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ABSTRACT: In arid and semi-arid rangeland environments, an accurate understanding of runoff generation and sediment transport
processes is key to developing effective management actions and addressing ecosystem response to changes. Yet, many primary pro-
cesses (namely sheet and splash and concentrated flow erosion, as well as deposition) are still poorly understood due to a historic
lack of measurement techniques capable of parsing total soil loss into these primary processes. Current knowledge gaps can be ad-
dressed by combining traditional erosion and runoff measurement techniques with image-based three-dimensional (3D) soil surface
reconstructions. In this study, data (hydrology, erosion and high-resolution surface microtopography changes) from rainfall simula-
tion experiments on 24 plots in saline rangelands communities of the Upper Colorado River Basin were used to improve understand-
ing on various sediment transport processes. A series of surface change metrics were developed to quantify and characterize various
erosion and transport processes (e.g. plot-wide versus concentrated flow detachment and deposition) and were related to hydrology
and biotic and abiotic land surface characteristics. In general, erosivity controlled detachment and transport processes while
factors modulating surface roughness such as vegetation controlled deposition. The extent of the channel network was a positive
function of slope, discharge and vegetation. Vegetation may deflect runoff in many flow paths but promoted deposition. From a
management perspective, this study suggests that effective runoff soil and salt load reduction strategies should aim to promote depo-
sition of transported sediments rather than reducing detachment which might not be feasible in these resource-limited environments.
Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Introduction

Hillslope runoff and soil erosion processes play a vital role
on rangeland ecosystem sustainability due to their control
on resource mobility but they also have significant implica-
tions in off-site resource transport. These processes are often
the dominant source of sediment in semi-arid systems,
accounting for as much as 85% of watershed sediment
delivery (Nichols et al., 2013). A good understanding of
hillslope processes is therefore crucial to achieve sustainable
rangeland management and develop effective mitigation
strategies.
In general, physically-based hillslope soil erosion models di-

vide erosion and sediment transport processes into their pri-
mary components. For example, the Rangeland Hydrology
and Erosion Model (Nearing et al., 2011) recognizes splash
and sheet erosion occurring when raindrops impact, detach
and transport soil particles in a thin flow and concentrated flow

erosion which occurs when runoff collects in deep flow and
fluvial erosion and transport processes dominate. In addition
to these two processes, there is deposition which occurs when
a portion of detached particles never reaches the hillslope out-
let but accumulates at specific locations on the eroding surface.
Accurate understanding of the magnitude and factors affecting
each of these components has significant implications in
erosion prediction and mitigation on rangeland. Nevertheless,
few methodologies exist that can accurately parse total hill-
slope sediment production into sheet and splash, concentrated
flow and deposition contributions.

Some studies have used multi-scale plot experiments to infer
rangeland sediment transport dynamics from differences in
erosion and runoff response at different spatial scales (e.g.
Wainwright et al., 2000; Bracken and Croke, 2007; Pierson
et al., 2011; Williams et al., 2014, 2016). While these
techniques can inform well on the spatial and functional
connectivity of hillslope processes (Williams et al., 2016), they
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lack the ability to quantify the explicit magnitude of each
process (sheet and splash, concentrated flow, deposition, etc.)
at a given spatial scale.
Recent advances in the fields of computer vision and

photogrammetry have led to the development of Structure-
from-Motion (SfM) photogrammetry, a simple and low-cost
alternative to traditional image-based three-dimensional (3D)
reconstruction methods. SfM has been successfully used in
various geoscience and hydrology applications and is
currently viewed as the technology that democratized image-
based 3D reconstruction for these disciplines (e.g. Castillo
et al., 2012; James and Robson, 2012; Westoby et al., 2012;
Nouwakpo et al., 2014). SfM makes possible the routine
collection of surface-change information during experimental
erosion and hydrology studies and has recently been applied
to parse total erosion into elementary processes such as con-
centrated flow, deposition, and sheet and splash (Nouwakpo
et al., 2016a).
The aim of this paper is to gain insight into interaction be-

tween hillslope topography, vegetation and sediment transport
processes by (1) linking microtopographic dynamics to erosion
and sediment transport processes (erosion versus deposition,
diffuse versus concentrated flow processes) and (2) relating
these processes to runoff, hillslope topography and vegetation.
This study was part of a broader research effort aimed at quan-
tifying salt transport from rangelands to the Upper Colorado
River head waters. Previous researchers (e.g. Hawkins et al.,
1977; Riley et al., 1979; Tuttle and Grauch, 2009) have identi-
fied upland areas of the Upper Colorado River Basin (UCRB) in
the Mancos Shale and Eagle Valley Evaporite geologic forma-
tions as major contributors to the river's salinity. As part of an
effort to quantify salt transport from rangelands to UCRB, we
conducted experimental rainfall simulation studies in saline
rangeland communities in the UCRB. Hydrology, erosion and
high resolution surface microtopography changes were rou-
tinely measured during these simulations, presenting a unique
opportunity to answer many sediment transport questions rele-
vant to these saline rangelands and other sparsely vegetated
rangelands.

Material and Methods

Study area

Two sites (Price and Ferron hereafter, Figure 1) in the Mancos
Shale geologic formation were selected to conduct rainfall

simulation experiments. These sites were selected for their con-
trasting slope ranges and differences in soil intrinsic properties.
The Price site is located near the city of Price, Utah at an eleva-
tion of 1649m. The soil on this site is mapped as a Persayo
loam soil series and classified as loamy, mixed, active, calcare-
ous, mesic, shallow typic torriorthents. This soil series is devel-
oped from sandstone and shale-derived alluvium. A paralithic
shale residuum forms a restrictive layer at depths 0.25 to
0.5m. This soil is encountered on backslopes of hilly landforms
with slopes ranging from 3 to 15%. Measured slopes at the
Price site ranged from 0.6 to 10%. The mean annual
precipitation at the city of Price for the period 1968–2005
was 239mm, while average snowfall for the same period was
513mm (Western Regional Climate Center [WRCC], 2015).
Vegetation at the Price site is a shrub-dominated ecosystem
comprised of a mix of Ephedra viridis, Atriplex gardneri and
Achnatherum hymenoides.

The Ferron site is located near the city of Ferron, Utah at
an elevation of 1893m. The predominant soil type at Ferron
is mapped as a complex of Chipeta soil series and Badland
areas. The taxonomic classification of the Chipeta soil series
is clayey, mixed, active, calcareous, mesic, shallow typic
torriorthents. The soil at Ferron is derived from residuum
weathered from clayey shale, forming a paralithic restrictive
layer at depths 0.1 to 0.5m. This soil is associated with hilly
landforms and is encountered on backslopes ranging from 3
to 35%. Measured slopes at the study area of the Ferron site
ranged from 11.4% to 24.5%. Mean annual precipitation and
average snowfall measured at Ferron between 1948 and
2005 were respectively 215mm and 688mm (WRCC,
2015). Vegetation at Ferron was dominated by Atriplex
corrugata.

Experimental setup

On each experimental site, a series of rainfall simulations were
conducted on 6m×2m erosion plots to quantify sediment and
salt transport processes during rainfall-driven erosion pro-
cesses. Erosion and hydrologic responses were assessed by
measuring soil loss, runoff and solute transport under four rain-
fall intensities corresponding to return periods of 2 (44.1mm/h),
10 (80mm/h), 25 (104.4mm/h) and 50 (135.9mm/h) years.
Intensities were calculated based on the five-minute depth
return frequencies published in the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) atlas 14 (Bonnin et al.,
2006). On each plot, a single rainfall event (Table I) was

Figure 1. Map of the United States showing the location of the Price and Ferron sites in the state of Utah.
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applied to ensure the capture of the dry surface layer which is
often high in salt content due to the process of efflorescence
(Bowles et al., 1982; Riley et al., 1982). Each rainfall intensity
at both sites was replicated three times leading to a total of 12
plots per site.
A Walnut Gulch Rainfall Simulator (WGRS) (Paige et al.,

2004) was used in this study (Figure 2a). The WGRS is an oscil-
lating nozzle type simulator with four Veejet 80100 nozzles
(Spraying systems, Inc., Wheaton, IL) mounted in-line on a
central boom. The effective spray area of this simulator was
6.1m×2m which determined the 6m×2m plot size used in
this study. Rainfall intensity is varied in the WGRS from
12mm/h to 200mm/h (at 55 kPa nozzle pressure) by

modulating oscillation pulse length and nozzle operation
timing with a computer-controlled circuitry. As recommended
by Paige et al. (2004), a nozzle height of 2.44m was used in
this study to approach raindrop energy within the range
encountered during natural rainfall events.

