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Introduction Methodology

XBeach' has shown potential in predicting dune erosion under controlled e Hydrodynamic calibration and validation based on
intertidal field data collected near Egmond during
October 2011 (Figure 1)

e Morphologic validation on dune erosion event January

2012

laboratory conditions; however, it is essential that quantitative field-
scale validations are performed too. The aim of this research is to validate
XBeach using recent dune-erosion data collected at Egmond aan Zee and

to explore its capability to predict the observed erosion and its alongshore

variation.
Figure 1 Measurement array in intertidal zone
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Dune ErOSIOh Event Figure 2 (a) Offshore wave height and (b) surge level during the 2-6 January 2012 dune erosion event.
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Figure 4 Predictions compared to measurements of (a) sea-swell wave 1 Roelvink, D., A. Reniers, A. van Dongeren, J. van Thiel de Vries, R. McCall, J. Lescinski, 2009. Modelling storm impacts on beaches, dunes and
height and (b) infragravity wave height. barrier islands. Coastal Engineering, 56, 1133-1152.
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