
Author’s response
We thank the editor and the referees for their comments, and in particular referee 4 for stepping
in at a late stage, and for providing informed critiques of our description of OGGM and the
experiment setup. We believe this has helped to remove any remaining errors in the technical
description of our work.

Below we respond to each of the issues raised, referencing where relevant the line in the updated
manuscript where the changes are included (referee/editor comment in bold, author response un-
bolded).

2.1 As you’re analyzing changes in glacier length, I would recommend to spend
a few words on describing the dynamic part of the model in this section. (At it is
current state the reader will only find out it is a flowline model in the ”Limitation
and Extensions” section.)

Some description of the flowline model has been added (line 186). It is fairly limited as in-
terested parties will want to use OGGM documentation, but lists the most important points and
specifically describes the way glacier length increases or decreases.

Line 88: ”OGGM is an open source model of glacier evolution, which couples a
surface mass balance (SMB) model based on solid precipitation and temperature
with a model of glacier dynamics.” This sentence makes me wonder, did you force
your simulations with solid precipitation? If so, why, did you do so? (OGGM is
calibrated with total precipitation and computes the solid fraction based on that.)
Please clarify the type of precipitation you used, either here or in line 111 for in-
stance.

Temperature and precipitation data usage has been clarified. It is now explicit that OGGM
has just temperature and precipitation as climate inputs, and that the processing to use degree
months (from temperature) and solid precipitation (from total precipitation) is part of OGGM’s
internal processing. (lines 91-95)

Line 94: ” using CRU 3.21 temperature and precipitation data for the 20th century
(Jones and Harris, 2013) ” OGGM uses CRU TS v4.01 (Harris et al., 2014) anoma-
lies with respect to the CRU CL (New et al., 2002) in its calibration procedure (see
Maussion et al., 2019 Appendix A for the details). In this context I am wondering,
to which CRU data are you referring in the section Line 111-115. Is this the by
OGGM preprocessed CRU climate data? If so this needs to be clearly indicated. If
not, why do you use a different climate than was used in the calibration procedure,
when applying the anomaly method to the GCM data?

Reference has been changed (lines 36, 93, 171, 178). This was a holdover from outdated in-
formation that was probably missed due to the major model/data description changes for the
revised version of the paper. Both OGGM’s default processing and our runs do use the CRU TS
4.01 dataset.

Note: the reference suggested and the reference used by Maussion et al is actually for the CRU
3.10 paper, but there is a new (more recent than the actual data product) paper on the 4th CRU
dataset which should be used for 4.01

Line 109: Again be more specific. What type of temperature (reference height

1



temperature?) and precipitation (total/ solid) did you use?

Use of CRU reference height made explicit, and climate variable use overall clarified. (lines
91-95)

Line 115-116: ” The processing is done within OGGM, as its default setting. ”
and Line 119, ” using OGGM’s default preprocessing at level 3” contradict what
is being stated in line 108-110. ” The GCMs provide gridded monthly records of
temperature and precipitation, which OGGM uses to determine temperature and
precipitation at each specific glacier location using locally-calculated lapse rates for
each. ” OGGM uses by default a lapse rate of 6.5 C/km. This makes me wonder, did
you use a different lapse rate in your forward runs than was used in the calibration?
Additionally I wonder, where did you get the ”locally calculated lapse rate” from?
(To my knowledge this is not an implemented option in the OGGM function that
process the GCM data.)

Temperature lapse rate is corrected (the 6.5 degree default is the actual method used) (line
173). With the reordering of the data description and OGGM function description, this lapse
rate application (and the rest of the procedure for processing GCM data internally) is now
described under the OGGM section, not the GCM data section.

Important note: an additional correction to the text is the description of the adjustment to
the GCM means. This is actually relative to the 1961-1990 CRU TS 4.01 mean, as is the de-
fault, and it is better described as a process of applying anomalies rather than ‘correcting means’.

Line 118-123: It is odd to start the ”Glacier observations” section with the model
set-up. The remaining part of this sections is in contrast to the first part of the
method section written less messy and more easy to follow.

See the response for ‘Section 2 and 3’.

Line 123: Maybe you could mention the inversion method somewhere.

We looked at this, and in the context of lines added on OGGM’s flowlines and length change
process (more critical to our outputs) we would like to avoid going into the inversion process
explicitly. There are many internal features of OGGM’s processing and it would be preferable
to be explicit about those which deal with out chosen inputs (GCM data processing) and chosen
outputs (definition of length and length changes). Ultimately, the inversion process and associ-
ated ice thickness can be left to OGGM’s ‘black box’ for readers who aren’t specifically interested
in OGGM’s internal workings, and those who are interested are better served by OGGM docu-
mentation.

