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Abstract. Barrier islands are low-lying coastal landforms vulnerable to inundation and erosion by sea-level rise. Despite
their socio-economic and ecological importance, their future morphodynamic response to sea-level rise or other hazards is
poorly understood. To tackle this knowledge gap, we outline and describe the BarrieR Inlet Environment (BRIE) model that
can simulate long-term barrier morphodynamics. In addition to existing overwash and shoreface formulations, BRIE
accounts for alongshore sediment transport, inlet dynamics, and flood-tidal delta deposition along barrier islands. Inlets
within BRIE can open, close, migrate, merge with other inlets, and build flood-tidal delta deposits. Long-term simulations
reveal complex emergent behaviour of tidal inlets resulting from interactions with sea-level rise, and overwash. BRIE also
includes a stratigraphic module, which demonstrates that barrier dynamics under constant sea-level rise rates can result in
stratigraphic profiles composed of inlet fill, flood-tidal delta and overwash deposits. In general, the BRIE model represents a
process-based exploratory view of barrier island morphodynamics that can be used to investigate long-term risks of flooding
and erosion in barrier environments. For example, BRIE can simulate barrier island drowning in cases where the imposed

sea-level rise rate is faster than the morphodynamic response of the barrier island.

1 Introduction

Barrier islands are long, narrow, sandy stretches of land that occupy a significant fraction of modern coastlines around the
world. Barriers are often densely populated, support diverse ecological communities, and protect bays and wetlands that
provide a range of ecosystem services (McLachlan 1983, Barbier et al. 2011). Despite their importance, there exists a critical
gap in our ability to predict how barriers will respond to coastal change generally, and sea-level rise (SLR) specifically. A
necessary condition for barrier islands to migrate landwards and keep up with SLR is sufficient sediment transport from the
barrier front to the top and back via overwash fan deposition and flood-tidal delta formation (Armon and McCann, 1979;
Inman and Dolan, 1989; Kraft, 1971; Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton, 2014; Mallinson et al., 2010; Moore et al., 2010). There
are few constrains, however, on the potential magnitudes of these landward sediment fluxes, and how these fluxes vary as a

function of the coastal setting, wave climate, or SLR. Recent models (e.g., Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton, 2014) have
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suggested formulations for overwash fluxes, but the potential role of tidal fluxes, their feedbacks with overwash deposition,

and the resulting ability of barriers to keep pace with SLR, remains unclear.

Here we present the BarrieR Inlet Environment (BRIE) model to address this fundamental knowledge gap. Transgression in
the model is driven by two main processes: overwash sedimentation and flood-tidal delta deposition (Leatherman, 1979;
Pierce, 1969, 1970). To date, models aimed to assess barrier island change over geological timescales, typically account for
only storm overwash, which is more suitable for a cross-sectional framework. Tidal inlets, however, have been suggested to
contribute a large fraction of the transgressive sediment movement in a number of field studies (Pierce, 1969, 1970). The
BRIE model extends the formulations of Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton (2014) (LTA14) in the alongshore direction, and
incorporates tidal inlet morphodynamics through Delft3D derived parameterizations (Nienhuis and Ashton, 2016, NA16).
The purpose of the model is twofold, (i) to better understand long-term barrier island morphodynamics, including effects of,
for example, sea-level rise, human development (jetties, beachs nourishment), or storm pattern changes, and (ii) to improve
paleo environment reconstructions.

Section 2 of this manuscript provides a background on barrier island environments and recent model developments. In
section 3, we discuss model formulations, including overwash fluxes, alongshore sediment transport, and tidal inlet
morphodynamics. Section 4 includes a model run that demonstrates the capabilities of the BRIE framework, including inlet
dynamics alongshore, and the generation of alongshore stratigraphic profiles. Section 5 explores model sensitivity to grid
and time resolution, as well as a comparison to other barrier island models. We conclude with a few exploratory results and a
discussion of potential model applications.

2 Background
2.1 Barrier islands and SLR

Barrier islands are narrow strips of land, formed by waves through a variety of (hypothesized) mechanisms (e.g., Gilbert,
1885; McGee, 1890; Penland et al., 1985), associated with relatively slow SLR rates and primarily passive margins
(FitzGerald et al. 2008, Stutz and Pilkey 2011, McBride et al. 2013). The emergence of many barrier islands can be traced
back to about 6,000 years before present, when Holocene SLR slowed down (McBride et al., 2013).

However, the relationship between barrier islands and SLR is complex. Under no SLR, barrier islands are generally not
observed as their associated back-barrier environments would fill completely (e.g., Beets and van der Spek, 2000). In
contrast, under moderate SLR rates marshes and tidal flats generally occupy back-barrier environments. In this case, to
maintain their elevation respect to sea level, barriers migrate towards land as storm overwash and flood tidal flows deposit

sediment. Under higher SLR rates, however, it is more difficult for barriers to maintain their subaerial portion above sea
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level. Consequently, when onshore-directed sediment fluxes are insufficient, barrier islands drown in place and are left
offshore (Rodriguez et al. 2001, Mellet 2012). Additionally, when onshore-directed sediment flux events are very intense
and frequent, barrier islands are unable to maintain their geometry as they rapidly migrate towards land, which also results in
drowning (Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton, 2014). This potentially delicate balance between SLR and barrier response, together
with the current projections of future acceleration in SLR, highlight the need to better constrain onshore-directed sediment
fluxes in different barriers island systems (Carruthers et al., 2013; Lazarus, 2016; e.g., McCall et al., 2010; Rogers et al.,
2015).

2.2 Barrier overwash

One way for sediment to be transported across the barrier is through storm overwash. Differences in water level setup
between the ocean and the lagoon during a storm can force the flow of water and sediment through and above the subaerial
portion of the barrier. Most frequently this flow is directed landward, resulting in transport of sediment from the ocean to the
bay side where it deposits as the flow spreads laterally into the lagoon (Carruthers et al., 2013; Donnelly et al., 2006).
Although this process is complex and highly intermittent, individual storm events integrated over time result in a net
landward sediment flux, which allows barriers to keep pace with SLR over geological time scales (Leatherman, 1983).
Despite its importance in terms of future barrier island morphodynamic response and vulnerability to flooding (Miselis and
Lorenzo-Trueba, 2017), this long-term landward sediment flux is generally poorly constrained, and its relationship with
modern overwash fluxes not straightforward (Carruthers et al., 2013; Donnelly et al., 2006; Lazarus, 2016; Rogers et al.,
2015). This lack of constraints on long-term overwash fluxes has resulted in a suite of barrier island models that do not
compute overwash processes as a function of single storm events. Instead, such models parameterize overwash volume
fluxes as a function of barrier geometry and observations of barrier island migration. For example, Leatherman (1979)
observed that narrow barrier islands tend to be more susceptible to overwash events than wide barrier islands. They defined a
‘critical barrier width’ below which overwash is frequent and the barrier migrates rapidly, and above which overwash and
barrier migration tend to be slow. Based on these findings, overwash is often parameterized by assuming the volume is
inversely proportional to island width (e.g., Jiménez and Sanchez-Arcilla, 2004; Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton, 2014), and

additionally adjusted based on local factors such as land use (e.g., Rogers et al., 2015).

2.3 Tidal Inlets

Aside from storm overwash, tidal inlets have also been found to be a major contributor to barrier transgression (Inman and
Dolan, 1989; Moslow and Heron, 1978; Pierce, 1969). Tidal inlets derive their transgressive potential through the deposition
of flood-tidal deltas. The volume of flood-tidal delta deposits correlates with the size of the associated inlet (Powell et al.,
2006). Simple equilibrium models (e.g., Stive et al., 1998) suggest that initially flood-tidal deltas grow fast but that their
growth slows down as they approach an equilibrium volume and the bay fills up near the inlet. Inlet migration can therefore

add to transgressive transport by exposing new bay to flood-tidal delta deposition (Nienhuis and Ashton, 2016). For these
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two reasons, it has been hypothesized that short-lived and rapidly migrating inlets are most efficient for barrier transgression
(Pierce, 1970). However, if migration rate and life span of tidal inlets correlate with sediment import, their potential for

transgression should then depend on factors such as basin size, ocean waves, and tidal conditions.

