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Step 1 — Collocate the source and boundary points

!

Step 2 — Apply the initial and boundary conditions
using Equations (2), (3) and (4)

Y

Step 3 — Solve the tide—induced groundwater
problems using Equation (22)

!

Step 4 — Compute the absolute error of the computed
results

End

FIGURE 1 The schematic diagram of this study
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FIGURE 4 Result comparison of Example 1
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FIGURE 6 Result comparison of Example 2
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30 FIGURE 8 Schematic of finite coastal confined aquifer: (a) Case A: constant initial hydraulic head,
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FIGURE 9 Result comparison of Example 3 (Case A)
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