Fig. 2: Consider adding the names of the regions in the legend.

Abbreviated region names have been added to the legend (abbreviated so as not to take up
too much of the graph’s space).

Fig. 2: I think the word ”number” is missing before ”of glaciers”.

‘Number’ added in front of ‘of glaciers’.
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Section 2 and 3: The order in which the methods are described, was inconvenient
for me to read, mostly because parts of the experimental set-up is described spread
throughout the ”data and model description” section and the other parts are in the
”experimental description”. I recommend to make section 2 strictly a description of
the model and data, or merge the two sections. Either way I would just describe the
model set-up that you used in one section, instead of spread over multiple sections
with other descriptions in between.

Sections have been reordered, with ‘data description’ first, and the OGGM-specific information
moved into ‘OGGM and experiment description’. This makes the reading experience smoother
with first the data, then OGGM itself, then the specific setup of OGGM for our experiments.

Line 188: Do the spin-up runs with the different forcing results in very different
glacier lengths? Why did you decide to start from the different simulations from a
different initial state?

This comment was a bit hard to process. Hopefully the change in response to the next comment
addresses some of the need for additional clarity on the spin-up of the run.

Line 190: ” For all runs, a 300-year spinup using annual climate data selected
randomly from a 51-year window of 875-925 CE from the same model is performed
prior to the run, to allow the glacier to develop from the preprocessed glacier geom-
etry (based on RGI data and therefore representative of the year of the observation
used) to a more realistic geometry for the climate near the start of the model run.”
I find the statement quite strong. What is it based on?

Removed the assertion that the initial glacier geometry is ‘realistic’ and stated more correctly
that the spin-up produces a glacier geometry closer to equilibrium for the start-of-run climate,
removing the likelihood of unrealistic large adjustments in glacier geometry at the start of the
run. Also changed ‘model’ to ‘GCM’ here for greater specificity in the random climate selection.
(lines 204-209)

How sensitive are the results to the year that was picked for normalization (line
148-149)?

There isn’t really an opportunity to choose a different normalisation year because 1950 is the
year which is guaranteed to be covered by the Leclercq length change timeseries. This is made
more explicit in the text. The impact of changing the normalisation year wouldn’t really gener-
ate anything interesting as the normalisation year just establishes a scaling factor for each entire
timeseries rather than changing any of the qualitative aspects of the data display.

Line 215: Are there glaciers in the Leclercq dataset that are expected to have
been retreating throughout the last millennium?

The wording has been very slightly changed (‘is a modelling issue’ -¿ ‘is most likely a mod-
elling issue’) (line 226) to make it less strong, but in general the point should stand. Discussing
whether there are Leclercq glaciers that are expected to retreat from 851 onwards requires in-
depth references to proxy data, since direct observations are not available for these glaciers at
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the time. This would risk significantly diluting the key point: that we have provided a cut-off in
the timeseries of results compared to the full timeseries modelling to remove modelling artefacts;
something that has value even if there are certain glaciers that do show dramatic retreat in the
period that has been cut. It is possible to discuss this if it is deemed necessary, but in the
main text of the paper it feels like anything added on this point will add bloat and potentially
confusion more than it will improve the explanation of the process.

Fig 3&4. Ref table 1. It is not clear from the table which glaciers are included
in the plot. Are the glaciers that have failed during one of the the simulations in-
cluded in figure 3 and 4?

The table has been reworked to instead list the total number that contribute to the mean in
each region (the same information, but the complement of the set removed due to failures as was
shown in the old version) to make it immediately clear how many glaciers are averaged for each
line in figures 3 and 4.

I’m wondering, how do your results for Europe differ from those in Goose et al.
(2018)?

A quick comparison with Goosse et al. (2018) is made at the start of the discussion, noting
simply that the results are consistent. (line 300)

Line 347-365: Are you aware that there is a function in OGGM which can merge
the glacier flowlines? Have you tested the claim that you make in the last part of
this section?