At the downslope end of the plot, a runoff collection pan
conveyed runoff into a supercritical flume (Figure 2c) where a
Teledyne 4230 flow meter (Isco, Inc., Lincoln, NE) measured
discharge at a rate of four samples per minute. This automated
discharge measurement was validated with periodic manual
timed-sampling of runoff rate. Runoff discharge measurements
from the Teledyne 4230 were displayed in real-time on a com-
puter screen via a serial communication.

Table I. Slope, cover characteristic and rainfall intensity applied on each plot.

Plot ID P (mm/h) Veg (%) Basal (%) Litter (%) Rock (%) SLP (%)

1 104.4 7.9 0.20 0.7 0.0 5.87
2 80.0 5.9 0.30 3.2 0.0 4.84
3 135.9 10.9 0.70 2.0 0.0 0.68
4 44.1 11.3 1.00 2.9 0.0 5.94
5 135.9 11.9 0.90 3.2 0.0 6.74
6 44.1 17.8 2.20 2.4 0.0 5.74
7 80.0 8.0 1.10 4.1 0.0 6.57
8 104.4 7.2 1.00 1.7 0.2 10.01
9 44.1 6.4 0.50 1.4 0.2 9.40

10 104.4 4.9 0.90 2.0 0.2 7.46
11 80.0 5.7 1.00 1.5 0.2 3.00

Price 12 135.9 3.3 0.50 1.3 0.3 9.39
1 80.0 20.6 5.20 4.5 1.0 16.88
2 44.1 19.8 5.50 3.6 0.7 11.40
3 104.4 18.0 2.80 2.6 0.5 18.46
4 135.9 18.3 3.20 3.0 0.2 20.05
5 44.1 24.0 5.80 3.5 0.0 21.44
6 135.9 24.2 6.10 5.6 0.0 18.26
7 104.4 22.3 4.20 2.6 0.0 19.98
8 135.9 17.7 5.30 2.9 0.2 18.70
9 104.4 26.4 2.40 2.1 0.3 24.50

10 80.0 25.2 2.30 3.9 0.0 20.64
11 80.0 24.3 2.50 2.5 0.0 18.35

Ferron 12 44.1 20.2 2.40 3.1 0.0 18.99

Figure 2. Experimental setup showing (a) rainfall simulator on 6m× 2m plot, (b) a close-up view of the camera mount and rail mechanism and (c)
the supercritical flume used for runoff discharge measurement and runoff sampling. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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A rail mechanism mounted lengthwise on the frame of the
simulator supported a camera (Figure 2b) which was used to
take overlapping pictures before and after each rainfall event.
The images were used to reconstruct soil surface
microtopography at sub-millimeter resolution. A Canon EOS
Rebel T3i (Canon Inc, Tokyo, Japan) equipped with a 20mm
lens was used for acquiring the surface reconstruction pictures.
The average camera-ground distance was 2.4m and the over-
lap between adjacent pictures 0.15m. Pictures were taken
along two paths 0.76m apart on either side of the central boom
of the simulator. This image network configuration resulted in
80 to 90 pictures to cover each plot. Translucent side curtains
on the simulator served the purpose of light diffusers (reducing
excessive shadowing in the pictures) and limited the effect of
wind on rainfall distribution.
The surface reconstruction procedure relied on control

points which were laminated paper targets marked with a
checker sign and mounted on an anchor stake. Eight to 10
evenly spaced targets were arranged along the perimeter of
each plot. A Nikon NPR 352 total station (Nikon Corporation,
Tokyo, Japan) was used to survey control points on each plot
for scaling and registering reconstructed soil surfaces.

Experimental protocol

Once a plot was prepared and the simulator set up, a series of
pictures were taken before any rainfall to reconstruct soil sur-
face microtopography prior to the event. Rainfall was started
immediately after the pre-rain pictures were taken. At the onset
of runoff, i.e. when runoff reached the collection pan, the time-
to-runoff was recorded. At Price, rainfall was stopped after
15minutes of runoff had occurred while at Ferron rainfall
continued until a trendless real-time hydrograph was observed
for 10minutes, marking steady state conditions. The sampling
protocol was modified at Ferron because observation of the
hydrographs at Price (where experimentation began) showed
that steady state conditions were not consistently attained in
all runs. Because these data were also intended to be used for
hydrologic modeling, it was important to ensure that steady
state was reached during each simulation.
During each rainfall simulation, time-stamped runoff samples

were also collected for sediment concentration and water qual-
ity analysis. Sampling was done at a frequency of one sample
per minute for the first three minutes and every three minutes
there on. Sediment concentration samples were collected in

1 l bottles which were immediately weighed to get water and
sediment weights and oven-dried at 105 °C to get sediment
mass used for concentration calculation. Water quality samples
were collected in 60ml bottles immediately acidified with a hy-
drochloric acid solution and refrigerated to maintain integrity of
the liquid phase chemical speciation. At the end of each rainfall
simulation, a delay of 30minutes was observed before taking
post-rain pictures for surface microtopography reconstruction.
This delay allowed for ponding water to infiltrate in the soil,
for accurate modeling of the soil surface.

Soil surface microtopography was reconstructed using the
SfM software Agisoft PhotoScan 1.0 (Agisoft LLC, 2013). The
following workflow was followed for each 3D reconstruction:
(1) tie points were automatically detected and matched in
PhotoScan, (2) a sparse reconstruction was performed by
PhotoScan using the matched tie points, (3) control points were
manually identified and measured in PhotoScan to scale, regis-
ter and refine the 3D reconstruction, (4) pre and post sparse re-
constructions were aligned in PhotoScan with an affine
registration to minimize systematic errors between the two
datasets, (5) a dense reconstruction was generated in
PhotoScan. Average reconstruction precisions achieved in this
study were 3.1mm and 1.6mm respectively for the horizontal
and vertical directions. Reconstruction precisions were largely
limited by the achieved precision in the survey of control points
with the total station. For each plot, PhotoScan produced pre-
rain and post-rain point clouds which were manually edited
to remove vegetation points using the software Cloud Compare
(General Public Licence, 2014). Vegetation was removed with
the manual segmentation tool in Cloud Compare by manually
clipping out areas within the outlines of vegetation.
Vegetation-free point clouds were then converted in digital ele-
vation models (DEMs) (Figure 3) at 5mm resolution and ana-
lyzed within ArcGIS (Environmental Systems Research
Institute [ESRI], 2011). Sampling the DEMs at 5mm grid spac-
ing rendered the effect of the 3.1mm planimetric precision of
the reconstruction negligible in the surface change analysis.

Microtopographic analysis

Changes in soil surface microtopography were related to
sediment transport mechanisms. Changes to soil surface
microtopography were quantified by subtracting post- from
pre-rain DEMs, allowing the distinction between erosion areas
(negative difference) and deposition areas (positive difference).

Figure 3. Example of 5mm resolution digital elevation models (DEMs) representing soil microtopography reconstructed pre- and post-rainfall. [Col-
our figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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To account for increases in elevation due to clay expansion
post-wetting, the coefficient of extensibility for the soils at Price
and Ferron was measured in the laboratory and found to be
0.034± 0.002 across sites. This coefficient was applied to the
average wetting front depth after experiment. Measured wetting
front depths varied between 4 cm and 8 cm but were more
commonly found to be around 5 cm. Therefore a correction
of 1.7mm was subtracted from the post-rain DEM to account
for clay expansion. To characterize soil surface response to ero-
sive events, various areal and volumetric surface metrics were
calculated from pre- and post-rain DEMs as well as the differ-
ence of DEMs. To aid the reader, the nomenclature of these
surface change metrics is presented in Figure 4. In addition,
one plot at Price (‘example plot’) was used as an example for
illustrative purposes throughout the presentation of surface
change metrics in the following sections.

Total erosion, deposition and net loss
The overall spatial extents of erosion processes TAE and depo-
sition TAD were calculated as

TAE ¼ n�A (1)

TAD ¼ m�A (2)

where n and m are the number of grid cells with respectively
negative and positive DEM differences and A is the grid size.
On the example plot, TAE and TAD were respectively 9.96m2

and 1.36m2.
The volumes TVE, TVD and TVN corresponding to erosion

and deposition and net loss processes were also quantified as

TVE ¼ ∑
i¼n

i¼0
ΔZi�A (3)

TVD ¼ ∑
i¼m

j¼0
ΔZj�A (4)

TVN ¼ TVE � TVD (5)

where i and j are respectively grid positions of erosion and
deposition and ΔZ is the magnitude of elevation change. On
the example plot, TVE and TVD were respectively 0.027m3

and 0.003m3, resulting in a net erosion TVN of 0.024m3.
Erosion and deposition volumes were divided by erosion and

deposition extents to obtain the average depths TZE and TZD
(in meters). For the example plot, TZE=0.003m and
TZD=0.0018m.

