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Abstract
Numerical models based on the two-dimensional shallow water equations
(2D-SWE) are routinely used in flood risk management and inundation stud-
ies. However, most of these models do not adequately account for vertically
confined flow conditions that can appear during inundations, due to the pres-
ence of hydraulic structures such as bridges, culverts, or underground river
reaches. In this article we propose a new mathematical modification of the stan-
dard 2D-SWE, inspired by the two-component pressure approach for 1D flows,
to address the issue of transient vertically confined flows including transitions
between free surface and pressurized conditions. A finite volume discretization
to solve the proposed system of equations is proposed and analyzed. Various test
cases are used to show the numerical stability and accuracy of the discretiza-
tion, and to validate the proposed formulation. Results show that the proposed
method is numerically stable, accurate, mass conservative, and preserves the
C-property. It can also handle subcritical, supercritical, and transcritical flows
under free surface or vertically confined conditions.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Improvements achieved over recent years on the accuracy, stability, and computational efficiency of the numerical
schemes used to solve the two-dimensional depth-averaged shallow water equations (2D-SWE) have led to their routine
application in flood risk management and inundation forecasting studies.1-6 One of the main approximations carried
out in the derivation of the 2D-SWE is that the pressure distribution is hydrostatic.7-9 However, during a flood event the
occurrence of pressurized flows at certain locations is quite common, due to the presence of hydraulic structures such
as bridges, culverts, or underground river reaches in urban areas. At these locations the standard 2D-SWE are no longer
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valid unless they are modified to take into account the vertical confinement of the flow. In the specific case of submerged
bridges, the effect of the deck is often modeled with empirical one-dimensional (1D) discharge equations (or rating curves)
which relate the head loss to the water discharge through the bridge.10-12 With this approximation the deck is modeled
as a thin line in the numerical mesh, and its width in the flow direction is neglected. One limitation of this approach is
that the discharge equations available are only strictly valid when the flow is mostly 1D and perpendicular to the bridge
deck. In the case of culverts across bridge embankments and in underground rivers in urban areas, the discharge is usu-
ally approximated with algebraic equations based on Manning’s formula or at best using the 1D-SWE. In the latter case
the original 1D-SWE, valid only for free surface flows, must be modified in order to account for pressurized conditions.
Also, it should be noted that when using empirical or theoretical 1D discharge equations to model bridges or culverts,
steady flow conditions are assumed.

Several approaches have been proposed to modify the original 1D-SWE in order to account for pressurized conditions.
Here we include some highlights of various different approaches, but for a thorough description, the reader is referred to
the study of Reference 13.

The most classic and widespread method is the Preissmann slot method (PSM), first proposed by Cunge and Wegner.14

The PSM is a one-equation model that consists of adding a hypothetical, indefinitely extended slot to the crown of the
conduit.13,15 It is a relatively simple method and produces consistent results in the transition from free surface to pressur-
ized conditions.15,16 The width of the slot is the main numerical parameter of the method, and its value can be theoretically
fixed so that the celerity of the pressure waves in a close conduit is correctly reproduced. However, this usually implies
very small values of the slot width, and it can lead to spurious numerical oscillations.17 On the other hand, if the width
of the slot is large the pressurized wave celerity will generally be underpredicted and there will be a loss of water mass
through the slot. In practice, the Preissmann slot width is set as a percentage of the pipe or channel width (usually in the
order of 0.01), and it is not necessarily related to any physical property of the conduit. The choice of its value is in general
justified as a good compromise between accuracy, numerical stability, and computational efficiency.18 Another drawback
of this method is that it introduces an artificial free surface flow regeneration, even when the ventilation is insufficient.13

Other one-equation models exist as alternatives to the PSM, such as the two-component pressure approach (TPA)
proposed by Vasconcelos et al..19 This method overcomes the problem of the artificial free surface flow regeneration by
considering the total pressure as the sum of two components, a hydrostatic pressure and a dynamic pressure. The method
assumes certain elasticity of the conduit and neglects the compressibility of water. Using the water hammer equations
for 1D pipes, the conduit elasticity is related to the wave celerity under pressurized conditions, which is the numerical
parameter of the method. The TPA is capable of handling negative pressures, although it can lead to spurious numerical
oscillations in cases with a high wave celerity. For that reason, even though the wave celerity in pressurized closed conduits
may attain values of 1000 m/s under real conditions,20 the used values lay between 25 and 100 m/s in practical test cases
(well below physically realistic values), which is justified in terms of computational efficiency (CPU time) and numerical
accuracy. These relatively low values of the wave celerity reduce spurious oscillations and avoid numerical instabilities.
Larger values of the wave speed would significantly increase the CPU time without improving numerical accuracy in the
prediction of free surface-pressurized flow transitions.16,18,20

Another approach to the problem is the use of a semiimplicit discrete equation for pressure as in Reference 21. This
approach is interesting since it does not need to resort to any artificial parameter to compute the pressure under confined
conditions.

Also worth mentioning are the two-equation methods, the most common of which are the interface tracking models,
the rigid column based models, and the finite-volume two-equation methods. The interface tracking models,22-24 involve
treating each of the sides of the wavefronts separately, usually by applying the method of characteristics. However, these
methods tend to require small time steps in the pressurized region to fulfill the CFL condition, thus increasing computa-
tional time. Also, the method of characteristics can cause instabilities when there are large discontinuities at the interface
or when the differences between the velocity or piezometric head in the two waves are significant.

Right column based models,25-28 consider an air phase motion induced by the wavefront motion and use the Helmholtz
instability condition to discriminate the state of the air (pressurized or not). However, an important limitation of this
model is that it is applied only for a single air pocket and it is not easy to incorporate the presence of multiple air pockets
into the equations.

Finally, finite-volume two-equation methods are in most cases conservative. Among these, the most common include
the model proposed by Bourdarias and Gerbi,29 which considers the momentum flux, pressure, and friction as continu-
ous at the interface between pressurized flow and free surface flow; and the Illinois transient model by Leon and Oberg,30

a multipurpose finite-volume, shock-capturing model capable of analyzing a wide range of mixed flows. However,
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 3

finite-volume two-equations models are mathematically complex and present considerable difficulties in their implemen-
tation, requiring robust and efficient solvers. Because of this, it is usually necessary to include certain assumptions that
lower the complexity of the model at the cost of a loss accuracy in the solution. This balance can be difficult to address.

However, 1D approximations are not suitable for cases in which 2D flow patterns develop within the flow. Some
examples here are culverts with a large width-to-length ratio, bridges in which the flow is nonuniform over the bridge
length, or sharp junctions in underground river reaches, among others. In addition, merging 1D and 2D approaches in
the same model always has the inconvenience of coupling the interactions between 1D and 2D mesh elements, especially
when the 1D cross-section is large compared with the mesh size used in the 2D model. In the previous cases it is useful
to model the pressurized flow with a more realistic 2D approximation. However, to our knowledge the only attempt to
adapt the 2D-SWE to pressurized conditions is the extension of the Preissmann slot method to 2D transient mixed flows
presented in Reference 18. In the current article we propose a new method to account for vertically confined flows in
the 2D-SWE. The method is similar in concept to the TPA used in Reference 19 for the 1D-SWE in the sense that it
includes in the momentum conservation equations an additional pressure term that is computed as a function of the
water depth and a stiffness constant. The modified shallow water equations and the discretization scheme used to solve
them are presented in Sections 2 and 3, respectively. The performance of the proposed model is tested against analytical
and reference solutions in Section 4. Finally, the main conclusions of the study are summarized in Section 5.

