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Introduction

* Placement shape and depth of nearshore nourishments (NN) affect
nearshore/shoreline processes in poorly understood ways.

* Direct observations and generalizations about NN related processes are difficult
to make.

* Employ the Coastal Modeling System as a research-grade model to investigate
idealized NN scenarios.

e Quantify wave attenuation/sediment transport within realistically parameterized
environments to provide justifiable conclusions about NN shape/depth effects.
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Coastal Modeling System (CMS)
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SP Scenario Results
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Conclusions

* Shallower placements attenuate more energy than deeper placements for
the linear and undulated berms.

* The linear and undulated berms dissipate more energy than the discrete
mounds.

* The undulated berm dissipates more energy than the linear berm,
presumably due to greater alongshore length and longer lifespans.

* Placement depth discriminates between continuous and episodic
deflation. Shallower placements are subject to continuous sediment
transport, while the deeper placements respond primarily to high-energy
events.

* The trajectories of the modeled nourishments’ centers of mass evidences
onshore-directed transport of nourishment sediment which is punctuated
by offshore-directed sediment transport due to high-energy events.
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