It’s possible this is not 100% correct, as this is quite an involved part of OGGM processing
and not part of the ‘usual’ method of use (the merging function is not called by other parts of
OGGM in the 1.1 code: it must be something a user’s script explicitly does), but our under-
standing of OGGM merging glaciers is as follows. OGGM can be requested to merge glaciers
with intersecting downstream lines, but it is assumed this can only be done as a preprocessing
step, and not on the fly during a dynamic run. To do this during the dynamic run would be
fundamentally problematic, as it would mean changing the set of glacier objects while the dy-
namic run is iterating over each of those glacier objects. A small adjustment is made to what
we say about this, referencing the merging option but making it clear this is not an option to do
dynamically during a glacier evolution run.

Line 376-378: Consider rewording.

This section has been reworded with more care taken to specify what is referred to and how
the below-glacier-terminus part of the flowline is determined (lines 396-400).

I noticed that very little references to the literature are being made in the Dis-
cussion and Limitations and Extensions section.

Unless there are specifics on what aspects are under-referenced, this is quite difficult to re-
spond to. The discussion and limitations sections refer in detail to the results and the design of
OGGM/our experiment respectively, so it seems natural that they would contain fewer references
than the introduction that sets the context and the data/experiment descriptions that introduce
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the external tools being used. References have been added in response to the other points that
make the need for specific referencing clear (the Oerlemans omission, LIA and MCA dates, and
glacier response times).

The comment on line 25 (previously line 21), by reviewer 3, hasn’t been addressed
nor included: most relevant study from Oerlemans to support this statement is Oer-
lemans (2005)

The Oerlemans 2017 reference has been replaced with the Oerlemans 2005 reference, as we
agree this seems more relevant (Oerlemans 1986 remains as an additional reference here). (line
24)

I got lost in the sentence that starts in line 24 and end in line 28. Where does
”,however (Zemp et al., 2015; Cogley, 2009),” refer too?

The ‘however’ in this sentence was actually unnecessary and its removal should fix the odd
positioning of the reference. (line 26)

Line 33: I think the reference to the website in redundant.

Website reference removed

Line 36: Update the reference to the CRU version that is being used by OGGM v1.1.

CRU referencing has been corrected and made consistent. (see above author comment in re-
sponse to the comment on line 94)

Line 37: I think it would be nice to name the version of the RGI that you used
some where. (I know this can be looked up with the reference. However I think it
is common practice to name the version some where.)

RGI version correctly referenced at the specified line and other relevant points.

RGI version correctly referenced at the specified line and other relevant points. (line 37, 97)

Line 46-47: I think the it would be appropriate to use a reference for the tim-
ing of the LIA and MWP.

The Neukom et al. (2019) paper has been referenced again here, as this provides an analysis
of the timings for the Little Ice Age and Medieval Climate Anomaly (we have now adopted the
term ‘Medieval Climate Anomaly’ over ‘Medieval Warm Period’ for consistency with that paper).

I would like to repeat the suggestion of reviewer 3, to try to avoid multiple repeti-
tions of brackets. (e.g. line 32 & 118). In addition please remover double brackets
(e.g. Line 69).

Double-bracketing removed

e.g. line 208: I would like to suggest to use the names of the regions and not
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their numbers

Changed reference to region name rather than number (line 227), and checked consistency of
this approach throughout the paper.

Further minor points by editor:

line 26: the position of the citation seem odd in this sentence, should it not be:
’. . . are relatively sparse (Zemp. . . .), however,. . . ’

The ‘however’ in this sentence was actually unnecessary and its removal should fix the odd
positioning of the reference. (line 26)

line 32: maybe delete one of the OGGMs in the brackets here, repetition.

Superfluous ‘OGGM’ removed. (line 32)

line 125/126: something wrong with the formatting of the citation, should be:
’. . . compiled by Leclercq et al (2014).

Reference reformatted. (line 104)

lines 137/138: I would first mention ’glacier thickness’ here and cite Johannesson et
al (1989), yes of course slope, etc. . . influence thickness but the simple theory by
Jóhannesson et al. (1989), and further developed by Harrison et al. (2001) really
puts it down to thickness. I would refer to these original papers here. Thickness
is to some degree of course linked to size (length) of a glacier, hence, the delay of
large glacier.
Jóhannesson, T., Raymond, C., andWaddington, E.: Time-scale for adjustment of
glaciers to changes in mass balance, Journal of Glaciology, 35, 355-369, https://doi.org/10.1017/S002214300000928X,
1989.
Harrison, W. D., Elsberg, D. H., Echelmeyer, K. A., and Krimmel, R. M.: On the
characterization of glacier response by a single time-scale, Journal of Glaciology, 47,
659-664, https://doi.org/10.3189/172756501781831837, 2001.

