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The authors warmly thank Anonymous Referee #3 for the relevant and encouraging
comments on the manuscript. These suggestions helped us to improve our paper and
to strengthen our conclusion.

The present answer gives a point-by-point response to the comments of Anonymous
Referee #3. The referee’s comments are in italic font and the author’s response in
upright font.

We also provide a new version of the manuscript (with changes highlighted in red) as
a supplement to this comment.
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Response to Anonymous Referee #3’s comments

Overall, this paper is well written and its subject is relevant and timely. | just have some
minor points:

1. Why only use data 1979-2005? | understand that CMIP5 historical runs end
in 2005, but you could probably use the 21st century scenarios that follow on.
The evolution in observations since 2005 reinforces the upward trend. Itd be
interesting to know if the few CMIP5 runs that do have a positive trend 1979-
2005 maintain it to 2012.

Response: In order to properly investigate the internal variability of the models,
we have used data over the historical period as defined by the CMIP5 protocol
(until 2005) because there were more members available in the historical simula-
tions than in the 21st century scenarios simulations (starting in 2006).

2. | also miss a discussion of whether the degree of drift in the models after ini-
tialization affects the predictability results shown in figs 5 and 6. While there is
overall little pre- dictability, it would be interesting to know how the magnitude of
the initial shock, or drift, affects such predictability.

Response: Indeed, it would have been interesting to study how the magnitude
of the initial shock impacts the predictability. However, to adress this issue, we
would have needed, for a given model, simulations experiencing different kind
and amplitude of initial shock (e.g. an initial shock on surface variables only, an
initial shock affecting the 3D ocean, etc.) or simulations using different initializa-
tion methods. Consequently, it is not possible to properly investigate this question
in the framework of an analysis of CMIP5 models.
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3. Ifind it a bit odd that nowhere in the paper you mention the levels of significance of
your computed trends. This is a good way to account for how (internal) variability
and the trend relate in a timeseries- e.g., in observations, not all seasonal trends
have the same level of significance. Perhaps one suggestion would be for the
figures showing trends to differentiate those trends that are significant (say above
95% level) from those that aren't. | suspect this might enforce your points on the
influence of the effect of internal variability on the trend.

Action: We now discuss the level of significance of the computed trend in Sect.
3.2. We have added two tables in the supplementary material of the paper. These
tables summarize the results of the models. In particular, we give the values of
the trend computed for each member of all model ensembles. Significant trends
at the 90% level appear in bold.

4. | feel that the Summary and Conclusions section could do with some clearer
language, particularly the last 3 paragraphs- they feel like they were written in a
hurry, and inci- dentally have the highest frequency of typos in the paper.

Action: The Summary and conclusions section has been largely re-written to
present more clearly the issues addressed in the paper and the answers provided
by our analyses.

Please also note the supplement to this comment:
http://www.the-cryosphere-discuss.net/6/C2450/2012/tcd-6-C2450-2012-
supplement.pdf

Interactive comment on The Cryosphere Discuss., 6, 3539, 2012.
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(a) 1979-2005 sea ice extent monthly mean (b) 1979-2005 sea ice extent monthly standard deviation
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Fig. 2. (a) Monthly mean of Southern Ocean sea ice extent, computed over the period 1979-2005. (b) Standard deviation of detrended
Southern Hemisphere sea ice extent, computed over the period 1979-2005 for each month of the year. Colors correspond to the ensemble
mean of historical simulations from 24 different models. Dotted lines refer to models that provide both historical and hindcast simulations
but here, results are only from historical simulations. Orange bold line is the multi-model mean. Black bold line refers to observations
(Cavalieri and Parkinson, 2008).

Fig. 1. New version of Fig. 2

C2453



(a) 1979-2005 JFM trend VS. mean (b) 1979-2005 JFM trend VS. standard deviation
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Fig. 3. Sea ice extent trend for the period 19792005 over the whole Southern Ocean vs. mean (a, ¢) and standard deviation (b, d). The first
row corresponds to summer (JFM), the second to winter (JAS). The different colors correspond to the historical simulations from 24 different
models. For each color, the small dots refer to model individual members and the symbol specified in the legend is for the model ensemble
mean. The number of members in each model is indicated in brackets in the legend. Orange refers to multi-model means: diamond sign is
for the average over all the models, circle sign is for the mean of models with interactive chemistry (in bold in Table 2) and triangle sign is
for the mean of models with 35 atmospheric levels or more on the vertical. Black square is for the observations (Cavalieri and Parkinson,
2008), surrounded by 2 standard deviations (black dashed lines).

Fig. 2. New version of Fig. 3
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() 1979-2005 JFM sea ice extent trend range
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(b) 1979-2005 JAS sea ice extent trend range

BCC-CSM1

cesl
CNRM-CM5(
CSIRO-MK3.6.0(

GFDL-CM3
GISS-E2-R(5)
HadCM3(
IPSL-CMSA-L
MIROC:

MPI-ESM-LR
MRI-CGC

E = 000 10 <1000 500 E T T
Trend of sea ice extent (10°km?/decade)

Fig. 4. Ensemble mean, minimum and maximum value of the sea ice extent trend for the period 1979-2005 over the whole Southern Ocean
for summer (a) and winter (b). The different colors correspond to the historical simulations from the 15 models that have at least 3 members
in their ensemble. Dots refer to the ensemble means of the trends. Horizontal bars show the minimum and the maximum value of the trend
reached by the members of one model ensemble. Black dashed line is for the trend of the observations (Cavalieri and Parkinson, 2008)
surrounded by 2 standard deviations (grey shade).

Fig. 3. New figure
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(a) 1981-2005 JFM hindcast VS. historical trend

(b) 1981-2005 JAS hindcast VS. historical trend
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Fig. 5. Hindcast vs. historical Southern Ocean sea ice extent trend for summer (a) and winter (b), computed over the period 1981-2005. The
different colors refer to the different models. For each model, the dot refers to the ensemble mean of the trends and the horizontal (vertical)
bar shows the ensemble mean of the standard deviations of the trends in the historical (hindcast) simulations. Black square is for the trend
of the observations (Cavalieri and Parkinson, 2008). The vertical and the horizontal black bars are for the standard deviation of the observed

trend. Dashed line represents the line y(z) = .

Fig. 4. New version of Fig. 4 (now Fig. 5)
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Fig. 5. New table in the supplementary material

C2457



1979-2005 seasonal mean and trend, computed from the historical
er all the JAS extents of
semble mean of seasonal

of scasonal means is the ave

model historical simulation. The
standard deviations of the individual

all the seaso

The
members and the ensemble standard deviation of the trend is th

members. of the trends is a mean of all the trends of the individual

tandard deviation of the
are in bold. Details

trend between members. Trends that are significant at the
about the observations are given in in Cavalicri and Parkinson (2008).

1

Fig. 6. New table in the supplementary material
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