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Abstract

The ability to predict the level of reflection, transmission and dissipation for various
types of coastal structures plays an important role in the assessment of their hydraulic
performance. These parameters together with the hydraulic, geotechnical and
structural stability of the individual components and of the structure as a whole
determine the overall performance of the structure.

This study has done a literature review and presents the results from a study of the
hydraulic performances especially on wave reflection and transmission
characteristics of a wide range of structures (vertical, sloping and berm) used in

harbour and coastal engineering.

Hydraulic model test can provide reliable method to quantify many of the wave
structure response functions for breakwaters. A detailed hydraulic model
investigation (1:20) relating to the hydraulic performances of berm breakwater with
berm width of 6m was done as a part of this study. It was tested in Lanka Hydraulic
Institute (LHI), Katubedda, Moratuwa.

The results are compared with a model investigation done on a berm structure with
the berm width of 12m at a scale of 1:20 (also tested in Lanka Hydraulic Institute in

1999) and Allsop and Channel (berm widths of 4m, 8m and 16m) test sections.

The investigations were designed to obtain a full profile of the energy dissipation
characteristics of the structures tested, including the damping of waves as they

propagate through the structure.
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ABSTRACT

The ability to predict the level of reflection, transmission and dissipation for various
types of coastal structures plays an important role in the assessment of their hydraulic
performance. These parameters together with the hydraulic, geotechnical and
structural stability of the individual components and of the structure as a whole

determine the overall performance of the structure.

This study has done a literature review and presents the results from a study of the
hydraulic performances especially on wave reflection and transmission characteristics
of a wide range of structures (vertical, sloping and berm) used in harbour and coastal

engineering.

Hydraulic model test can provide reliable method to quantify many of the wave
structure response functions for breakwaters. A detailed hydraulic model investigation
(1:20) relating to the hydraulic performaneces,of berm breakwater with berm width of
6m was dofe as|a parf of this studyi Tt was:tested in Lanka Hydraulic Institute (LHI),
Katubedda, Moratuwa:

The results are compared with a model investigation done on a berm structure with the
berm width of 12m at a scale of 1:20 (also tested in Lanka Hydraulic Institute in 1999)

and Allsop and Channel (berm widths of 4m, 8m and 16m) test sections.

The investigations were designed to obtain a full profile of the energy' dissipation
characteristics of the structures tested, including the damping of waves as they

propagate through the structure.
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