
approximately 0.02m can be referred to the Torrey Pines sandy beach cf (Thornton and Guza, 1983). The mussel bed cf (yellow, red and green) are about 0.11.
The cf of 0.3 at the much rougher coral reef (Lowe et al., 2005) is used for reference.

(W/m  ) is negative (energy decrease) landward (blue). The change 

from the green coloured vertical bands.
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The disappearance of mussel beds in the Wadden Sea in the sixties inspired a study to their stability. A mussel bed is considered stable after 
surviving one winter. To investigate the hydrodynamical forcing over the beds wave data was collected at the intertidal mussel bed north 

energetic tides
-Determination of Root-Mean- 
Squared wave height Hrms

F
From the  changes in the wave energy

-Energy dissipated due to breaking 
-Energy dissipated by friction 

cf  

-Surface elevation and velocity 
measurements at 10 locations (top-right 

)
-Selection of a few consecutive high 

Hydrodynamical forcing on an intertidal 
mussel bed:
-estimation of wave dissipation 

high energetic conditions.
-Energy dissipates predominantly   by bed friction, rather  than wave 
breaking.

and  0.11  respectively.

-Verifying results by a larger data set.

bed stability.
-Incorporate forcing of current over the mussel bed.
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Wave energy dissipates due to wave breaking or bottom 
friction, especially during high energetic conditions. The (high 

waves, based on the wave breaking threshold of γh with γ is 
0.55 (red line).
So dissipation due to wave breaking is negligible, except for 
low energetic conditions (h<0.25m).
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 �ux the following is estimated:
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-The  sandy  �at  and  mussel  bed  friction  coe�cient cf  are  about  0.02  and 
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-The  wave energy �ux and friction coe�cients scatter due to small sensor 
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