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Abstract: The advances in computational fluid dynamics have made numerical modeling a reliable
complementary tool to the traditional physical modeling in the study of the wave overtopping
phenomenon. This paper addresses overtopping on a seawall by combining the numerical models
XBeach (non-hydrostatic and Surfbeat modes) and IH2VOF, and the Mase formulas. This work is
structured in two phases: (i) phase I assesses the performance of numerical models and formulas in
modeling wave run-up and overtopping on a seawall for a solid profile bottom and representative
hydro-morphologic conditions of a study site in the Portuguese west coast; (ii) phase II investigates
the effect of the profile bottom variation in the overtopping phenomenon for extreme maritime
storm field conditions of the study site, considering a solid bottom and a varying sandy bottom.
The results indicate that XBeach underestimates the wave energy, and the frequency and intensity of
the overtopping occurrences predicted by IH2VOF; the numerical models’ run-up and overtopping
discharge predictions are overestimated by the Mase formulas, in simplified and in storm field
conditions; and the variation of the bottom morphology throughout the storm event greatly influences
the XBeach predictions, while the Mase results are mostly influenced by the bottom roughness.

Keywords: wave overtopping; wave run-up; numerical modeling; XBeach; IH2VOF; Mase formulas;
coastal processes; beach morphodynamics; hydrodynamic modeling

1. Introduction

The coastal region, as a critical resource for human activity, endures an ever-increasing land
use pressure. Many populations are exposed to coastal erosion, wave attack, and flooding, and rely
on the performance of coastal defense structures for protection. These hazards tend to aggravate
due to the climate change induced sea level rise and expected increase of maritime storm frequency
and intensity [1]. There is a need for a better understanding of the complex coastal dynamics and
adaptation to climate change in order to uphold coastal protection in the future and guarantee a safe
use of the coastal region.

Numerical modeling is nowadays essential to predict the complex hydrodynamic and
morphological behavior of the nearshore and improve the effectiveness of coastal protection solutions.
These models can be used as predictive tools in the scope of coastal management, to reduce the negative
consequences of erosion, overtopping and overwash, and assess hotspots that need improvements
regarding coastal defense interventions [2]. The modeling of the hydro-morphodynamic coastal
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processes has greatly improved in the last decades, even though knowledge on the behavior of these
models under highly energetic environmental conditions is still lacking [3].

The XBeach hydro-morphodynamic process-based numerical model application [4], for simplified
coastal defense schemes, proved that it is capable of identifying the overall hydro-morphodynamic
driving processes and allows the sensitivity assessment of certain parameters for the environmental
test conditions [5,6]. Several recent one-dimensional (1D) and (quasi-) two-dimensional (Q2D) model
applications in energetic environments, such as the Portuguese west coast [7,8], have brought new
insight on the processes involved in the sea-structure-sediments interactions and how they affect the
local morphodynamics. The quantification of how these effects vary with the hydrodynamic and
geomorphologic characteristics of the coastal environment was built upon the consolidated knowledge
on modeling approaches of the nearshore dynamics [9–11]. A recent study performed by [12], regarding
the 1D and Q2D XBeach hydrostatic model performance for bed morphology evolution, revealed
overall Brier Skill Scores that indicate similar performance of Q2D and 1D simulations in the inter-tidal
and shoreline area, under storm conditions comparable to [7,8]. Still, as is the case for these applications
and as collected by [2], most of the model validation studies regarding wave run-up and overtopping
have been limited to the scope of morphological changes comparison (e.g., [13–16]). The XBeach
applications to demonstrate the model ability to reproduce the hydrodynamic processes in detail have
been very few (e.g., [17–19]).

The IH2VOF hydrodynamic model has been applied to predict wave run-up and overtopping
in a wide range of cases, including coastal structures [20], vertical breakwaters [21], and other ocean
structures [22]. Empirical formulas based on physical model tests (e.g., [23]) have been widely used
to predict wave run-up and mean overtopping discharge due to their swiftness of use and low cost.
The application of these formulas can, however, be limited by the specific geometry of the structure at
the risk of compromising the results due to extrapolation. Formulas such as the Mase formulas [23]
are applicable for random wave run-up on a solid bottom, in land or very shallow water, and use the
deep-water wave characteristics considering an imaginary uniform slope, enabling their application
for prediction of wave overtopping on seawalls. The Mase formulas have been used recently to analyze
overtopping on coastal structures at Costa da Caparica beach, in Portugal [24].

The limitations in the use of numerical modeling tools are mostly associated with the computational
complexity in simulating real scale field conditions and the availability of in situ data [2]. Despite many
existing experimental results, field data regarding storm hydrodynamic and morphodynamic conditions
are still needed for model validation at the prototype scale [2,25]. Field measurements during storms are
scarce and difficult to obtain due to the constraints inherent to the forcing energetic coastal conditions.
However, reliable models that simulate overwash can be helpful in obviate the field data scarcity
(e.g., [26]), especially during storm conditions, when wave attacks are prone to cause overtopping of
the coastal defense structures.

Recent studies on run-up and overtopping prediction using process-based models and empirical
formulas have reported the ability of each of these tools to model these phenomena (e.g., [27–30]).
Hydro-morphodynamic models such as XBeach [4], and hydrodynamic models such as IH2VOF [31],
take into account the evolution, in time and space, of the local physical mechanisms involved in the
coastal hydro-morphodynamics and hydrodynamics, respectively. Compared with empirical formulas
such as the Mase formulas [23], the last were derived based on the parametrization of the observed
physics for a narrower range of conditions, therefore, their application is most of the time constrained
to simplified conditions of the local physics. As described by [2], if the dominant physical relations are
well described, the use of process-based models can deliver improved results over empirical models
and extend their range to a wider variety of application conditions. The disadvantage of using the
above numerical models is that they have a considerable computational cost and higher input data
requirements of calibration in comparison to the Mase formulas, which provides more expedite results.
In the absence of field measurements, the modeling results can be validated against reduced-scale
physical models and compared with expedite empirical and semi-empirical formulas, allowing a
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more flexible and robust validation process, and better comprehension of the processes involved in
wave overtopping.

The prediction of wave overtopping is crucial to ensure the safety of coastal populations, especially
as a design factor for coastal defense structures. Thus, the current research work is motivated by the
lack of wave overtopping modeling studies addressing both: (i) the implications of using alternative
methodologies to predict the occurrence of the phenomenon on a seawall, and (ii) the effect of the
bed profile morphodynamic changes on wave run-up and overtopping. The two-phase approach
adopted in this work starts by modeling pre-designed wave overtopping conditions using the XBeach
hydro-morphodynamic model [4], the IH2VOF hydrodynamic model [31], and semi-empirical Mase
formulas [23], and assessing their performance. The effect of the bottom evolution in wave overtopping
is then evaluated for storm field conditions of the study site, using XBeach and the Mase formulas.