2 MODEL EQUATIONS

2.1 Modified 2D shallow water equations

The 2D-SWE are a set of three hyperbolic differential equations which express the conservation of water mass and linear
momentum in the x and y directions.31 The forces that are usually considered in the momentum conservation equations
are the bed friction and the net hydrostatic pressure force (which is generated by gravity). The hydrostatic pressure
assumption implies that the net pressure force originated by the hydrostatic pressure gradient and exerted over a water
column of 1 m width depends only on the free surface gradient, on the water depth, and on the gravity acceleration. This
is valid as long as the vertical accelerations are negligible and the water surface is free to move up and down without any
physical restriction. A consequence of this assumption is that free surface perturbations in still water propagate with a
wave celerity equal to cw =

√
gh, where h is the water depth and g is the gravity acceleration.8,9,31

In the presence of a solid roof, the water depth is constrained by the roof height, which exerts a pressure force and
a friction force on the water surface (which is no longer free). In such a case, the water surface cannot move freely, and
the 2D-SWE cannot be directly applied. In order to deal with these effects we propose the introduction of an additional
pressure term, and a modification of the friction term in the standard depth averaged momentum equations, which
would then read:

𝜕h
𝜕t

+
𝜕qx

𝜕x
+

𝜕qy

𝜕y
= 0, (1)

𝜕qx

𝜕t
+ 𝜕

𝜕x

(
q2

x

h
+

gh2

2

)
+ 𝜕

𝜕y

(qxqy

h

)
= −gh𝜕zb

𝜕x
− ghIx −

h
𝜌

𝜕Ps

𝜕x
, (2)

𝜕qy

𝜕t
+ 𝜕

𝜕x

(qxqy

h

)
+ 𝜕

𝜕y

(
q2

y

h
+

gh2

2

)
= −gh𝜕zb

𝜕y
− ghIy −

h
𝜌

𝜕Ps

𝜕y
, (3)

where zb is the bed elevation, h is the water depth, (qx, qy) are the two components of the unit discharge, (Ix, Iy) are the two
components of the friction slope (including bed friction and roof friction), g is the gravity acceleration, 𝜌 is the water den-
sity, and Ps is the pressure applied on the water surface by the solid roof. The surface pressure (last term on the right-hand
side of the momentum equations) is usually included in the shallow water equations in order to account for spatial varia-
tions on atmospheric pressure,32-36 but it is used here to account for the pressure applied by the roof on the water surface.

In this study we will use Manning’s equation to compute the bed and roof friction slope. In order to account for the
bed and roof friction at the same time, the friction slope is computed as:

Ix =
n2

c |U|Ux

R(4∕3)
h

Iy =
n2

c |U|Uy

R(4∕3)
h

, (4)
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4 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

where nc is a bed-roof composite roughness, Rh is a hydraulic radius, (Ux, Uy) are the two components of the depth
averaged velocity, and |U| is its modulus. In free surface regions the composite roughness and the hydraulic radius are
equal to the bed roughness and the water depth, respectively, and Equation (4) reduces to the bed friction slope used in
the standard 2D-SWE. However, in pressurized regions both values are modified in order to account for the effect of the
solid roof. Several formulas have been proposed to compute a composite roughness in compound channels.37 Here, we
have used the formulation proposed in Reference 38, in which the composite roughness is computed as a wet-perimeter
weighted average of the different Manning coefficients. This formulation assumes that the total shear velocity is the
weighted sum of the subareas’ shear velocities. Applied to a small region of fluid with horizontal area A and water depth
h, the composite roughness and hydraulic radius are then computed as:

nc =

{
ns if h ≤ zr − zb
nsA+nrA

2A
= ns+nr

2
if h > zr − zb

Rh =

{
h if h ≤ zr − zb
hA
2A

= h
2

if h > zr − zb
, (5)

where ns and nr are, respectively, the Manning coefficients of the bed and roof, and zr is the roof height.
In addition to the bed and roof friction, the lateral vertical walls also produce a friction force in the fluid.

In order to account for the friction generated by the solid boundary walls, following again the formulation
proposed in Reference 38, the composite roughness and hydraulic radius at the boundary mesh elements are
computed as:

nc,w =
⎧⎪⎨⎪⎩

nsA+nwLwh
A+Lwh

if h ≤ zr − zb
nsA+nrA+nwLwh

2A+Lwh
if h > zr − zb

Rh,w =
⎧⎪⎨⎪⎩

hA
A+Lwh

if h ≤ zr − zb
hA

2A+Lwh
if h > zr − zb

, (6)

where A is the horizontal area of the boundary mesh element, Lw is the length of the element edge in contact with the
wall, and nw is the Manning coefficient of the lateral solid wall. Equation (4) is replaced by Equation (6) only in the mesh
elements in contact with a boundary solid wall.

2.2 Estimation of the pressure stress on the solid roof

To complete the system of Equations (1–3), a formulation to compute the pressure stress on the roof must be provided. The
surface pressure Ps is zero in regions where the water surface elevation (zs = zb + h) is lower than the roof elevation (zr),
and positive in regions where the water depth is constrained by the roof. In the latter case, the magnitude of Ps must be
such that the water depth predicted by Equation (1) remains equal to the roof height (hr), defined as the difference between
the roof elevation, and the bed elevation (hr = zr − zb). One possible way to solve the system given by Equations (1–3) in
vertically confined regions is to use an implicit algorithm for pressure-linked equations, in a way similar to how SIMPLE,
SIMPLEC, or PISO algorithms are used to solve the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations.39 In that case, the water
depth would be known and equal to the roof height, and the unknowns of the system would be the unit discharges and
the roof pressure. Such an approach would be complicated to implement in mixed flow conditions, and would be difficult
to incorporate into existing 2D finite volume shallow water codes, which in most cases are explicit in time. Thus, we
propose to relax this condition by allowing for small differences between the computed water depth and the roof height
(Figure 1), and to compute the surface pressure as:

Ps = 𝜌Kr(h − hr) = 𝜌KrHs Hs = h − hr, (7)

where Hs is the difference between the water depth computed with the 2D-SWE and its exact value under submerged
roofs (hr), and Kr is a stiffness constant expressed in m/s2. This approach is similar to the introduction of a certain degree
of elasticity on the solid roof, in the same way as the cross-section elasticity considered in the 1D TPA of Reference 19. The
surface pressure is directly proportional to the vertical deformation of the roof. The value of the stiffness constant should
be fixed according to accuracy and numerical stability criteria and thus, it does not represent the real stiffness of the roof.
A low value of Kr will allow for large differences between h and hr (which are obviously not real, but simply needed for
numerical discretization), while a high stiffness constant will limit the differences between h and hr, producing more
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F I G U R E 1 Schematic
representation of mixed flow conditions
including a region under pressure and a
region under free surface [Colour figure
can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

accurate results at the cost of reducing the integration time step needed to achieve numerical stability. The effect of Kr on
the numerical stability and accuracy of the scheme will be shown and discussed in the following sections.