Along extended barrier coastlines, barrier morphodynamics is complicated by the existence of multiple tidal inlets. Tidal
inlets interact through their control on water surface elevation in the tidal basin. This interaction can cause inlets to close or
change size (Kreeke et al., 2008; Roos et al., 2013). Observations of tidal inlet spacing (Davis and Hayes, 1984),
corroborated by a recent modeling study (Roos et al., 2013), found that increasing tidal range and basin size can allow inlets
to exist closer together. For a barrier coast, a greater number of inlets likely enhances their contribution to barrier

transgression.

2.3 Previous Numerical Modeling Efforts

The joint long-term effect of storm overwash and tidal inlets on barrier island evolution remains difficult to quantify. On the
one hand, engineering models typically assess barrier island changes over annual to decadal timescales, which includes
overwash fluxes and tidal inlet formation during storm events. For example, models such as XBeach (McCall et al., 2010;
Roelvink et al., 2009) resolve wave dynamics coupled with sediment transport during storm events, and are able to capture
barrier morphological changes, including breaching. On decadal timescales, models like Delft3D (Deltares, 2014) have been
applied to study inlets but these typically do not include the effect of storms or SLR (e.g., Tung et al., 2009; NA16). On
longer timescales, models no longer use laboratory-validated sediment transport relationships but rather use various degrees
of conceptual relationships between barrier geometry and barrier island movement (Cowell et al. 1995; Storms et al., 2002;
Stolper 2005; Masetti et al., 2008; Wolinsky & Murray 2009; LTA 2014). Some of these models are morphokinematic;
based upon the conservation of mass and maintenance of barrier geometry (Cowell et al. 1995, Wolinsky & Murray 2009,
Stolper 2005). The models developed by Storms et al. (2002), Masetti et al. (2008), and LTA14, are morphodynamic as they
account for sediment fluxes along the shoreface and across the barrier island. LTAL4 represents a significant simplification
compared to other morphodynamic models, making it suitable for model extensions and model coupling (such as the one

presented here).

Coming from a different angle, the ASMITA (“Aggregated Scale Morphological Interaction between Tidal inlets and the
Adjacent coast”) model couples coasts to their back-barrier environment via sediment exchanges determined by the
deviation of a morphological element (ebb delta, tidal flat, etc.) from an assumed equilibrium volume. ASMITA has been
developed in part to understand the effects of SLR on inlets and their back-barrier environments (Goor et al., 2003; Stive et
al., 1998; Townend et al., 2016). Inlets cannot close or migrate, and the model does not account for overwash processes
(Stive et al., 1998). In ASMITA, as well as other back-barrier models (Maanen et al., 2013; Mariotti and Canestrelli, 2017),
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the maximum potential sediment import through tidal inlets exerts a first-order control on the ability of back-barrier

environments to sustain themselves during SLR.

Here, we describe a new model (BRIE) that accounts for tidal inlet dynamics, including opening, closing and lateral
migration, combined with barrier overwash processes as described by LTA14. Within the realm of coastal geomorphological
models, BRIE can be considered a “Large-Scale Coastal Behavioral (LSCB)” model (de Vriend et al., 1993). It seeks to
represent only the main governing mechanisms of the coast at appropriate time and scale scales, without fully resolving the
mechanics of fluid and sediment transport. There is a rich body of literature concerning LSCB models, ranging from rocky
coasts (Walkden and Hall, 2011), barrier islands (Stolper et al., 2005; LTA14), tidal basins (Townend et al., 2016), tidal
inlets (Kraus, 2000), sandy coastlines (Ashton et al., 2001), as well as aggregates of LSCB models that couple these elements
(Ashton et al., 2013; Payo et al., 2017). To our knowledge, BRIE would be the first to explicitly couple barrier islands and
tidal inlet morphodynamics. Despite its simplicity, BRIE provides a novel approach to study the evolution of barrier islands
under decadal to millennial timescales. Moreover, it allows us to explore complex barrier dynamics across a wide range of

parameter values.

3 Model

We developed the BRIE modeling framework to study barrier island response to SLR. The model incorporates longshore
interactions by linking the cross-shore barrier island model presented by LTA14 in a series of dynamic cross-shore profiles.
We apply the storm overwash and shoreface response functions independently in each cell (Fig. 1). Feedbacks between
overwash dynamics alongshore arise through the coupling with alongshore sediment transport, which can adjust the
shoreline location and influence the shoreface slope and barrier overwash. The model also accounts for the formation,

closing and migration of tidal inlets following the parameterizations from NA16 (Fig. 1).

To our knowledge, this is the first morphodynamic model for long-term (decadal to millennial time scales) barrier island
evolution that accounts for both tidal and overwash sediment fluxes. The model is written in MATLAB, and a typical
runtime for a 100 km long barrier island stretch over a 10,000 year simulation is ~1 minute. Its simplicity and computational

speed enables us to explore model behavior for a wide range of parameter values.

3.1 General description and model setup

After initializing the environment (typically ~100 km long barrier island with periodic boundaries) and determining wave
climate and shoreface parameters (Table 1), we run each time step in a for-loop. In each iteration, we first raise sea level
(Fig. 2). SLR affects subaerial barrier volume and shoreface slope, which in turn drives overwash and shoreface fluxes
(Section 3.2).
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Next, we determine if new inlets should be formed (Sect. 3.3.1), in which case we analyze their hydrodynamics and calculate
their equilibrium dimensions. For each inlet, we distribute sediments into the flood-tidal delta, the barrier island, and the
shoreface (Section 3.3.3). Flood-tidal delta deposition changes the back-barrier location (Fig. 1). After each timestep, we add
the different sources and sinks to the coastal zone including diffusive wave-driven alongshore sediment transport, and
implicitly determine a new shoreline, back-barrier, and shoreface toe position. See table 1 for an overview of all model

parameters and units.

3.2 Cross-shore morphodynamics
3.2.1 Cross-shore barrier model

At a minimum, barrier islands can be described in the cross-shore dimension as composites of three regions: the active
shoreface on the ocean side, the subaerial portion of the barrier island, and the back-barrier lagoon on the terrestrial side,
where infrequent overwash processes determine the volume of onshore-directed sediment fluxes (LTA14). Note that the
overwash model is applied independently for every alongshore cell j, from 1 to ny (Fig. 1), but we leave out these indices for
clarity. Assuming an idealized geometry, the cross-shore evolution of the barrier system can be fully determined with the
rates of migration of the shoreface toe (xy),

AX H+Dg 21

2 _4Q —— T 2 1
At QSf DT(ZH +D‘|’) sz ' ( )
the shoreline (xs),
AXsow,st 2(Qow,b +Qow,h) 4 H + Dy
- - QSf 21 (2)
At (2H+Dr)-f) ™ (2H+Dy)
the back-barrier shoreline (xy),
AXb,ow — Qow,b
At H + Diagoon 3)
and the barrier height above sea level (H),
AH _ Qow,h s )
At Wy

where Qs is the sediment flux at the shoreface, Z is the SLR rate, Qo is the top-barrier overwash component, and Qowp iS
the back-barrier overwash component. Other variables and parameters are defined in table 1. Note that equations 1-4 follow
the barrier island model of LTA14 except for the (1-f) factor in eqg. 2 that accounts for fine-grained sediment in the back-

barrier. We discuss this modification in section 3.2.2.
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We compute overwash flux using a simple formulation that assumes the existence of a critical barrier width (W rit) and a

critical barrier height (Hcrit) beyond which there is no overwash to the back and the top of the barrier, respectively. When the

barrier width (Wp) and height (H) are below their critical values, the overwash rates Qown and Qowp Scale with their

associated deficit volumes, Vg and Vqp, resulting in a overwash flux heightening the barrier,
Vd h

max(Vg p +Va,ns Herit -Wo,crit)

Q)

Qow,h = Qow,max

and an overwash flux widening the barrier,

Vb
max(Vgq b +Vaq,hy Herit “Wh crit)

(6)

Qow,b = Qow,max

We define the volume deficits with respect to an equilibrium defined by the critical barrier width and height (LTA14). In this

way, we can compute Vqp and Vpp as follows:
Vd,b = maX[O'(Wb,crit —Whp XH + Dlagoon )] ) ()