Channel processes
Understanding mechanisms of erosion processes in flow
concentration pathways as they relate to other landscape attri-
butes is crucial to accurate soil erosion modeling. In this study,
flow concentration pathways were identified by applying the
bottom-hat (also known as the black top-hat) mathematical
morphology to the original DEMs. The bottom-hat operator de-
tects local extrema in two-dimensional signals such as images
and DEMs. This operator has been successfully applied to
digital topographic data to delineate flow network and detect
erosional incision (e.g. Rodriguez et al., 2002; Schwanghart
et al., 2013). The detail presentation of the bottom-hat imple-
mentation is beyond the scope of this paper but involved the
following steps carried out in ArcGIS:

1 Define a 0.5m by 0.5m diamond-shaped kernel as sug-
gested by Hyun-Chong et al. (2006).

2 Perform a dilation on the original DEMs (pre and post), by re-
placing each grid cell value with the maximum elevation
within its kernel neighborhood. The resulting maps are the
dilated maps.

3 Perform a closing operation by eroding the dilated maps to
generate the closed maps. The morphological erosion oper-
ation (not to be confused with soil erosion) was done by re-
placing each dilated grid cell value with the minimum
within its kernel neighborhood.

4 The pre- and post-rain bottom-hat maps were then obtained
by subtracting the closed maps from the original DEMs. The
bottom-hat maps are spatial functions whose minima were
areas in the DEMs of local concavities.

Grid cells with bottom-hat values lower than the average of
each bottom-hat map were categorized as part of the channel
network. Flow networks corresponding to the conditions pre
(Netpre) and post (Netpost) rain were merged to give a final flow
network Net.

The spatial extent of erosion and deposition (CAE and CAD)
that occurred within channels were obtained in a similar
manner as TAE and TAD.

CAE ¼ nc�A (6)

CAD ¼ mc�A (7)

where nc and mc are the number of grid cells with respec-
tively negative and positive DEM differences within Net. Like-
wise, CVE, CVD and CVN were calculated by applying
Equations (3)–(5) to areas within Net. CZE and CZD were also
obtained by dividing CVE and CVD by CAE and CAD. On the
example plot, out of the 9.96m2 of erosion areas, 3.74m2 were

Figure 4. Nomenclature of variables describing surface change. CVExy describes for example volumes of erosion as the result of lateral expansion of
the channel network and CAExy is the total area corresponding to this channel lateral expansion. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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part of the channel network (CAE) likewise, 0.80m2 of the de-
position areas were part of the channel network (CAD). Erosion
and deposition volumes within the channel network CVE and
CVD were respectively 0.012m3 and 0.002m3.
Erosive forces can alter channel networks in both vertical

and lateral dimensions depending on hillslope characteristics.
These directional changes to the channel network were
captured in NetΔxy and NetΔz for lateral and vertical changes
respectively as:

NetΔxy ¼ Netpost Netpre (8)

NetΔz ¼ Netpost∩Netpre (9)

where \ is the set difference operator and ∩ the intersection
operator.
From the NetΔxy sub-network, spatial and volumetric metrics

CAExy, CADxy, CVExy, CVDxy and CVNxy were calculated
whereas NetΔz was used to obtain CAEz, CADz, CVEz, CVDz
and CVNz. Here again, CZExy, CZDxy, CZEz and CZDz were
obtained by dividing the respective volumes by the corre-
sponding areas. On the example plot, CAExy and CADxy were
respectively 0.58m2 and 0.04m2 and CVExy, CVDxy and
CVNxy were respectively 0.002m3, 9.5 × 10�5m3 and
0.002m3. CAEz is the difference between CAE and CAExy
and therefore equals 3.74m2–0.58m2=3.16m2. The remain-
ing vertical growth parameters (CADz, CVEz, CVDz and CVNz)
were obtained using the same approach.
Other secondary parameters were also calculated:

CAR ¼ CAE þ CADð Þ= TAE þ TADð Þ (10)

CVRE ¼ CVE=TVE (11)

CVRN ¼ CVN=TVN (12)

CAR, CVRE and CVRN express the space-based and volume-
based ratio of concentrated flow processes that occurred on a
plot. For the example plot, CAR = (3.74+0.8)/(9.96 + 1.36)
= 0.4 and represents the proportion of the plot that belonged
to the channel network. CVRE and CVRN were respectively
0.45 and 0.43.
The proportion of concentrated flow energy expenditure in

lateral channel expansion versus vertical growth was quantified
using two parameters α and αʹ calculated as:

α ¼ CVExy=CVE (13)

α0 ¼ CVNxy=CVN (14)

For the example plot, α and αʹ were 0.21 and 0.23.
Deposition processes were also examined by calculating the

proportion of eroded volume that was re-deposited at the plot
level (TDR) and in the channels (CDR).

TDR ¼ TVD=TVE (15)

CDR ¼ CVD=CVE (16)

For the example plot, TDR=0.003m3/0.027m3=0.09 and
CDR=0.002m3/0.012m3=0.17. These surface change

metrics were related to hydrologic and erosion variables as
well as plot slope (SLP) and vegetation (Veg). Hydrologic vari-
ables used were precipitation (P), runoff discharge at steady
state (Q), infiltration rate (IR), cumulative runoff (SR) and ero-
sion information were sediment concentration (SC) and total
soil loss (SL). Throughout this paper, the units are m2 for spatial
metrics (e.g. TAE, CAE), m3 for volumetric surface metrics (e.g.
TVE, CVE). P, Q and IR are in millimeters, SR in 10�3m3, SC in
g/L and S is in grams.

The proportion of vegetation cover within each plot was es-
timated from the high-resolution photogrammetric models by
adapting the vegetation removal procedure described in
Nouwakpo et al. (2016b). Individual 3D points were assessed
to determine whether they were part of the vegetation canopy,
soil or surface litter using the following method:

1 Create a coarse soil surface topography by superimposing a
5 cm grid over the plot and finding the lowest 3D point
within each grid cell.

2 Fit a second-order polynomial trend surface to these local
minima.

3 Points that were 20 cm higher than this trend surface were
rapidly identified as tall vegetation.

4 Two tests were applied on the remaining points. The slope
from each point to its neighbors within 2.5 cm was calcu-
lated and the maximum slope within each of four direc-
tional quadrants determined. Points with all maximum
slopes in a quadrant greater than 20% were labeled as veg-
etation. The strategy of using the minimum of maximum
slope in each direction identified protrusions that were
not part of the local trend in surface relief. For the second
test, a local height was interpolated at each point from its
four nearest neighbors in each directional quadrant using
an inverse distance weighing scheme. Points were labeled
as vegetation if they were more than 2 cm above the inter-
polated height.

5 Minor errors of omission where sharp surface features were
labeled as vegetation were manually edited.

6 Extracted vegetation point clouds were converted into a two
dimensional map by superimposing a 2mm grid and deter-
mining grid cells which contained at least a vegetation
point. This fine grid was then resampled to a 60mm grid,
and these coarser cells were labeled as canopy if they
contained more than 450 vegetation pixels (half of the
2mm cells falling in a 60mm grid). This secondary aggrega-
tion helped reduce the effect of over-prediction from label-
ing a fine-resolution cell as majority-vegetation even if it
had just one or two 3D samples within it.

This method of vegetation cover estimation was found to be
more accurate than the manual point cloud segmentation with
Cloud Compare. The manual point cloud segmentation
contained bare ground features within the visually identified
outlines of vegetation canopy and this would lead to an overes-
timation of vegetation cover.

Statistical analysis

To better understand how hillslope topography and vegetation
characteristics affect soil erosion and sediment transport pro-
cesses, multiple regression was performed on each of the sur-
face change metrics described earlier. The premise of this
analysis, was that changes to soil microtopography are con-
trolled by four primary factors: hydrologic input, topography,
vegetation characteristics and intrinsic soil properties. Explana-
tory variables were then chosen to represent each of these four
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control variables (Equation (17)). Due to the inherent correla-
tion between many of the explanatory variables, a principal
component analysis (PCA) was performed (Figure 5) to select
the most dominant variables representing each of the four pri-
mary factors. The PCA revealed that the variable Veg controlled
most of the variance on the second principal component there-
fore this parameter was selected to represent vegetation charac-
teristic. Hydrologic input was represented by Q and run
duration (Rdur). Topography was captured by slope. To
account for differences in intrinsic soil properties and hillslope
characteristics between the Price and Ferron sites, a Site factor
was added to each regression model. To check for non-linearity
in the responses, the regression was repeated on the
log-transformed surface change variable (Equation (18)).