Equation (7) is valid in regions where the flow is under pressure (h≥ hr), but it must be modified to properly account
for free surface conditions (h< hr). One possibility is to make Kr = 0 in free surface regions, but this would imply that Kr
is variable in space and time, which complicates the numerical discretization of the surface pressure term. An alternative
strategy, and the one adopted in the model proposed here, is to redefine the roof height (hr) as the minimum between its
real height and the water depth:

hr = min(h, zr − zb). (8)

With the previous definition of hr, the surface pressure computed from Equation (7) equals zero in free surface regions,
since in those areas h< zr − zb and thus, hr = h and Ps = 0 according to Equation (7). Using Equation (8) to define hr at
the same time in both free surface and pressurized regions is useful for two reasons: first, because the value of Kr can be
taken as constant in space and time and thus we can remove it from the spatial derivative in the momentum conservation
equations; and second, because it allows us to split the surface pressure term given by Equation (7) into two addends, one
that depends only on geometrical parameters when the flow is pressurized (−𝜌Krhr), and another which depends on the
flow variables (𝜌Krh). As we will describe in detail in the following section, the first addend will be treated as a source
term, while the second one will be discretized together with the convective flux.

Assuming a spatially constant value of Kr in Equation (7), the surface pressure term in the momentum equations is
expressed as:

−h
𝜌

𝜕Ps

𝜕x
= −Krh𝜕Hs

𝜕x
− h

𝜌

𝜕Ps

𝜕y
= −Krh𝜕Hs

𝜕y
. (9)

Note that the value of Hs is easily computed at each time step from the difference between the water depth predicted
by Equation (1) and the roof height defined by Equation (8). Also note the similarity between this term and the bed slope
source term in Equations (2–3). We will take advantage of this similarity in order to propose a numerical discretization
of the equations in the next section.

2.3 Complete system of equations

Taking into account the previous definitions for the pressure stress (Equation 9), which assume a spatially constant Kr,
Equations (1–3) become:

𝜕h
𝜕t

+
𝜕qx

𝜕x
+

𝜕qy

𝜕y
= 0, (10)

𝜕qx

𝜕t
+ 𝜕

𝜕x

(
q2

x

h
+

gh2

2

)
+ 𝜕

𝜕y

(qxqy

h

)
= −gh𝜕zb

𝜕x
− ghIx − Krh𝜕Hs

𝜕x
, (11)
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6 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

𝜕qy

𝜕t
+ 𝜕

𝜕x

(qxqy

h

)
+ 𝜕

𝜕y

(
q2

y

h
+

gh2

2

)
= −gh𝜕zb

𝜕y
− ghIy − Krh𝜕Hs

𝜕y
. (12)

Considering that Hs = h− hr, Equations (10–12) can be rewritten as:

𝜕h
𝜕t

+
𝜕qx

𝜕x
+

𝜕qy

𝜕y
= 0, (13)

𝜕qx

𝜕t
+ 𝜕

𝜕x

(
q2

x

h
+

(g + Kr)h2

2

)
+ 𝜕

𝜕y

(qxqy

h

)
= −gh𝜕zb

𝜕x
− ghIx + Krh𝜕hr

𝜕x
, (14)

𝜕qy

𝜕t
+ 𝜕

𝜕x

(qxqy

h

)
+ 𝜕

𝜕y

(
q2

y

h
+

(g + Kr)h2

2

)
= −gh𝜕zb

𝜕y
− ghIy + Krh𝜕hr

𝜕y
, (15)

with hr given by Equation (8) and with a value of Kr defined by the user.

2.4 Wave celerity

Another important issue related to the new surface pressure term is that it affects the celerity at which pres-
sure perturbations propagate within the flow. This is correct from a physical point of view, since the wave celerity
in pressurized flows is much higher than in free surface flows. In the standard shallow water equations the free
surface wave celerity is given by cw =

√
gh. When the surface pressure term given by Equation (9) is included

in the momentum equations, the wave celerity remains equal to cw =
√

gh when h< zr − zb (free surface), but it
increases to cw =

√
(g + Kr)h when h≥ zr − zb (pressurized conditions). A simple way to derive the wave celerity

under pressurized conditions is to make an analogy with the water hammer equations.40 Assume an elastic pipe
with rectangular cross-section of width B, height h, and area A=Bh, which is only deformed in the vertical direc-
tion, that is, ΔA = BΔh. In such a case, assuming an incompressible fluid, the water hammer wave celerity is
given by:

cw =
√

ΔP
𝜌

h
Δh

, (16)

where Δh is the increase in water depth induced by a roof pressure increase of ΔP. In our shallow water model,
the increase in pressure over the water column is due to the gravity force and to the roof pressure, and is
given by:

ΔP
𝜌

= gΔh + KrΔh. (17)

Thus, the water hammer wave celerity simplifies to:

cw =
√
(g + Kr)h. (18)

It should be noted that the flux terms on the left-hand side of the momentum conservation equations reflect the change
in wave celerity when including the surface pressure.

Using Equation (18), Kr could be fixed by the user in order to reproduce the physical wave celerity in close conduits.
However, that would imply very high values of Kr and thus a high increase in CPU time and the possible appearance of
numerical instabilities, without improving the numerical accuracy of the solution in most practical applications, since the
integration time step depends on the wave celerity, as will be shown in the following section. This has also been noted by
Sanders and Bradford20 in the TPA method, using values of the wave celerity of an order of magnitude below physically
realistic values, in order to obtain a compromise between computational efficiency and numerical accuracy. It is also the
reason why the slot width in the Preissmann slot model is usually fixed to 0.01 times the channel width, in order to limit
the wave celerity and numerical instabilities.13,18
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 7

3 NUMERICAL SOLVER

In this section we will focus on the discretization of the new terms linked to the surface pressure and how these can be
incorporated into a standard finite volume solver for the 2D-SWE. For this purpose we will use the unstructured finite
volume solver for the 2D-SWE implemented in the software Iber.10 In this solver, the momentum flux is discretized with
an explicit Godunov-type scheme based on the approximate Riemann solver of Roe.41,42 Since the scheme is explicit, the
computational time step used to advance the solution in time is limited by the Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy (CFL) stability
constraint,43 which establishes a relation between the maximum permissible computational time step, the grid size, the
flow velocity, and the wave celerity. The bed elevation source term is discretized with an upwind scheme that ensures an
exact balance of the equations under hydrostatic conditions.44 A semiimplicit scheme is used to discretize the bed friction
source term in order to enhance the numerical stability of the solver. Both, the upwind discretization of the bed slope and
the semiimplicit discretization of the friction term are common practice in finite volume solvers for the shallow water
equations.45-50 The proposed numerical scheme is first order in time.

3.1 Numerical discretization

Compared with the standard SWE, Equations (13–15) introduce the stiffness constant Kr in the definition of the momen-
tum flux terms on the left-hand side of the momentum conservation equations, and at the same time they include a
new source term that involves the stiffness constant Kr and the roof height hr as defined in Equation (8). The system of
Equations (13–15) can be written in vectorial form as:

𝜕w
𝜕t

+ 𝜕Fx

𝜕x
+

𝜕Fy

𝜕y
= S + T + P, (19)

w =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

h
qx

qy

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ Fx =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

qx
q2

x
h
+ (g+Kr)h2

2
qxqy

h

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ Fy =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

qy
qxqy

h
q2

y

h
+ (g+Kr)h2

2

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ ,

S =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
−gh 𝜕zb

𝜕x
−gh 𝜕zb

𝜕y

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ T =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
−ghIx

−ghIy

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ P =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
hKr

𝜕hr
𝜕x

hKr
𝜕hr
𝜕y

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ ,
where w is the vector of conserved variables, Fx and Fy are the two components of the momentum flux, S is the bed slope
source term, T is the total friction term, and P is the new surface pressure term. According to Equation (8), in regions
where the water depth is lower than the roof height hr = h, and therefore all the terms including Kr in Equation (19)
cancel each other, recovering the standard shallow water equations.