Va.n =max[0,(Herit —H W} - (8)
The shoreface flux (Qs) is controlled by the shoreface response rate (ks) and the deviation of the shoreface slope from its

equilibrium slope,

st = ksf (sz,eq —Ssf ) €)

3.2.2 Modifications to the LTA14 barrier model

All the above formulations are identical to LTA14 except for eq. 2, which we adjust to account for fine sediments in the
back-barrier. LTA14 assumes a back-barrier depth geometrically determined as z-Xy'Spackground (Fig. 1), Where Spackground 1S the
basement slope. This depth assumes the absence of back-barrier sediment deposition (i.e., f=0, where f is the fine sediment
fraction), and therefore represents the upper limit depth. The BRIE model accounts for fine sediment deposition by selecting
a back-barrier depth Diagoon (se€ eqg. 3) that is within the range 0 < Diagoon < Z-Xp'Spackground- We then compute the fine

sediment thickness in the back-barrier (Fig. 1) as:
Dfines = Z—XpShackground ~ Dlagoon - (10)
In turn, we can geometrically define f as follows:

_ D fines
D fines + Djagoon +H

(11)

As barriers migrate towards land, fine sediments are absorbed in the bay side and exported at the shoreface on the ocean
side; a dynamic that can play a significant role on the total barrier sediment volume changes (Brenner et al., 2015). BRIE

accounts for fine sediment export at the shoreface by assuming that the fine sediment fraction f given by equation (11) is
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representative of the entire cross-section of the barrier, and that the sediment exchange between the upper and lower
shoreface Qs is not affected by the presence of fine sediments. In this way, eq. (2) accounts for the fact that the fine sediment
fraction f of the overwash sediment volume extracted from the shoreface does not contribute to the total volume of the

barrier. In other words, only a fraction (1-f) of the shoreface volume eroded (i.e., AXg o, sf (2H +DT)) deposits on top

and/or back of the barrier (Fig. 3).

3.2.3 Parameter estimation for the LTA14 model

The cross-shore barrier model is a function of a number of parameters, including the shoreface depth Dt , the equilibrium
shoreface slope Ssieq, and the shoreface response rate ks. These three parameters, although generally poorly constrained, can
be estimated as a function of wave and sediment characteristics (e.g., characteristic sediment grain size Dso, significant wave
height Hs). This allows us to investigate how storm overwash, alongshore transport, and inlet dynamics co-vary for a

particular environment.

The shoreface response rate can be viewed as the integrated cross-shore sediment transport flux between a depth zo below
wave breaking, and the shoreface depth Dty (LTAL4; Ortiz and Ashton, 2016). Here we integrate the shoreface flux K
(converted from m/s into units of m/yr),
2
P H@) ™2
" 3wlzdl?

ke = (3600 - 24 - 365 , 12
sf ( ) DT_ZO ( )

where ¢ =16e,C,p/(157(pos — p)g) and H (z) is the local wave height at depth z. We solve this integral assuming H (z) is a

shallow water wave that can be estimated by the offshore wave climate and a shoaling coefficient,
H (z): Hs,/\/ET /4717 . We derive a simple analytical expression of the integrated shoreface response rate,

1 1

11 5
escsg4H?TrJ2 1741
7

ket = (3600 - 24 - 365) , (13)

%
29
960 Rz 2w2 Dr -2

where we estimate z, as the breaking wave depth Hg/y, and y is 0.4 (Sallenger and Holman, 1985).

We determine the shoreface depth Dt (m) using an empirical relationship based on the wave characteristics (Hallermeier,

1981),
|9

=0.018H T, |—— . 14

Dr s\ RDeg (14)

We estimate the shoreface equilibrium slope ssteq as the slope at the depth of closure (Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton, 2014),
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where the settling velocity is calculated based on the empirical formulation developed by Ferguson and Church (2004),

Ssfeq = (15)

RgDZ
W = 9550 . (16)
18-10° + /3 RgD%,

3.3 Inlet model

Inlets can form along barrier island chains if there is sufficient potential for tidal flow between the lagoon and the open
ocean (Escoffier, 1940). In turn, the potential for tidal flow is determined by factors influencing the potential tidal prism
(e.g., the proximity of other tidal inlets nearby, the width and depth of the basin and the barrier, the marsh cover), and factors
reducing tidal flow (e.g., tidal inlet friction, wave-driven transport into tidal inlets). Once inlets exist, they alter barrier

morphodynamics by distributing sediments and enhancing storm overwash potential.

3.3.1 Inlet formation

We allow the model to form new tidal inlets every Tsorm Years at the location of minimum barrier volume Aparrier, Where Tsiorm
can be considered as a storm return time. An inlet can only form at a distance of at least L, away from current inlets, where
Lmin is @ minimum inlet spacing (Roos et al., 2013). Although L, is likely dependent on a wide range of factors, we are not
aware of field constrains on its value and therefore choose a constant Lyin. We do not open a new inlet if the flow velocity
through a new inlet is insufficient (see below). If a new inlet is opened, we place the barrier volume in the flood-tidal delta
by increasing the back-barrier location,

H + Dinlet

AXb,breach :Wb D— . (17)
lagoon

with the implicit assumption that the flood-tidal delta top is approximately at sea level. Although inlets cannot open closer
than Lmin away from existing inlets, differences in inlet migration rates can cause inlets to exist closer to each other (and
merge). Additionally, inlets can also form when a section of the barrier drowns (negative barrier cross-sectional volume, i.e.,

Avarrier < 0), regardless of the distance to other existing inlets.

3.3.2  Inlet hydrodynamics

At every timestep, we compute the distance among all inlets. Assuming the lagoon water drains to the nearest inlets, we
determine the lagoon area per tidal inlet (the potential for tidal prism) by multiplying the water surface area (i.e.,
Wiagoon'Liagoon) With a predefined fraction occupied by marshes, fmarsh.
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We compute inlet characteristics such as cross-sectional area and flow velocities based on de Swart and Zimmerman (2009),
who in turn followed ideas established by Escoffier (1940) (Fig. 4). We solve the inlet area-velocity relationship (Escoffier,
1940; de Swart and Zimmerman, 2009) analytically for u = ue, meaning that inlets adjust to maintain an equilibrium tidal
velocity amplitude where sediments will be neither deposited nor eroded. In this situation, the non-dimensionalized
equilibrium inlet cross-sectional area is given by,
~ Z 1, w22
2A4 N 23 F N 23(3+Ajug)

Ater = =
R 302F,

(18)

where Fq is,

1

3

633 A% 7 208 - A, +2AR T, ~9Aw 7 208 -1+ 274G/
Fo = _ _ . (19)
—277 7202 —2A%, +18AL 0,2
In this formulation, ;\H =a>\Nb/,/ga0 is a resonance non-dimensional cross-sectional area, ﬁezue/,/gao is a non-

dimensional equilibrium velocity, and 7 is the ratio of the potential tidal prism and the inlet friction,

Y aspect \/ w I-IagoonWIagoon @ frarsh) N ay/9

7= 5 , (20)
3 CaWb
1
where the a drag coefficient ¢4 =g -n? / Dfagoon (de Swart and Zimmerman, 2009).
Based on :&,-Met we determine the dimensional inlet cross-sectional area (in m?),
Ainiet =@ (L= frmarsh) - Liagoon “Wiagoon * v/ 920 Ainlet » (21)

and the corresponding water velocity through the inlet,
1
% 55k 2, 0\ ||
U=| 52 PAne | € +(E244) || | (22)

o1 ~ ~ \2
where & = J Al 1t ('Ainlet -Ay ) . The inlet area function (eq. 21) evaluates to the largest cross-sectional area for which

U= U (1 ms?in all simulations) if an equilibrium inlet area exists (Fig. 4). The inlet velocity evaluates to u < u. if an
equilibrium does not exist (the friction through the inlet exceeds the potential tidal prism), at which point the inlet will close.
Inlets adjust instantaneously to changes. Waves do not influence the size of the inlet, but alongshore sediment transport is

assumed to be present to maintain an inlet to its equilibrium size.