M ¼ a�Q þ b�Rdur þ c�SLP þ d�Veg þ SiteFactor þ Cste (17)

Log Mð Þ ¼ a0�Q þ b0�Rdur þ c 0�SLP þ d 0�Veg
þ SiteFactor 0 þ Cste0 (18)

where M is a surface change metric described in Equations
(1)–(14) and Cste is a constant.
Because slope and vegetation were higher at Ferron than

they were at Price, these variables were corrected by
subtracting their respective averages at each site from the orig-
inal values. These transformations improved numerical stability
of the least squares procedure which was measured as the Var-
iance Inflation Factors (VIFs). The VIF is commonly used to
measure the degree of multi-collinearity with a threshold value
of 10 typically used to detect serious multi-collinearity. In this
study, VIF values obtained before correcting slope and vegeta-
tion varied between 11.6 and 1 but were dramatically reduced
to below 2 after these variables were corrected.
A stepwise model selection was performed on each full

regression model to select the best-fitting model for a given
surface change metric. All statistical analyses were performed
in the statistical environment R (R Development Core Team,
2015).

Results

Estimated volume changes as a function of soil loss
and runoff

Figures 6 and 7 show the relationship between estimated vol-
ume changes with the 3D data and measured cumulative soil
loss and runoff. Cumulative soil loss explained 67% of the var-
iability in TVE but was a poor predictor of TVD, explaining only
2% of the variability of this parameter. This decoupling be-
tween deposition volume and soil loss resulted in the R2 of
the TVN–SL relationship to be lower (61%) than that of the
TVE–SL linear regression. TVN values were also negative in
some cases as a result of larger deposition than erosion
volumes detected. Factors accounting for these discrepancies
include: errors in 3D measurement, changes in density
between eroded and deposited sediments and the negligible
contribution of soil colloids to microtopography.

Patterns observed between volume change parameters and
soil loss held true when cumulative runoff was the explanatory
variable (Figure 7). It is also interesting to note from the R2

values in Figures 6 and 7 that runoff rate performed slightly bet-
ter than soil loss at predicting microtopographic change. This
suggests that runoff discharge may be responsible for some hy-
drodynamic changes to soil microtopography that have little re-
lation to actual mass of sediment loss.

Plot-wide erosion and deposition processes

Figure 8 shows an example of elevation change map ob-
tained in this study at Ferron and Price. Maps of
erosion/deposition patterns for all plots can be found in the
Supporting Information. On these maps, one can visually dis-
tinguish diffuse processes characterized by low magnitudes of
elevation change from concentrated flow processes where
larger differences in elevation are observed. Overall, erosion
processes (red patterns) dominated each plot with deposition
occurring in patchy patterns. One can note on some of the
maps some depositional features at the upper boundary of
the plot. These depositional features were caused by

Figure 5. Principal component analysis of the experimental data and surface change metrics. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

687SEDIMENT TRANSPORT SALINE RANGELANDS

Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Earth Surf. Process. Landforms, Vol. 42, 681–696 (2017)



accumulation of splashed material which were not
transported downslope due to insufficient flow at the up-
stream boundary of the plot.

Table II summarizes results of multiple regression analysis
performed on the plot-wide surface change metrics. As indi-
cated in the method section, removing the site effect (Price

Figure 6. Volume changes as a function of cumulative soil loss. TVE, TVD are volumes (in m3) of erosion and deposition, TVN is the net volume (in
m3) change (Erosion � Deposition) and SL is the cumulative soil loss (in grams).

Figure 7. Volume changes as a function of cumulative runoff. TVE, TVD are volumes (in m3) of erosion and deposition, TVN is the net volume (in
m3) change (Erosion � Deposition) and SR is the cumulative runoff (in liters).

Figure 8. Example of elevation change maps used for the plot-wide analysis. SLP is slope, P is rainfall intensity, Veg is vegetation canopy cover, Rdur
is rainfall duration in seconds. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

688 S. NOUWAKPO ET AL.

Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Earth Surf. Process. Landforms, Vol. 42, 681–696 (2017)



versus Ferron) from the explanatory variables Veg and SLP
improved the numerical reliability of the estimated regression
coefficients and this is illustrated by the low VIF values (< 2).
A statistical significance level of 5% was used in this paper to
determine the effect of an explanatory variable on surface
change metric.
The spatial extent of erosion TAE was on average 2.93m2

higher at Price than it was at Ferron and this might be due to
the fact that vegetation is sparser on the former site, leading to
more exposed soil surface for erosion. It is also important to
note the negative effect of Veg on TAE albeit only significant
at a 10% confidence level which further supports this theory
of greater soil surface exposure in the higher TAE at Price. Run-
off discharge showed a significant increasing effect on TAE.
The analysis on the original volumes TVE showed that plots

at Price underwent 0.01m3 less detachment than at Ferron,
likely the result of several factors including slope, run duration
and possibly differences in soil erodibility between both sites.
Steeper slopes at Ferron resulted in higher erosion rates at this
site compared to Price. Longer run durations at Ferron could
also explain the larger erosion volumes at this site. This result
highlights the importance of slope as a detachment driver since
the greater soil surface exposure at Price was effectively

compensated by the low slopes at this site. Here again, runoff
discharge plays a statistically significant increasing effect on
erosion volumes. The log-transformation resulted in an im-
provement of the R2 of the regression on TVE but with reduced
sensitivity to the site effect.

Our results on TAE and TVE, suggest that erosion volumes
were significantly lower at Price but with larger exposed sur-
faces. This is confirmed in the significantly lower average ero-
sion depth observed at this site compared to Ferron
(TZEPrice = TZEFerron�2.5mm). The analysis also shows a sig-
nificant and positive effect of runoff discharge on erosion
depth. Applying the log-transformation revealed the effects of
run duration and slope on TZE but these effects were not statis-
tically significant at 5% confidence level. Both runoff duration
and slope had positive effect on TZE with runoff duration statis-
tically significant at 10% and slope at 20%.

Deposition extent TAD showed only a significant effect (neg-
ative) of runoff discharge. Unlike what was observed on TAE,
the extents of deposition were not statistically different between
sites. These results suggest that runoff discharge controlled the
spatial extent of areas undergoing active erosion. Since in this
study, TAD was the complement of TAE on the fixed-boundary
plot (assuming minor influence of the excluded vegetation

Table II. Multiple regression on plot-wide surface change metrics.

Original Log-transformed

Explained
variable

Explanatory
variables Coef.

Coef.
p-value

ANOVA
p-value VIF

Explanatory
variables Coef.

Coef.
p-value

ANOVA
p-value VIF

TAE R2 = 0.76
R2 = 0.56*

Intercept 3.89 3.5E-06 Intercept 1.28 2.1E-08
Price 2.93 1.1E-05 3.1E-05 1.02 Price 0.49 5.6E-04 1.5E-03 1.02
Q 0.03 1.0E-03 3.1E-04 1.07 Q 5.3E-03 2.7E-03 2.7E-03 1.02
Veg �15.67 0.06 0.08 1.07
SLP 0.12 0.18 0.18 1.02

TVE R2 = 0.75
R2 = 0.81*

Intercept �9.0E-04 0.90 Intercept �4.92 2.8E-19
Price �8.1E-03 0.17 0.02 1.02 Q 0.02 6.4E-09 6.4E-09 —
Q 5.5E-04 3.4E-07 3.4E-07 1.02

TZE R2 = 0.79
R2 = 0.91*

Intercept 1.6E-03 0.05 Intercept �6.22 3.1E-22
Price �2.5E-03 1.1E-03 1.0E-04 1.02 Price �0.49 2.0E-05 8.2E-07 1.02
Q 6.0E-05 5.0E-07 5.0E-07 1.02 Q 0.01 1.0E-09 1.3E-09 1.04

Rdur 2.5E-04 0.06 0.07 1.02
SLP 0.02 0.15 0.15 1.00

TAD R2 = 0.61
R2 = 0.66*

Intercept 5.15 1.6E-08 Intercept 1.67 2.2E-07
Price �0.94 0.06 0.19 1.02 Price �0.24 0.18 0.49 1.02
Q �0.03 6.5E-05 6.5E-05 1.02 Q �0.01 8.1E-05 3.3E-05 1.07
SLP �0.12 0.15 0.15 1.00 Veg 3.51 0.21 0.32 1.07

