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CRISIS on Salmon Migration at Competition between Vertical and
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Can we predict rock faillures in bedrock canyons?
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What Caused the Failure?

The trigger that led to the failure is not certain, but the process is clear.
The failure was caused by the undercut and the subsequent collapse of
bedrock walls, which destabilized the slope above.
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The process of undercutting walls is not well understood, but it is widely
thought to occur when the bed is covered by alluvium, which deflects
the downstream transport of bedload particles into rock channel walls.
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Figure 7. Experiment setup of the Fuller et al. (2016) Experiments Figure 8. Comparison between the model and the experiments Figure 9. Undercut wall evolution over 2.15 hours
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