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Abstract: Seasonal weather variations have a profound effect on the integrity of cohesionless soil
slopes in the Canadian Prairies owing to the prevalent semi-arid continental climate. The primary
contribution of this research is the development of a transient and two-dimensional stability model
that is fully coupled with hydraulic and thermal flows. The model was used to predict the factor
of safety (FS) for two slope geometries (18 m height and 26 m height) subjected to three weather
scenarios (mean, extreme wet, and extreme dry) and four ponding combinations on the upstream and
downstream sides of the slopes under no-load and train-load conditions. Results indicated that for
mean climate conditions, FS trends fluctuate till April, followed by an increase that remains constant
up to November and decreases thereafter. Generally, the FS shows subdued fluctuations and higher
values for the high slope compared with the low slope. For wet climate conditions, the FS patterns
are similar to mean conditions, albeit with reduced durations of stability during summer. For dry
climate conditions, FS values are higher than mean conditions and nearly constant for most of the
year. For no ponding and downstream ponding, FS > 1 throughout the year. In contrast, FS > 1 only
during the summer (with reduced time in wet climate and extended time in dry climate conditions)
for upstream ponding and upstream–downstream ponding. For train loading, FS shows subdued
fluctuations and lower values than the corresponding no-loading scenarios for both slopes. The
effects of climate conditions and ponding scenarios are further reduced for the high slope. These
findings are useful for decision making with regard to the initial design and ongoing performance of
natural slopes and embankments in the cohesionless soils of the region.

Keywords: seasonal weather; cohesionless soils; slope stability; transient modeling

1. Introduction

Cohesionless soils are widely distributed around the globe and constitute about 10% of
the total land area of the world [1]. These soils are abundantly found in arid and semi-arid
regions (above and below the tropical zone), including central and south Asia, the Middle
East and northern Africa, North and South America, and Australia [2]. In such regions,
annual evaporation is generally more than precipitation and, as such, these cohesionless
soils have low water content for most of the year [3]. Excessive dryness results in a meta-
stable structure where soil particles are held together mainly through interparticle bonding
of suction [4]. During precipitation, water infiltrates into the soil to remove suction bonding,
thereby reducing the shear strength of the soil [5]. Alternate saturation and desaturation
processes render the soil slopes susceptible to distress and eventual failure. For instance,
the safety factor of the Afsluitdijk boundary dam in the Netherlands has significantly
decreased over the last 80 years due to surface erosion, cracking, and subsidence [6,7].
Furthermore, the impact of climate change in the form of rising temperature and extreme
precipitation [8,9] results in heat waves, droughts, and flash floods, thereby potentially
increasing the occurrence of geohazards globally [10]. Such extreme conditions lead to the
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failure of even natural slopes to block exiting rivers to form landslide dams [11]. Recent
examples include Attabad, Pakistan [12] and Oso, United States of America [13]. Since arid
and semi-arid regions form 41% of the continental earth surface, where 30% population
of the world resides [14–16], it is of utmost importance to evaluate the slope stability of
cohesionless soil in such regions.

The environmental impacts of slope instability incidents include the following: (i) dam-
age to civil infrastructure networks (pipelines, highways/bridges) in natural slopes and
abutments; (ii) loading of downstream water bodies with sediments in hydraulic dams;
(iii) contamination of rivers in case of above-ground tailings storage facilities; (iv) wiping
out of forests to remove protection to soil erosion; (v) changing surface morphology along
with loose sediment deposition; and (vi) loss of life and property [17–20]. In addition, the
Canadian Prairies have unique topographical features ranging from rolling hills to plateaus
and broad undulating plains [21], and the region is significantly affected by climate change.
For example, the large scale flooding of 2011 in Manitoba and Saskatchewan and of 2013 in
Alberta occurred due to spring snow melt and summer rainfall [22,23]. Likewise, about
two-thirds of the area is exposed to droughts due to prolonged dry periods [24]. This means
that most earth structures (such as 90 hydraulic dams [25], 65 tailings dams [26], and about
500 saline lakes [27]) are vulnerable to failure, with potentially disastrous consequences.
Clearly, there is a need to develop sustainable (cost-effective, environmentally friendly, and
safe for the public) civil infrastructure in the region to meet the requirements of the Public
Infrastructure Engineering Vulnerability Committee (PIEVC) protocol.