SLP �0.06 0.08 0.08 1.02

TVD R2 = 0.27
R2 = 0.45*

Intercept 0.01 1.0E-04 Intercept �4.62 5.5E-13
Price �3.4E-03 0.11 0.15 1.02 Price �0.39 0.08 0.11 1.02
Q �3.9E-05 0.16 0.11 1.04 Q �3.6E-03 0.21 0.07 1.07
Rdur 4.3E-06 0.17 0.17 1.02 Veg 8.29 0.02 0.04 1.07

SLP �0.07 0.08 0.08 1.02

TZD R2 = 0.63
R2 = 0.51*

Intercept 1.3E-03 4.1E-03 Intercept �6.38 2.5E-21
Q 2.8E-05 2.6E-05 9.1E-05 1.07 Q 8.0E-03 2.7E-04 6.3E-04 1.05
Rdur 9.0E-07 0.13 0.14 1.02 Veg 4.69 0.04 0.04 1.05
Veg 0.01 0.02 0.02 1.05

TVN R2 = 0.70
R2 = 0.73*

Intercept �0.02 0.03 Intercept �5.89 4.0E-10 0.0E + 00
Q 6.0E-04 6.0E-07 6.0E-07 — Q 0.02 1.5E-04 3.1E-05 1.15

Veg �15.12 0.01 0.01 1.09
SLP 0.13 0.11 0.11 1.06

TDR R2 = 0.36
R2 = 0.64*

Intercept 1.63 1.2E-03 Intercept 0.06 0.87
Price �0.59 0.12 0.20 1.02 Q �0.02 1.1E-04 3.9E-05 1.05
Q �0.01 0.02 0.02 1.04 Veg 8.62 0.11 0.17 1.07
Rdur 7.1E-04 0.19 0.19 1.02 SLP �0.10 0.10 0.10 1.02

Note: All variables were calculated from microtopographic data of the entire plot surface. TAE and TAD are areal extents (in m2) of erosion and de-
position; TVE, TVD are volumes (in m3) of erosion and deposition and TVN is the net volume (in m3) change (Erosion�Deposition); TZE and TZD are
average depths (in meters) of erosion and deposition; TDR is the ratio of deposition over erosion volumes (TVD/TVE). R2 values for log-transformed
explained variables are marked with an asterisk (*). Values in bold font highlight statistical significance at a 5% confidence level.
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patches), a positive effect of Q on TAE would most likely result
in a negative effect of this variable on TAD. It is also worth not-
ing the negative effect (at 10% confidence level) of slope on de-
position extent. Deposition volumes TVD related non-linearly
(log-transformation) with vegetation. Vegetation promoted de-
position within the plots.
It is also interesting to note the reduced significance of the ef-

fect of discharge on TVD compared to that observed on TAD,
suggesting that a decreasing effect of discharge might be pres-
ent but dominated by that of vegetation. The decreasing effect
of slope was also present on TVD at 10% confidence level.
These results suggest that while reducing erosivity (by control-
ling runoff and slope) might promote deposition, more sensible
results can be achieved by increasing overall surface hydraulic
roughness through biotic factors such as vegetation or other
abiotic factors. In this study, runoff discharge represents the ero-
sivity of both rainfall (splash detachment) and concentrated
flow (hydraulic detachment) because rainfall intensity and run-
off discharge were highly correlated (R2 = 0.93) with an average
runoff coefficient of 0.74.
The average depth of deposition TZD showed statistically

significant positive effects of discharge and vegetation. The
positive effect of discharge here can be explained by spatial
constraint theory with a significant reduction of areas available
for deposition (TAD–Q relationship) while the volumes of de-
position were weakly impacted. In other words, everything else
being equal, an increase in discharge resulted in the same
amount of deposition occurring on a smaller area, resulting in
a thicker deposition layer.

Channel processes

Figure 9 shows an example of elevation change map obtained
in the delineated channel network. Maps of the 24 plots are
available as Supporting Information. Overall, elevation
changes in channel areas were greater in magnitude than their
surroundings, suggesting that the bottom-hat operator effec-
tively delineated areas of flow concentration where flow depth
and erosive power were high. The average depth of erosion
within the delineated channel network (CZE) was 3.5mm at
Price and 7.6mm at Ferron while plot-wide erosion depths,
TZE were respectively 3mm and 3.5mm.
Tables III and IV summarize results from the multiple regres-

sion analysis on surface change metrics within the channel

network. Unlike the plot-wide analysis, the extent of erosion
within the channel network CAE did not show any statistically
significant difference between sites, leaving only discharge as
the main variable promoting CAE. Plot-wide erosion extent
was site-dependent likely because of the difference in vegeta-
tion cover and slope between both sites. An increasing effect
of slope on CAE was also detected but only significant at a
10% level.

Channel erosion volumes CVE were non-linearly dependent
on both discharge and site with lower volumes at Price. The
most likely factor explaining these lower concentrated flow de-
tachment volumes at Price is the fact that slopes were shallower
at this site compared to Ferron, resulting in lower detachment
energy. This is further supported by the positive effect (signifi-
cant at 10%) of the variable SLP on log(CVE). The average
depth of erosion within the channel network CZE showed a
non-linear behavior with statistically significant increasing ef-
fects of Q and Rdur and lower CZE at Price. It is also important
to note the increasing effect of SLP on CZE significant at a 10%
level. These results suggest that channel networks at Price and
Ferron were similar in extent, but the intensity of concentrated
flow erosion was significantly higher at Ferron owing to the
steeper slopes and the longer run duration at this site.

To show the effect of concentrated flow processes on sedi-
ment concentration, a multiple regression analysis was per-
formed on SC using Site, Q, SLP, CZE and CZD (Equation (19)).

SC ¼ 100:26þ �82:26 for Price

0 Otherwise

�
�
�
�

þ 4:87SLP þ 0:87Q

� 2592CZE � 9163CZD; R2

¼ 0:91 (19)

The p-values of the coefficients are 6.5 × 10�7 for the inter-
cept, 6.4 × 10�7 for Site, 0.003 for SLP, 6.4 × 10�4 for Q, 0.30
for CZE and 0.02 for CZD. Sediment concentration was lower
at Price and positively impacted by slope and discharge. In ad-
dition, the p-value of the CZE coefficient was substantially
greater than 0.05, suggesting that this variable had no statisti-
cally significant effect on sediment concentration. CZD had
however a significant and negative effect on sediment concen-
tration. The absence of effect of CZE on sediment concentration
can be explained by the fact that slope and discharge in Equa-
tion (19) already captured most of the effect inherent to detach-
ment processes. When CZE and CZD are replaced by their plot-

Figure 9. Example of elevation change maps used for the analysis of channel processes. SLP is slope, P is rainfall intensity, Veg is vegetation canopy
cover, Rdur is rainfall duration in seconds. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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wide equivalents TZE and TZD, the R2 of the regression and the
conclusions remain unchanged, suggesting that processes oc-
curring within the channel network are as informative as plot-
wide processes in explaining sediment concentration.
The spatial extent of deposition in channels CAD was mildly

non-linear and showed a significant control of discharge and
slope. These two factors enhance detachment and transport ef-
ficiency and thus reduced the likelihood of within-channel de-
position. CVD and CZD showed similar response as TVD and
TZD with vegetation controlling deposition volumes and com-
bining with discharge in the control of deposition depth. Again
here, slope had a negative effect (significant at 10% confidence
level) on deposition volume CVD.
The net volume change within the channel network CVN

was significantly lower at Price (�0.96m3) and was increased

by both discharge and slope. The crisper response of log
(CVN) to SLP compared to that of CVE and CVD with this ex-
planatory variable suggest the existence of a transport equilib-
rium in the channel network whereby excess detachment
might be compensated by deposition, i.e. transport capacity.

CAR which can be interpreted as the area-based probability
of flow concentration was significantly lower at Price and a
positive function of discharge and vegetation. Here again,
steeper slopes and higher vegetation cover at Ferron were asso-
ciated with the development of rills and increased hillslope
fragmentation. This is further confirmed by the significantly
lower CVRE values at Price, suggesting higher energy expendi-
ture on concentrated flow detachment processes at Ferron. It is
important to also note that while vegetation promotes hillslope
fragmentation, its positive effect on deposition was associated

Table III. Multiple regression analysis on channel processes.

Original Log-transformed

Explained
variable

Explanatory
variables Coef.