A first order in time, explicit, unstructured finite volume discretization of Equation (19) in a cell-centered control
volume (Figure 2) is given by:

wn+1
i − wn

i

Δt
Ai +

∑
j∈Ni

∫Lij

(Fxnx + Fyny)n
ij dL = ∫Ai

Hn dA, (20)

where the superindex n refers to time tn, H= S+T+P accounts for all the source terms, wn
i is an approximation of the

average value of w in the control volume Ci at time tn, Ai is the area of the control volume Ci, Lij is the length of the
common face to the volumes Ci and Cj, n= (nx, ny) is a unit vector perpendicular to the cell face and pointing from Ci to
Cj, and Ni denotes all the volumes Cj that share any face with the volume Ci.

The integral of the momentum flux in Equation (20) is approximated at each finite volume face by the so-called
numerical flux 𝚽ij as:

∑
j∈Ni

∫Lij

(Fxnx + Fyny) dL ≈ 𝚽i =
∑
j∈Ni

𝚽ijLij. (21)
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8 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 2 Sketch of the unstructured
finite-volume discretization used in the solver,
showing the geometric variables used to
compute the flux between cells Ci and Cj

In this study we have used a first-order discretization of the numerical flux, although higher order schemes could be
introduced in the evaluation of𝚽ij in order to increase the spatial accuracy of the numerical discretization. The numerical
flux in Equation (21) is split in a centered 𝚽C

ij and an upwind contribution 𝚽U
ij , which are computed in terms of the

eigenvectors ẽm and eigenvalues �̃�m of the Jacobian matrix of the normal flux as46:

𝚽ij = 𝚽C
ij +𝚽U

ij 𝚽C
ij =

(Zi + Zj

2

)
𝚽U

ij =

(
−1

2

3∑
m=1

|�̃�m|𝛼mẽm

)
, (22)

where Z=Fxnx +Fyny is the normal flux to the cell face. The eigenvalues �̃�m and eigenvectors ẽm are given by:

�̃�1 = �̃�2 + c̃ �̃�2 = nxŨx + nyŨy �̃�3 = �̃�2 − c̃, (23)

ẽ1 =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

1
Ũx + c̃nx

Ũy + c̃ny

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ ẽ2 =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
−c̃ny

c̃nx

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ ẽ3 =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

1
Ũx − c̃nx

Ũy − c̃ny

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ .
The eigenvectors ẽm and the eigenvalues �̃�m are evaluated at the mean state of Roe, which is given by51:

h̃ =
√

hihj c̃ =

√
(g + K∗

r,ij)
hi + hj

2

Ũx =

√
hiUx,i +

√
hjUx,j√

hi +
√

hj

Ũy =

√
hiUy,i +

√
hjUy,j√

hi +
√

hj

(24)

with:

K∗
r,ij =

{
0 if hi ≤ zr,i − zb,i and hj ≤ zr,j − zb,j

Kr if hi > zr,i − zb,i or hj > zr,j − zb,j
. (25)

The previous definition of c̃ takes into account the increase in wave celerity in pressurized flow conditions (h> zr − zb),
and recovers the standard shallow water celerity under free surface conditions (h≤ zr − zb). At the cell edges located at
the transitions between free surface and pressurized flow (i.e., when just one of the adjacent elements to the cell face is
under pressure), the wave celerity under pressurized conditions is considered.

The expression for the coefficients 𝛼m in Equations (22) is given by46:

𝛼1,3 =
hj − hi

2
± 1

2c̃
[(Ux,jhj − Ux,ihi)nx + (Uy,jhj − Uy,ihi)ny − (Ũxñx + Ũyny)(hj − hi)], (26)

𝛼2 = 1
c̃
[(Uy,jhj − Uy,ihi − Ũy(hj − hi))nx − (Ux,jhj − Ux,ihi − Ũx(hj − hi))ny].

 10970363, 2021, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/fld.4902 by U

niversidad D
e L

a C
oruna, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 9

The bed slope term is discretized with the upwind scheme described in previous studies, such as References 47 and 52,
and is based on the upwind scheme originally presented in References 44 for the standard 2D-SWE. Using the Gauss
theorem, the surface integral of the bed slope term over a finite volume cell can be written as:

∫Ci

SdA ≈ Si =
∑
j∈Ni

SijLij Sij = Sij
C + Sij

U , (27)

Sij
C =

3∑
m=1

𝛽C
mẽm Sij

U =
3∑

m=1
𝛽U

m ẽm,

where the superindices C and U refer respectively to the centered and upwind contributions in the source term
discretization. The coefficients 𝛽C

m, 𝛽
U
m are given by:

𝛽C
1 = −1

4
g
c̃ij

hijΔzb,ij 𝛽U
1 = sgn(�̃�1)

1
4

g
c̃ij

hijΔzb,ij,

𝛽C
2 = 0 𝛽U

2 = 0,

𝛽C
3 = 1

4
g
c̃ij

hijΔzb,ij 𝛽U
3 = −sgn(�̃�3)

1
4

g
c̃ij

hijΔzb,ij,

(28)

where hij =
hi+hj

2
and Δzb,ij = zb,j − zb,i.

The new source term P in Equation (19) is discretized following a similar scheme as for the bed slope term:

∫Ci

PdA ≈ Pi =
∑
j∈Ni

PijLij Pij = Pij
C + Pij

U , (29)

PC
ij =

3∑
m=1

𝛾C
mẽm PU

ij =
3∑

m=1
𝛾U

m ẽm,

where the superindices C and U refer respectively to the centered and upwind contributions. Considering the similarity
between the source terms S and P, the coefficients 𝛾C

m, 𝛾
U
m are given by:

𝛾C
1 = 1

4
Kr

c̃ij
hijΔhrij 𝛾U

1 = −sgn(�̃�1)
1
4

K∗
r,ij

c̃ij
hijΔhrij

𝛾C
2 = 0 𝛾U

2 = 0

𝛾C
3 = −1

4
Kr

c̃ij
hijΔhrij 𝛾U

3 = sgn(�̃�3)
1
4

K∗
r,ij

c̃ij
hijΔhrij , (30)

where hij =
hi+hj

2
, Δhrij = hr,j − hr,i, and hr is defined by Equation (8). Notice that the coefficients 𝛾C

m are computed using
the roof stiffness constant Kr, while the coefficients 𝛾U

m are computed with K∗
r,ij as defined in Equation (25). As will be

shown in following sections, this is necessary in order to recover an exact balance in the mass and momentum equations
under hydrostatic conditions.

3.2 Numerical stability

The computational time step in Equation (20) is limited by the Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy (CFL) stability constraint.43

Various slightly different definitions of the CFL condition have been used in unstructured solvers for the 2D-SWE, which
differ mainly in the definition of the characteristic length of a grid cell.48-50,53 In the solver used in the current study, the
computational time step is defined as:

Δt = minΔti i = 1,M Δti = CFL
min
j∈Ni

Lij|U|i + cw
, (31)
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10 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

where |U|i is the modulus of the water velocity in the finite volume Ci, Lij is the length of the cell face which joins the
control volumes Ci and Cj, Ni are all the control volumes Cj which share any face with Ci, M is the number of cells in the
mesh, and cw is the wave celerity. For numerical stability the CFL must be lower than 1 in 1D problems and lower than 0.5
in 2D meshes. The wave celerity is equal to cw =

√
(g + Kr)h in mesh elements under pressurized conditions (h> zr − zb)

and cw =
√

gh in free surface elements (h≤ zr − zb).