Seasonal moisture variations especially affect cohesionless soils owing to the porous
nature of such soils [28]. Slope instability in transportation networks and pipeline systems
costs an average of CAD 125 million in direct damages to infrastructure and another
CAD 210 million in preventive measures each year [29]. The number and frequency of
catastrophic events due to washout of the supporting earthen materials are increasing, as
evidenced by the following examples: derailment of trains containing dangerous goods
at Gainford, Alberta [30]; removal of a 150-m section of slope toe at Frenchman Valley,
Saskatchewan [31]; and bursting of a natural gas pipeline near Otterburne, Manitoba [32].
Dams are particularly vulnerable because the stored water raises the phreatic surface in
the earth structures. The Bossano Dam in Alberta was severely damaged by the 2013 high
floods and underwent major repair work costing CAD 100 million [33]. Likewise, the Rivers
dam in Manitoba was unable to accommodate the heavy inflow following unprecedented
rains, thereby forcing 62 downstream communities to evacuate [34]. More than half of the
72 dams in Saskatchewan (La Ronge, Gardiner, Rafferty, and Alameda) require upgrading
to protect them from potential failure [35,36]. Furthermore, Saskatchewan has several
natural slopes with lakes at the toe end, such as Buena Vista (40 m high) and South Lake
(228 m high), which exhibit progressive slope movement, thereby affecting utilities and
houses [37,38]. In addition, large-scale construction projects are underway, including the
87-km long canal joining Lake Diefenbaker and Buffalo Pound Lake [39] and the 55-km
long Saskatoon Freeway [40]. To ensure the uninterrupted use of existing infrastructure
and to support the design of new facilities, there is a need to understand the behavior of
cohesionless soils under extreme climatic conditions.

The stability of cohesionless soils under known applied stresses is governed by soil
suction (difference of air pressure and water pressure) in the pore network [41]. This
parameter depends on soil–atmosphere interactions—that is, decrease due to precipitation
or increase due to evaporation [42]. Precipitation results in the downward movement of
water to saturate the soil profile by replacing pore air [43]; whereas evaporation causes
upward water migration to desaturate the soil profile [44]. These flow processes are also
affected by the seasonally variable thermal gradients between the soil and the air. Generally,
heat transfer takes place through granular contacts and the water continuum in a saturated
state; whereas this process essentially occurs via conduction through soil particles in the
desiccated state [45]. During summer, thermal energy moves from the surface downward
due to high solar radiation over longer daytime periods [46]. The rise in temperature
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increases the pore water pressure in soils primarily due to differences in the coefficients of
thermal expansion of pore water and soil solids [47]. During winter, heat is removed from
the soil because of the low air temperature in comparison to that of the soil [48]. This results
in water freezing in surface pores and the attraction of water from the lower unfrozen pores,
along with desaturation from the bottom upwards [49]. It is clear that the hydraulic and
heat flow processes must be coupled in order to understand soil behavior under extreme
climatic variability. To this end, there is a need to use thermal properties (volumetric heat
capacity and thermal conductivity) as functions of volumetric water content that, in turn, is
derived from soil–atmosphere interactions.

Conceptually, the coupled flow model generates the water content profile that, in turn,
is used as input to determine the safety factor (FS) based on a limit equilibrium method. Such
models were initially developed for low plastic clays and silty-to-sandy soils using boundary
temperature (usually 0 ◦C, at which water changes phase between liquid and solid) [50–52].
The modeling was improved to take into account the volumetric properties of water and
ice [53,54]. These models have been modified to perform transient seepage-thermal-stability
analysis by incorporating unsaturated hydraulic properties [55–57], soil thermal proper-
ties [58,59], and variable temperatures in the soil profile [60,61]. The improved models have
been used for slope stability analysis by considering variable precipitation [62,63], mean
annual temperature [59,64], mean climatic conditions for part of the year [61,65], intensity
of periodic rainfall [66–68], and variation in air and soil temperature [69,70]. To the authors’
knowledge, a comprehensive slope stability modeling comprising transient analysis under
extreme climatic conditions has not been conducted.

The main objective of this research was to develop a seepage–thermal stability model
for cohesionless soils in a semi-arid continental climate. The model comprised seepage–
thermal analysis to obtain the water content profile and slope stability analysis to determine
the corresponding FS. A parametric study was conducted to evaluate the transient stability
of cohesionless soil slopes over one year under mean, extreme wet, and extreme dry climatic
conditions.

2. Governing Equations

The hydraulic conductivity of soils in a saturated state is constant, while in an unsatu-
rated state, it varies with soil suction [56]. Based on Darcy’s law the two-dimensional tran-
sient hydraulic flow-through a soil under saturated–unsaturated conditions is expressed as
follows [71,72]:

∂θ

∂t
=

∂

∂x

(
kx

∂H
∂x

)
+

∂

∂y

(
ky

∂H
∂y

)
+ Qw. (1)

In the above equation, θ is volumetric water content; t is time (s); (k x) and ( k y) are
hydraulic conductivities (m/s) in x and y directions, respectively, and considered to be
equal (and subsequently identified by k); H is total head (m) due to both elevation and soil
suction (ψ); and Qw is the water flux rate through the surface boundary (1/s).

