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Introduction

The supporting information provides and archives additional information that is critical to the
main manuscript. It contains:

o Sensitivity analysis results of the MorFac ;

e Cumulative deposition and erosion map of different bar management plans after the
short-term simulation;

e 30-year flood peak level difference between “bar removal” and “do nothing”, and
between “bar relocation” and “do nothing”;
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Figure Supl. Cumulative deposition and erosion map of using different MorFac after a
long-term simulation of the “do nothing” plan (a) MorFac = 1. (b) MorFac = 5. () MorFac
=10.
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Figure Sup2. Cumulative deposition and erosion map of different bar management plans
after the short-term simulation. (a) do nothing; (b) bar removal; (c) bar relocation
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53

54  Figure Sup3. 35-year flood peak level difference (a) between “bar removal” and “do
55  nothing”, and (b) between “bar relocation” and “do nothing”.



