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Basic Design of a Flange Connected Transition Piece between Offshore
Wind Turbine and Monopile Foundation
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andrew@komeri.re.kr Abstract >> Depending on the water depth and composition of seabed, there ex-

_ ist different alternatives for the wind turbine supporting structures. Among sev-
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Europe. To develop the monopile foundation suitable for domestic ocean envi-
ronment, a basic design of a transition piece was carried out. This paper pres-
ents the design procedure of a flange connected transition piece and results of
the structural safety assessment.
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Table 1. Growth in size of monopile foundations

. Water | Dia. of Unit

Year Project . .
depth | monopile | capacity
2002 Horns rev 1 14m 4.0m 2.0 MW
200g | Lymmandinner | e b gm | seMw

dowsing

2012 | Londonarray | 25m 57m 3.6 MW
2014 Baltic 2 50 m 6.5m 3.6 MW
2017 Veja mate 41 m 7.8 m 6.0 MW
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Fig. 1. Grouting connection (left) and flange connection (right)
between monopile and transition piece
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