The water in the soil pores freezes as the temperature falls below 0 ◦C and thaws as
soon as the temperature reaches the positive regime. This variation of volumetric water
content with temperature through a soil is given as follows [58]:
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In the above equation, θu is unfrozen volumetric water content; T is temperature
(◦C); (λx) and (λy) are thermal conductivities (kJ/s/m/◦C) in x and y directions, respec-
tively, and assumed to be identical (and later on symbolized by λ); QT is heat flux rate
through the surface boundary (kJ/m3·s); L is the latent heat of water for freezing/melting
(334 × 103 kJ/m3); and Cv is the specific volumetric heat capacity (kJ/m3·◦C). The term θu
is equal to θ when the T ≥ 0 ◦C and gradually decreases T < 0 ◦C [73].
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Equations (1) and (2) were simultaneously solved to determine the transient seepage–
thermal flow. The θ value at a given time (Equation (1)) was used to determine the
corresponding values in λ and Cv (given later in this paper), which were then used to scale
the θ value with respect to temperature (Equation (2)). Subsequently, the θ value was used
to obtain ψ from the water retention curve (WRC). This is justified because of the marginal
difference between suction values from transient analysis and static WRC for cohesionless
soils [74,75]. Based on the WRC volumetric water content values (θr for residual and θs for
saturated), the extended Mohr–Coulomb failure criteria was used to determine the shear
strength (τ) of the soil [76]:

τ = c + σntanϕ′ + ψ

(
θ − θr

θs − θr

)
tanϕ′ . (3)

In the above equation, c is cohesion (kPa); ϕ′ is friction angle; and σn is normal stress
(self-weight of soil) (kPa) [77]. The normal stress is in the vertical direction, and the shear
force per unit area is calculated in the horizontal direction [78].

Theoretically, freezing–thawing is identical to drying–wetting [79]. An atmospheric
temperature drop results in the downward movement of the freezing front. This means
that pore water is frozen above the front and unfrozen below. The thermal gradient
develops cryo-suction that attracts the unfrozen water toward the freezing front [80]. This
phenomenon increases matric suction in the frozen zone and desaturates the soil from
the bottom upward, similar to the drying process [81]. Therefore, the suction values are
analogs in both processes for cohesionless soils [82].

Slope stability analysis was conducted using the method of slices. This method divides
the entire slope into several slices and calculates the force per unit length at the bottom of
each slice by multiplying shear stresses with base length. The Morgenstern–Price (M-P)
method satisfies both moment and force equilibria and can be presented in a general form
as follows [83]:

X = E f (x) λ . (4)

In the above equation, X is the interslice shear force; E is the interslice normal force;
f (x) is a function; and λ is the scaling factor for f (x) (ratio of applied and specified f (x)). To
satisfy both force and moment equilibria, the SlopeW module of GeoStudio (2020 version)
performed multiple iterations using a defined f (x) (half sine in this study) and a range of λ
values from −1.25 to 1.25 [78]. The crossover point at a common λ was used as the safety
factor for a slip surface at a particular time step. Several slip surfaces were automatically
generated by defining a range of points using the entry–exit function, and the minimum FS
value corresponding to the critical slip surface was reported.

3. Model Development
3.1. Study Area

Figure 1 shows the map of the study area along with the location of the weather station.
The total area of Saskatchewan is 651,036 km2 (90.8% land, 9.2% water), with rolling and
hilly terrain in the north and vast plains in the south [84]. The study area is important
because more than half of the province’s population lives here (mostly in Saskatoon,
Regina, and Prince Albert) [85], it contains 66 hydraulic dams [36] and 11 potash tailing
dams [26], and it is the regional hub for transporting goods to other parts of Canada [86].
The Climate Reference Station of the Saskatchewan Research Council (SRC) in Prince
Albert provides reliable data of climatic parameters (air temperature, precipitation, relative
humidity, wind speed, solar radiation), which are representative of the typical climate in
South Saskatchewan [87]. Furthermore, the weather station records soil temperatures up to
3.0 m depth in silty and sandy soils [88].
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3.2. Modeling Scheme

Figure 2 shows the scheme for the transient seepage–thermal stability model. A
two-dimensional model was developed to simplify and optimize computational time and
mathematical accuracy [91]. Modeling was conducted using the Seep/W and Slope/W
modules of the GeoStudio software (2020 version). Typical embankment geometries com-
prising a slope of 1 V:1.5 H [92] and heights of 18 m and 26 m were modeled (Figure 3).]

