ol - ekt Arlaedas LEEE 284, 1995 109 6~74

sigl Hgeol cha X 28
A Simple Numerical Model of Beach Topography Change
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Fig. 1. Schematic diagram for shore-line change model
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Figuse 2a. Cornparison with Case 400 for oot howt obesarvatios. Figure 2b. Comparison with Case 400 for 5 bours obeservation.
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Figure 2d_ Comparison with Case 400 for 30 hours abesetvation. Figure 2¢. Comparison with Case 400 for 15 howrs obaservation.
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Figure2a. Comparison with Case 701 (oe oe bout shesmvarion. Figuredv, Comparison with Case 701 lor 3 Baurs obeservation.
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COMPARISON WITH LWT DATA (CASE 701; 30HRS)
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Figure 3d. Comparison with Case 701 for 30 hours obeservation.

Fig. 4 Initiel bottom topogvachy
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Figure 3¢. Compasison with Case 701 for 15 hours obeservation.

Fig. 5. bottom topography change after 30hry.