The two most relevant features differing in the numerical models are the mutual interactions
between the hydrodynamics and the morphodynamics of the sandy bottom accounted for in XBeach
and the possibility to model disconnected fluid areas over a solid bottom in IH2VOF, which allows
a more precise modeling of the wave breaking phenomenon associated to overtopping. The Mase
semi-empirical formulas link wave run-up and overtopping, meaning the wave overtopping is
established using run-up prediction formulas, that can be applied to field conditions and in very
shallow waters. The combined application of the models and formulas under the same representative
conditions for a study site in the Portuguese west coast allows a clearer understanding of coastal
defense response to wave overtopping, as well as each method’s practical limitations and advantages
in modeling the overtopping phenomenon.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 briefly describes the methodology used, Section 3 is
devoted to the analysis of the results, Section 4 includes the discussion, and finally Section 5 gives
the conclusions.

Study Site

The Portuguese west coast is one of the most energetic and dynamic coastal regions in
Europe [32,33]. Most of the country’s urbanized marine fronts have been protected with coastal
defense structures, such as groins and seawalls, since the 1970s, as is the case of Cova-Gala, the study
site [34,35]. However, the rise of the mean sea level and the expected increase of frequency and intensity
of maritime storms [1], added to the propagation of a southward erosive trend with large time and
space scales, predominantly due to the lack of sediment supply [35], are factors that increase the shore
exposure to erosion and wave overtopping, which leads to flooding and inundation [8].

Cova-Gala is located south of the Mondego river mouth in Figueira da Foz (40◦8′45′′ N and
8◦52′42′′ W), in the west coast of Portugal (Figure 1). The study site is characterized by a highly
energetic wave climate with high interannual and seasonal variations, combined with a meso-tidal
regime with an amplitude of almost 4 m. The average Hs (wave significant height) is 2.15 m and the
average Tp (peak period) is 11.6 s, being 40% of the Hs occurrence greater than 2 m. The reference
potential sediment drift average is 1 million m3/year southwards [33,35,36].
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Figure 1. Satellite view of Cova-Gala and detail of the beach protection scheme: groyne field, seawalls,
and geotextile tubes (Google Earth–3 August 2015).

To protect this maritime front and reduce the generalized beach erosion verified after the
construction of the Mondego river mouth jetties in the 1970s, a combined groyne field and seawall
defense scheme was built. In contrast to the sediment accumulation at the updrift side of the river
mouth’s north jetty, extended in 2008–2010, the southern beaches face serious erosion problems,
particularly troublesome in Cova-Gala [8,33,35,36]. The seawalls, alongshore coastal defense structures,
are located in backshore of a narrow beach, which, despite being emerged during the summer season,
when it has an intense recreational and bathing occupation, becomes totally submerged under storm
conditions that occur mostly between December and March [33]. In recent years the beach protection
has been complemented with regular nearshore nourishment operations, using sediments from the
river mouth, and, in 2019, with the placement of a geotextile tube revetment in the southern beach
stretch, the area most affected by the severe erosion, along with dune nourishment.

2. Materials and Methods

This work was structured in two phases. In phase I, to assess the implications of using alternative
methodologies to predict wave overtopping, the XBeach Non-hydrostatic and IH2VOF models and
the Mase semi-empirical formulas were used. The same schematic solid bottom beach profile and
compatible model setup conditions were considered. Overtopping was assessed in two cases of
distinct hydrodynamic forcing–combined incident wave and sea level conditions: case I.NO, designed
for the non-occurrence of overtopping; and case I.O, where the phenomenon is intended to occur.
The results were compared for the free surface elevation along the model domain, wave run-up,
and overtopping discharge. Phase II investigated the effect of the profile bottom variation in the
overtopping phenomenon for extreme maritime storm field conditions of the study site, using the
XBeach Non-hydrostatic model and Mase formulas. The results interpretation was supported by the
discussion and conclusions of phase I, used as the benchmark. A real storm event with synoptic wave
and sea level conditions (96-h series) was considered as the hydrodynamic forcing, and the same
initial beach profile was considered in two cases: case II.SP—solid bottom profile, where the profile
bottom was kept steady throughout the storm event; and case II.VP—varying sandy bottom, where
the XBeach Surfbeat model was applied to calculate the sandy beach profile update after each 24-h
period of the storm induced morphological evolution, results that were then used sequentially as input
for the XBeach Non-hydrostatic model and the Mase formulas. The results were compared for the
maximum wave run-up time series and overtopping discharge.
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This section presents a description of the applied numerical models XBeach and IH2VOF and
Mase formulas, and, for each phase, the topo-bathymetric and hydrodynamic data used, and the
methodological approach considered.

2.1. XBeach, IH2VOF and Mase Formulas

2.1.1. XBeach Hydro-Morphodynamic Model

XBeach is an open-source hydro-morphodynamic model [4], originally developed by
UNESCO-IHE, Delft University of Technology, Deltares and the University of Miami, within the
MORPHOS-3D framework, after the hurricane seasons of 2004 and 2005 in the USA. It was developed
to assess the natural coastal response to time-varying storm and hurricane conditions by solving
coupled 2D-Horizontal momentum equations, and designed to reproduce the different storm regimes,
as described by [37], focusing on relatively small spatial scales and short temporal scales. Computing
the balance between onshore sediment transport by wave skewness and asymmetry and offshore
transport by the return flow, it contains the essential processes to model wave run-up, dune erosion,
overwashing, and breaching [4].

