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* OpenFOAM is able to predict the asymmetry very well.
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potential XBeach improvements.
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Fig 2. Schematics of the numerical mesh
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DARWIN COMPUTING SYMPOSIUM

Fig 5. Trial 05: (a) sensors locations,

(b) surface elevations at the offshore side,
(c) flow velocities in the inner surf zone,

(d) flow velocity near bed in the swash zone.

Fig 6. Trial 20: (a) sensors locations,

(b) surface elevations at the offshore side,
(c) flow velocities in the inner surf zone,

(d) flow velocity near bed in the swash zone.

case without sandbar (i.e., trial no. 5).

* In the case with sandbar (i.e,, trial 20), Xbeach’s undertow prediction

shows good agreement with OpenFOAM and experiments.
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