3.3 Analysis of the C-property: Hydrostatic conditions

A usual requirement is that a numerical solver for the shallow water equations satisfies the so-called C-property, pre-
sented originally by Bertin et al.54 According to this property, the numerical scheme must be able to reproduce exactly
the hydrostatic condition (water at rest). Under hydrostatic conditions (qx = qy = 0), the proposed x-momentum equation
reduces to:

g𝜕h
𝜕x

= −g𝜕zb

𝜕x
− Kr

𝜕

𝜕x
(h − hr). (32)

Rearranging terms, Equation (32) can be written in a discrete form as:

KrΔhr = (g + Kr)Δh + gΔzb. (33)

In order to satisfy the C-property, the discretization scheme must satisfy Equation (33) under hydrostatic conditions.
Note that in free surface regions hr = h (from Equation 8), and thus Equation (33) reduces to Δh = −Δzb, which implies
a constant free surface elevation.

When water is at rest, the momentum fluxes and source terms in Equations (19) reduce to:

Fx =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
(g+Kr)h2

2
0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ Fy =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
0

(g+Kr)h2

2

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ ,

S =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
−gh 𝜕zb

𝜕x
−gh 𝜕zb

𝜕y

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ T =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ P =
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
hKr

𝜕hr
𝜕x

hKr
𝜕hr
𝜕y

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ .
The numerical flux defined in Equation (21) is therefore given by:

𝚽i =
∑
j∈Ni

𝚽ijLij =
∑
j∈Ni

Lij

2

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
(g + Kr)

h2
i + h2

j

2

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
0

nx,ij

ny,ij

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟

centered

−c̃Δhij

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
1
0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏟

upwind

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
. (34)

While the source terms Pi and Si can be written as:

Si =
∑
j∈Ni

SijLij =
∑
j∈Ni

|nij|
2

ghijΔzb,ij

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
−
⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝

0
nx,ij

ny,ij

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏟

centered

+1
c̃

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
1
0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠
⏟⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏟

upwind

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, (35)
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 11

Pi =
∑
j∈Ki

PijLij =
∑
j∈Ki

Lij

2
hijΔhr,ij

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
Kr

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
0

nx,ij

ny,ij

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏟

centered

−
K∗

r,ij

c̃

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
1
0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟

upwind

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
. (36)

We will show first that the upwind contributions of 𝚽i, Si, and Pi are exactly balanced. The upwind residual (RU
i )

computed from the upwind contributions of 𝚽i, Si and Pi equals:

RU
i =

∑
j∈Ni

RU
ij Lij =

∑
j∈Ni

Lij(𝚽U
ij − SU

ij − PU
ij ) (37)

=
∑
j∈Ni

Lij

2

(
−c̃Δhij −

ghij

c̃
Δzb,ij + hijΔhr,ij

K∗
r,ij

c̃

)⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
1
0
0

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ .
At free surface edges, c̃ =

√
ghij and K∗

r,ij = 0 (from Equation 25). Bearing in mind that under hydrostatic conditions
Δhij = − Δzb,ij, it is straightforward to show that RU

ij = 0 at every finite volume edge, and thus RU
i = 0.

At pressurized edges, it follows from Equation (25) that K∗
r,ij = Kr and c̃ =

√
(g + Kr)hij. Using Equation (33) and simple

mathematical manipulation, it is straightforward to show that the upwind contributions in Equations (37) balance each
other exactly and thus, RU

ij = 0 at every finite volume edge also under pressurized conditions.
Regarding the centered contributions, using Equation (33), the following residual is obtained when comparing the

terms 𝚽i, Si, and Pi:

RC
i =

∑
j∈Ni

Lij

2
(g + Kr)h2

i

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
0

nx,ij

ny,ij

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ . (38)

Since Kr and g are both constant, the residual RC
i equals:

RC
i =

(g + Kr)
2

h2
i

∑
j∈Ni

Lij

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝
0

nx,ij

ny,ij

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ . (39)

The balance of the centered contributions (RC
i = 0) follows directly by simply considering that for any closed volume

the following relation applies for both the x and the y component of the normal vector:∑
j∈Ni

h2
i nx,ijLij = h2

i

∑
j∈Ni

nx,ijLij = 0. (40)

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section we analyze the performance of the proposed model in several test cases. In test case T1 the numerical
stability of the proposed scheme and its ability to maintain the hydrostatic condition (C-property) is shown. In the second
test case (T2) the proposed formulation is compared with a standard solver for the shallow water equations, in order
to show that both solvers give exactly the same solution when the water elevation does not reach the roof. Test case T3
compares the numerical results to an analytical solution in a 1D channel under mixed flow conditions. The fourth test
case (T4) is a 2D circular dam-break problem partially confined in the vertical direction by a roof. The model results are
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12 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 3 Test case T1. Initial water depth (left), water surface (zb + h) (center), and piezometric head (right), for two different
channel geometries [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

compared with a reference solution obtained numerically by Maranzoni et al.18 using an approach completely different
from the one proposed in this study. Test case T5 consists of a channel junction under partially pressurized conditions,
and is used to show the capability of the model to handle 2D configurations. Finally, test cases T6 and T7 correspond to
flows under partially submerged bridges. In both tests the numerical results obtained with the proposed methodology are
compared against experimental data from Reference 12.

4.1 Test case T1: Hydrostatic conditions

This test case serves several purposes: (1) to prove the mass conservation property of the numerical solver; (2) to show the
effect that the value of the stiffness constant Kr has on the accuracy of the numerical results; (3) to prove that the scheme
is stable and fulfills the C-property.

A 24-m long 1D channel with two different bed and roof geometries is considered. In the first configuration the channel
has a curved bed and a triangular roof, while the second configuration has a piecewise constant bed and a curved roof
(Figure 3). All the boundaries are walls, that is, there is no flow into or out of the domain. The mesh resolution of the
numerical method is 1 m. Both cases are solved numerically with different values of the stiffness constant, ranging from
10 to 1000 m/s2 (Table 1).

The initial water velocity is zero, and the water height corresponds to a hydrostatic state with a water elevation of 5 m
outside the roof. Inside the roof the initial water elevation is equal to the roof elevation. Thus, the initial water depth at
each node (h0

i ) is defined by:

h0
i = min(5, zr,i − zb,i) i = 1,M, (41)

where M is the number of mesh elements. As discussed in previous sections, the proposed formulation introduces
a certain degree of elasticity in the roof (which depends on the value of Kr). Thus, even though the initial con-
dition corresponds to an exact hydrostatic state, in the numerical simulation the water depth inside the roof will
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 13

T A B L E 1 Test case T1

Kr (m/s2) Initial water mass (m3) Final water mass (m3) Max CFL Error

Triangular roof, circular bed

10 73.96 73.96 0.9 0.0768

100 73.96 73.96 0.9 0.0202

1000 73.96 73.96 0.9 0.0025

Circular roof, piecewise constant bed

10 68.62 68.62 0.9 0.1860

100 68.62 68.62 0.9 0.0524

1000 68.62 68.62 0.9 0.0065

Note: Maximum relative error (MRE), as defined by Equation (42), and maximum CFL needed to achieve numerical
stability for different values of the stiffness constant. Columns 2 and 3 show the water mass in the system (m3) and vouch
for the conservation property of the numerical scheme.

increase slightly before achieving a new steady state, in which the C-property is preserved. At the same time, the
water depth outside the roof will decrease in order to fulfill the mass conservation property. The difference between
the water depths in the final and initial steady states will depend on the value of Kr, and will determine the accu-
racy of the solution. But no matter the value of Kr used, a hydrostatic steady solution without any spurious oscillations
is always obtained. To this end, the maximum relative error (MRE) of the numerical solution is defined as the
maximum difference between the computed steady-state water height (hi) and the initial water depth (h0

i ), and is
given by:

MRE = max
i=1,… ,M

|hi − h0
i |

h0
i

. (42)

Table 1 shows the MRE of the numerical solution obtained with the proposed discretization in combination with
different values of Kr . The error tends to zero as the value of Kr increases, meaning that the numerical scheme is consistent.
The error is highly dependent on the value of Kr, because this parameter controls the elasticity of the roof. In the cases
analyzed here, a value of Kr = 10 m∕s2 produces relative errors on the water depth up to 18%, while the MRE diminishes
below 1% when Kr = 1000 m/s2. It is also worth noting that numerical stability is achieved with a value of CFL = 0.9
independently of the value of Kr.