The functionality of XBeach is divided among several modules, called in a specific sequence
during a single numerical step. The model uses a rectilinear, non-equidistant, staggered grid. It
starts with the wave module, applying a non-stationary long wave flux at the boundary. Short wave
transformation is derived from a time-dependent version of the wave action balance equation of Delft
University’s (stationary) HISWA model [38]. The roller energy balance is coupled with the wave action,
where dissipation of short-wave energy serves as a source term for the roller energy balance [39].
Both the wave action balance and the roller energy balance result in a spatial distribution of wave
energy. This distribution can, according to the linear wave theory, be used to calculate the gradients in
radiation stress. Thus, two contributions to the radiation stress are considered: the roller-induced and
the wave-induced. A flow module then uses the changes in radiation stress to solve the propagation of
the short-wave envelope and the non-stationary shallow water equations. The Generalized Lagrangian
Mean (GLM) formulation [40] makes it possible to take into account the wave-induced mass-flux and
the return current in shallow water via a depth averaged formulation. The obtained surface elevation
and velocities are used to model sediment transport, using a depth-averaged advection diffusion
equation [41]. The equilibrium sediment concentration, necessary to solve the sediment transport
equations, can be calculated using the default extended transport formulation of [42], or any other of
the available formulations [43]. The bed level update is then computed in the morphology module,
as a result of the gradients in sediment transport. Morphology can be turned on or off, running XBeach
as a hydrodynamic or a hydro-morphodynamic model, respectively. A comprehensive description of
the model and the formulations used in each module can be found in the user manual of XBeach [43].

Since the model’s original development, several improvements have been implemented in new
releases, which resulted in the three different modes presently available. The Stationary mode solves the
wave-averaged equations but neglects infragravity waves. The Surfbeat mode solves the short-wave
variations on the wave group scale and the associated long waves, currents, and morphological changes
are solved separately. This saves considerable computational time, at the expense of not simulating
the short-wave phase. It is the most used mode when the focus is on swash zone processes and has
been extensively validated for the morphological evolution modeling of dissipative beaches, where the
short waves are mostly dissipated upon reaching the shoreline. The wave-resolving non-hydrostatic
mode is more complete, solving all processes, including short and long wave motions, with a greater
computational demand. It combines the non-linear shallow water equations with a pressure correction
term, modeling the propagation and decay of individual waves. As a result, it accounts for wave
diffraction and reflection and undertow by turning on the newly implemented reduced two-layer
mode (nonhq3d). This option improves the accuracy in modeling the frequency dispersion of the
non-hydrostatic model due to the additional layer in comparison to the depth-averaged formulation.
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Based on the above fundamentals, the following XBeach modes-versions were applied: (i) for a
suitable hydrodynamic model application in the analysis of the overtopping phenomenon in phases I
and II, the morphological evolution was turned off and the more complete non-hydrostatic mode of the
latest XBeachX version of the model was used [44]; (ii) for a suitable modeling of the morphodynamics
and resulting sandy bottom update in phase II, the Surfbeat mode of the Kingsday XBeach version
of the model was used [4]. This version is more adequate for morphological evolution modeling of
dissipative sandy beaches due to the extensive sediment transport formulations, and less demanding
computational requirements.

2.1.2. IH2VOF Hydrodynamic Model

IH2VOF is a two-dimensional hydrodynamic model developed from the University of Cantabria
COBRAS-UC model, used for modeling wave-structure interactions. The original model, COBRAS
(Cornell Breaking Waves and Structure), was developed at the University of Cornell to describe the
flow inside and outside coastal structures, including permeable layers [45,46]. Using a finite-difference
method, it solves the 2DV Reynolds Averaged Navier–Stokes (RANS) equations on a structured grid.
A nonlinear turbulence model κ-ε, for the turbulent kinetic energy κ and its dissipation rate ε, is
included via a set of volume-averaged turbulence balance equations [46,47]. The free surface movement
is tracked by a volume of fluid (VOF) free-surface movement tracking method for one phase only,
water and void [31]. The model is hybrid domain-based and solves the RANS equations at the clear
fluid domain and the Volume-Averaged RANS (VARANS) equations to obtain the flow inside the
porous media, using the Forchheimer relation, generalized to nonstationary and variable flows [46,48].
The possibility to model disconnected fluid areas in IH2VOF is a relevant advantage of the model
because most types of wave breaking, such as plunging, lead to separation of the wave water surface.
By modeling disconnected fluid areas, wave breaking is better represented, consequently allowing a
more precise modeling of the overtopping phenomenon.

The present version improvements overcome some of the original model limitations regarding
the wave generation process, the code optimization, the graphical user interface (GUI), the input
and output data definition, and processing programs. The model has been extensively validated for
several applications for low-crested structures [31,49,50], wave breaking over porous and impermeable
slopes [31,46,51], overtopping on rubble mound breakwaters and low-mound breakwaters [50,52], and
surf zone hydrodynamics on natural beaches [53]. It has also been verified through several physical
modeling studies [50,54]. Further model details and information regarding the model calibration and
recommended values can be found in these references.

2.1.3. Mase Formulas

The empirical formulas proposed by Mase can be used to predict both random wave run-up and
mean overtopping discharge on seawalls constructed on land or in very shallow water [23]. After the
compilation of wave run-up and overtopping formulas by several authors, the Mase formulas adopt
the deep-water wave characteristics as input and the concept of an imaginary uniform slope to evaluate
the surf similarity parameter. The run-up prediction formulas are based on two sets of experimental
data [23,55], and the values used in the overtopping prediction formulas are based on experimental
data carried out in a wave flume [56].

The set of formulas presented in Table 1 were used for the prediction of wave run-up and mean
overtopping discharge according to the respective applicability conditions [23,57]. In this table, Ho is
the offshore significant wave height determined by the frequency analysis, Lo = gT2/(2π) is the offshore
wave length computed using the offshore significant wave period T = T1/3 and the gravitational
acceleration g, h is the depth, RC is the seawall crest height above the still water level (SWL), α is the
angle of the structure with the horizontal plane, q is the average overtopping flow, R# is the run-up
exceeded by #% of the incident waves, and (Rmáx)#%,100 is the maximum run-up no exceeded in #% of
the storms represented by 100 waves.
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Table 1. Mase formulas and applicability conditions for the wave run-up and mean overtopping
discharge prediction on seawalls constructed on land or in very shallow water [23,57].

Formulas Applicability Conditions

Run-up
R2% = H0*(2.99–2.73 exp (−0.57 tanβ/

√
H0/L0)) 0.2 <

tanβ
√

H0/L0
< 4

R1/3 = H0*(2.14–2.18 exp (−0.70 tanβ/
√

H0/L0)) 0.009 <
√

H0/L0 < 0.06
(Rmáx)99%.100 ≈ 2.15 R1/3 ≈ 1.54 R2% −0.37 < h/H0 < 0.53

Mean overtopping discharge

q = 0 (Rmáx)99%.100 ≤ RC

q =
√

gH3
0*[Г*C*((Rmáx)99%.100/H0)3/2 *{1 − (RC/H0)/((Rmáx)99%.100/H0)}Ω 0 ≤ RC < (Rmáx)99%.100

Г = 0.018
Ω = 6.240

−0.5 ≤ X
X = ln(1 − RC/(Rmáx)99%.100)

Г = e−3.27–2.91Xˆ2

Ω = 5.82*x + 9.15
−1.4 < X < −0.5

X = ln(1 − RC/(Rmáx)99%.100)

Г = 0.00013
Ω = 1.0

X ≤ −1.4
X = ln(1 − RC/(Rmáx)99%.100)

C = 0.25*cot (α) + 0.5
C = 1

0 ≤ cot (α) < 2
cot (α) ≥ 2

The imaginary slope concept is presented in Figure 2 and was initially proposed by Saville to
account for the variability of the seawall slopes [58]. The slope is defined by a line that connects the
point in the sea bottom where the wave breaks, and the limiting point of the wave run-up.