10
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3.3.3  Alongshore sediment transport into inlets

We calculate alongshore sediment transport into inlets (Qs;n, converted from m3/s to m3/yr) based on the CERC formula
recast into deep-water wave properties (AMO06),

12 1

21 6
0, ,, = (3600-24-365) - k - H; - T, cos(g,-0)° sin(g,-0), (23)
where k is a constant that is ~ 0.06 m*®s®> (Nienhuis et al., 2015), and ¢ is the wave direction. Shoreline orientation & is

defined by AxJ/Ay. We determine the wave direction at every timestep from a cumulative distribution function defined by the

wave asymmetry a and wave highness h (Ashton and Murray, 2006),

do = F7(X), (24)
a-h'(%x+2) if -2r<gp<-%7
a+4x(@1-h)a if -%7[<¢0 <0

fdo)=1 : (25)

a+dxl-h(l-a) if O<gy<iz

L-a)h(Ex-2)+1 if 2r<dy<in

where x is uniformly distributed between 0 and 1.

Note that although we estimate sediment transport into inlets based on this method, we do not calculate shoreline change
based on this particular wave angle at every time step. Instead, for model stability and efficiency, we calculate shoreline
change using an implicit timestep non-linear diffusion equation, with inlets, storm overwash, and cross-shore shoreface

transport acting as sediment sources or sinks (see section 3.5.2).

3.3.4  Inlet morphodynamics

After we have determined inlet cross-sectional area and wave-driven transport into the inlet, we distribute sediments between
the updrift and downdrift portions of the inlet, and the flood tidal delta, following parameterizations of NA16 (Fig. 1). Inlets
can migrate and erode into a barrier and also deposit a barrier. Inlets also form flood-tidal deltas. Ebb-tidal deltas are absent
from this formulation because they do not present a sink from the littoral zone. Ebb-tidal deltas, however, implicitly
determine the rate of inlet migration and the size of the flood-tidal delta through their effect on waves and currents (NA16).

Inlet migration and flood-tidal delta deposition rates are dependent on the alongshore sediment transport into the inlet Qs,in
and the sediment distribution fractions «, 5, 6, £, o, and & (Fig. 1; NA16). These fractions are determined by Delft3D

model experiments and parameterized as,
a(l)=1-p(1)-8(1), (26)
a;(1)=06-afl), (27)

11
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1

p=——, (28)
1+10-1
JR() ——— (29)
1+0.9-17°
()= ——, (30
1+3-1
5, = Ab, downdrift 'a_Ab,updrift Pr ’ (31)

Ab,updrift

where Apupgrit and Ap downdrit are Wy (Diner + H), the barrier cross-sectional area updrift and downdrift of the inlet,
respectively.

We estimate the sediment distribution fractions based on the inlet momentum balance I, which is the ratio of the tidal and

wave momentum flux M and My,

2
|~ Mt Winer _ Pulleg Antet — Winjet (32)
5 :
My Wy ﬁ/’ngsWinlet Wh

For model stability, we depart from the original formulation of NA16 on two occasions:
(i) eqg. 31 is a departure of the original formulation (NA16). The new function forces both inlet flanks to migrate at the same
rate, making inlet width purely a function of inlet hydrodynamics.

(i) we impose a maximum flood tidal delta volume following Powell et al (2006), such that
Viid max :1-1O4<ueAeq /2600)0'37 (m?). If this maximum is reached, we limit | to 0.1 to ensure more efficient bypassing and

inlet migration. In the original parameterization of NA16, flood-tidal delta deposition (o) is not a function of flood-tidal delta

size. In BRIE this this would create unrealistically large flood-tidal deltas.

Based on the sediment distribution, the inlet can deposit sediment into the flood-tidal delta. Assuming that the flood tidal

delta is at sea level, we can describe its rate of growth (Fig. 1c) as follows:
AXp inlet _ Qs,in (5 + é‘r)

: (33)
At Winlet Dlagoon
change the sediment budget in the littoral zone,
AXs inlet (B+ B )Qs,in (34)

At - (H + DT )Ninlet l

and migrate alongshore in the direction of the littoral drift,
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At Ab,updrift

Changes to the back-barrier and shoreline locations are estimated at every timestep. Inlet migration however, per time step At

: (35)

(~ 0.05 yr), is typically much less than the alongshore discretization Ay (~100 m). We therefore track inlet migration by
assigning a ‘fraction migrated’ to one grid cell in each inlet. The inlet moves along the barrier if that fraction exceeds one or

drops below zero. New barrier island is constructed at sea level, AHjt =—H . A second complication is that inlets are also

typically (but not necessarily) wider than the alongshore discretization Ay. Inlets are therefore allowed to exist on multiple

=W,

alongshore cells j, dependent on the inlet width, n. let

inleti / Ay , where niqer is the number of alongshore cells that is

taken up by inlet i (Fig. 1).

3.4 Shoreline change

After we have determined the various sources and sinks of sediment to the nearshore environment, we distribute sediment
alongshore between the different cells based on alongshore sediment transport. We use an implicit Crank-Nicolson scheme

(Crank and Nicolson, 1947) to solve for shoreline change, governed by the following non-linear diffusion equation,

AXq i 2y AXe
s _p, AKX, Dsiet (36)
At Ay? At

which includes the effect of wave refraction and shoaling and is therefore suitable to apply based on offshore (deep-water)
wave conditions (AMO06). We have added a source/sink term Xsjex: (M) to account for cross-shore sediment movement. Dj is a
non-linear term and accounts for the fact that diffusivity depends on the wave approach angle (AMO06),

D) = H%T 5 [E(g )= w(go — 0)], (37)

(Hp +Dr)
where K is ~ 0.06 m*3s® (Nienhuis et al., 2015) and H(j)z (Xs,j+1—Xs,j)/ Ay . ¥is the angle dependence of the diffusivity
(AMO06), which we compute as follows:
(g~ 0) = cos* (g — O)cos(ey — 0 ~Ssin?(gy ~0)] (38)

which we convolve with the normalized angular distribution of wave energy E(¢),

a-h if -Sr<dp<-tn
a+(l-h) if -7 <dy<0
E(do) = _ L (39)
(1-h)1-a) if  O<gy<ir
(1-a)h if $7<dy<37

to generate a long-term, wave-climate averaged shoreline diffusivity for every alongshore location j.

13



We rewrite the shoreline diffusion equation (28) into,

n+1 n n+1 n+1 n+l n n n
Xsj —Xsj :ﬁ(XSjJrl_ZXSj +XSJ—1)+(XSJ+1_2ij +ij_1)+AXs,j,ext (40)
e > Ay2 At

where n and j denote the specific time and space locations. We solve this equation by inverting this nearly tri-diagonal

5 matrix,
i 0 o -5 ¢
Lo 0 0 %] :
0 =y 14285 —Bj 0 |l = bl 20 e e | (41)
0 0 R P :
-B; O 0 :

where f; = D?At/Z/AyZ. Because we use D at n instead of n+1 this is simply a linear diffusion equation. Indices in the

lower right and upper left corner indicate periodic boundary conditions. The source Xsjex: (M) can be described by,

AXs jext = AXs jow,sf +AXs jinlet » (42)

10 representing offshore and onshore sediment fluxes that can erode and accrete the shoreline, and flood-tidal delta deposition

that acts as a littoral sink.

The shoreline model is unconditionally stable and second-order accurate in space and time. We discretize the coastline into
cells with width Ay (typically 100 m). We use a timestep At (typically 0.05 yr) to ensure smooth inlet migration and
15 reasonably accurate shoreline change. However, we note that the overwash and inlet elements of this model are not solved
by equation 41, and are therefore not second-order accurate nor unconditionally stable. Section 5 presents the grid and time

resolution tests.

35 Other moving boundaries

At the end of each timestep, we update the shoreface toe position x;,
20 X" = X" + A o (43)
back-barrier location (xp),
X" = %" + AXp ow + AXpinlet +AXp preach » (44)
and barrier height (H),
H™ = H" + AH gy, + AHjpjer | (45)

25 independently for all alongshore locations j, and run another time step.
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3.6 Model output

After a model simulation (typically 10 ka) we obtain shoreline, back-barrier, and shoreface morphodynamics for different
scenarios given by, for example, SLR rates, wave climates, and tidal conditions. One aspect of particular interest, and the
primary motivation for this model, is the transgressive flux due to inlet activity. We define a ratio F,

E- Qinlet , (46)
Qoverwash + Qinlet

where Qgverwash = Ay~ZQOW|b (m? yr1), and Qinet is the along-coast average transgressive sediment flux by inlet formation
y

and flood-tidal delta deposition for all inlets,

AXp preach (H + Dj
Qinlet = A;eac ( W, infet ) + 2(1_ B- ﬁr )Qs,in,i . (47)
b i::I-“r'inlet

F quantifies the fraction of the total transgressive flux due to inlets and can range from 0 to 1.

