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Cosmo - Numerical Model - Results

Revealed from shore platform °Be
concentrations and numerical modeling

Hurst et al., 2016
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high wave erosion action

What'’s driving this app

arent rate increase?

Rainfall and weathering?

Rainfall
Wave Impact Duration
Wave Impact Height

Wave Impact Height2

Maximum

== RuUnup

Expected “hump” for °Be conc’s 0
Attenuation effects lead to decrease 0 50
+ shielding... need numerical model!
A n e
O
- eathering of Fy l 25 . | |
b EoE 2 g 20 3
s
No Yes %
« Cliff mass failure ? | ¢—m— ﬁf:ﬁf: C“ 15
Yes é
!deatg < 5 10 =
cHprote Matsumoto et al., 2016 %
. . o Sf
Explore relative effects of sea level rise,
subtidal weathering, lithological resistance, " 51 0.2

and wave erosion efficacy with model
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Future Work

Sea level rise and wave impact?
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Refine modeling with Markov Chain Monte Carlo

Pair °Be with in situ-produced #C concentrations

If successful, do a similar study
in other areas (e.g. Santa Cruz)
where '°Be won’t work!
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