Figure 2. Imaginary slope of foreshore and seawall scheme used in the Mase formulas application
(adapted from [23]).

Since the imaginary slope is necessary to compute the run-up and vice-versa, the calculation is an
iterative process. Equation (10) represents the imaginary slope, where Area is the cross-shore area of
the structure and the beach profile between the wave breaking point and the wave run-up limit, R is
the run-up considering irregular waves. The wave breaking depth hb is defined as the water depth at
which the significant wave height becomes 7% smaller that obtained without an energy dissipation
term in the model of [59].

tan β = (hb + R)2/(2*Area) (10)

According to the overtopping manual [60], in the case of a permeable/rough seawall slope,
a correction coefficient to reduce spreading (γf) is applied to R# and (Rmáx)#%,100 and the final run-up
values, respectively γf*R# and γf*(Rmáx)#%,100, are instead used in the computation of Equation (5).
The necessary data for the application of the Mase formulas are the wave characteristics, the sea level,
and the geometry of the beach profile and the structure.
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2.2. Phase I—Performance of Alternative Methodologies for Overtopping Assessment

2.2.1. Topo-Bathymetric Conditions

The topo-bathymetric characteristics adopted are representative of Cova-Gala. The XBeach model
and the Mase formulas were applied at the prototype scale. The IH2VOF model was applied at a
reduced scale, using a scale factor of 34.5. This allows the comparison with physical model tests
planned to be done in the future. The differences in results of doing prototype or small-scale simulation
with IH2VOF were tested and are negligible.

The 450 m long cross-shore profile was a schematic representation of a beach profile located in
one of the groyne field cells, limited by a seawall at the backshore. At the prototype scale, the profile
consisted of a 210 m flat bottom starting from the offshore boundary of the computational domain,
followed by a slope of 0.10 in the submerged profile for 210 < x < 383 m, a slope of 0.083 in the beach
face for 383 < x < 416 m, a seawall with a slope of 0.5 for 416 < x < 429 m and a smooth landwards
sloping crest 26.22 m above the profile flat bottom (Figure 3). For both cases, I.NO and I.O, the bottom
was considered solid and impermeable.

Figure 3. Numerical beach profile configuration (prototype scale) used in phase I. Water levels for
cases I.NO and I.O.

2.2.2. Hydrodynamic Conditions

The models were forced with the same hydrodynamic conditions, different for each case. At the
prototype scale, in case I.NO, a regular wave with H = 4 m and T = 12 s was generated at the offshore
boundary. The still water level (SWL) was set at 17.25 m above the bottom of the profile at the offshore
boundary (Figure 3), corresponding to the level of slope transition between the submerged profile
and the beach face, at x = 383 m. The same regular wave characteristics and SWL were used as input
for the Mase formulas. In case I.O, a JONSWAP spectrum with the parameters Hs = 8 m, Tp = 12 s,
peak enhancement factor γ = 3.3 and directional spreading coefficient s = 5 was generated in XBeach
and imported into IH2VOF as the water surface elevation, η, time series at the numerical boundary,
guaranteeing equal hydrodynamic forcing in the models when using a random phase wave spectrum.
The SWL was set at 20 m above the profile flat bottom (Figure 3), corresponding to the level of the
seawall toe, at x = 429 m. The input for the Mase formulas consisted of the same wave characteristics
as considered for the numerical models’ spectrum generation, and the same SWL.

2.2.3. Methodological Approach

For the XBeach model setup in phase I, a weakly reflective type boundary condition
(absorbing-generating) was imposed at the offshore boundary and a Warming and Beam scheme
was used. The bottom was considered as a structure via a non-erodible layer to guarantee the
compatibility with IH2VOF, which allowed the direct definition of the profile behavior as a non-porous
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and impermeable media. Several uniform grid spatial resolutions were tested. The grid resolution
values of 0.2070, 0.1725, 0.1380, and 0.1035 m were analyzed for XBeach at the prototype scale,
corresponding to 0.0060, 0.0050, 0.0040, and 0.0030 m, respectively, for IH2VOF at the model scale.
The best processes’ resolution and computational effort balance was achieved for a spatial resolution of
0.1380 m at the prototype scale, corresponding to 0.004 at the model scale, according to the sensitivity
analysis results for the models’ performance. Thus, the resolutions dx = 0.138 (prototype) and 0.004 m
(reduced scale) were adopted, respectively, in XBeach and IH2VOF.

Twelve gauges were considered in the same position of the modeling domain in both models,
to allow a proper calibration and analysis of the results, as can be seen in Figure 4 at the reduced
scale. In case I.NO, the maximum wave steepness criterion (maxbrsteep parameter) in XBeach was
calibrated by comparing the η time series obtained in gauge 1 (x = 17.25 m at the prototype scale)
with the time series obtained in IH2VOF. This parameter was kept constant for the simulation of case
I.O. A warm-up period of seven waves was considered for both models and the η and wave run-up
were analyzed for the subsequent 20 waves in case I.NO. In case I.O, overtopping was assessed for a
period of 50 waves. For the Mase formulas application, the same topo-bathymetric and hydrodynamic
conditions were considered. The maximum run-up, not exceeded in 99% of the incident waves and
the run-up exceeded by 2% of the incident waves, as well as the mean overtopping discharge that
occurs when the maximum run-up exceeds the seawall freeboard were obtained. If the slope of the
sea defense structure was rough/permeable, according to the overtopping manual [60], a correction
coefficient to reduce spreading (γf) was applied to the maximum and 2% run-up. Since there was no
overtopping of the seawall in case I.NO, the wave run-up was compared for the two models and the
Mase formulas. In case I.O, the η and the horizontal velocity in gauge 10 were used to calculate the
overtopping discharge in the numerical models and the results were analyzed and compared with the
Mase formulas results.

