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We appreciate the interest that van Milligen and Bons have shown
in our experimental study of hillslope evolution (Roering et al., 2001a).
They argue that particle diffusion is a poor model for disturbance-
driven creep and landsliding processes on hillslopes. We agree with
this assessment and nowhere in our paper did we suggest otherwise.
Their comments on our work appear to arise from several fundamental
misconceptions, which we welcome the chance to clarify.

van Milligen and Bons misinterpret our slope-dependent transport
law as implying that sand grains are transported by diffusion (even
though that term does not appear in our paper). Any slope-dependent
transport law, when combined with the continuity equation, yields a
differential equation that describes the evolution of a hillslope profile
through time (e.g., Culling, 1960). Because this differential equation
resembles the diffusion equation, slope-dependent transport models are
often termed ‘‘diffusive’’ by geomorphologists. However, such differ-
ential equations describe diffusion of the hillslope surface (Roering et
al., 2001, Figure 3A) and do not refer to the transport of individual
particles as van Milligen and Bons suggest. Although the rate constant
in such equations has the dimensions of diffusivity, it is not intrinsi-
cally related to diffusion at the grain scale, nor is grain-scale diffusion
required to generate slope-dependent transport.

Individual particle trajectories are distinct from the time-averaged
particle motions that determine the net flux of sediment. van Milligen
and Bons correctly point out that the displacements of individual par-
ticles undergoing random walks grow as the square root of time, but
the average displacement of a group of such particles, and thus the net
sediment flux, would be exactly zero. Instead, the nonrandom com-
ponent of particle motions, which reflects the forces acting on an en-
semble of grains, generates net downslope transport. van Milligen and
Bons incorrectly assume that particle motions in our experimental hill-
slope would be diffusive (and thus random) at low gradients. Figure
1B of our paper clearly shows (through the use of tracer particles) that
grain transport is steady, downslope-directed, and distinctly nonrandom
(and thus categorically not diffusive).

It appears that the primary aim of van Milligen and Bons’s Com-
ment is to point out the inadequacy of equation 1 (Roering et al.,
2001a) for describing the nature of transport on steep slopes. The com-
plexity of the transition between granular creep and landsliding is com-
pelling, and we appreciate van Milligen and Bons’s interest in devel-
oping a conceptual model for the propagation of avalanches. However,
the use of equation 1 to describe the empirical flux-gradient curve (Fig.
1C, Roering et al., 2001a) does not implicitly suggest ‘‘that transport
on steep and gentle slopes is governed by common underlying phys-
ics,’’ as stated by van Milligen and Bons. In fact, a careful reading of
our paper reveals that we intended equation 1 only to be used to rep-
resent the flux-gradient curve (which it does well) because it is a con-
tinuum model and ‘‘cannot be used to predict how hillslope gradient
affects the temporal variability of flux or triggers the transition from
granular creep to landsliding’’ (Roering et al., 2001a). Our experiments

do confirm that downslope sediment fluxes—due to continuum creep
processes—increase sharply and nonlinearly with gradient, well below
the gradients that trigger landsliding.

van Milligen and Bons propose an alternative model, in which
sediment fluxes increase linearly with gradient until a critical slope is
reached, whereupon landsliding dominates. Models of this type have
been proposed before (e.g., Kirkby, 1984), but are inconsistent with
our experimental data, which show nonlinear slope-dependence at gra-
dients that are too shallow for landsliding to occur. Furthermore, van
Milligen and Bons’s proposed flux law has at least four parameters
(plus those implicit in their unspecified function u), such that it would
likely be difficult to calibrate and use for simulating the evolution of
natural landscapes.

van Milligen and Bons interpret the 1/f scaling we observed in
the power spectrum at an intermediate slope (S 5 0.42) as indicating
self-organized critical behavior. Experimental support for 1/f scaling is
elusive in the granular-flow literature (Manna, 1999), and it should be
emphasized that such fractal scaling can result for reasons other than
self-organized critical behavior. Our results are not consistent with self-
organized critical dynamics for several reasons. In our experiments, the
power-law slope of the power spectra varies continuously with hillslope
gradient, so there is no indication that the system has any tendency to
maintain itself in a critical state characterized by 1/f scaling. Whereas
self-organized critical theory implies that 1/f scaling should arise from
avalanche dynamics, we observed 1/f scaling only under conditions in
which discrete landsliding did not occur. For the case S 5 0.42, sedi-
ment transport was characterized by a continuous layer of creeping
grains and not the initiation and propagation of sediment waves.

van Milligen and Bons conclude by asserting that our nonlinear
model ‘‘does not allow extrapolation to other situations.’’ They are
apparently unaware of our previous work showing that the same non-
linear flux law explains the topographic form of steep, soil-mantled
hillslopes in the western Oregon Coast Range (Roering et al., 1999).
In our study area, hillslopes (which are orders of magnitude larger than
our experimental sandpile) tend to be convex near the drainage divide
and become increasingly planar in the downslope direction, consistent
with our proposed nonlinear model and inconsistent with the com-
monly used linear transport model. The systematic decrease in con-
vexity with increasing gradient appears to be a common feature of soil-
mantled hillslopes, suggesting that our nonlinear flux model may be
broadly useful for modeling sediment transport and hillslope evolution
(e.g., Roering et al., 2001b).

Our experimental results suggest that there may be a complex
process involved in transition between nonlinear continuum creep and
episodic landsliding on steep slopes. We did not suggest, as van Mil-
ligen and Bons imply, that our simple nonlinear transport model could
account for process dynamics and the onset of landsliding in our ex-
perimental hillslope. Our experiments (1) documented how sediment
flux increases with gradient under controlled conditions, (2) docu-
mented that continuum creep processes generate a rapid nonlinear in-
crease in sediment flux with increasing gradient well before the onset
of episodic landsliding, and (3) demonstrated that disturbance-driven
sediment transport generates convex hillslopes, the evolution of which
is well described by nonlinear slope-dependent transport models.
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