The investigated modeling scenarios included regional climate under mean, wet, and
dry conditions with each under no ponding (NP), upstream ponding (US), downstream
ponding (DS), and ponding at both upstream and downstream (US-DS). To investigate the
effect of vehicular loading on embankment stability, the model was run with and without a
70 kN/m applied load on the embankment crest [93]. Each analysis was assigned a code
for convenient identification. As example code, M-NP-NL-H stands for mean climate, no
ponding, no loading at the crest, and high embankment. All the modeling scenarios are
summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Summary of parametric modeling scenarios and results.

Climate Upstream Downstream Loading Geometry Code

Mean

- -

-
High M-NP-NL-H

Low M-NP-NL-L

70 kN/m
High M-NP-TL-H

Low M-NP-TL-L

Ponding -

-
High M-US-NL-H

Low M-US-NL-L

70 kN/m
High M-US-TL-H

Low M-US-TL-L

- Ponding

-
High M-DS-NL-H

Low M-DS-NL-L

70 kN/m
High M-DS-TL-H

Low M-DS-TL-L

Ponding Ponding

-
High M-US-DS-NL-H

Low M-US-DS-NL-L

70 kN/m
High M-US-DS-TL-H

Low M-US-DS-TL-L

Wet

- -

-
High W-NP-NL-H

Low W-NP-NL-L

70 kN/m
High W-NP-TL-H

Low W-NP-TL-L

Ponding -

-
High W-US-NL-H

Low W-US-NL-L

70 kN/m
High W-US-TL-H

Low W-US-TL-L

- Ponding

-
High W-DS-NL-H

Low W-DS-NL-L

70 kN/m
High W-DS-TL-H

Low W-DS-TL-L

Ponding Ponding
-

High W-US-DS-NL-H

Low W-US-DS-NL-L

70 kN/m
High W-US-DS-TL-H

Low W-US-DS-TL-L

Dry

- -

-
High D-NP-NL-H

Low D-NP-NL-L

70 kN/m
High D-NP-TL-H

Low D-NP-TL-L

Ponding -

-
High D-US-NL-H

Low D-US-NL-L

70 kN/m
High D-US-TL-H

Low D-US-TL-L

- Ponding

-
High D-DS-NL-H

Low D-DS-NL-L

70 kN/m
High D-DS-TL-H

Low D-DS-TL-L

Ponding Ponding

-
High D-US-DS-NL-H

Low D-US-DS-NL-L

70 kN/m
High D-US-DS-TL-H

Low D-US-DS-TL-L
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The hydraulic and thermal properties of the soil (Figure 5) were assigned to the
embankment cross-section. Likewise, the atmospheric parameters (Figure 5) were applied
as a climatic boundary and a soil temperature of 5 ◦C was assigned to the temperature
boundary, as explained later in the paper. The cumulative net flux was calculated at the
points shown in Figure 3 for both slope geometries. The output of the coupled seepage-
thermal model and the shear strength obtained from Equation (3) were used to determine
the FS and were plotted with respect to time over a one-year timeframe.
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3.3. Soil Properties

The investigated soil comprised 64% fine sand (material between 4.25 mm and
0.075 mm) and 36% silt (material between 0.075 mm and 0.002 mm), with no clay size
fraction (material finer than 0.002 mm) [94]. The moderate consistency (liquid limit (wl)
of 27% and plastic limit (wp) of 23%) is associated with the slight affinity of silt particles
to water [95]. Overall, the soil was classified as silty sand (SM) according to the Unified
Soil Classification System [96]. At the in-situ desiccated state, the soil has a θ of 2.5% and
dry unit weight (γd) of 14 kN/m3. Figure 5 shows the hydraulic and thermal parameters
of the soil used as input for the flow model. These isotropic soil properties simplify the
calculation for the two-dimensional slope model [78]. Based on laboratory test results,
Figure 5a shows the WRC that best fitted the following equation [94]:

θ = 0.5

1−
ln
(

1 + ψ
21

)
10.78


 1

ln
[

2.72 +
(

ψ
9

)20
]0.27

. (5)

Figure 5b shows the hydraulic conductivity (k) of the soil for the whole range of suction
determined via the wetting front method and fitted with the following equation [94]:

k = 10
1 + 5exp (−1.2logψ + 0.2)

8 ÷ 106. (6)
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Figure 5c shows the thermal conductivity ( λ) of soil (kJ/s/m/◦C) plotted with respect
to θ as calculated through the following equation modified after [50,52,97] using constant
parameters for the investigated soil:

λ = 1.47× 10−4 − 0.025
[(

0.85log
(

θ

0.46

)
+ 1
)
− 1
]

. (7)

Figure 5d shows the specific volumetric heat capacity (Cv) of the soil with respect to
the volumetric water content given by the following equation [98]:

Cv = 0.0006 + 4.184θ. (8)

The reported shear strength parameters (c = 0 and ϕ′ = 42◦) for intact cohesionless
soil under full saturation was used [99]. The unsaturated shear strength parameters were
estimated using Equation (3).