Coef.
p-value

ANOVA
p-value VIF

Explanatory
variables Coef.

Coef.
p-value

ANOVA
p-value VIF

CAE R2 = 0.66
R2 = 0.53

Intercept 1.69 3.8E-06 Intercept 0.47 1.9E-03
Price 0.31 0.16 0.44 1.02 Price 0.16 0.15 0.37 1.02
Q 0.01 1.2E-04 4.7E-05 1.07 Q 6.1E-03 3.4E-04 3.4E-04 1.02
Veg �4.97 0.15 0.25 1.07 SLP 0.03 0.20 0.20 1.00
SLP 0.08 0.06 0.06 1.02

CVE R2 = 0.78
R2 = 0.89

Intercept 1.4E-03 0.70 Intercept �5.49 5.5E-19
Price �9.8E-03 4.8E-03 4.5E-04 1.02 Price �0.40 5.7E-03 1.7E-04 1.02
Q 2.9E-04 4.1E-07 4.1E-07 1.02 Q 0.02 8.2E-10 8.2E-10 1.02

SLP 0.05 0.05 0.05 1.00

CZE R2 = 0.81
R2 = 0.95

Intercept 2.3E-03 0.02 Intercept �5.98 6.9E-24
Price �3.3E-03 2.2E-04 2.1E-05 1.02 Price �0.56 1.3E-07 5.0E-09 1.02
Q 7.0E-05 4.0E-07 4.0E-07 1.02 Q 0.01 2.4E-11 3.1E-11 1.04

Rdur 2.5E-04 0.02 0.02 1.02
SLP 0.02 0.07 0.07 1.00

CAD R2 = 0.55
R2 = 0.62

Intercept 2.00 1.6E-08 Intercept 0.71 2.0E-04
Q �1.0E-02 1.4E-03 4.9E-04 1.05 Q �8.2E-03 4.3E-04 1.2E-04 1.05
Veg 5.23 0.12 0.19 1.07 Veg 4.75 0.06 0.10 1.07
SLP �0.07 0.08 0.08 1.02 SLP �0.06 0.04 0.04 1.02

CVD R2 = 0.35
R2 = 0.36

Intercept 4.7E-03 2.8E-08 Intercept �5.52 3.7E-23
Rdur 2.7E-06 0.10 0.09 1.00 Veg 9.51 7.0E-03 0.01 1.02
Veg 0.04 0.04 0.06 1.02 SLP �0.07 0.07 0.07 1.02
SLP �3.3E-04 0.10 0.10 1.02

CZD R2 = 0.64
R2 = 0.61

Intercept 1.7E-03 5.8E-04 Intercept �6.17 3.0E-22
Q 2.9E-05 2.8E-05 1.2E-04 1.07 Q 7.2E-03 6.5E-05 2.7E-04 1.07
Rdur 1.0E-06 0.09 0.11 1.02 Rdur 2.8E-04 0.09 0.10 1.02
Veg 0.02 0.01 0.01 1.05 Veg 4.34 0.02 0.02 1.05

CVN R2 = 0.75
R2 = 0.86

Intercept �2.6E-03 0.58 Intercept �5.64 2.8E-09
Price �1.0E-02 0.02 2.7E-03 1.02 Price �0.96 8.7E-04 4.9E-05 1.20
Q 2.8E-04 1.9E-05 7.5E-06 1.07 Q 0.02 1.8E-04 6.5E-04 1.30
Veg �0.08 0.17 0.23 1.07 Rdur 4.5E-04 0.16 0.38 1.07
SLP 9.5E-04 0.18 0.18 1.02 Veg �7.69 0.06 0.10 1.10

SLP 0.13 0.01 0.01 1.20

CAR R2 = 0.69
R2 = 0.69

Intercept 0.43 4.8E-16 Intercept �0.86 6.6E-15
Price �0.07 7.0E-05 2.6E-05 1.02 Price �0.17 6.9E-05 2.5E-05 1.02
Q 5.4E-04 8.7E-03 0.02 1.07 Q 1.3E-03 7.8E-03 0.02 1.07
Veg 0.49 0.04 0.04 1.05 Veg 1.09 0.04 0.04 1.05

CVRE R2 = 0.72
R2 = 0.71

Intercept 0.59 2.0E-17 Intercept �0.53 1.7E-10
Price �0.19 2.5E-06 2.5E-06 1.00 Price �0.40 3.5E-06 3.5E-06 1.00
Veg �0.62 0.18 0.26 1.02 Veg �1.79 0.08 0.12 1.02
SLP 8.5E-03 0.12 0.12 1.02 SLP 0.02 0.11 0.11 1.02

CVRN R2 = 0.40
R2 = 0.17

Intercept 0.53 0.65 Intercept �0.73 4.3E-04
Price �2.38 0.17 0.17 1.00 Price �0.52 0.07 0.07 —
Veg �86.59 2.9E-03 2.9E-03 1.00

Note: All variables were calculated from microtopographic data of areas of the plot surface belonging to the channel network. CAE and CAD are areal
extents (in m2) of erosion and deposition; CVE, CVD are volumes (in m3) of erosion and deposition and CVN is the net volume (in m3) change (Erosion
� Deposition); CZE and CZD are average depths (in meters) of erosion and deposition; CAR, is the area-based ratio of channel over total plot area;
CVRE is the volume-based ratio of channel erosion over total plot erosion; CVRN is the volume-based ratio of net volume change in channels with
respect to the entire plot.
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Table IV. Multiple regression analysis on channel expansion metrics.

Original Log-transformed

Explained
variable

Explanatory
variables Coef.

Coef.
p-value

ANOVA
p-value VIF

Explanatory
variables Coef.

Coef.
p-value

ANOVA
p-value VIF

α R2 = 0.61
R2 = 0.49

Intercept 0.16 1.1E-05 Intercept �1.64 6.4E-15
Price 0.10 4.7E-04 7.1E-04 1.02 Price 0.37 3.2E-03 3.2E-03 1.00
Q 4.8E-04 0.11 0.16 1.04 Rdur 2.4E-04 0.16 0.14 1.00
Rdur 5.4E-05 0.12 0.10 1.02 SLP �0.04 0.05 0.05 1.00
SLP �0.01 0.02 0.02 1.00

αʹ R2 = 0.25
R2 = 0.26

Intercept �0.98 0.03 Intercept �1.21 8.9E-05
Q 0.01 0.02 0.02 — SLP �0.22 0.03 0.03 —

CAExy R2 = 0.59
R2 = 0.59

Intercept 0.23 2.6E-04 Intercept �1.32 1.1E-10
Price 0.16 1.2E-03 4.4E-03 1.02 Price 0.34 1.2E-03 4.2E-03 1.02
Q 2.3E-03 4.0E-04 4.0E-04 1.02 Q 5.0E-03 3.8E-04 3.8E-04 1.02

CVExy R2 = 0.60
R2 = 0.83

Intercept �1.1E-03 0.32 Intercept �7.25 1.5E-21
Q 7.3E-05 1.3E-05 1.3E-05 — Q 0.02 3.6E-09 4.7E-09 1.02

Rdur 4.2E-04 0.08 0.08 1.02

CZExy R2 = 0.72
R2 = 0.84

Intercept 2.0E-03 0.26 Intercept �5.92 1.2E-19
Price �3.6E-03 0.02 2.8E-03 1.02 Price �0.36 0.01 5.9E-04 1.02
Q 1.1E-04 7.5E-06 9.8E-06 1.04 Q 0.01 2.5E-08 3.3E-08 1.04
Rdur 2.7E-06 0.20 0.20 1.02 Rdur 3.3E-04 0.09 0.09 1.02

CADxy R2 = 0.60
R2 = 0.73

Intercept 0.13 1.7E-06 Intercept �1.69 4.5E-05
Price �0.03 0.06 0.17 1.02 Price �0.77 9.2E-03 0.05 1.02
Q �9.4E-04 2.7E-04 1.0E-04 1.07 Q �0.02 7.9E-06 2.7E-06 1.07
Veg 0.37 0.16 0.16 1.05 Veg 7.02 0.11 0.11 1.05

CVDxy R2 = 0.43
R2 = 0.58

Intercept 3.5E-04 5.1E-05 Intercept �7.65 1.1E-12
Q �3.0E-06 2.3E-03 2.3E-03 1.00 Price �0.65 0.11 0.31 1.02
SLP 2.1E-05 0.10 0.10 1.00 Q �0.02 1.6E-04 1.7E-04 1.02