The references requested have been added, and the text has been modified to reflect the fo-
cus on thickness as a driver of response time. An additional comment and reference have been
added associating, in a generalised way, glacier thickness and glacier extent.

Fig 7: although the scale (limits) of the x and y axis are identical, a 1:1 line in
the plot would help

Lighter 1:1 ratio dotted line has been added, and described in the figure caption.
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Abstract. A large majority of the direct observational record for glacier changes falls within the industrial period, from the 19th

century onward, associated with global glacier retreat. Given this availability of data, and significant focus in contemporary

glacier modelling falling on recent retreat, glacier models are typically calibrated using - and validated with - only observations

of glaciers which are considerably out of equilibrium. In order to develop a broader picture of the skill of one glacier model

- the Open Global Glacier Model (OGGM) - we model glaciers for extended historical timescales of 850-2004 CE using5

a selection of 6 general circulation model (GCM) outputs. We select glaciers for which long term length observations are

available in order to compare these observations with the model results, and find glaciers with such observations in almost

all glacierised regions globally. In many regions, the mean modelled glacier changes are consistent with observations, with

recent observed retreat in these regions typically at the steeper end of the range of modelled retreats. However, on the scale

of individual glaciers, performance of the model is worse, with overall correlation between observed and modelled retreat10

weak for all of the GCM datasets used to force the model. We also model the same set of glaciers using modified climate

timeseries from each of the 6 GCMs that keep temperature or precipitation constant, testing the impact of each individually.

Temperature typically explains considerably more variance in glacier lengths than precipitation, but results suggest that the

interaction between the two is also significant within OGGM and neither can be seen as a simple proxy for glacier length

changes. OGGM proves capable at reproducing recent observational trends on at least a qualitative level in many regions, with15

a modelling period over a considerably larger timescale than it is calibrated for. Prospects are good for more widespread use

of OGGM for timescales extending to the pre-industrial, where glaciers are typically larger and experience less rapid (and less

globally consistent) geometry changes, but additional calibration will be required in order to have confidence in the magnitude

of modelled changes, particularly on the scale of individual glaciers.

1 Introduction20

Robust modelling of the evolution of glacier mass and geometry on regional and global scales is of critical importance for

understanding the components of historical sea level rise and for predicting one of the potential largest contributors to sea level

rise in coming centuries (Church et al., 2013). Moreover, glacier geometry changes are themselves an indicator of local (for

individual glaciers) and regional (for glaciers considered across a wider area) climate changes (Oerlemans, 1986, 2005). Direct

observations of historical glacier geometry (observations of contemporaneous glacier extent, as opposed to secondary sources25
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like moraines or lake sediments) are relatively sparse (Zemp et al., 2015; Cogley, 2009), and it is only through recent aerial

(WGMS and NSIDC, 1989) and satellite mapping (RGI Consortium, 2017) that fairly comprehensive inventories of glaciers

across all of the world’s glacierised regions have become available, cataloguing upwards of 200,000 glaciers. Even this number

is likely a significant underestimate (Parkes and Marzeion, 2018). Investigating the past and future state of glaciers on large

scales therefore necessitates the use of glacier models that can accurately forecast or hindcast glacier evolution with relatively30

little historical observational data for calibration, and without a prohibitive computational cost. This is one of the primary goals

of the Open Global Glacier Model (Maussion et al., 2019) project.

With much of the focus of glacier modelling on recent retreat and future predictions, a longer term historical view of glacier

changes provides valuable context. For glacier models developed using data primarily collected in the 20th and 21st centuries,

it is important that these models are examined over time periods where more stable glacier geometries were expected. OGGM35

by default calibrates the glacier sensitivity to local temperature based on CRU TS 4.01 data (Harris et al., 2020) that begins in

1901, and uses RGI version 6.0 (RGI Consortium, 2017) glacier outlines which are typically from around the start of the 21st

century. In many regions, glaciers are already experiencing significant retreat by the beginning of the 20th century (Zemp et al.,

2015), and calibrating glacier models for time periods when glaciers are far from equilibrium brings additional challenges. It

is a critical test of a model’s ability to determine whether it can reach non-trivial equilibrium states in periods of more stable40

climate, because recent retreats and expected future sustained retreats necessarily exist as transitional phenomena between

equilibria. In the case of OGGM specifically, the calibration of surface mass balance sensitivity assumes the model’s ability to

maintain an equilibrium geometry.