3.4. Climate Parameters

The surface soils in Canadian Prairies experience a net water deficit for most of the year
because evaporation generally exceeds precipitation. The total annual potential evaporation
across the region is ~600 mm (400 mm in Manitoba to 1000 mm in Alberta [100]) compared to
the total annual precipitation of ~500 mm (275 mm in Manitoba to 1000 mm in Alberta [101]).
Furthermore, extreme seasonal variability in meteorological parameters persists in the
area [102]. The average temperature ranges from −4 ◦C to −13 ◦C in winter (November–
March) and 4 ◦C to 16 ◦C in summer (April–October). About 40% of the precipitation is
received as winter snow and the remainder as summer rainfall [103]. The snow dump
of 1.3 ± 0.1 m [104] melts in spring such that about 80% of the resulting water is drained
as surface runoff depending on soil permeability and antecedent desaturation [105,106].
In summer, high solar radiation of ~25 MJ/m2/day [107] and long daytime exposure,
along with a wind speed of ~16 km/h [108], ensure that about 90% of the rainfall received
at the ground evaporates back to the atmosphere, thereby leading to desiccated surface
soils except during rainfall events and shortly thereafter [109,110]. In winter, sub-zero air
temperature decreases the soil temperature to freeze the pore water, although this process
is subdued because of the preceding water deficit in the soil. The 10-year climate data
from southern Saskatchewan indicates a frozen depth of up to 0.5 m during December–
February [103].

The climate of southern Saskatchewan is broadly classified as Dfb (humid continental)
as per the Köppen–Geiger classification system [111]. This region experiences extreme sea-
sonal variations, from warm summers to cold winters, with overall semi-arid weather [102].
In the climate symbol, the letter D stands for the average air temperature above 10 ◦C
over five months and below 3 ◦C in the coldest month; f stands for precipitation larger
than 0 mm in all months; and b represents all monthly average air temperatures below
22 ◦C [112]. Such seasonal variations, along with increasing flash floods and long droughts
due to global warming in the region [112,113], result in alternate saturation–desaturation,
causing serious concern for slope stability.

Figure 5 shows the 10-year (2011–2020) average annual climate parameters at the Prince
Albert weather station [103], which represent the typical climate of southern Saskatchewan.
Statistical analyses were conducted to obtain mean values from the daily data. From
the mean data, the daily standard deviation values were calculated to determine 95%
confidence intervals for each of the climate parameters to obtain extreme values. These
values were used to obtain dry conditions comprising minimum precipitation, maximum
temperature, maximum wind, minimum humidity, and maximum radiation and wet
conditions, with the opposite values for atmospheric parameters. Additional possible
combinations resulting in dry and wet conditions were not considered. A similar approach
was used by [114] to model the seepage–thermal behavior of a glacial till under extreme
climatic conditions by averaging the 10-year climate data.
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The standardized precipitation and evapotranspiration index (SPEI) was used to define
the wet, dry, and mean climatic conditions. The SPEI was calculated by using cumulative
precipitation and evaporation data following the method of [115]. The SPEI values were
used to classify the climatic conditions as follows: mean (0.03 to 0.23), wet (1.01 to 1.2), and
dry (−1.2 to −1.3). The calculated SPEI values correlated well with the criteria proposed
by [116] for mean (between −1 and 1), wet (≥1), and dry (≤−1).

Based on mean values, the climate was divided into fall–winter (November to March),
when the temperature was below 0 ◦C, and spring–summer (April to October) when the
temperature was above 0 ◦C. The daily precipitation (Figure 5a) demonstrates that spring–
summer rainfall occurs for 106 days in mean conditions, 21 days in dry conditions, and
279 days in wet conditions. The fall–winter precipitation was received and accumulated as
snow, which melts during spring–summer as the temperature rises above 0 ◦C. Likewise,
Figure 5b shows that daily air temperature remains above 0 ◦C for 192 (mean), 329 (dry
conditions), and 138 days (wet conditions). The number of days with temperatures above
0 ◦C corroborated well with the semi-arid climate of the region [112]. Further, the mean
and dry climatic conditions were classified as Dfb (similar to the regional climate); whereas
the wet climate was classified as Dfc (continental subarctic climate) [117].

