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General comments:
This paper describes the fluvio-deltaic architecture of the Holocene Rhine-Meuse delta
including marine and estuarine deposits which were not described in literature before. In
the introduction, the authors describe the need for more data for geological modelling and
formulate 3 aims: describe the new architectural data including the marine & estuarine
deposits, develop a new function that describes delta wide spatial trends in channel
deposit proportion, and present new insides for other fluvio-deltaic settings.

My main issue with this paper is the discussion section, and how it connects to the rest of
the paper. Firstly, this section starts with new objectives and therefore is not connected to
the aims in the introduction. It would be much clearer for the reader if this section starts
with a reminder of the aims stated in the introduction, how the structure of the discussion
relates to these aims, and why subsequently the authors choose to focus on the
importance of channel belt sands.

Secondly, the discussion section speculates on the formative processes and thereby the
key factors for the trend in CDP (“Four factors were identified that are probably of key
importance for the inverse relationship between CDP and downstream distance from the
delta apex (fig. 10): channel lateral migration rate, channel-belt longevity, creation of
accommodation and inherited flood-plain width”), which are only introduced within the
discussion section. Figure 9 and 10 show new data which are not in the results section,
and most of the relations mentioned in the results section are not directly discussed here.
Therefore, the whole discussion reads disconnected from the previous sections.

Looking at the introduction, I am missing a more detailed discussion on how this datasets
provides new insights related to marine and estuarine deposits and if relations found in
literature still hold, and on the significance for geological modelling. Are the found
relations specific enough to aid geological modelling? Furthermore, one of the aims is to
present new insights for other deltas, but the discussion section specifically mentions
more field data should be gathered from other deltas to be able to say whether the



equation holds. It would therefore be better to remove this aim and comment on it in the
discussion. 

Specific comments:
Introduction
L50: “ notable exceptions”: what are the conclusions of these studies? Are they relevant
for the current study?
Paragraph L51-59: Do these models need specific data from the system that is modelled,
or will data from e.g. the Rhine-Meuse delta also help models of other deltas
significantly? 

The structure of the introduction is clear, but the link between the aims of this paper and
the identified research gaps could be more specific:
- Aim 2: with the goal to use it for geological modelling? Is the aim to develop this
function for models of the Rhine-Meuse delta or also for other deltas?
- Aim 3: Is the novelty related to the marine & estuarine deposits? Or will the relations in
this paper also provide new insides for the fluvial part?

After reading the discussion, I think formulating these aims again and more specifically is
important for the structure of the remainder of the paper. 

Section 2:
The beginning of section 2 could use an outline of the structure of the section and how
this relates to the objectives of the paper, to make this section it easier to follow. Why is
there a section on the cross-sections in between the sections on the architecture? Is the
architecture described in section 2.1 and 2.3 not based on these cross-sections? 

Section 3:
L235: why/how were they updated?
L246: how does this information follow from figure 3C?

Section 4:
Section 4.1: the uncertainty on the width/thickness ratio is really high, for most cross-
sections in the order of the mean value. The downstream decreasing trend is therefore not
convincing to me, only if you compare cross-section A with H and G. Please comment on
the significance of these findings and how this influences the conclusions. 

Some technical corrections:
Throughout the manuscript, relevant information is mentioned between brackets. E.g. line
100 “(note that all dates are in calendar years, unless stated otherwise)” and line 105 “(an
up to 5 m thick bed of fine sand and silty and sandy clay, mainly)”. Personally, I would
find it clearer and easier to read if this information is included in a more active way, so the



authors might consider removing some of the brackets and rephrasing some sentences. 

L57: “would be helpful”: consider rephrasing to e.g. “is helpful/necessary” to make it
sound like it is essential to have this information, assuming this is what you mean.
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