What controls bank-erosion-driven lateral river migration?
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2 Our new global river bank erosion dataset
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« PC4 and PCS5 isolate sinuosity & basin size as independent
dimensions

11 variables compressed into 5 independent
dimensions!

« Only PC1 is weakly correlated with bank erosion rate

« PC2-PC5 show no systematic trend - relationship of bank erosion rate with climate, vegetation, sinuosity, and

basin size is more complex

« Possible explanation: missing predictor variables (e.g., bank height and bank erodibility)

Next steps: multivariate regression analysis & controlled flume experiments in our new lab @ FU Berlin: decoupling flux, geometry, and bank strength to isolate their bank erosion signatures
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