SLP 0.14 0.07 0.07 1.00

CZDxy R2 = 0.13
R2 = 0.22

Intercept 2.9E-03 6.5E-05 Intercept �6.06 1.6E-24
SLP 3.7E-04 0.09 0.09 — SLP 0.09 0.03 0.03 —

CVNxy R2 = 0.62
R2 = 0.62

Intercept �1.4E-03 0.19 Intercept �7.96 5.5E-16
Q 7.6E-05 7.8E-06 7.8E-06 — Q 0.03 7.2E-06 7.2E-06 —

CAEz R2 = 0.58
R2 = 0.37

Intercept 1.55 9.5E-07 Intercept 0.34 0.03
Q 0.01 6.7E-04 2.5E-04 1.05 Q 6.2E-03 2.2E-03 2.2E-03 —
Veg �5.11 0.13 0.23 1.07
SLP 0.08 0.05 0.05 1.02

CVEz R2 = 0.79
R2 = 0.88

Intercept 2.1E-03 0.47 Intercept �5.66 6.7E-19
Price �9.0E-03 1.2E-03 1.1E-04 1.02 Price �0.53 8.2E-04 3.2E-05 1.02
Q 2.2E-04 6.2E-07 6.2E-07 1.02 Q 0.02 2.9E-09 2.9E-09 1.02

SLP 0.06 0.02 0.02 1.00

CADz R2 = 0.54
R2 = 0.61

Intercept 1.89 1.4E-08 Intercept 0.65 4.8E-04
Q �9.1E-03 1.7E-03 6.4E-04 1.05 Q �7.8E-03 6.5E-04 1.9E-04 1.05
Veg 4.86 0.12 0.20 1.07 Veg 4.65 0.06 0.11 1.07
SLP �0.07 0.06 0.06 1.02 SLP �0.06 0.04 0.04 1.02

CVDz R2 = 0.36
R2 = 0.38

Intercept 4.6E-03 3.6E-08 Intercept �5.57 1.0E-22
Rdur 2.6E-06 0.10 0.09 1.00 Veg 10.13 6.8E-03 0.01 1.02
Veg 0.04 0.04 0.06 1.02 SLP �0.09 0.04 0.04 1.02
SLP �3.5E-04 0.08 0.08 1.02

CZEz R2 = 0.82
R2 = 0.95

Intercept 2.6E-03 3.0E-03 Intercept �5.94 8.2E-24
Price �3.5E-03 2.9E-05 2.9E-06 1.02 Price �0.65 1.3E-08 7.9E-10 1.02
Q 6.0E-05 5.0E-07 5.0E-07 1.02 Q 0.01 1.1E-10 1.3E-10 1.04

Rdur 2.3E-04 0.03 0.04 1.02
SLP 0.03 0.01 0.01 1.00

CZDz R2 = 0.68
R2 = 0.60

Intercept 1.6E-03 1.4E-03 Intercept �6.24 3.2E-21
Q 3.0E-05 2.0E-05 9.4E-05 1.07 Q 8.1E-03 8.7E-05 3.7E-04 1.07
Rdur 1.0E-06 0.10 0.11 1.02 Rdur 2.9E-04 0.13 0.14 1.02
Veg 0.02 5.7E-03 8.4E-03 1.07 Veg 5.21 0.01 0.01 1.05
SLP �1.0E-04 0.19 0.19 1.03

Note: Variables in the first column were calculated by isolating areas corresponding to lateral channel network expansion (variables ending in xy)
from those that underwent vertical changes as the result of rainfall (variable ending in z). α and αʹ are the proportion of volume change associated
with channel expansion. α was calculated based on erosion volumes while αʹ was calculated from net volume changes. CAExy, CADxy, CAEz and
CADz are areal extents (in m2) of erosion and deposition; CVExy, CVDxy, CVEz and CVDz are volumes (in m3) of erosion and deposition and CVNxy
is the net volume (in m3) change (Erosion � Deposition); CZExy, CZDxy, CZEz, and CZDz are average depths (in meters) of erosion and deposition.
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with a lowered ratio of channel to plot-wide net erosion CVRN.
When the site factor was replaced by slope in the CAR multiple
regression and the vegetation variable decoupled from slope
[by using the residuals of Veg= f(SLP) = 8.6 × 10�3SLP
+0.045], the following equation was obtained with all coeffi-
cients significant:

CAR ¼ 1:3�10�3�SLP þ 5:2�10�4�Q þ 0:43�Veg
þ 0:31;R2

¼ 0:69 (20)

In addition, the analysis of variance performed on this model
showed statistical significance of all variables at 5% confidence
level.
Variables and metrics characterizing changes to the channel

network are summarized in Table IV. The proportion of energy
expenditure on lateral channel growth α was 10% higher at
Price than it was at Ferron. The results obtained on CAExy,
CVExy and CZExy suggest that channels grew wider at Price
but remained shallower than those at Ferron. The steeper
slopes at this site increased shear stress on channel bottom,
leading to increased scouring and channel deepening. This
finding is further supported by the significant negative effect
of SLP on α and positive on log(CVEz). Partitioning concen-
trated flow detachment energy into that acting on channel
walls (CVExy) and that acting on channel bottoms (CVEz)
clearly shows the dependence of the former on discharge alone
while the latter was controlled by both discharge and slope.
Other factors such as soil intrinsic properties (texture, erodibil-
ity, etc.) also control channel network geometry (e.g. Gilley
et al., 1990) but were not the object of this study.
When deposition was accounted in the estimation of energy

expenditure (αʹ), the R2 of the multiple regression decreased by
36 points compared to that obtained for α but slope persisted as
a significant explanatory variable. Deposition within the newly
colonized channel areas (zone of lateral expansion CADxy)
was less likely at Price than it was at Ferron. The higher vegeta-
tion cover at Ferron increased the likelihood of deposition in
general at this site. Discharge negatively controlled CADxy

and CVDxy as a result of increased transport efficiency. This re-
sult differs from what was observed for CVD, which was only
dependent on vegetation, suggesting that discharge essentially
controlled processes (both erosion and deposition) occurring
laterally within the channel. The amount of deposition occur-
ring in the pre-existing channel network CVDz was a function
of vegetation and slope. As observed with CVD, the form
roughness imparted to the hillslope by vegetation was associ-
ated with concentrated flow disruption and opportunity for de-
position to occur. In addition, the results on log(CVDz) suggest
a significant control of slope on transport efficiency. The posi-
tive effect of discharge on CZDz as in the case of CZD and
TZD can be explained by the spatial constraint theory
described earlier.

In summary, erosivity which in this study is represented by
runoff discharge drives detachment and transport processes
while factors controlling surface roughness such as vegetation
oppose transport of the detached particles (Figure 10). This is
well illustrated in the positive response of the net erosion vol-
ume (TVN and CVN), with Q and a decreasing effect of Veg
on TVN and CVRN. Furthermore land topography (SLP) likely
controlled detachment (positive significant CVN–SLP relation-
ship) as well as transport efficiency (negative significant at
20% of TDR–SLP coefficient in Table II) but these effects were
possibly muffled by the dominance ofQ on transport processes.

Discussions

Insight into concentrated flow erosion processes

Concentrated flow erosion is a complex process because rill
networks have a function of sediment and runoff production
and storage and also serve as transport vessels of these re-
sources off-site. Both functions of runoff and sediment produc-
tion and transport are intricately coupled and traditionally
assumed to be controlled by rill flow hydraulics. The key to
accurate concentrated flow erosion has therefore been that of
adequate prediction of hydraulic parameters. A great deal of