Studies suggest that the last millennium provides smaller - and less globally consistent - temperature trends than the indus-

trial period record alone (Neukom et al., 2019; PAGES 2k Consortium, 2013, 2017). While there are discernible large scale45

temperature trends within the last millennium, notably the Medieval Climate Anomaly - c. 10th to 13th centuries CE - and

Little Ice Age - c. 16th to 19th centuries CE (Neukom et al., 2019), none have either the spatio-temporal consistency or the

magnitude of recent industrial warming. Modelling over a longer period incorporating both recent warming and earlier climates

allows OGGM to be tested over a period where glaciers are expected to remain more stable, potentially with both advances and

retreats at more moderate rates than have been recently observed. The small number of available length records which extend50

back further than 150-200 years (Leclercq et al., 2014; Solomina et al., 2016) heavily limits any possible comparison of model

results with observed pre-industrial glaciers lengths, so a greater focus is placed on whether (and when) the modelled glaciers

transition from relatively stable pre-industrial lengths to expected recent retreat than on pre-industrial trends and variability.

The timing of the onset of modern glacier retreat exhibits complexity that is unlikely to be explained by only temperature and

precipitation changes (Painter et al., 2014; Luthi, 2014; Sigl et al., 2018) so it is unlikely OGGM will be able to replicate the55

timing exactly, but we can still usefully compare the speed and magnitude of modelled recent retreat with observed retreat.

Another issue with large-scale glacier modelling is the highly spatially inhomogenous nature of historical records of glacier

change. Observations are typically concentrated in more accessible regions, rather than distributed evenly by glacierised area,

and this is compounded in the longest-term observations. This naturally biases glacier model development towards represen-

tation of certain regions - most notably central Europe - which do not contain a large proportion of global glacier mass, and60
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which are not necessarily representative of glaciers in larger regions (Hock et al., 2019). For this reason it is important to assess

the performance of glacier models on a per-region basis, and to determine how well models can reconstruct observed changes

in the best-observed regions compared less well-observed regions.

From another angle, as glaciers aggregate changes in local climate, modelling of glaciers under a modelled or reconstructed

climate can be considered a test of the climate model/reconstruction’s skill at reproducing the variables which drive glacier65

models (in the case of OGGM, temperature and precipitation). Usage of glacier models for this purpose is dependent on both

the level of confidence in the glacier model’s skill and the available observations to compare with modelled glacier states. There

is potential for longer-term historical glacier modelling to provide a link between proxies for glacier extent, such as morraine

positions and sediment deposition, and models or reconstructions of past climate (e.g. Daigle and Kaufman, 2009).

In this paper, we use OGGM to model a selection of glaciers for which long-term length observations exist (Leclercq et al.,70

2014) in almost all major glacierised regions over the last millennium, and compare modelled length changes to observations

with the primary aim of assessing OGGM’s performance over longer time periods and a diverse set of regions. Secondary

goals are establishing the relative importance of precipitation and temperature forcing, and comparing the impact of forcing the

glacier model with different GCM datasets. Driving OGGM with an ensemble of GCM output timeseries allows us to determine

whether OGGM’s results are robust when using a reasonable range of climate forcings. This approach has already been applied75

to European glaciers (Goosse et al., 2018) on a millennial timescale, and the extension to many glacierised regions adds valuable

understanding of model behaviour and glacier dynamics in different climate conditions - including for future applications

modelling entire global glacier inventories - and allows comparisons of differences between runs driven by diferent GCMs and

of differences between regions. We also use modified climate variable timeseries with constant precipitation or temperature

(including only high-frequency variation) for each of the climate models. The constant precipitation and temperature runs80

inform the sensitivity of modelled glaciers to each form of forcing individually, and serve the primary goal of model assessment

by showing which forcings dominate and where this can be associated with OGGM’s performance in reproducing observed

glacier lengths.

2 Data description

2.1 Climate models85

Our OGGM runs use input from 6 different climate models, each covering a period from 850 to 2005 CE. These models

are CESM, IPSL, GISS, BCC-CSM, CCSM4, and MPI - using simulations under the Past Model Intercomparison Project

(PMIP3) and the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP5) protocols (Schmidt et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2012; PAGES