3.7 Stratigraphy module

Aside from the usual output such as transgressive fluxes, inlet morphodynamics, and barrier island change, the model can
also compute the synthetic stratigraphy of a barrier at a certain location xsra for all grid cells j (Fig. 6). When x, exceeds
Xstrat, the model saves the location j, lagoon depth Diagoon, the sediment deposit thickness (i.e. Diagoon - Z), and the responsible
process, either flood-tidal delta deposition or storm overwash. While xs < Xsirat < X», We record the height of the barrier H as
dune construction or erosion bounded vertically by z and H. If an inlet is present, it erodes the deposit up to a depth dinet.
Inlet migration forms sedimentary facies between diner and z. If an inlet is closed, it forms inlet fill facies. These barrier

island facies allow us to compare model output to geological reconstructions of barrier islands (e.g., Mallinson et al., 2010).

4 Example model runs
4.1 Model without inlets

We first investigated a simulation without inlets, focusing on the effect of alongshore transport gradients and barrier
overwash on barrier evolution. As we might expect, in the case of no inlets and uniform initial conditions alongshore, the
barrier retreats uniformly and alongshore sediment fluxes do not affect barrier response. We also performed a model
experiment with an initially variable barrier width driven by spatial changes in the bay shoreline location (Fig. 5). In this
scenario, the initially narrower barrier stretches overwash more than the wider stretches, and therefore transgress faster. As
shoreline curvatures increases, the magnitude of the alongshore sediment fluxes directed to the narrow stretches also
increases, which reduces the width of the initially wider stretches. Interestingly, we find that time lags in shoreline

interconnectivity can cause the initially rapidly transgressing stretch to stay in place and eventually become landward of
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other portions of the coast, a phenomena also reported by Ashton & Lorenzo-Trueba (2018). Eventually, after a few

oscillations that can last for hundreds of years, the barrier approaches a spatially uniform migration rate (Fig. 5).

4.2 Model with inlets

Including tidal inlets, we see a richer set of model dynamics. We investigated barrier change, including inlets, for a SLR rate
of 2 mm yr?, a wave height of 1 m, and a tidal range of 1 m. After an initial spin-up phase associated with large overwash
fluxes, barrier island response stays highly dynamic and does not converge to an equilibrium response, despite imposing
constant boundary conditions (Fig. 6). Inlets open, close, and interact, and migrate preferentially with the direction of the
littoral drift. Inlet migration rates vary gradually, and inlet sediment distribution is initially dominated by alongshore
sediment bypassing and gradually becomes more flood-tidal delta dominated (Fig. 6€). The inlet transgressive sediment flux
is highest when the flood-tidal delta deposition and alongshore sediment bypassing are roughly equal (Fig. 6f). Barrier
stratigraphy at that time shows that inlet migration facies make up most of the barrier, even though not all of the

transgression is due to the inlet (Fig. 6b).

5 Model tests
5.1 Conservation of mass

To investigate model mass conservation, we summed the volume of the barrier and offshore deposits (Fig. 7). Comparison to
an identical model without inlets shows that slight losses and gains can be attributed to inlet morphodynamics, likely inlet
migration and closure (Fig. 7b). For example, we do not track the sediment lost or gained as inlets change their cross-
sectional area from an initial breach width. We also assume that increases in the back-barrier location can be considered
small enough so that there is one depth Diagoon, Whereas in reality these deposits exist on a surface with slope Spackground-
Regardless of these assumptions, model volume (offshore deposits and the barrier island itself) does not depend on the time
step 4t and the grid length Ay; these values only deviate a few percent around their mean, with no obvious trend in time (Fig.
7h).

5.2 Comparison to the 1D model

For model verification, we compared model results to the original cross-shore model of barrier change that only includes
overwash (LTA14) (Fig. 8). Our model without inlets produces the same dynamics as the original cross-shore model
(LTAL4), resulting in the same overwash flux (Fig. 8a). Comparing the cross-shore model to the BRIE model with inlets
(forced non-uniformity) we see some clear differences. Even though the average shoreline location along the 100km barrier
follows roughly the same trajectory (Fig. 8c) and therefore has a similar transgression (erosion) rate (Fig. 8b), the individual

locations vary significantly. The straight barrier reproduced by the BRIE model without inlets is now variable alongshore.

16



10

15

20

25

Transgression rates vary from -2 m/yr (progradation) to +10 m/yr (erosion). Even though the overall trajectory is a result
from the sea level history and the passive inundation of the main (non-barrier) coast (Wolinsky and Murray, 2009) (Fig. 8c),
significant deviations from this trend appear and are reflected in the overwash rates (Fig. 8a). In particular, the inlet

transgressive sediment flux rates are variable.

5.3 Sensitivity to grid resolution and timestep

We investigated the sensitivity of the model output (Qoverwash, Qiniet, and F) by varying the grid resolution and time resolution,
and holding all other parameters constant. In general, we find that these fluxes vary approximately ~20% between different
settings (Fig. 9). These deviations appear only in simulations that include inlets, and are likely caused by a sensitivity to
small perturbations such as random wave angles. For example, comparing multiple simulations with equal settings, including
grid and time, we obtain a variability in F (Fig. 10), with a standard deviation of 0.025. Sensitivity to grid spacing and time

steps can also be caused by discretization of inlet migration rates and distances (eg. 35)

6 Model evaluation

It is challenging to evaluate long-term barrier island models against natural examples. Given their erosional nature, long-
term records or barrier dynamics are scarce (Mellett and Plater, 2018). Thus, instead of a direct comparison to natural
examples, we evaluate our model by exploring the sensitivity of the model output to a variety of boundary conditions (Fig.
11). We find that, even though individual simulations show great variability over time (Fig. 6), longer timescale dynamics of
barrier islands present physically meaningful relationships with model boundary conditions. For example, wave height tends
to increase the effect that inlets have on barrier transgression, likely by making inlets more wave-dominated and by
increasing their migration rates. Inlets are most effective for intermediate back-barrier depths, whereas overwash volumes
are highest for deeper back-barrier depths. The greater effect of inlets for an intermediate depth could be because flood-tidal

delta growth is enhanced, thereby restricting tidal flow and forcing the opening of inlets elsewhere (Fig. 11).

7 Discussion and conclusion

We have built a 2-D barrier island model (i.e., the BRIE model) to simulate barrier island response to SLR that couples
alongshore sediment transport processes, storm overwash, and tidal inlet morphodynamics. The mathematics of the approach
are verified by comparing model predictions without inlets against the LTA14 cross-shore model. We also show that
sediment volume is conserved with sufficient accuracy under a wide range of scenarios. Model results demonstrate that
feedbacks between shoreface dynamics, barrier overwash, and alongshore transport processes can result in a complex history
of interconnected behavior between the shoreline and barrier location. Moreover, we find that the relative importance of tidal

inlets and storm overwash in transporting sediments onshore during barrier landward migration can significantly vary as a
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function of a wide range of factors, including sea-level rise rate, wave climate, barrier and inlet geometries, and antecedent
topography. Overall, model results highlight the importance of the interplay between cross-shore and alongshore processes,

particularly tidal processes, in understanding future and past barrier response to sea-level rise.

The BRIE modeling framework does not aim at reproducing the evolution of any particular field location. Instead, we focus
on exploring the relative role of tidal and overwash fluxes on the response of barriers to SLR, which requires omitting
processes that could also play a significant role. For instance, the BRIE model does not account for human activities and
coastal protection strategies along the coast (e.g., sea walls, groins, beach nourishment), which are known to affect coastal
response at different spatial and temporal time scales (Jin et al., 2013; Murray et al., 2013). Rather than accounting for
marsh-lagoon dynamics in the back-barrier environment, which can potentially influence the rate of barrier landward
migration under sea-level rise (FitzGerald et al., 2008; Lorenzo-Trueba and Mariotti, 2017), we define a fine sediment
thickness based on the lagoon depth and the basement slope. We also ignore the stochastic nature of storms, as well as the
potential dynamic influence of shoreface lithology. Given its simplicity, however, the BRIE modeling framework can be

extended to account for additional processes that might affect barrier evolution, including the ones mentioned above.