4.2 Test case T2: Dam break with no roof pressure

This test case is used to show that the proposed formulation gives the same results as a standard 2D-SWE solver under
free surface conditions. It also serves to verify that, under free surface conditions the discretization of the new pressure
term added to the momentum fluxes in Equations (14–15) is well balanced and consistent with the discretization of the
new source term including Kr. The test case consists of a 24-m long 1D channel with closed boundaries (no flux inside or
outside the domain) and a roof located high enough so that it does not influence the water flow. The channel is discretized
with a structured mesh with a spatial resolution of 0.5 m. A dam is located at the center of the channel, with an initial
water depth of 2 m to the left and 0.5 m to the right. The Manning coefficient is set to n= 0.010 s/m1/3. The results of this
test case are independent of Kr since the water does not reach the roof. To verify this, the test has been run for different
values of the stiffness constant ranging from Kr = 10 m/s2 to Kr = 1000 m/s2, although the comparison is not shown here
because the results are exactly the same.

Figure 4 shows the comparison between the standard 2D-SWE solver and the results obtained with the proposed
formulation at four different times. As can be observed, the numerical solutions obtained with the standard solver and
the proposed discretization are virtually the same.
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14 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 4 Test case T2. Water elevation profiles at t = 0 s (upper left), t = 1 s (upper right), t = 2 s (middle left), t = 3 s (middle right),
t = 20 s (bottom left), and t = 40 s (bottom right). Gray dots represent the solution obtained with the standard 2D-SWE solver, whereas yellow
crosses are the results obtained with the proposed formulation [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

 10970363, 2021, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/fld.4902 by U

niversidad D
e L

a C
oruna, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://wileyonlinelibrary.com


CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 15

F I G U R E 5 Test case T3. Numerical
profiles of piezometric head for different values
of the stiffness constant [Colour figure can be
viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

4.3 Test case T3: Steady mixed flow in a 1D channel

This test case is very similar to one of the cases employed by Malekpour and Karney17 to test a 1D mixed flow solver
that uses the Preissmann slot method to account for pressurized conditions. It consists of a 1000-m long 1D channel with
a constant slope of 1% and a square cross-section of 1 m height and 1 m width. The flow conditions are steady, with a
discharge of 2 m3/s imposed at the inlet boundary. The inlet boundary condition is imposed in terms of the water velocity
and water depth corresponding to uniform flow conditions with a Manning coefficient of n= 0.010 s/m1/3 (inlet velocity
of 3.976 m/s and water depth of 0.503 m). At the downstream outlet boundary the piezometric head is imposed in order
to assure submerged conditions at the end of the channel.

Under the previous conditions the flow at the channel inlet is supercritical with a Froude number of 1.79. At some
point in the channel, the location of which depends on the value of the piezometric head imposed at the outlet boundary,
an hydraulic jump occurs and the flow becomes pressurized immediately after this hydraulic jump, that is, one of the
conjugate states corresponds to a free surface flow and the other to a pressurized flow. Even if the geometry is 1D, this
test case is very challenging due to the sudden transition between free surface and pressurized conditions through an
hydraulic jump. At the same time, the position of the hydraulic jump is very sensitive to the Manning coefficient and
therefore, to the discretization of the bed friction.

The analytic solution for this test case can be easily obtained. It consists of two flow states defined by uniform open
channel flow and uniform pressurized flow, separated by a hydraulic jump. Since uniform conditions occur upstream
and downstream of the hydraulic jump, the head loss and momentum flux can be computed exactly for each channel
reach. The location of the hydraulic jump can be analytically computed as the point at which the momentum flux in both
reaches is the same.

In the numerical model the channel is discretized using quadrilateral elements with a mesh resolution of 0.5 m. Since
the geometry is 1D, only one element is used in the transverse direction. Figure 5 shows the effect of the stiffness constant
on the solution for the case in which the piezometric head at the downstream boundary is fixed to 5 m. Small values of Kr
(such as Kr = 100 m/s2) produce a greater difference between the analytical solution and the numerical one, causing the
hydraulic jump to move downstream. With higher values of Kr, we are able to obtain solutions that are much closer to
the analytical solution, but the computational cost increases as high values of Kr mean smaller values of the CFL number
and, therefore, larger simulation times. Note that the analytical solution is obtained considering a completely rigid roof,
and thus it corresponds to a value of Kr →∞.

For comparison with the analytical solution, the stiffness constant was set to Kr = 300 m/s2 which, according to
Figure 5, is considered to be a good compromise between accuracy and computational efficiency, and the value of the
CFL was set to 0.9. The piezometric head profiles predicted by the numerical model are compared with the analytic solu-
tion for several values of the downstream boundary condition in Figure 6. The model represents properly the pressurized
flow conditions and the dependence of the hydraulic jump position on the downstream boundary condition. The sharp

 10970363, 2021, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/fld.4902 by U

niversidad D
e L

a C
oruna, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/02/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://wileyonlinelibrary.com


16 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 6 Test case T3. Analytic
and numerical profiles of piezometric
head for different downstream boundary
conditions [Colour figure can be viewed
at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

transition between free surface supercritical flow and pressurized subcritical flow is resolved by the scheme without
numerical instabilities.

4.4 Test case T4: 2D circular dam-break under a roof

This test case was used by Maranzoni et al.18 to validate an extension of the Preissmann slot method to 2D tran-
sient mixed flows. It consists of a circular dam-break over a flat bed with a 5-m high ceiling. Both the bed and
the ceiling are frictionless. At the beginning of the simulation a pressurized water column with a piezometric head
of 10 m and a radius of 11 m is placed in the center of the spatial domain. In the rest of the domain the initial
water depth is 1 m. As explained in Reference 18, the sudden release of the pressurized water column generates a
transitional rarefaction moving toward the center of the water column and a free surface shock wave moving away
(Figure 7).

In order to solve the problem with the proposed formulation, a rectangular domain of 25× 25 m was discretized with
a mesh resolution of 5 cm. As explained in previous sections, the celerity of the pressurized wave depends on the stiffness
constant Kr. Figure 8 shows the effect of the stiffness constant on the solution, for values of Kr ranging from 10 to 1000
m/s2. The wave celerity under pressurized conditions is very sensitive to Kr. However, when the flow becomes depres-
surized, the difference between the solution obtained with Kr = 450 m/s2 and Kr = 1000 m/s2 is relatively small. On the
other hand, a value of Kr = 10 m/s2 gives very different results at all times.