2k-PMIP3 group, 2015) - with details exactly as listed in Goosse et al. (2018) table 1 and section 2.1, with the exception that

only a single simulation from CESM is used. OGGM results are produced for the years 851-2004 CE, due to the requirement90

of clipping the data to match hydrological years. The GCMs provide gridded monthly records of temperature and total pre-

cipitation without a reference height, as OGGM calculates the actual climate timeseries used by taking the GCM anomalies

compared to the 1961-1990 mean for temperature and precipitation and applying these to the CRU TS 4.01 (Harris et al., 2020)
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1961-1990 means. The use of anomalies relative to the CRU data accounts for overall bias in the GCMs, and is part of OGGM’s

default processing for non-CRU datasets.95

2.2 Glacier observations

Initial glacier outlines and topography are taken from the Randolph Glacier Inventory version 6.0 (RGI Consortium, 2017)

and several digital elevation models (DEMs) respectively, using OGGM’s default preprocessing at level 3. The DEMs used are

SRTM (CGIAR-CSI, 2019), GIMP (NSIDC, 2019), and Viewfinder Panoramas DEM3 (de Ferranti, 2019), each for different

regions. OGGM’s level 3 preprocessing contains the outputs for all steps of the preparation of initial glacier state using default100

parameters, so the runs performed in this study can focus exclusively on running the dynamic glacier model in response to

varying climate datasets with consistent parameters and initial glacier geometry.

In order to compare modelled length changes with a set of observations which covers most RGI regions, the glaciers we

model are those featured in a 2014 dataset of observed glacier length fluctuations compiled by Leclercq et al. (2014). The

identification of glaciers from the Leclercq dataset with glaciers in the RGI - necessary for modelling in OGGM - is non-trivial,105

and is described below. Length change observations are arguably the simplest metric of glacier geometry change as they can

be determined using only snapshots of terminus location, which is why this observational dataset goes further back in time for

many glaciers than reliable observations of glacier area or volume. The dataset shows certain biases which impact how well we

can expect the glaciers to be globally or regionally representative samples. Firstly, the number of glaciers observed per region

is not representative of either total glacier number or total glacier area (see Table 1 for regional totals used). Most notably,110

the Central Europe region has the largest number of observations, despite containing much less total glacier area than many

other regions. This precludes the production of meaningful globally averaged figures in this paper. Secondly, larger glaciers

are heavily over-represented in the Leclercq dataset compared to comprehensive modern inventories like the RGI (see figure

1), and larger glaciers may also still be overrepresented in the RGI (Parkes and Marzeion, 2018). This means that the response

time of the Leclercq dataset glaciers may be expected to be longer than for glaciers in each region as a whole. Studies suggest115

that it is not glacier size itself that is a primary determinant of response time but glacier thickness (Jóhannesson et al., 1989;

Harrison et al., 2001) - though thickness scales to an extent with glacier length and area (Bahr et al., 1997) - with an influence

from slope, elevation range, and mass balance gradient (Zekollari et al., 2020). Whether response time actually increases with

glacier size can also vary by region (Raper and Braithwaite, 2009). The comparison between model results and observations is

not affected by response time differences directly, as all comparisons are like-for-like on specific glaciers or sets of glaciers,120

but it does mean that the changes shown are likely a) slower and b) smaller in relative magnitude compared to the true regional

averages, which contain many smaller glaciers that typically have faster and proportionally greater responses to changes in

local climate.

The length change timeseries in the Leclercq dataset vary considerably in the number of years covered and in the frequency

of observations, with figure 2 showing the number of glaciers which have observed lengths available in each region. Within125

any given region, the number of available data points varies from year to year so it is important to choose a representation of

mean regional glacier length that can handle this. All possible solutions have positives and negatives, but we opt to normalise
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each glacier’s length relative to length in a reference year when used in regional means so that it is possible to focus more

on changes over time changes than on net biases between models. The reference year for normalisation is 1950, which is

a requirement imposed by the Leclercq dataset as it is the year guaranteed to be covered by the timeseries for all included130

glaciers. For each modelled (or observed) glacier length timeseries, the normalised length timeseries is thus given by the length

in each year divided by the length in 1950. Regional mean glacier length is calculated as the mean of this normalised length

across all glaciers which have observations covering a given year. This reduces the ‘spikes’ in mean regional length which arise

from changes in the number of glaciers with measurements in a particular year, especially when the glaciers joining or leaving

the mean are far from the mean absolute glacier length. However, we do still see spikes in the Leclercq dataset averages as135

artefacts of the sampling, particularly in the earlier parts of the regional timeseries where the glacier number contributing to the

average changes while the total number of glaciers is small. Normalised regional means remove the ability to immediately judge

differences in absolute glacier length between models - indicative of the relative biases of the model overall, and of the ability

of the bias correction technique to remove those biases - but makes comparing periods of advance and retreat between models

much easier. Additional diagnostics, evaluating the absolute changes for individual glaciers, are also provided to complement140

the aggregated regional analyses.

