

m21 = sin ξ cosψ + cos ξ sinϕ sinψ, (B.7)

m22 = cos ξ cosϕ, (B.8)

m23 = − sin ξ sinψ + cos ξ sinϕ cosψ, (B.9)

m31 = cosϕ sinψ, (B.10)

m32 = − sinϕ, (B.11)

m33 = cosϕ cosψ. (B.12)
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The spectra coefficients (wx, wy, wz) for the projection in the XYZ coor-
dinate system are then as follows:

wx = m2
11w

2
e +m2

12w
2
n +m2

13w
2
u + 2m11m12wewn, (B.13)

wy = m2
21w

2
e +m2

22w
2
n +m2

23w
2
u + 2m21m22wewn, (B.14)

wz = m2
31w

2
e +m2

32w
2
n +m2

33w
2
u + 2m31m32wewn. (B.15)

And finally the spectra coefficients (wb1, wb2, wb3, wb4, wb5) for the pro-
jection in the four inclined beam directions and vertical direction are as
follows, with θ the beam inclination:

wb1 = wx sin θ
2 + wz cos θ

2

+
(
m11m31w

2
e +m12m32w

2
n +m13m33w

2
u + (m11m32 +m12m31)wewn

) sin 2θ
2

,

(B.16)

wb2 = wx sin θ
2 + wz cos θ

2

−
(
m11m31w

2
e +m12m32w

2
n +m13m33w

2
u + (m11m32 +m12m31)wewn

) sin 2θ
2

,

(B.17)

wb3 = wy sin θ
2 + wz cos θ

2

−
(
m21m31w

2
e +m22m32w

2
n +m23m33w

2
u + (m21m32 +m22m31)wewn

) sin 2θ
2

,

(B.18)

wb4 = wy sin θ
2 + wz cos θ

2

+
(
m21m31w

2
e +m22m32w

2
n +m23m33w

2
u + (m21m32 +m22m31)wewn

) sin 2θ
2

,

(B.19)

wb5 = wz. (B.20)

The wave orbital spectra projected in each five beam directions Sw,i are
then computed as follows with E(fw, θw) the wave energy spectral density,
averaging over the wave direction:

Sw,i(fw) =

∫ 2π

0
wb,i(fw, θw)E(fw, θw) dθw. (B.21)
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Appendix C. Definition of the used statistics

The statistics used in this paper are defined below, they correspond
to depth-average values for each individual profile, they are then averaged
over profiles with possible constraints on the flow characteristics. Xobs,i

corresponds to the measured value at bin number i while Xmod,i corresponds
to the estimate or prediction, and D is the number of bins where data is
available:

Bias =
1

D

D∑
i=1

(Xmod,i −Xobs,i) . (C.1)

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

D

D∑
i=1

(Xmod,i −Xobs,i)
2. (C.2)

NRMSE =

√√√√ 1

D

D∑
i=1

(Xmod,i −Xobs,i)
2

/
1

D

D∑
i=1

Xobs,i. (C.3)

R =

∑D
i=1

(
Xmod,i − 1

D

∑D
i=1Xmod,i

)(
Xobs,i − 1

D

∑D
i=1Xobs,i

)
√∑D

i=1

(
Xmod,i − 1

D

∑D
i=1Xmod,i

)2∑D
i=1

(
Xobs,i − 1

D

∑D
i=1Xobs,i

)2 .
(C.4)
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study of the turbulent eddies generated by the seabed roughness. case
study at a tidal power site, Applied Ocean Research 97 (2020) 102082.
doi:10.1016/j.apor.2020.102082.

[2] S. P. Neill, K. A. Haas, J. Thiébot, Z. Yang, A review of tidal
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