Code availability

The model is written in MATLAB. Source code and user manual are available at the CSDMS repository and at GitHub
under an MIT license:
e csdms.colorado.edu/wiki/Model:Barrier_Inlet_Environment_(BRIE)_Model, doi:10.5281/zenodo.1218142

e https://github.com/csdms-contrib/Barrier_Inlet_Environment_BRIE_Model

Data availability

Model output used to generate figure 6 and supplemental animation S1 can be found in supplemental dataset S1.

Video supplement

Supplemental animation S1 describes the transgression of an example barrier island simulated using BRIE.

Author contribution
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18



10

15

20

25

30

References

Armon, J. W. and McCann, S. B.: Morphology and landward sediment transfer in a transgressive barrier island system,
southern Gulf of St. Lawrence, Canada, Mar. Geol., 31(3-4), 333-344, doi:10.1016/0025-3227(79)90041-0, 1979.

Ashton, A. D. and Lorenzo-Trueba, J.: Morphodynamics of Barrier Response to Sea-Level Rise, in Barrier Dynamics and
Response to Changing Climate, pp. 277-304, Springer International Publishing, Cham., 2018.

Ashton, A. D. and Murray, A. B.: High-angle wave instability and emergent shoreline shapes: 1. Modeling of sand waves,
flying spits, and capes, J. Geophys. Res., 111(F4), F04011, doi:10.1029/2005JF000422, 2006.

Ashton, A. D., Murray, A. B. and Arnoult, O.: Formation of coastline features by large-scale instabilities induced by high-
angle waves, Nature, 414(6861), 296-300, doi:10.1038/35104541, 2001.

Ashton, A. D., Hutton, E. W. H. H., Kettner, A. J., Xing, F., Kallumadikal, J., Nienhuis, J. H. and Giosan, L.: Progress in
coupling models of coastline and fluvial dynamics, Comput. Geosci., 53, 21-29, doi:10.1016/j.cage0.2012.04.004, 2013.
Beets, D. J. and van der Spek, A. J. F.: The Holocene evolution of the barrier and the back-barrier basins of Belgium and the
Netherlands as a function of late Weichselian morphology, relative sea-level rise and sediment supply, Netherlands J.
Geosci., 79(01), 3-16, doi:10.1017/S0016774600021533, 2000.

Bowen, A. J.: Simple models of nearshore sedimentation: Beach profiles and longshore bars, in The Coastline of Canada,
edited by S. B. McCann, pp. 1-11, Geological Survey of Canada, Ottawa, Canada., 1980.

Brenner, O. T., Moore, L. J. and Murray, A. B.: The complex influences of back-barrier deposition, substrate slope and
underlying stratigraphy in barrier island response to sea-level rise: Insights from the Virginia Barrier Islands, Mid-Atlantic
Bight, U.S.A., Geomorphology, 246, 334-350, doi:10.1016/j.geomorph.2015.06.014, 2015.

Carruthers, E. A., Lane, D. P, Evans, R. L., Donnelly, J. P. and Ashton, A. D.: Quantifying overwash flux in barrier
systems: An example from Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts, USA, Mar. Geol, 343, 15-28,
doi:10.1016/j.marge0.2013.05.013, 2013.

Crank, J. and Nicolson, P.: A practical method for numerical evaluation of solutions of partial differential equations of the
heat-conduction type, Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc., 43(01), 50, doi:10.1017/S0305004100023197, 1947.

Davis, R. A. and Hayes, M. O.: What is a wave-dominated coast?, in Developments in Sedimentology, pp. 313-329., 1984.
Deltares: User Manual Delft3D, Deltares, Delft, The Netherlands. [online] Available from: www.delftsoftware.com, 2014.
Donnelly, C., Kraus, N. and Larson, M.: State of Knowledge on Measurement and Modeling of Coastal Overwash, J. Coast.
Res., 22(4), 965-991, doi:10.2112/04-0431.1, 2006.

Escoffier, F. F.: The Stability of Tidal Inlets, Shore and Beach, 8(4), 114-115, 1940.

Ferguson, R. I. and Church, M.: A Simple Universal Equation for Grain Settling Velocity, J. Sediment. Res., 74(6), 933-937,
doi:10.1306/051204740933, 2004.

FitzGerald, D. M., Fenster, M. S., Argow, B. A. and Buynevich, I. V.: Coastal Impacts Due to Sea-Level Rise, Annu. Rev.
Earth Planet. Sci., 36(1), 601-647, doi:10.1146/annurev.earth.35.031306.140139, 2008.

19



10

15

20

25

30

Gilbert, G. K.: The topographic features of lake shores, Washington DC, USA., 1885.

Goor, M. A. van, Zitman, T. J., Wang, Z. B. and Stive, M. J. F.: Impact of sea-level rise on the morphological equilibrium
state of tidal inlets, Mar. Geol., 202(3-4), 211-227, do0i:10.1016/S0025-3227(03)00262-7, 2003.

Hallermeier, R. J.: A profile zonation for seasonal sand beaches from wave climate, Coast. Eng., 4(C), 253-277,
doi:10.1016/0378-3839(80)90022-8, 1981.

Inman, D. L. and Dolan, R.: The Outer Banks of North Carolina: Budget of sediment and inlet dynamics along a migrating
barrier system, J. Coast. Res., 5(2), 193-237 [online] Available from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/4297525, 1989.
Jiménez, J. A. and Sanchez-Arcilla, A.: A long-term (decadal scale) evolution model for microtidal barrier systems, Coast.
Eng., 51(8-9), 749-764, doi:10.1016/j.coastaleng.2004.07.007, 2004.

Jin, D., Ashton, A. D. and Hoagland, P.: Optimal Responses to Shoreline Changes: An Integrated Economic and Geological
Model with Application to Curbed Coasts, Nat. Resour. Model., 26(4), 572-604, d0i:10.1111/nrm.12014, 2013.

Kraft, J. C.: Sedimentary facies patterns and geologic history of a holocene marine transgression, Bull. Geol. Soc. Am.,
82(8), 21312158, d0i:10.1130/0016-7606(1971)82[2131:SFPAGH]2.0.CO;2, 1971.

Kraus, N. C.: Reservoir Model of Ebb-Tidal Shoal Evolution and Sand Bypassing, J. Waterw. Port, Coastal, Ocean Eng.,
126, 305-313, doi:10.1061/(ASCE)0733-950X(2000)126:6(305), 2000.

Kreeke, J. van de, Brouwer, R. L., Zitman, T. J. and Schuttelaars, H. M.: The effect of a topographic high on the
morphological stability of a two-inlet bay system, Coast. Eng., doi:10.1016/j.coastaleng.2007.11.010, 2008.

Lazarus, E. D.: Scaling laws for coastal overwash morphology, Geophys. Res. Lett., 43(23), 12,113-12,119,
doi:10.1002/2016GL071213, 2016.

Leatherman, S. P.: Migration of Assateague Island, Maryland, by inlet and overwash processes, Geology, 7(2), 104-107,
doi:10.1130/0091-7613(1979)7<104:MOAIMB>2.0.C0O;2, 1979.

Leatherman, S. P.: Barrier dynamics and landward migration with Holocene sea-level rise, Nature, 301(5899), 415-417,
doi:10.1038/301415a0, 1983.

Lorenzo-Trueba, J. and Ashton, A. D.: Rollover, drowning, and discontinuous retreat: Distinct modes of barrier response to
sea-level rise arising from a simple morphodynamic model, J. Geophys. Res. Earth Surf., 119(4), 779-801,
doi:10.1002/2013JF002941, 2014.

Lorenzo-Trueba, J. and Mariotti, G.: Chasing boundaries and cascade effects in a coupled barrier-marsh-lagoon system,
Geomorphology, doi:10.1016/j.geomorph.2017.04.019, 2017.

