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RESPONSE OF DONGSHA BEACH IN ZHOUSHAN TO CONTINUOUS
STORMS BASED ON ARGUS IMAGES

GUO Jun-Li"?2,

SHI Lian-Qiang®>, CHEN Shen-Liang',

YE Qing-Hua®

(1. State Key Laboratory of Estuarine and Coastal Research, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241, China;
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3. Deltares, Delft 2614HV, the Netherlands)

Abstract

Beach response to storms is a complex process. We used the continuous images taken by the Argus video

monitoring system and analyzed quantitatively the response of Dongsha beach to storms in the aspects of beach

geomorphology, profile, beach shoreline, and beach width. We quantified the beach response to two continuous storms

Malakas and Chaba, and discussed the factors affecting the response. The results show that the average value of beach

volumetric change after the storm Malakas was —73.75m’/m, and that after storm Chaba was —54.56m’/m. Storm Malakas

caused the average retreat of 14.75m of entire beach shoreline, and that by Chaba was 10.91m from the shoreline state

before the two storms. Therefore, interaction among the nature of each beach, external dynamic factors, and human

activities complicated the responses to the two continuous storms in the Dongsha beach.

Key words

Argus video monitoring system; Dongsha beach;

continuous storms; beach response to storm