Figure 4. Numerical beach profile configuration (reduced scale) used in the IH2VOF model in case
I.NO. Location of the 12 gauges.

2.3. Phase II—Effect of Bed Morphodynamics on Wave Overtopping

2.3.1. Topo-Bathymetric Conditions

The topo-bathymetric characteristics adopted as the real scale initial beach profile, for the numerical
model implementation and the Mase formulas application, were representative of Cova-Gala as defined
by [61]. The beach profile consisted of three slopes: (i) 0.013 in the submerged profile, between 12 m
below the vertical chart datum reference level (ZH) and ZH; (ii) 0.04 in the beach face, between ZH and
4.75 m above ZH; and (iii) 0.585 in the seawall, between 4.75 and 9.25 m above ZH (Figure 5). In case
I.NO the profile was considered to have a solid bottom, whereas in case I.O the profile sandy bottom
was allowed to vary in response to hydrodynamic action until the toe of the seawall. The sediment
size characteristics representative of the sandy bottom of the study site were considered uniform: sand
with median and 90th percentile diameter d50 = 0.30 mm and d90 = 0.50 mm [36].
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Figure 5. Bottom configuration of the real scale beach profile and seawall adopted in phase II,
representative of the topo-bathymetric characteristics of the study site in Cova-Gala.

2.3.2. Hydrodynamic Conditions

In phase II, the hydrodynamic conditions of the Hercules storm, January 2014 [62,63], were
considered for the XBeach numerical model forcing and the Mase formulas application, in both
cases I.NO and I.O. A four-days period of the storm was considered from 04/01/2014 00h00 to
08/01/2014 00h00. The hindcast wave dataset offshore of the study site was provided and validated by
Puertos del Estado, for the SIMAR point 1,044,060 (40◦ N, 9◦ W) at −37 m ZH, and was transferred
through numerical modeling to the topo-bathymetric profile limit at −12 m ZH. A synoptic sea
level (SL) time series for Figueira da Foz was considered, provided by the University of Lisbon
dataset (https://webpages.ciencias.ulisboa.pt/~cmantunes/hidrografia/hidro_mares.html), validated
with the Figueira da Foz tide gauge. Figure 6 shows the Hs and SL time series for the four-days
period considered.

Figure 6. Significant wave height and sea level time series of the Hercules storm, from 4 January 2014
00h00 to 8 January 2014 00h00.

2.3.3. Methodological Approach

For the XBeach model setup in phase II, a weakly reflective type boundary condition
(absorbing-generating) was imposed at the offshore boundary and a uniform grid spatial resolution of
dx = 1 m was considered. The seawall presence was simulated via a non-erodible layer in the upper
profile as specified in Figure 5, and no morphodynamic acceleration factor was considered during the
simulation period in both cases. The wave and SL time series were applied at the offshore boundary to

https://webpages.ciencias.ulisboa.pt/~cmantunes/hidrografia/hidro_mares.html
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force the XBeach Non-hydrostatic and Surfbeat models and were used as input for the Mase formulas
application, in both cases, II.SP and II.VP. The Mase formulas were applied considering γf values of 1 for
case II.SP (impermeable slope, no correction for run-up) and 0.8 for case II.VP (permeable/rough slope).

In case II.SP, a unique solid bottom profile, the initial profile, was considered throughout the
storm event for the XBeach non-hydrostatic hydrodynamic modeling and Mase formulas application.
In the numerical model, a Warming and Beam scheme was used, and the morphological evolution was
turned off.

In case II.VP, four different profiles were considered at the start of each 24-h period of the 96-h
storm event: (i) a beach profile at the start of the storm, 4 January 2014 00h00, corresponding to
the profile used in case II.SP; (ii) a profile after 24 h of the storm induced morphological evolution,
5 January 2014 00h00; (iii) a profile after 48h, 6 January 2014 00h00; and (iv) a profile after 72 h,
7 January 2014 00h00. The profiles after 24, 48, and 72 h of morphological evolution were computed
using the Surfbeat mode of the XBeach numerical model, with a second order upwind numerical
scheme and the advanced default model parameter values recommended by the developers [4]. These
four profiles were then used sequentially as input for the XBeach Non-hydrostatic hydrodynamic
modeling and the Mase formulas application in case II.VP. The maximum wave run-up time series
obtained using the numerical model and the empirical formulas were compared, and several run-up
and overtopping statistical parameters were computed and analyzed in both cases.

3. Results

3.1. Phase I—Performance of Alternative Methodologies for Overtopping Assessment

3.1.1. Case I.NO

In the case designed for the non-occurrence of overtopping, the surface elevation η and the wave
run-up time series obtained using XBeach and IH2VOF were analyzed and the run-up statistical
parameters were computed and analyzed for both models and the Mase formulas. The results are
presented at the prototype scale. The numerical models were forced with a regular wave and the SWL
set at the 0.10 to 0.083 slope transition vertical level. The η variation obtained in gauges 1 and 8 using
XBeach and IH2VOF, considering the SWL as reference, is depicted in Figure 7 for a period of 240
s, encompassing 20 waves. The statistics relating the η time series obtained in the two models are
presented in Table 2.

Figure 7. Free surface elevation time series at gauges 1 and 8 predicted by XBeach and IH2VOF for
simplified representative hydro-morphologic conditions in case I.NO, designed for the non-occurrence
of overtopping.
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Table 2. Statistics correlating the free surface elevation time series predicted using XBeach and IH2VOF
in case I.NO for gauges 1 to 8: bias and rmse.

Gauge 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

rmse (m) 0.23 0.21 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.24 1.03 0.40
bias (m) −0.16 −0.14 −0.14 −0.14 −0.15 −0.16 0.02 0.07

The bias and the root mean square error (rmse) were calculated for gauges 1 to 8. For the calculation
of these error indicators, the η time series obtained with IH2VOF was considered to be the reference
value, that is, the most precise model prediction. The rmse values (Table 2) were low in most of the
model domain, indicating that the η predictions obtained with both models were similar, especially in
the extension where the wave shape was less affected by the profile bottom, before reaching gauge 7.
For the same hydrodynamic forcing, ηwas negatively biased, meaning that XBeach underestimated
the wave energy during the wave propagation process, in comparison to IH2VOF.

In gauges 1 to 6, the η displacements were more significant in the wave troughs and lower levels
are obtained in XBeach, with average values of bias = −0.15 m and rmse = 0.24 m. Such reduces the
probability of the occurrence of wave overtopping with the XBeach model. Although in gauges 7 and 8
the bias was positive, it was approximately zero. The rmse was more significant, especially in gauge 7,
indicating that the η predictions in the two models had greater differences.