Here, we will evaluate the performance of the proposed model against the reference solution presented in Reference
18, which was obtained by solving numerically a 1D radial equation for mixed flow conditions in a very fine mesh, with
a spatial resolution of 0.625 cm (i.e., approximately 10 times finer than the mesh used to solve the test case with the pro-
posed formulation). Therefore, the reference solution is not an analytical solution to the problem, but simply a numerical
approximation computed with a pressurized wave celerity of approximately 50 m/s. In order to reproduce the same wave
celerity with which the test case was solved in Reference 18, the stiffness constant in the proposed formulation was set to
Kr = 450 m/s2 which, considering a ceiling height of 5 m, gives a pressurized wave celerity of c =

√
(g + Kr)h = 48 m∕s.

Figure 7 shows the time evolution of the piezometric head computed with the proposed formulation. Since the mesh is
2D, the CFL is set to 0.5.

Figure 9 compares the piezometric head computed at different times with the proposed model against the reference
solution by Maranzoni et al.18 It can be observed that the proposed scheme reproduces the same behavior as the reference
solution. The solution obtained at t = 0.1 s with the proposed scheme gives a smoother definition of the pressurized wave
(x = 6 m) than the reference solution, which gives a sharper wave front. Nevertheless, when comparing the results it
should be borne in mind that the mesh size used to compute the reference solution was 10 times finer. Otherwise, the
scheme predicts the same results as the reference solution of Maranzoni et al.18
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 17

F I G U R E 7 Test case T4. 3D images of the piezometric head at four different times: t = 0 s (upper left); t = 0.1 s (upper right); t = 0.3 s
(lower left); t = 0.7 s (lower right) [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

4.5 Test case T5: Channel junction

This test case consists of a channel junction at a 90◦ angle (Figure 10). Both channels have a rectangular cross-section,
4 m wide and 2 m high, and a Manning coefficient of n= 0.016 s/m1/3. The bed slope is 0.1% in the main channel and
1% in the tributary channel. The main channel length is 35 m, while the tributary has a length of 10 m. The boundary
conditions are the piezometric head at the main channel outlet and the water discharge at the two channel inlets. Several
combinations of the inlet water discharge and the outlet piezometric head have been modeled in order to achieve different
pressurized conditions in the channels (see Figure 11). The channel geometry is discretized with a structured mesh with
a spatial resolution of 20 cm (Figure 10, upper left). Since the mesh is 2D, in order to obtain stable results the test case is
solved with a CFL value of 0.5. No reference solution is available for this test case, so the analysis of the results is limited
to the comparison of the solutions obtained with different boundary conditions and on the stability of the scheme.

Figure 10 shows the results obtained with the proposed formulation, with a total inlet discharge of 20 m3/s (10
m3/s through each inlet) and an outlet piezometric head of 1.80 m. Under these conditions, pressurized flow occurs at
the junction and upstream of the junction. Downstream of the junction the flow becomes supercritical and a hydraulic
jump occurs. A longitudinal profile of the water depth and piezometric head along the center line of the main chan-
nel for these boundary conditions is shown in Figure 11 (upper right). It is worth noting how the water depth fits
the roof height in the pressurized region (from x = 20 m to x = 30 m). The small differences are due to the elasticity
of the roof introduced in the equations, with a value for the stiffness constant of Kr = 300 m/s2. The effect of the roof
on the piezometric head is shown in the bottom-right panel of Figure 11, which shows the longitudinal profiles of
piezometric head along the center line of the main channel with and without roof. The head loss between the inlet
and outlet of the main channel increases by about 0.7 m when the roof is introduced, mainly due to the higher water
velocity in the vertically constrained section, which in turn induces a hydraulic jump at x = 11m in the case with the
roof.
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18 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 8 Test case T4. Comparison of the radial profiles of piezometric head at several time steps, computed with different values of
the stiffness constant. Initial piezometric head (upper left), comparison at t = 0.1 s (upper right), t = 0.3 s (bottom left), and t = 0.7 s (bottom
right)18 [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

F I G U R E 9 Test case T4. Radial profiles of piezometric head at several time steps. The numerical solution is compared with the
reference solution presented in Reference 18 [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 19

F I G U R E 10 Test case T5. Channel junction at a 90◦ angle, with a total discharge of 20 m3/s (10 m3/s by each channel) and a water
surface elevation at the outlet boundary of 1.80 m. Numerical mesh (upper-left); pressure head (m) computed as the difference between the
piezometric head and the water surface elevation (upper right), piezometric head (lower left),and water surface elevation (lower right)
[Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

As shown in Figure 11 (upper left), if the discharge is diminished to 15 m3/s the hydraulic jump disappears and the
pressure head at the inlet decreases by roughly 1 m (from 3.2 to 2.2 m). When the discharge is further diminished to
10 m3/s, free surface conditions occur in the whole channel. The effect of the outlet boundary condition is also shown
in Figure 11 (bottom left). Lowering the piezometric head at the outlet to the critical depth makes the hydraulic jump
disappear and produces a decrease in the inlet piezometric head of roughly 0.7 m (from 3.2 to 2.5 m).

Overall, the proposed methodology is able to reproduce, without numerical instabilities, a physically correct behavior
of the channel junction, including transitions from free surface to pressurized conditions and hydraulic jumps.

4.6 Test case T6: Steady flow under a partially submerged beam bridge

This test case is based on one of the experimental cases presented in Reference 12, in which the flow through a beam
bridge was studied experimentally. The case modeled here corresponds to the Deck 1 geometry from Reference 12, and
its geometry is presented in Figure 12. This case was also studied numerically in Reference 55. The experiments were
carried out in a smooth flat channel, 6 m long, with a 24 cm × 16 cm rectangular cross-section. The bridge deck width is 6
cm and is located 3 cm above the bed of the channel. Water levels were measured under steady conditions at two control
points, located 1 m upstream, and 3 m downstream the center of the bridge.

The numerical domain consists of a rectangular channel of 5.8 m long and 24 cm wide. Two different inlet discharges
and outlet conditions were tested, corresponding to cases in which the bridge is partially submerged (Table 2). Regarding
the numerical discretization, the same conditions used in Reference 55 are used, namely, Δx = Δy = 0.01 m, a Courant
number of 0.7, and a Manning’s roughness coefficient of 0.011 s/m1/3. The initial water level in the whole domain is set
equal to the water level at the downstream boundary, and the simulation is run until the steady state is reached. A value
of the roof stiffness constant equal to Kr = 300 m/s2 was used.

The numerical backwater depth, computed as the absolute value of the difference between the measured values of the
water depth at each gauge point, is shown in Table 2. The numerical results are slightly lower than those measured by
Ratia et al.,12 but similar to those computed by Maranzoni and Mignosa55 using the Preissmann slot approximation. The
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20 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 11 Test case T5. Longitudinal profiles along the main channel. Piezometric head for different discharges and a piezometric
head at the outlet boundary of 1.80 m (upper left), piezometric head and water depth for a total discharge of 20 m3/s and a piezometric head
at the outlet boundary of 1.80 m (upper right), piezometric head for different outlet boundary conditions and a total discharge of 20 m3/s
(bottom left) and comparison between the results obtained with and without a roof for a total discharge of 20 m3/s (bottom right) [Colour
figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

difference between observed and computed results might be ascribed to the local loss that occurs when the water hits the
deck. The vertical acceleration and 3D local velocity pattern at that section cannot be reproduced by a 2D depth-averaged
model and must be considered via a local loss coefficient. Local losses are usually evaluated as ΔHl = 𝜆

|U|2
2g

, where 𝜆 is a
nondimensional losses coefficient between 0 and 1. In order to include a local loss at the control volume edge ij (Figure 2),
we modified the total friction slope between the control volumes Ci and Cj located at the transition between free surface
and pressurized flow as:

Ix,ij =
n2

c |U|Ux

h4∕3 +
𝜆|q|qx

2gh2Δij
Iy,ij =

n2
c |U|Uy

h4∕3 +
𝜆|q|qy

2gh2Δij
, (43)

where (Ix, ij, Iy, ij) are the two components of the total friction slope between the control volumes Ci and Cj, and Δij is
the distance between the geometric center of both control volumes. Notice that Equation (43) is applied only at the cell
edges located at the transition between free surface and pressurized flow. If the previous local head loss is applied with
𝜆 = 0.5 at the cell faces that define the upwind side of the bridge deck, the computed backwater depth is much closer to
the observed one, as shown in Table 2.