Maanen, B. van, Coco, G., Bryan, K. R. and Friedrichs, C. T.: Modeling the morphodynamic response of tidal embayments
to sea-level rise, Ocean Dyn., doi:10.1007/s10236-013-0649-6, 2013.

Mallinson, D. J., Smith, C. W., Culver, S. J., Riggs, S. R. and Ames, D.: Geological characteristics and spatial distribution of
paleo-inlet channels beneath the outer banks barrier islands, North Carolina, USA, Estuar. Coast. Shelf Sci., 88(2), 175-189,
doi:10.1016/j.ecss.2010.03.024, 2010.

Mariotti, G. and Canestrelli, A.: Long-term morphodynamics of muddy backbarrier basins: Fill in or empty out?, Water

20



10

15

20

25

30

Resour. Res., 53(8), 7029-7054, doi:10.1002/2017WR020461, 2017.

Masetti, R., Fagherazzi, S. and Montanari, A.: Application of a barrier island translation model to the millennial-scale
evolution of Sand Key, Florida, Cont. Shelf Res., 28(9), 1116-1126, doi:10.1016/j.csr.2008.02.021, 2008.

McBride, R. A., Anderson, J. B., Buynevich, I. V., Cleary, W., Fenster, M. S., FitzGerald, D. M., Harris, M. S., Hein, C. J.,
Klein, A. H. F., Liu, B., de Menezes, J. T., Pejrup, M., Riggs, S. R., Short, A. D., Stone, G. W., Wallace, D. J. and Wang, P.:
10.8 Morphodynamics of Barrier Systems: A Synthesis, in Treatise on Geomorphology, vol. 10, pp. 166-244, Elsevier.,
2013.

McCall, R. T., Van Thiel de Vries, J. S. M., Plant, N. G., Van Dongeren, A. R., Roelvink, J. A., Thompson, D. M. and
Reniers, A. J. H. M.: Two-dimensional time dependent hurricane overwash and erosion modeling at Santa Rosa Island,
Coast. Eng., 57(7), 668-683, doi:10.1016/j.coastaleng.2010.02.006, 2010.

McGee, W. J.: Encroachments of the sea, Forum Publishing Company, New York, USA., 1890.

Mellett, C. L. and Plater, A. J.: Drowned Barriers as Archives of Coastal-Response to Sea-Level Rise, in Barrier Dynamics
and Response to Changing Climate, pp. 57-89, Springer International Publishing, Cham., 2018.

Miselis, J. L. and Lorenzo-Trueba, J.: Natural and Human-Induced Variability in Barrier-Island Response to Sea Level Rise,
Geophys. Res. Lett., 44(23), 11,922-11,931, doi:10.1002/2017GL074811, 2017.

Moore, L. J., List, J. H., Williams, S. J. and Stolper, D.: Complexities in barrier island response to sea level rise: Insights
from numerical model experiments, North Carolina Outer Banks, J. Geophys. Res., 115(F3), F03004,
doi:10.1029/2009JF001299, 2010.

Moslow, T. F. and Heron, S. D.: Relict Inlets: Preservation and Occurrence in the Holocene Stratigraphy of Southern Core
Banks, North Carolina, J. Sediment. Res., 48(4), 1275-1286, 1978.

Murray, A. B., Gopalakrishnan, S., McNamara, D. E. and Smith, M. D.: Progress in coupling models of human and coastal
landscape change, Comput. Geosci., 53, 30-38, doi:10.1016/j.cage0.2011.10.010, 2013.

Nienhuis, J. H. and Ashton, A. D.: Mechanics and rates of tidal inlet migration: Modeling and application to natural
examples, J. Geophys. Res. Earth Surf., 121(11), 2118-2139, d0i:10.1002/2016JF004035, 2016.

Nienhuis, J. H., Ashton, A. D. and Giosan, L.: What makes a delta wave-dominated?, Geology, 43(6), 511-514,
d0i:10.1130/G36518.1, 2015.

Ortiz, A. C. and Ashton, A. D.: Exploring shoreface dynamics and a mechanistic explanation for a morphodynamic depth of
closure, J. Geophys. Res. Earth Surf., 121(2), 442-464, doi:10.1002/2015JF003699, 2016.

Payo, A., Favis-Mortlock, D., Dickson, M., Hall, J. W., Hurst, M. D., Walkden, M. J. A., Townend, I., Ives, M. C., Nicholls,
R. J. and Ellis, M. A.: Coastal Modelling Environment version 1.0: a framework for integrating landform-specific
component models in order to simulate decadal to centennial morphological changes on complex coasts, Geosci. Model
Dev., 10(7), 2715-2740, doi:10.5194/gmd-10-2715-2017, 2017.

Penland, S., Suter, J. R. and Boyd, R.: Barrier island arcs along abandoned Mississippi River deltas, Mar. Geol., 63(1-4),
197-233, doi:10.1016/0025-3227(85)90084-2, 1985.

21



10

15

20

25

30

Pierce, J. W.: Sediment budget along a barrier island chain, Sediment. Geol., 3(1), 5-16, doi:10.1016/0037-0738(69)90012-
8, 1969.

Pierce, J. W.: Tidal Inlets and Washover Fans, J. Geol., 78(2), 230-234, 1970.

Powell, M. A., Thieke, R. J. and Mehta, A. J.: Morphodynamic relationships for ebb and flood delta volumes at Florida’s
tidal entrances, Ocean Dyn., 56(3-4), 295-307, d0i:10.1007/s10236-006-0064-3, 2006.

Rodriguez, A. B., Fassell, M. L. and Anderson, J. B.: Variations in shoreface progradation and ravinement along the Texas
coast, Gulf of Mexico, Sedimentology, 48(4), 837-853, doi:10.1046/j.1365-3091.2001.00390.x, 2001.

Roelvink, D., Reniers, A., van Dongeren, A., van Thiel de Vries, J., McCall, R. and Lescinski, J.: Modelling storm impacts
on beaches, dunes and barrier islands, Coast. Eng., 56(11-12), 1133-1152, doi:10.1016/j.coastaleng.2009.08.006, 2009.
Rogers, L. J., Moore, L. J., Goldstein, E. B., Hein, C. J., Lorenzo-Trueba, J. and Ashton, A. D.: Anthropogenic controls on
overwash deposition: Evidence and consequences, J. Geophys. Res. Earth Surf., doi:10.1002/2015JF003634, 2015.

Roos, P. C., Schuttelaars, H. M. and Brouwer, R. L.: Observations of barrier island length explained using an exploratory
morphodynamic model, Geophys. Res. Lett., 40(16), 4338-4343, doi:10.1002/grl.50843, 2013.

Sallenger, A. H. and Holman, R. A.: Wave energy saturation on a natural beach of variable slope, J. Geophys. Res., 90(C6),
11939, doi:10.1029/JC090iC06p11939, 1985.

Stive, M. J. F., Capobianco, M., Wang, Z. B., Ruol, P. and Buijsman, M. C.: Morphodynamics of a tidal lagoon and the
adjacent coast, in Physics of Estuaries and Coastal Seas, pp. 397-407, Balkema, Rotterdam., 1998.

Stolper, D., List, J. H. and Thieler, E. R.: Simulating the evolution of coastal morphology and stratigraphy with a new
morphological-behaviour model (GEOMBEST), Mar. Geol., 218(1-4), 17-36, doi:10.1016/j.margeo.2005.02.019, 2005.
Storms, J. E. A., Weltje, G. J,, van Dijke, J. J., Geel, C. R. and Kroonenberg, S. B.: Process-Response Modeling of Wave-
Dominated Coastal Systems: Simulating Evolution and Stratigraphy on Geological Timescales, J. Sediment. Res., 72(2),
226-239, doi:10.1306/052501720226, 2002.

de Swart, H. E. and Zimmerman, J. T. F.. Morphodynamics of Tidal Inlet Systems, Annu. Rev. Fluid Mech., 41, 203-229,
doi:10.1146/annurev.fluid.010908.165159, 2009.

Townend, I., Wang, Z. B., Stive, M. and Zhou, Z.: Development and extension of an aggregated scale model: Part 1 —
Background to ASMITA, China Ocean Eng., doi:10.1007/s13344-016-0030-x, 2016.

