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First of all I would like to thank both reviewers for their constructive comments, that after
addressing them will certainly improve the paper. Below I give a response to both
reviewers, by addressing their main comments.

RC1 - Anonymous referee, 02 Jul 2021

Improving the context and the link between the introduction and the discussion . Upon
rereading the paper I agree with the referee and we will work on improving this.
 Too little comparison with existing papers on backwater hydrodynamics.  I agree that
by a more profound comparison with existing literature on backwater dynamics this will
strengthen the paper and make it more valuable to the community.
 Improving the discussion section. The suggestion for a longevity-channel belt width is
an interesting one that we will explore. Also thanks for the link to the papers on
increasing shear stress closer the coastline. We will certainly dive into that. With
respect to the erodobilty of peat. We have metre-thick peat layers here and I am
convinced that the are less erodible than the clays and silts. But we will eloborate on
this and give more evidence.
 Focus on implications for sand resources. We will consider, judging from the referee's
comment a brief description will already benefit the community, so it seems worthwile
to explore this avenue.

RC2 - Anonymous referee, 07 Sep 2021

 Connection of discussion with the rest of the paper. A similar point was raised by the
other referee, so this certainly needs some work. As suggested, we will improve and
connect the aims of the introduction with the discussion part.
 New insights in discussion. I agree that it would be beneficial if the new insights, which
are certainly there, get more attention in the discussion part. I also agree that one of
the aims get scarce attention in the discussion and is better removed.
 Specific comments. We will adress all comments, with focus on clarifying the aims as
suggested. We will also improve the structure of section 2. Good point on the
uncertainty of the width/thickness ratio. We will address this in the revised paper.
 Some technical corrections.  Too many brackets doesn't read well indeed. We will
improve on this.
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