Glaciers from the Leclercq dataset are identified with the glaciers in the RGI in two steps. First an attempt is made to find a

positive match in the RGI for the glacier described in the Leclercq dataset, according to an objective standard, and if this fails,

an attempt is made to find a nearby glacier which may not be confidently identified as the glacier described in the Leclercq

dataset, but can be used as a ’best effort’ for the purpose of comparing local glacier changes. These two types of identification145

are kept distinct, and labelled as such in the glacier list. To find positive matches, the criteria are the following: 1) the (lat, lon)

pair given in the Leclercq data must either lie within the outline of an RGI glacier, or within rounding distance for the (lat,

lon) values (which are given to 2 decimal places); and 2) the area given in the Leclercq data must be within a factor of 2 of the

RGI glacier. In cases where the (lat, lon) pair given is exactly on the border between connected glaciers, or within rounding

distance for more than one glacier but within the outline of neither, and both glaciers satisfy the 2nd condition, one glacier150

is selected but moved to the ’best effort’ class (though occasionally this will not be necessary if one of the RGI glaciers can

be uniquely identified with a different Leclercq glacier, as the other can then be positively identified as the correct Leclercq

glacier). The 1st criterion is not applied as strictly in certain cases where the (lat, lon) pair is close to a larger glacier and there

are no other glaciers nearby, particularly when the (lat, lon) location is clearly downstream of an RGI glacier’s tongue as this

represents a rapid tongue retreat between the time of the Leclercq measurement and the time of the RGI measurement. The155

’best effort’ criteria are much looser, simply selecting the most size-appropriate glacier in the local group of glaciers (but not

any RGI glacier which is positively identified as a different Leclercq glacier). If there are either no local RGI glaciers or the

given size of the Leclercq glacier is vastly different to that of any local RGI glaciers, no ’best effort’ glacier is identified and the

glacier status is given as ’not found’. For the 471 glaciers in the Leclercq dataset this process gives 291 positive matches, 121

best-effort matches, 38 not found, and the remaining 21 Antarctic glaciers unprocessed due to lack of CRU data for calibrating160

sensitivity in surface mass balance calibrations. 412 glaciers - the positive matches and best-effort matches - are therefore used

for modelling.
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3 OGGM and experiment description

3.1 Open Global Glacier Model

The Open Global Glacier Model (OGGM) version 1.1 (Maussion et al., 2019), updated to the most recent code version as of165

2019-03-28, is used for modelling the glaciers in this study. OGGM is an open source model of glacier evolution, which couples

a surface mass balance (SMB) model based on precipitation and temperature with a model of glacier dynamics. Glacier mass

balance is calculated using a temperature-indexed degree-month model; monthly temperatures above a melt threshold drive

ablation and monthly solid precipitation, calculated as a fraction of total precipitation based on a threshold temperature, drives

accumulation. This generates monthly surface mass balance at each specific elevation on the glacier surface. OGGM takes170

gridded monthly records of temperature and total precipitation from the GCM datasets, which it uses to determine temperature

and precipitation at each specific glacier location by applying these as anomalies to the CRU TS 4.01 (Harris et al., 2020) mean

climate from 1961-1990 at the CRU grid reference height, then scaling these to the glacier surface at each OGGM grid point

using a default temperature lapse rate of -6.5◦C / 1000m from the CRU reference height and a uniform precipitation multiplier

of 2.5 to account for enhanced precipitation in mountainous topography. Full details are given in the paper that describes the175

model (Maussion et al., 2019), and further background on the mass balance calculation is available in the precursor to OGGM

described in Marzeion et al. (2012).

OGGM calibrates the sensitivity to temperature (µ∗), which linearly scales the melt each month with temperatures above

the melt threshold, using CRU TS 4.01 temperature and precipitation data for the 20th century (Harris et al., 2020) and WGMS

observations of glacier surface mass balance (WGMS, 2019). For glaciers where SMB data is available, the calibration process180

takes each year (t) of climate data in the CRU dataset as a candidate and determines a sensitivity value (µ) in that year for which

the net mass balance of the glacier in its current geometry would be zero (essentially assuming the modern glacier would be in

equilibrium under that year’s climate). The year t∗, and corresponding sensitivity µ∗, is then chosen as the year for which the

sensitivity best reproduces the observed SMB. For the majority of glaciers that do not have available SMB data, the year t∗ is

interpolated from other glaciers based on proximity because the interpolation based on t∗ gives better results than interpolating185

µ∗ itself. Again, full details of this process are described in Marzeion et al. (2012).