Tung, T. T., Walstra, D. R., van de Graaff, J. and Stive, M. J. F.: Morphological Modeling of Tidal Inlet Migration and
Closure, J. Coast. Res., ICS2009(56), 1080-1084 [online] Available from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/25737953, 2009.

de Vriend, H. J., Capobianco, M., Chesher, T., de Swart, H. E., Latteux, B. and Stive, M. J. F.: Approaches to long-term
modellling of coastal morphology: a review, Coast. Eng., 21, 225-269, 1993.

Walkden, M. J. and Hall, J. W.: A Mesoscale Predictive Model of the Evolution and Management of a Soft-Rock Coast, J.
Coast. Res., d0i:10.2112/JCOASTRES-D-10-00099.1, 2011.

Wolinsky, M. A. and Murray, A. B.: A unifying framework for shoreline migration: 2. Application to wave-dominated
coasts, J. Geophys. Res., 114(F1), F01009, doi:10.1029/2007JF000856, 2009.

22



23



Figures and Tables

Table 1. Model variables and their dimensions. Shortened references are: LTA14 (Lorenzo-Trueba and Ashton, 2014), B80 (Bowen,
1980), N15 (Nienhuis et al., 2015), R13 (Roos et al., 2013), SH85 (Sallenger and Holman, 1985), SZ09 (de Swart and Zimmerman,
2009), AMO06 (Ashton and Murray, 2006), NA16 (Nienhuis and Ashton, 2016).

Name Value Units Explanation

(independent variables)

P 1025 kg m3 density of water

R 1.65 - submerged specific gravity of sediment

g 9.81 m s? gravitational acceleration

Herit 2 m critical barrier height (LTA14)

Tp 10 S peak wave period

Shackground | Varied - background slope (LTA14)

dso 110+ m median grain size

€s 0.01 - suspended sediment transport efficiency factor (B80)
Cs 0.01 - friction factor (B80)

k 0.06 m3/5 g6/5 alongshore sediment transport constant (NAG15)

Tstorm varied yr minimum period between inlet forming storms

Lmin varied m minimum distance between tidal inlets (R13)

) 1.410* st offshore tidal radial frequency

Yaspect 0.01 - inlet aspect ratio (depth / width)

n 0.05 sm3 manning roughness coefficient (vegetated tidal lagoon)
y 0.4 - wave breaking criterion (SH85)

Ueg 1 m st tidal inlet equilibrium velocity (SZ09)

Wo,crit varied m critical barrier width (LTA14)

Qow,max varied m3mtyr! | maximum barrier overwash flux (LTA14)

Diagoon varied m back barrier lagoon depth

Hs varied m deep-water significant wave height

a varied - fraction of waves approaching from the left, looking offshore (AMO6)
h 0.2 - fraction of waves approaching at a high angle (> 45°) (AMO06)
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Name Value Units Explanation

4 varied myr? Sea-level rise rate

Ay varied m alongshore grid spacing

At varied yr time step

ao varied m offshore tidal amplitude

fmarsh varied - fraction of the lagoon surface area not contributing to the tidal prism
(dependent variables)

Ssf Dt/ (Xs — X) - shoreface slope (LTA14)

Ssfeq eq. 15 - equilibrium shoreface slope

Dr eq. 14 m shoreface depth (LTA14)

D) eq. 37 m?st shoreline diffusivity (AMO6)

f eqg. 11 - fraction fines in the barrier

Xt eq. 1 m position of the shoreface toe (LTA14)

Xs eg. 2, 35, 36 m position of the shoreline (LTA14)

Xb eqg. 3,17,34 m position of the back barrier (LTA14)

H eq. 4 m height of the barrier (LTA14)

Qow,o eg. 6 m3m2yr? | overwash flux deposited in the back barrier (LTA14)
Qow eq.5 m3mtyr! | overwash flux deposited on top of the existing barrier (LTA14)
Van eq. 8 m3m? barrier height deficit (LTA14)

Vaw eq. 7 m3m- barrier width deficit (LTA14)

Zo Hs/y m minimum integration depth for shoreface flux

Ksf eq. 12 m3mtyr! | shoreface response rate (LTA14)

W eq. 16 ms?t settling velocity

Qs eq. 9 m3mtyr! | shoreface flux

W Xb — Xs m barrier width

é eq. 24 - offshore wave direction

0 arctan(dxs/dy) | - shoreline angle

Qs,in eq. 23 m3mtyr! | alongshore sediment flux into inlet
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Name Value Units Explanation

Dinlet (Ainetyaspec)™® | M inlet depth

Wintet (Aintet/ Yaspect)? | M inlet width

Wiagoon Z/S1agoon — Xb m cross-shore width of the lagoon

Liagoon m alongshore length of the lagoon draining to a particular tidal inlet
Alinlet eq. 21 m? inlet cross-sectional area

u eq. 22 ms? inlet flow velocity

Ap Wy (H + Dinter) | m? barrier cross-sectional area

Apdowndritt | W (H + Dintet) | m? barrier cross-sectional area downdrift of an inlet

Ab updrift Wy (H + Dinter) | m? barrier cross-sectional area updrift of an inlet

a eq. 26 - fraction of Qs;i, deposited as new barrier (NA16)

B eq. 28 - fraction of Qs that bypasses the inlet (NA16)

) eq. 30 - fraction of Qs that deposits as flood-tidal delta (NA16)

o eq. 27 - eroded barrier deposited as new barrier, fraction of Qsin (NA16)

b eq. 29 - eroded barrier deposited in the littoral zone, fraction of Qsin (NA16)
& eq. 31 - eroded barrier deposited in flood-tidal delta, fraction of Qsin (NAL16)
(model output)

Qoverwash m3myr! | Transgressive flux due to storm overwash

Qinlet eq. 47 m3m-yr! | Transgressive flux due to tidal inlets

F eq. 46 - Fraction of the transgressive flux from inlets
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Figure 1. Schematized model domain in (a) the plan-view, highlighting the three moving boundaries, the shoreface toe, shoreline,
and the back-barrier (lagoon) location, and the sediment fluxes that determine their coupling. Vectors indicate the direction of
potential changes, with the dot symbolizing a movement up. (b) Implementation of fine sediment dynamics into the barrier
overwash model. (c) a close-up of (a), showing the littoral sediment fractionation within an inlet and its translation to barrier
change. (d) A close-up of (b), showing the barrier volume deficit approach. See table (1) for model variable names and units.
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Figure 2. Model structure, showing the time loop in which the model updates SLR, and calculates resulting barrier island change.
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inlet cross-sectional area is dependent on tidal amplitude and tidal basin area, and (c) that lagoon and inlet friction
reduce the volume of water transported through the inlet, which is less than the potential tidal prism (offshore tidal

range multiplied by intertidal area).
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Figure 5. BRIE without inlets showing barrier response to variations in the initial back-barrier position xb (see also
Ashton and Lorenzo-Trueba, 2018), (a) Xs and x» at 5 instances, (b) barrier width as a function of time. Minima in

barrier width drive faster transgression, which in turn results in wider barriers through accumulation of alongshore

sediment.
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Figure 6. Example model run showing (a) a barrier island including tidal inlet through time, (b) inlet facies after
approximately 1300 years, (c) inlet location through time (such that the slope of the line represents the migration
rate), (d) average inlet migration rate, () the average fraction of alongshore sediment brought into the inlet
transported to the downdrift coast (f), the flood-tidal delta (6), and the barrier itself (@), (f) the transgressive

sediment flux due to overwash and due to flood-tidal delta deposition.
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Figure 8. Comparison of (a) transgressive fluxes, (b) shoreline erosion rates, and (c) shoreline locations for the BRIE
model without inlets to the model with inlets. Inlets induce stochasticity resulting from inlet opening, growing,
migrating, and closing.
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Figure 9. Tidal induced transgressive sediment flux, storm overwash induced transgressive sediment flux, and the
ratio F as a function of grid length and time step normalized by their values at a timestep of 0.05 years and 100 m

alongshore grid discretization.
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Figure 10. Variability in the inlet fraction of the transgressive sediment flux F, for varying grid lengths Ay and time

steps 4t and for constant Ay and At, highlighting the fraction of the variability in F due to inherent model variability.
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Figure 11. Fraction F for varying model parameters, showing the mean and the range obtained for three different
experiments. In red the value of the specific parameter that is held constant across the other simulations.
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