The run-up time series obtained using XBeach and IH2VOF is depicted in Figure 8 for the same
simulation period. Table 3 presents the average (Rav), minimum (Rmin), maximum (Rmax) wave
run-up and the two percent exceedance value (R2%), calculated for both model results. The Rmax and
R2% predicted using the Mase formulas (Mase) are also presented in Table 3.

Figure 8. Run-up time series predicted using XBeach and IH2VOF for simplified representative
hydro-morphologic conditions in case I.NO, designed for the non-occurrence of overtopping.

Table 3. Average, minimum, maximum, and two percent wave run-up predicted using XBeach and
IH2VOF in case I.NO. Maximum and two percent wave run-up predicted using Mase formulas in
case I.NO.

Rav (m) Rmin (m) Rmax (m) R2% (m)

XBeach 2.56 1.88 3.24 3.05
IH2VOF 2.46 1.29 4.05 3.61

Mase 6.14 3.02

The bias and rmse were calculated for the numerical model results. A positive bias of 0.11 m
indicates that the XBeach model slightly overestimated the overall run-up, and the average run-up
value in XBeach was 0.10 m higher than in IH2VOF, but a rmse of 0.56 m represents more than 40%
and 20% of the run-up range obtained in XBeach and IH2VOF, respectively. In fact, the extreme run-up
levels obtained in IH2VOF were higher. Rmax reached a value of 4.05 m, 0.80 m above the maximum
XBeach run-up level. Also, the R2% was 0.56 m higher in the IH2VOF predictions. The Rmax value
of 6.14 m predicted using the Mase formulas was higher than those predicted using the numerical
models, and almost reached the seawall crest, with height 6.22 m. However, the R2% obtained from the
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Mase formulas, 3.02 m, was similar to the XBeach R2% value but was still the smallest value predicted.
Figure 8 shows the greater variation of the IH2VOF run-up time series compared to that of XBeach,
which maintained an approximately constant run-up amplitude throughout the simulation.

3.1.2. Case I.O

In the case designed for the occurrence of overtopping, the overtopping flow and accumulated
overtopping volume time series predicted using XBeach and IH2VOF were analyzed and the
overtopping statistical parameters were computed and analyzed for both models and the Mase
formulas. The results are presented at the prototype scale. The numerical models were forced with
a JONSWAP spectrum and a SWL was set at the seawall toe vertical level. During a period of 600 s,
encompassing 50 waves, the overtopping flow was calculated based on the η and u-velocity values
registered in gauge 10. Figure 9 shows the overtopping flow (Q) and the accumulated overtopping
volume (Accum V) during the simulation period. Table 4 presents the average (Qav) and maximum
(Qmax) overtopping flow values, and the total overtopping volume (Vtot) obtained in the two models.
The same conditions were considered for the application of the Mase formulas and the Qav value
predicted is also presented in Table 4.

Figure 9. Overtopping flow and accumulated overtopping volume predicted using XBeach and IH2VOF
for simplified representative hydro-morphologic conditions in case I.O, designed for the occurrence
of overtopping.

Table 4. Average and maximum overtopping flow and total overtopping volume predicted using
XBeach and IH2VOF in case I.O. Average overtopping flow and total overtopping volume predicted
using Mase formulas in case I.O.

Qav (m3/s/m) Qmax (m3/s/m) Vtot (m3/m)

XBeach 0.03 11.17 16.88
IH2VOF 0.18 21.65 107.57

Mase 0.46 276.48

Considering the same hydrodynamic forcing conditions in the two models, XBeach predicted
the occurrence of 7 overtopping events, while IH2VOF predicted 18 events, more than the double.
The maximum overtopping flow in XBeach was half of the maximum IH2VOF value, and the average
value was at large underpredicted by XBeach, representing only 16% of the average IH2VOF value.
The total overtopping volume in XBeach was 16.88 m3/m, representing 17% of the 107.57 m3/m
predicted in IH2VOF. XBeach underestimated both the frequency and intensity of the overtopping
occurrences predicted by IH2VOF. The Qav calculated using the Mase formulas was the highest value
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predicted, representing more than the double of the flow predicted using IH2VOF, and amounting to
an extra overtopping volume of 250 m3/m than the XBeach prediction during the simulation period.

3.2. Phase II—Effect of Bed Morphodynamics on Wave Overtopping

3.2.1. Case II.SP

In the case where a unique solid bottom profile was considered throughout the storm event for the
application of XBeach and the Mase formulas, the maximum run-up time series predicted using both
methodologies were analyzed. The 96-h maximum run-up time series predicted in both methodologies
for the duration of the storm event along with the seawall freeboard, distance between the sea level,
and the seawall crest level, are depicted in Figure 10. The maximum run-up values calculated for the
complete storm event and for each 24-h period of the storm time series are presented in Table 5.

Figure 10. Maximum run-up time series predicted using XBeach and the Mase formulas for field storm
conditions, and seawall freeboard level, considering a solid bottom in case II.SP.

Table 5. Maximum wave run-up predicted using XBeach and Mase formulas for field storm conditions
considering a solid bottom in case II.SP.

Storm Period (Hours)
Rmax (m)

XBeach Mase

0–96 6.20 7.87

0–24 3.95 6.01

24–48 3.97 5.73

48–72 6.20 7.87

72–96 5.14 7.30

Since the maximum run-up obtained using XBeach during the storm was never greater than the
seawall freeboard, no overtopping was predicted by the model. The values for Rmax obtained using
the Mase formulas exceeded the XBeach model predictions during the 96-h storm period. The highest
Rmax values of 6.20 and 7.87 m were predicted, respectively, for the XBeach model and the Mase
formulas, in the third 24-h period, while the lowest Rmax values of 1.99 and 3.23 m were predicted,
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respectively, by XBeach in the second 24-h period and by the Mase formulas in the third 24-h period
(vd. Figure 10). The Mase formulas predicted the exceedance of the seawall freeboard several times
and the occurrence of four overtopping events: one in the first 24-h period, two in the third (48–72 h)
and one in the last (72–96 h). A maximum mean overtopping discharge per unit length of seawall of
0.00115 m3/s/m was predicted in the second overtopping event of the third 24-h period.

3.2.2. Case II.VP

In the case where a varying profile (sandy bottom) was considered by applying the XBeach
Surfbeat model to calculate the profile update after each 24-h period of storm induced morphological
evolution, the maximum run-up time series was calculated using the XBeach Non-hydrostatic model
and the Mase formulas.