The wind speed (Figure 5c) exhibits fluctuation throughout the year, and average
annual values are calculated for the mean (13 km/h), dry (23 km/h), and wet (4 km/h) con-
ditions. Figure 5d shows the spring–summer average relative humidity of 69% (mean), 51%
(dry conditions), and 87% (wet conditions). The corresponding values of relative humidity
during winters increase to 77 (mean), 61 (dry), and 92% (wet). Similarly, Figure 5e shows
that spring–summer has an average net radiation of 17 MJ/m2/day (mean), 27 MJ/m2/day
(dry), and 7 MJ/m2/day (wet); whereas the corresponding fall–winter values for the similar
conditions are 5, 8, and 2 MJ/m2/day, respectively. The climatic parameters corresponding
to each condition were directly incorporated into the model, whereas snow accumulation
or melting was estimated using precipitation and air temperature data.

3.5. Ground Temperature

Based on 10-year (2011~2020) data, the average soil temperature profile measured
at the above site exhibited a fluctuation between −5 ◦C and 18 ◦C, which reduced with
increasing depth [103]. Based on linear extrapolation [114], a 4.2 m depth (at a temperature
of 5 ◦C) was used as the bottom thermal boundary. Beyond this depth, the soil was assumed
to be unaffected by weather variations [58,60]. A spatial thermal function was defined to
train the model to consider the variation in temperature up to 4.2 m, beyond which it was
unchanged up to the bottom boundary.

4. Results and Discussion

Figure 6 shows a comparison of predicted and measured monthly soil temperatures
at different depths to validate the accuracy of the model. The measured and predicted
ground temperatures corroborated well with each other, with a mean absolute error (MAE)
between 0.7 and 1.2 and a root mean square error (RSME) between 0.9 and 1.4 for all depths.
The data fell within a half standard deviation on both sides of the equality line, with a
coefficient of determination (R2) equal to 0.88. An R2 value higher than 0.81 is considered
a strong correlation between measured and predicted values [118–120]. The field data
were obtained from Prince Albert weather station, with a silty soil closely matching the
investigated material [103]. Such soils have a hydraulic conductivity range of 10−5 to
10−7 m/s [86,94] and a thermal conductivity range of 0.0007 to 0.0029 kJ/s/m·◦C [121,122].
The hydraulic (Figure 5b) and thermal (Figure 5c) properties of the investigated soil fell
within the above range and, as such, the model was considered to adequately capture field
conditions. Therefore, the transient seepage–thermal model is applicable in determining
the stability of the slopes in the region.
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Figure 7 compares the transient measured and predicted changes in ground tempera-
ture up to 3.0 m depth. The predicted data correlated well with the measured in situ soil
temperature at all the depths. At depths of 0.1 to 0.5 m, the soil temperature remained
below 0 ◦C from January to April, gradually increased to reach a maximum in July, and
subsequently decreased to fall below 0 ◦C by October, remaining constant thereafter. This
implies that the embankment surface experiences fluctuations in water content due to
freeze–thaw. In contrast, the soil temperature remained close to 0 ◦C at 1 m depth from
January to April, gradually increasing until August, followed by a drop, yet nonetheless
remaining above 0 ◦C. Likewise, at a depth of 1.5 m and beyond, the temperature remained
in the positive range throughout the year. This is because the effect of seasonal variation
reduces with depth due to the thermal conduction and isolation of deeper soil layers from
the atmosphere [123–125].
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Figure 8 shows the transient FS at the downstream slope under different climatic
conditions applied to the low embankment (Figure 3a) for various ponding and loading
scenarios (Table 1). Results of the downstream slope are given because this face is more
vulnerable to failure compared to the upstream slope as water movement from higher to
lower elevations and larger slope length result in increased unsupported span [126]. The
line for FS = 1 differentiates between a safe (above) and failed (below) slope. The various
pairs of scenarios under mean climate conditions indicated the following observations.
For NP-NL (Figure 8a), FS fluctuated between 1.35 and 1.25 till April, followed by an
increase to 1.5 till October, and was reduced to 1.35 thereafter. The higher values during
spring–summer are attributed to increased suction because evaporation is more than
precipitation. Under the same conditions with TL (Figure 8b), FS was reduced to 1.0 and
remained unchanged for the entire year because of increased sliding moment due to train
loading [127]. For US-NL (Figure 8c), FS was around 0.3 till mid-May, followed by an abrupt
jump to reach 1.25, remaining constant till early November, and falling to 0.75 around that
time, being gradually reduced to 0.3 by the end of December. The lower FS values are
attributed to increased saturation of the slope due to the higher water table generated by
upstream ponding [128]. A comparison of upstream to downstream ponding indicated that
slopes are 58% more susceptible to failure in the upstream ponding condition owing to a
high phreatic surface [129]. Furthermore, upstream ponding was reported to be the prime
reason for slope instability at Hudson Bay and Ponton, Canada [130]. Under the same
conditions with TL (Figure 8d), the FS pattern was identical such that the slope always
failed. For DS-NL (Figure 8e), FS fluctuated between 1.35 and 1.5, following a trend similar
to NP-NL (Figure 8a) because downstream ponding drains without affecting the saturation
of the entire slope. Under the same conditions with TL (Figure 8f), FS remained close to
1.0 (similar to Figure 8b). For US-DS-NL (Figure 8g), the FS trend was similar to US-NL
because saturation was predominant due to ponding on both sides of the slope. Under the
same conditions with TL (Figure 8h), the FS trend was the same as before and the slope
always failed due to increased loading.