4.7 Test case T7: Dam-break flow through an arch bridge

This test case is based on Experiment 10 described in Reference 12, where the dam-break flow under an arch bridge is
studied experimentally. This case corresponds to the Arch 2 geometry from Reference 12, which is sketched in Figure 13.
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 21

F I G U R E 12 Test case T6. Plan view (left) and profile view (right) of the geometry used in the test case [Colour figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com]

T A B L E 2 Test case T6

Experimental conditions Backwater depth (cm)

Case
Inlet
discharge (L/s)

Outlet water
depth (cm) Observed Maranzoni

Proposed
methodology

Proposed
methodology with 𝝀 = 0.5

a 2.5 2.7 1.0 0.86 0.87 1.00

b 3.056 3.1 1.1 0.90 0.85 1.09

Note: Boundary conditions and backwater depth observed and computed. Observed results from Reference 12. Maranzoni results refer to
Reference 55.

The experiment was carried out in a closed, smooth, flat channel 6 m long, with a rectangular cross-section of
24 cm × 16 cm, connected to a rectangular reservoir with an horizontal section of 1.56 m × 0.84 m. The bottom of the
reservoir is 12 cm below the bottom of the flume. The bridge deck is located at 1.646 m from the beginning of the channel
and has a width of 6 cm. The arch of the bridge is 7.5 cm high.

The dam’s gate is located between the reservoir and the main channel. Initially, the water depth in the reservoir is
18 cm, whereas in the main channel is 1.1 cm. The channel was closed downstream. Water levels were measured at two
control points: Gu, located 1.510 m from the beginning of the channel (i.e., 0.136 m upstream of the bridge) and Gd, located
1.876 m from the beginning of the channel (i.e., 0.17 m downstream of the bridge). Both control points are located at the
center line of the flume (Figure 13).

The physical domain is discretized using rectangular meshes with a spatial resolution of Δx = Δy = 0.01 m. The
Courant number is set to 0.5 and the Manning’s roughness coefficient to 0.011 s/m1/3. A value of the roof stiffness constant
equal to Kr = 300 m∕s2 was used.

After the dam break, a shock wave propagates through the flume until it reaches the bridge. This shock wave cor-
responds to the sharp increase in the water depth time series registered approximately 2 s after the dam break at Gu
(Figure 14). The arrival time of this shock wave at Gu and its maximum depth are captured well by the model. Up to this
time, the bridge has not influenced the flow and thus, the differences between numerical and experimental data are only
due to the limitations of the shallow water assumptions. Once it reaches the bridge, the shock wave is reflected and returns
upstream, generating a second increase in the water depth at Gu (registered approximately at t = 12 s in the numerical
results). This second increase is not so sharp as the first one and is not so clearly reflected in the experimental data shown
in Figure 14, probably due to the energy dissipation in the hydraulic jump front. The front shape of hydraulic jumps is
not well captured by shallow water models due to the high local energy dissipation, air entrainment, and nonhydrostatic
3D effects, and this explains the differences between experimental and numerical data between t = 10 s and t = 15 s at Gu.

Regarding the downstream gauge station (Gd), the numerical model represents remarkably well the water depth evo-
lution until 14 s after the dam break, except for the fact that some small numerical oscillations appear between t = 9 s and
t = 12 s. These small spurious oscillations in the numerical time series also appear in References 12 and 55. At t = 14 s, a
wave front appears in the experimental data, caused by the reflection of the flow in the downstream closed boundary of
the flume. The numerical model gives a good prediction of the height of the shock front but with a time lag of approxi-
mately 1.5 s. This is because shallow water models do not provide the correct wave celerity when the hydrostatic pressure
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22 CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ

F I G U R E 13 Test case T7. Plan view (upper left), profile view (upper right), and side view (bottom) of the geometry used in the test case
[Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

F I G U R E 14 Test case T7. Water height time series at the upstream gauge station (left) and the downstream gauge station (right). The
numerical solution is compared with the experimental data from experiment 10 presented in Reference 12 [Colour figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com]

assumption is not fulfilled. A typical situation when this happens is when a surface wave or a supercritical flow impacts
a closed wall generating high dynamic pressures, as reported in previous studies.12,55,56

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this article we have presented a mathematical formulation to account for vertically confined flow conditions in 2D
shallow water models, making it possible to compute 2D shallow water flows under mixed free-surface-pressurized con-
ditions. The formulation proposed, which is an extension of the 1D TPA method, introduces a roof with a certain degree
of elasticity, given by a user-defined stiffness constant, in order to compute a surface pressure which confines the verti-
cal movement of the water column. The surface pressure exerted by the roof is included in the shallow water equations
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CEA and LÓPEZ-NÚÑEZ 23

by introducing a new source term and modifying the momentum flux. Hence, the proposed finite volume discretization
for the modified shallow water equations changes the definition of the momentum flux in pressurized regions, according
to the stiffness constant of the roof. This has direct implications in the wave celerity, and thus in the upwind discretiza-
tion of the momentum flux. The proposed discretization is consistent and is able to reproduce the hydrostatic condition
(C-property). The numerical stability restrictions are the same as those of an explicit finite volume solver for the standard
shallow water equations (given by values of the CFL condition up to 1 in 1D problems, and up to 0.5 in 2D problems).

The method proposed here is an alternative to the Preissmann slot method in 2D simulations. Both methods introduce
a certain distortion of the geometry (either as a roof elasticity or as a vertical slot) that depends on a numerical parameter,
whose value can be theoretically fixed in order to reproduce the celerity of pressure waves in closed conduits. However,
in practical applications the numerical parameter is fixed considering a compromise between numerical stability and
accuracy. A difference between both methods is that in the 2D extension of the PSM the user needs to define two vertical
slot widths, each of them parallel to one of the 2D Cartesian directions, while the 2D extension of the TPA needs just one
numerical parameter, which makes it easier to implement in unstructured solvers. Apart from that, the main difference
between both methods lies in the numerical schemes used to solve the modified shallow water equations.

The test cases presented here show that the proposed discretization is mass conservative and numerically stable, it
preserves the hydrostatic solution (C-property), converges to analytical solutions when the stiffness constant of the roof
is large enough, and reduces to a standard 2D-SWE solver under free surface conditions. Its ability to handle transient 2D
mixed flows, including subcritical, supercritical, and transcritical conditions, has also been confirmed.

Overall, the proposed method can be considered as an improvement on standard 2D-SWE solvers that enables their
application to transient mixed flows including free surface and vertically confined pressurized flows.
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