The morphological evolution of the profile during the 96-h storm period obtained using the
XBeach Surfbeat model is depicted in Figure 11. The model showed the following morphological
evolution throughout the storm: (i) erosion in the seawall toe and in the beach face up to 64 m from
the seawall; (ii) a resulting scour hole in the seawall toe which reached 1.0 m after the first 24 h,
approximately 0.5 m in each of the subsequent 24-h periods, and 0.10 m in the last 24 h; (iii) deposition
of the eroded sediments along a 125 m extension zone, gradually accumulating seawards; (iv) that the
relevant morphological changes were limited to a 189 m extension zone from the seawall toe.

Figure 11. Storm induced morphological evolution of the sandy beach profile in case II.VP. Numerical
profiles obtained using the XBeach Surfbeat numerical model.

The four profiles dated 4 January 2014, 5 January 2014, 6 January 2014, and 7 January 2014 were
used sequentially as input for the XBeach Non-hydrostatic hydrodynamic modeling and the Mase
formulas application in case II.VP. The hydrodynamic forcing consisted of the synoptic storm wave
and SL conditions for a varying sandy bottom profile, updated with the aforementioned data after each
24-h period of the storm induced morphological evolution. The maximum 96-h run-up series predicted
with both methodologies for the duration of the storm event, along with the seawall freeboard level,
are depicted in Figure 12. The maximum run-up values calculated for the complete storm event and
for each 24-h period of the storm time series are presented in Table 6.
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Figure 12. Maximum run-up time series predicted using XBeach and the Mase formulas for field storm
conditions and seawall freeboard level, considering a varying beach sandy bottom profile in case II.VP.

Table 6. Maximum wave run-up predicted using XBeach and Mase formulas for field storm conditions
considering a varying beach sandy bottom profile in case II.VP.

Storm Period (Hours)
Rmax (m)

XBeach Mase

0–96 5.16 6.31

0–24 3.84 4.81

24–48 3.91 4.58

48–72 4.92 6.31

72–96 5.16 5.90

Similarly to case II.SP, the maximum run-up obtained using XBeach was never greater than the
seawall freeboard. The values for Rmax obtained using the Mase formulas exceeded the XBeach
model predictions during most of the 96-h storm event and exceeded the seawall freeboard in the
third 24-h period. Two overtopping events of reduced mean overtopping discharge were predicted,
with a maximum of 0.00019 m3/s/m. The highest Rmax values of 5.16 and 6.31 m were predicted in the
fourth and third 24-h periods, respectively, by the XBeach model and the Mase formulas. The lowest
Rmax values of 1.37 and 2.55 m were predicted in the same 24-h period as in case II.SP, respectively,
by XBeach in the second 24-h period and by the Mase formulas in the third 24-h period (vd. Figure 11).

4. Discussion

4.1. Phase I—Performance of Alternative Methodologies for Overtopping Assessment

In this section, the implications of the alternative methodologies for predicting the occurrence of
overtopping are discussed in light of the results obtained using the XBeach and IH2VOF numerical
models, and the Mase formulas, in cases I. NO and I.O.

In the case designed for the non-occurrence of overtopping, case I.NO, the indicators ofηdifferences
(Table 2) demonstrated that the η predictions obtained with both models for the same hydrodynamic
forcing were similar in the profile extension where the waves shape was less affected by the profile
bottom. This was no longer verified closer to the seawall, where the differences in the η predicted
by the XBeach and the IH2VOF models in gauges 7 and 8 were greater (v.d. Table 2 and Figure 7),



Water 2020, 12, 2526 17 of 22

and is due to the different approach of the wave breaking phenomenon considered by both models.
These differences in the breaking zone influenced the swash process and led to greater variations in the
wave run-up time series obtained in each model. The run-up peaks predicted by IH2VOF in gauge 8
(Figure 7) were associated with the higher irregular η values predicted by this model, and the η time
series analysis demonstrated that, in comparison, the XBeach model underestimated the wave energy
during the wave propagation process (Figure 8). This led to ηmismatches being more significant in
the wave troughs where lower levels were obtained in XBeach, thus reducing the probability of the
occurrence of wave overtopping with the XBeach model. The run-up results, for this case, demonstrate
that the Mase formulas are more likely to predict the occurrence of overtopping than the numerical
models, since the maximum run-up was the highest of all. The IH2VOF numerical model is more
prone to predict overtopping than XBeach for this case since the irregular and extreme peak values
generated by higher waves and identified in Figure 8 are the main cause for the wave overtopping.

In the case designed for the occurrence of overtopping, case I.O, IH2VOF predicted more than
double the overtopping events predicted by XBeach, for the same hydrodynamic forcing conditions.
Considering the Rmax values obtained for the numerical models and the Mase formulas in case I.NO
(Table 3), this was expected. The underestimation of the wave energy in the XBeach propagation
process reduces the probability of overtopping occurrence both in frequency and intensity. This
was also confirmed by the fact that the average overtopping flow predicted be XBeach represented
only 16% of that predicted by IH2VOF (Table 4). The average overtopping flow predicted by the
Mase formulas surpassed the IH2VOF predictions by more than double, amounting to a considerable
overtopping volume of 276.48 m3/m (Table 4). Considering the Rmax values obtained in case I.NO for
the three methodologies, it was expected that the Mase formulas would predict a considerably higher
overtopping discharge.

Wave overtopping is a random process with respect to time and volume [23]. A single
calibration parameter (maxbrsteep) was used in XBeach Non-hydrostatic mode, achieving a good
η correspondence between the numerical models while minimizing the overall energy dissipation in
XBeach. An alternative multi-parametric calibration to improve the precision between non-linearity
and dispersion, the possible cause for the differences in the dissipation rate of wave energy was not
possible in this non-hydrostatic model version, since wave breaking is not extensively parameterized.
Nevertheless, the analysis of case I.NO supports the above-mentioned conclusions of the overtopping
analysis in case I.O: XBeach underestimated the wave energy predicted in IH2VOF and, consequently,
the occurrence of overtopping. The precision of the IH2VOF model comes at a high computational
cost: the simulations presented in this paper for phase I, which considered simplified topo-bathymetric
and hydrodynamic conditions, took weeks to run using IH2VOF over a few hours using XBeach.
As mentioned, the Mase formulas overestimated the mean overtopping discharge obtained with
IH2VOF and XBeach. This is a common result of formulae, that has an advantage of getting a
quick response of mean wave overtopping discharge but was calibrated based on data from different
geometrical and hydrodynamic characteristics. Some empirical parameters, such as γf, should be
obtained by calibration, but in real cases no data for calibration are available in most of such energetic
conditions. The model choice requires a compromise between precision and computational cost,
especially when it comes to modeling complex field conditions.