The wet climate was imposed by using maximum precipitation, minimum tempera-
ture, minimum wind speed, maximum humidity, and minimum radiation. The various
pairs of scenarios under wet climate conditions resulted in the following. For NP-NL
(Figure 8a), the initial FS fluctuation extended by two months till end of June (due to satu-
rated conditions arising from excess precipitation compared to evaporation), followed by an
increase up to 1.5 (similar to mean climate conditions) till the end of September, an abrupt
change to 1.1 during October (because lower the temperature reduces evaporation, thereby
ensuring close to saturation), and a gradual reduction to 0.9 by the end of December (owing
to continuous temperature reduction). Under the same conditions with TL (Figure 8b),
the FS trend and values were quite similar to mean climate conditions (increased sliding
moment), along with a reduction in resistance due to the collapse of the soil structure in
wet climate conditions [99]. For US-NL (Figure 8c), the trends and FS values are similar to
their counterparts for mean climate conditions such that the period for FS < 1 was extended
till the end of June, and the period for FS > 1 was reduced till the end of September; the
reasons for these observations are the same as before. Under the same conditions with TL
(Figure 8d), the FS trend was similar to mean climate conditions, with a reduced duration
of FS close to 1, again due to the above-mentioned reasons. For DS-NL (Figure 8e), lower
values of FS were observed, albeit following a nearly similar trend as that under mean
climate conditions. Under the same conditions with TL (Figure 8f), FS trends and values
were similar to mean climate conditions because of the reasons set out in Figure 9b. Finally,
the US-DS for both NL (Figure 8g) and TL (Figure 8h) exhibited nearly similar trends and
values to Figure 8c,d.
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The dry climate consists of minimum precipitation, maximum temperature, maximum
wind, minimum humidity, and maximum radiation. The various pairs of scenarios under
dry climate conditions showed the following. Under NL, the trends for NP (Figure 8a) and
DS (Figure 8e) show FS = 1.35 throughout the year because of the prevalent unsaturated
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conditions. For US (Figure 8c) and US-DS (Figure 8g), the trends are similar to mean
conditions such that the window of increased FS extended from mid-March and till the end
of December. Furthermore, several dips of FS < 1 were observed from January to mid-March
and at the end of December because of water-form precipitation owing to the imposed
above-zero temperature. Such dips were observed for loess in Air Laya, Indonesia [131],
and for clay in Regina, Canada [132]. Under TL, FS values were reduced to 1.0 and mostly
remained constant throughout the year (Figure 8b,f) similar to mean conditions. Finally,
for US (Figure 8d) and US-DS (Figure 8h), FS trends were similar to mean conditions such
that the slope was always failing. Likewise, the extension in the period of increased FS was
identical to the NL condition (Figure 8c,g), and the range of dips (FS < 1) was reduced due
to train loading.

Figure 9 shows the transient FS at the downstream slope under different climatic
conditions applied to the high embankment (Figure 3a) for various ponding and loading
scenarios (Table 1). The various pairs of scenarios under mean climate conditions gave
the following results. The trends for NP-NL (Figure 9a) and DS-NL (Figure 9e) show
that FS varied between 1.35 and 1.45 throughout the year. In comparison with the low
embankment, the lower FS fluctuations in the larger slope are attributed to the lower ratio
of the zone of infiltration to the slope geometry [133]. For US-NL (Figure 9c) and US-DS-NL
(Figure 9g), FS gradually decreased from 1.35 to 0.75 till the end of April, followed by an
abrupt increase to 1.35; it remained constant till November, and gradually reduced back
to 0.75. The higher FS values in the larger slope, compared to the low embankment, are
attributed to the added resistance provided by the increased base length [134]. The FS
reduced to 1.1 and remained constant for the entire year for NP-TL (Figure 9b) and DS-TL
(Figure 9f), similar to the low embankment. Finally, for US-TL (Figure 9d) and US-DS-TL
(Figure 9h), FS was around 1 ± 0.05 most of the year, with a clear decrease to 0.5 by the end
of the year in the latter case. Similar to the low embankment, the trends are subdued and
show mostly safe conditions owing to the reduced saturation depth and the high resisting
moment in the larger slope.