Figure 10. Summary of statistically significant relationships between discharge Q, vegetation Veg and slope SLP and key surface change metrics.
Surface change metrics corresponding to plot-wide surface change metrics begin with the letter ‘T’ while those corresponding to channel processes
begin with letter ‘C′. TAE, TAD, CAE and CAD are plot-wide and channel areal extents (in m2) of erosion and deposition; TVE, TVD, CVE and CVD are
volumes (in m3) of erosion and deposition and TVN and CVN are the net volume (in m3) change (Erosion � Deposition); TZE, TZD CZE and CZD are
average depths (in meters) of erosion and deposition; TDR is the ratio of deposition over erosion volumes (TVD/TVE). CVRN is the volume-based ratio
of net volume change in channels with respect to the entire plot. The symbols (+) and (�) represent respectively positive and negative relationships.
[Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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research efforts have been invested into relating rill detachment
rate to flow hydraulic parameters such as average shear stress
(e.g. Lyle and Smerdon, 1965; Torri et al., 1987; Ghebreiyessus
et al., 1994; Nearing et al., 1997), stream power (e.g. Bagnold,
1977; Nearing et al., 1997; Zhang et al., 2003), and effective
stream power (e.g. Bagnold, 1980). Performance tests of these
hydraulic parameters at predicting rill detachment rate in vari-
ous experimental conditions (Al-Hamdan et al., 2012; Wirtz
et al., 2013) resulted in no single parameter consistently best-
fitting observed detachment rates, although Nearing et al.
(1997) and Al-Hamdan et al. (2012) found that the stream
power performed well with rangeland erosion data. Wirtz
et al. (2013) attributed discrepancies between observed and
predicted erosions to the inherent emphasis of most hydraulic
parameters on fluvial processes incising channel bottoms while
diffusive processes such as headcut retreat and bank erosion
make up a non-negligible portion of rill detachment. In this
study, we found that channel lateral expansion (e.g. CVExy)
was primarily controlled by runoff discharge while forces act-
ing on channel bottom (e.g. CVEz) were a result of a combined
effect of discharge and slope. Our results also show that when
CVExy and CVEz were combined into CVE, the significance
of the slope effect was lessened. Most rill hydraulic parameters
are derived from a combination of runoff discharge and slope.
Relating these hydraulic parameters to total concentrated flow
erosion (CVE as a proxy in this paper), might result in poor pre-
diction performance. In fact in our study, when discharge and
slope were replaced with stream power ω=Q× SLP, then R2

values were 0.85 and 0.79 for CVE and log(CVE), 0.57 and
0.60 for CVExy and log(CVExy) and 0.92 and 0.83 for CVEz
and log(CVEz). The use of the stream power improved the
non-linearity observed in CVE and CVEz (Tables III and IV). In
addition, compared to R2 values shown in Tables III and IV,
there was a substantial improvement in R2 with the use of ω
on CVEz and mild improvement on CVE while the explained
CVExy variance was reduced. This finding is consistent with
Wirtz et al.’s (2013) conclusion that concentrated flow erosion
is a sum of diffusive and fluvial processes that are not fully cap-
tured by most hydraulic parameters.
The area-based ratio of concentrated flow process over plot-

wide process CAR can be interpreted as the probability of flow
concentration. In this study, we found that CAR was increased
by slope, discharge and vegetation cover (Equation (20)). This
area-based probability of flow concentration assumes that an
initial channel network controlled by hillslope topography
(SLP), biotic factors (Veg) and recent and/or long-term erosion
history was altered during the simulated rainfall event with ero-
sivity determined by Q and SLP. This approach differs from that
proposed in Al-Hamdan et al. (2013) which estimates the prob-
ability that runoff discharge will concentrate during an event.
Al-Hamdan et al.’s (2013) approach was developed from non-
saline soils which might behave differently than soils at Price
and Ferron. In addition, Al-Hamdan et al. (2013) defined con-
centrated flow erosion based on hydraulic characteristics of
runoff which contrasts with the microtopography-based defini-
tion in our study. Nevertheless, both approaches agree on the
positive effects of slope and discharge on the likelihood of flow
concentration. Note however that in Al-Hamdan et al.’s (2013)
equation, the proportion of bare ground had a facilitative effect
on flow concentration likelihood while in our study, vegetation
(inversely related to bare ground) promoted flow concentration
ratio CAR. These seemingly contradictory results might be pro-
viding us with a better understanding of the role of vegetation
in controlling concentrated flow processes. The positive effect
of vegetation on CAR was the result of CAE+CAD being inde-
pendent of vegetation while the presence of vegetation re-
duced the effective plot area TAE+TAD. This result indicates

that vegetation might structure runoff into multiple flow paths
so that the extent of the flow network is in equilibrium with dis-
charge. However, as indicated by the negative effects of vege-
tation on the volume-based ratios CVRE and CVRN, energy
expenditure on concentrated flow erosion might be lessened
by an increase in vegetation, potentially leading to smaller hy-
draulic radii in each flow path and lower probability of
hydraulics-based flow-concentration used in Al-Hamdan et al.
(2013).

Management implications

The ultimate goal of this study was to improve understanding of
salt mobilization and transport in the UCRB and develop effec-
tive mitigation strategies that would reduce salt delivery to the
Colorado River. The Colorado River and its tributaries provide
water to about 36 million people and irrigation water to nearly
six million acres of land in the United States and Mexico (Bu-
reau of Reclamation, 2013). Damages within the United
States from dissolved solids in the Colorado River have been es-
timated to $295 million per year (Bureau of Reclamation,
2013). Salinity-control efforts have largely focused on reducing
anthropogenic sources of dissolved-solids especially irrigation
of agricultural lands while nearly half of the salinity concentra-
tion in the river system comes from natural sources (saline
springs, erosion of saline geologic formations and runoff)
(Kenney et al., 2009). This suggests a significant potential to fur-
ther reduce dissolved-solids loading to the Colorado River
through land- and water-management activities on natural
rangelands.

Soils at both Price and Ferron are in the Mancos Shale geo-
logic formation which is well known to be one the major con-
tributor to surface water salinity (e.g. Tuttle and Grauch, 2009)
and understanding the salt pickup and transport processes at
these sites will help in the development of effective mitigation
strategies. A basic premise in developing salinity reduction
strategies in these saline rangelands has been to control soil
erosion and transport due to the proven linkage between runoff
sediment concentration and total dissolved solids (Hawkins
et al., 1977). In our study, parsing sediment transport processes
into their elementary components with the 3D information pro-
vides us with a more detailed understanding of processes con-
trolling salt pickup and transport.

Equation (19) suggests that to reduce sediment and thus salt
concentration, one can act upon discharge or promote deposi-
tion. Since in this study, runoff discharge reflects erosivity, one
mitigation strategy could aim to reduce soil and salt pickup
through increasing vegetation cover. However, the arid condi-
tions (<250mm/yr) combined with the high soil salinity pre-
vailing at these sites might make it difficult to substantially
increase vegetation cover to achieve targeted detachment re-
duction. In addition, chemical soil stabilization techniques
such as the use of polyacrylamide (e.g. Aase et al., 1998;
Shainberg et al., 1994; Newhall et al., 2004) might prove oner-
ous considering the large spatial scale of the problem. Our
study suggests that a more effective approach might be to target
transport and deposition processes to control sediment concen-
tration and salt load. We showed that the form roughness
imparted to the soil surface by vegetation was responsible for
reduced transport efficiency and created opportunities for de-
position. More success might be achieved by strategically cre-
ating zones of increased roughness along hillslope channel
networks where deposition can occur. One possible approach
could be the introduction of salt-tolerant herbaceous vegeta-
tion at regular intervals along hillslope flow concentration
pathways.
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Conclusions

The 3D surface change metrics developed in this study were
successful at capturing the expression of various erosion and
sediment transport processes and how these processes were in-
fluenced by hydrologic input and biotic and abiotic land sur-
face characteristics. We found in this study that cumulative
runoff performed better than cumulative soil loss at predicting
plot-wide 3D erosion volumes, an indication that runoff may
be responsible for hydrodynamic changes to soil surface
microtopography in addition to detachment and transport of
soil particles. Plot-wide deposition values were poorly corre-
lated with soil loss and discharge but were primarily controlled
by vegetation with a mild influence of slope. Our results sug-
gest that erosivity drives detachment and transport processes
while factors controlling surface roughness such as vegetation
promoted deposition, and these patterns were accentuated
within the channel network.
Across the two sites studied, the extent of the channel net-

work was primarily controlled by discharge, with vegetation
structuring runoff into flow paths to maintain a channel net-
work extent in equilibrium with discharge. Concentrated flow
erosion volumes and average depths were lower at Price than
they were at Ferron, due to the lower slopes at the former site.
Deposition volume in channels was also a function of vegeta-
tion cover with average depth of deposition increased when
area available for deposition was reduced by discharge.
When concentrated flow detachment energy was parsed into

that acting on channel walls and that acting on channel bot-
toms, the former was dependent on discharge alone while the
latter was controlled by both discharge and slope. This finding
has significant implication in concentrated flow erosion
modeling.
This study showed that significant improvement to erosion

and sediment transport models can be achieved by augmenting
traditional soil loss and runoff measurement with 3D surface
change information. It is often the case that environments
where these 3D reconstruction techniques perform well are
also susceptible to soil erosion and sediment transport. Knowl-
edge gained from this improved understanding of sediment
transport processes will help design effective management
and mitigation strategies that target specific physical processes
to achieve desired outcomes. In this study, we have found for
example that the key to runoff soil and salt load reduction likely
lies in promoting deposition by creating zones of increased
roughness along concentrated flow pathways.
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