4.2. Phase II—Effect of Bed Morphodynamics on Wave Overtopping

The effect of the bed profile morphodynamic changes on wave run-up and overtopping, during a
storm event, are discussed according to the results obtained with the XBeach numerical model and the
Mase formulas, in cases II.SP and II.VP.

The insights drawn in phase I regarding the XBeach and the Mase formulas application for wave
overtopping assessment were valid in phase II. The Rmax values predicted by the Mase formulas
in both the solid bottom (II.SP) and the varying bottom (II.VP) cases were greater than the values
predicted by XBeach during the storm event, as shown in Figures 9 and 11, respectively. The Mase
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formulas are more prone to predicting the occurrence of overtopping than both numerical models,
as they were developed to design coastal defense structures and take into account safety parameters
according to technical standards [23]. Four overtopping events were predicted in case II.SP, with one
of them a considerable occurrence with a mean overtopping discharge of 0.00115 m3/s/m—above
the limit admitted when considering pedestrian circulation, 0.00003 m3/s/m, and the protection of
infrastructures, 0.001 m3/s/m [60]. Two events were predicted in case II.VP, again surpassing these
safety limits. For the same conditions, XBeach did not predict the occurrence of wave overtopping in
any of the cases.

The morphological evolution of the profile during the 96-h storm period in Figure 11, modeled
using the XBeach Surfbeat model, predicted severe erosion in the beach face and the formation of
a scour hole in the seawall toe. The erosion rate was higher in the first 24-h period of the storm,
as the representative equilibrium profile adapted to new highly energetic hydrodynamic conditions,
and in the third 24-h period, when the storm reached its energy peak, with Hs reaching 8.60 m
(Figure 6). The scouring of the seawall may be overestimated by the model [36], but XBeach has been
successfully applied to investigate the effects of hard elements on the erosion processes during storm
surges [4,6,8,61]. The local scour hole developed due to the presence of the seawall that cuts off the
sediment supply to the upper beach profile by increasing the energy dissipation on its toe [6].

In case II.SP, the highest Rmax values predicted using both methods occurred in the most energetic
24-h period of the storm event. In case II.VP, the highest Rmax value for Mase was 1.56 m lower than
in case II.SP and still predicted in the third 24-h period, while in XBeach it was 1.04 m lower and
predicted in the last 24-h period. In spite of the same forcing hydrodynamic conditions and the fact
that in the first 24-h period the bottom profile was the same, the XBeach Rmax time series results
were different in cases II.SP and II.VP. This is due to the random phase of the wave spectra considered
and highlights the significance of the random processes in the overtopping phenomenon. The most
relevant effect of the bottom variation in the XBeach results occurred in the third and beginning of
the fourth 24-h period, when the incident wave heights were the highest and the Rmax values were
mostly lower in case II.VP. Even though the storm influenced the profile bottom variation in the upper
beach profile, these changes were not as relevant as the γf parameter value in the application of the
Mase formulas for the run-up and overtopping calculations, since they were based on a parameterized
profile geometry calibrated with data from different geometrical conditions.

Different γfvalues were considered for the Mase formulas in each case, according to [23,60]. In case
II.SP a γf value of 1 was considered to model an impermeable slope for the solid bottom, i.e., no run-up
correction was done due to the permeability or roughness of the bottom [55]. In case II.VP a γf value of
0.8 was considered to model the varying profile as a permeable/rough slope. The maximum run-up
time series obtained in case II.SP followed the same trend as the one obtained for case II.VP, and the
values were, in average, 1.06 m higher. During the storm, the Rmax values in case II.SP were 1.20, 1.15,
1.56, and 1.40 m higher than in case II.VP, respectively, for each sequential period of 24-h. The influence
of the varying bottom cannot be directly measured in the Mase formulas results, since the γf coefficient
is not calibrated as the storm progresses and is user defined for the case application. An advantage
of a multi-model approach is that conclusions about the model or formulas calibration parameter
can be drawn from the application of another model in the same conditions, knowing the calculation
methodology of each of them.

In this study, according to the XBeach and Mase formulas results in phases I and II, it was
demonstrated that XBeach underestimates wave run-up but takes into account the bottom variations
throughout the storm, and the Mase formulas overestimate the results, as they are meant to provide
safety design values. The maximum run-up time series comparison of both methods and the analysis
of cases II.SP and II.VP suggest that since the Mase formulas’ values are not directly affected by the
storm beach face erosion, as opposed to XBeach, but are very sensitive to the γf value, this parameter
can be used in the calibration process of the formulas with the numerical model agreement, so that the
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maximum run-up values and, consequently, the overtopping discharge, can take into account the effect
of the bottom variation predicted by XBeach.

5. Conclusions

In summary, this research work addressed the wave overtopping phenomenon on a Portuguese
alongshore coastal defense structure by combining different methodologies. The difficulties in
predicting the occurrence of overtopping and the limitations associated with the computational
complexity of simulating real scale field conditions, along with the lack of field data for the
validation of the overtopping analysis methodologies, were tackled by applying numerical models
and semi-empirical formulas.

It was shown how the overtopping analysis methodology choice requires a compromise between
precision and computational cost, especially when it comes to modeling complex field conditions.
The formulae application, such as the Mase formulas, has the advantage of getting a quick response
of mean wave overtopping discharge. On the downside, this methodology overestimates the
numerical models’ results and does not provide any insight on the processes involved in the specific
wave overtopping phenomenon conditions. Also, the effect of the bed profile morphodynamic
changes during a storm event cannot be taken into account, except by means of an overall friction
coefficient. The overtopping modeling precision is greater in models that account for the processes
involved in wave breaking and processes that directly influence the free surface level, such as wave
reflection. The possibility to model disconnected fluid areas in IH2VOF allows a more realistic
and detailed representation of the wave breaking phenomenon in nature and leads to better results,
even though the bottom morphodynamic modeling is absent. The XBeach model performance stands
in between the two abovementioned methodologies, with the advantage of accounting for a synoptic
morphological evolution.

The knowledge provided by multi-model approaches allows a parameter calibration that can
reduce the model or formula’s uncertainty regarding important processes that are not considered by
that methodology and have an influence in the overtopping analysis.
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