The various pairs of scenarios under wet climate conditions indicated the following.
The trends for NP-NL (Figure 9a) and DS-NL (Figure 9e) show that FS variation was similar
to mean conditions (1.35 > FS > 1.5) for most of the year, albeit with some dips of FS
≤ 1 during July and August. The lower fluctuation and higher FS is due to the reduced
influence of the climate boundary in the high embankment [135]. For US-NL (Figure 9c) and
US-DS-NL (Figure 9g), the trends and FS values were similar to mean conditions such that
the FS < 1 period was extended till the end of June and the FS > 1 period was reduced to end
of September. These trends in the high embankment are similar to the previous case with
relatively higher FS values. The FS was 1.1 for NP-TL (Figure 9b) and DS-TL (Figure 9f),
similar to mean conditions and higher than the low embankments. Finally, for US-TL
(Figure 9d) and US-DS-TL (Figure 9h), when compared with mean climate conditions, the
FS ≤ 1 period was extended till the end of June and the FS >1 period was reduced till the
end of September. Although these trends are similar to the low embankment, the higher
slopes are mostly stable over time.

The various pairs of scenarios under dry climate conditions indicated the following.
For all ponding scenarios under NL, a constant FS value of 1.35 was observed throughout
the year owing to dominant unsaturated conditions. The initial fluctuations in US-NL
(Figure 9c) and US-DS-NL (Figure 9g), which were previously observed under the low
embankment, were not seen because of the reduced ratio of the zone of infiltration to the
slope geometry [133]. Likewise, all ponding scenarios under TL showed a constant FS of
1.1 for the entire year with no fluctuations.
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5. Summary and Conclusions

Knowledge of weather-induced flow is critical to the integrity of civil infrastructure
supported by cohesionless soils. Departing from conventional slope stability analysis,
which assumes complete soil saturation as the worst case condition, this research develops
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a transient model that coupled two-dimensional flow (hydraulic and thermal) to evaluate
slope stability over the various seasons of the year. Using a thoroughly validated model for
a semi-arid continental climate, two slope geometries (low with 18 m height and high with
26 m height) were subjected to three weather scenarios (mean, extreme wet, and extreme
dry) and four combinations of ponding on the upstream and downstream sides of the
slopes under two loads (none and train loading). The main findings of this research are
summarized as follows:

• For mean climate conditions, FS trends fluctuate till April, followed by an increase that
remains constant up to November and decreases thereafter. Generally, the FS shows
subdued fluctuations and higher values for the high slope when compared with the
low slope.

• For wet climate conditions, the FS patterns are similar to mean conditions albeit with
reduced durations of stability during the summer; for dry climate conditions, FS
values are higher than mean conditions and nearly constant most of the year.

• For no ponding and downstream ponding, FS > 1 throughout the year. In contrast,
FS > 1 only during the summer (with reduced time in wet climate and extended time
in dry climate conditions) for upstream ponding and both upstream–downstream
ponding.

• For train loading, FS show subdued fluctuations and lower values than the corre-
sponding no-loading scenarios for both slopes. The effect of climatic conditions and
ponding scenarios was further reduced for high slopes.

This parametric analysis provides baseline information required for the design and
performance of natural slopes and embankments in cohesionless soils based on the at-
mospheric conditions prevalent in the Canadian Prairies. The results of the study are
useful in optimizing the initial design with respect to saturated–unsaturated soil properties,
as well as in forecasting the performance of slopes under climatic conditions over the
operational life of civil infrastructure. For site-specific applications, the model should be
extended to capture the limitations related to the following points: (i) soil heterogeneity
and anisotropy—the slope profile may comprise geologically layered soils or different types
of borrow materials used for construction such that in both cases, the variable hydraulic
and thermal properties of the earthen materials will affect seepage and stability; (ii) surface
cover and slope protection—traffic, vegetation, stone pitching, and concrete at the surface
and along the slope affect runoff, infiltration, evaporation, and evapotranspiration, thereby
influencing stability; (iii) groundwater and perched water—high levels of groundwater
due to a nearby lake or river or perched water due to a relatively impermeable zone within
the slope will significantly affect flow through and stability; and (iv) seasonal weather and
climate scenarios—seasonal weather extremes such as flash floods and heat waves and
several other combinations of atmospheric parameters can be considered to predict seepage
and stability under critical scenarios.
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