Do mountains matter for global erosion and weathering?
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- Calculated global slope at both 3 (=90 m) and
30 (=1000 m) arc-second resolution
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- Modeled global denudation as a function of slope
using Willenbring et als relationship based on '°Be
measurements and 3 arc-second slope angles
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- Modeled chemical denudation as a function of |
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