Glacier length in OGGM, which is the primary output metric for this paper, is the along-flowline distance from the head

of the glacier to the terminus along the major centreline, calculated using an implementation of the method from Kienholz

et al. (2014). Each glacier can have multiple tributary flowlines. With the input of surface mass balance calculated as described

above, a flux-based ice dynamics model determines the evolution of glacier thickness at each coordinate along each flowline190

that comprises the glacier. The terminus of the glacier is sensitive to this thickness evolution: with positive flux ‘overflow’

from the final coordinate along the main flowline, the glacier will grow to the next coordinate, and if the thickness at the final

coordinate reduces to zero, the new terminus will be the previous coordinate.
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3.2 Experiment-specific setup

Two sets of runs are performed: a primary set of runs under ‘full’ climate forcing using the data from each GCM, and a195

secondary set of ‘constant temperature’/‘constant precipitation’ runs. These secondary runs have the temperature/precipitation

respectively in each year randomly selected from a year in the 1400-1450 (inclusive) window from each GCM’s output,

with the precipitation/temperature respectively the same as in the primary runs. The randomised 51-year window provides a

temperature/precipitation time series that represents a constant long-term climate while preserving some degree of interannual

variation, so that the impact of a lack of long-term trend in the temperature/precipitation values can be examined. The period200

of 1400-1450 is chosen for centrality within the dataset, and because it falls neither within the Medieval Climate Anomaly nor

the Little Ice Age.

For all runs, a 300-year spinup using annual climate data selected randomly from a 51-year window of 875-925 CE from

the same GCM is performed prior to the run, to allow the glacier to develop from the preprocessed glacier geometry (based on

RGI data and therefore representative of the year of the glacier outline observation used). While this does not necessarily give205

a more realistic starting glacier geometry for the run, it does allow the starting geometry to get closer to equilibrium for the

climate in the early part of the model run. If the starting glacier is not allowed to adapt to a start-of-run equilibrium, it is more

likely a major adjustment will occur in the early part of the run due to the effective step-change in climate variables that forcing

a 20th century glacier geometry with 9th century climate data would represent, particularly if the glacier’s local climate at the

start of the run and the climate in the late 20th century are very different.210

All 412 of the glaciers matched between the Leclercq dataset and the RGI are modelled, but we cut down the results to

exclude marine- and lake-terminating glaciers. Before any modelling concerns, the loss of ice at the glacier terminus through

calving makes the terminus location (and therefore glacier length) a less useful indicator of glacier geometry changes, as

the terminus can remain in a similar location through considerable thinning or thickening of the glacier while the calving flux

changes. In the context of OGGM, the default settings used here do not include a parameterisation of calving, which has a large215

impact on glacier geometry. OGGM does allow for a parameterisation of calving flux (Recinos et al., 2018), but this still relies

on a fixed location of the calving front that enforces a physically unrealistic calving-front thinning followed by a transition to

a non-calving regime if the glacier is expected to retreat, so it does not improve our ability to examine the evolution of glacier

geometry through the lens of accurately modelled length changes. 91 glaciers are excluded from the regional averages due

to being marine- or lake-terminating, leaving 321 from which regional averages are determined. The numbers excluded per220

region are shown in Table 1, along with the number of glaciers contributing to the means for each region after failures in the

modelling process.

4 Results

Figure 3 shows the regional mean length results for the years 1000-2004 CE for the runs using temperature and precipitation

data as provided by each of the 6 climate models. The model itself runs using this data from 851-2004, but we limit our graphs225

to 1000 CE onwards in order to limit the impact of a continued adjustment towards equilibrium even after the 300 year spinup
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for certain model/region combinations, which is most likely a modelling issue and not a response to actual climate trends. In

cases where glaciers are still undergoing significant adjustment to a new equilibrium (e.g. in South Asia West) after several

hundred years of spin-up and the early part of the main run, this is good evidence that in a 1000 year period, responses to

trends in the forcing climate variables may not actually be shown in the OGGM output. This does not invalidate the glacier230

model output, but the evidence of continuing adjustment leftover from the spin-up being shown in the output rather than being

removed with an arbitrarily long spin-up might inform the interpretation of the rest of the timeseries. It is also the case that

where continued adjustment is significant after several hundred years, the magnitude of the length changes is typically large,

and in these cases adding additional spin-up centuries will not fix the fact that the modelled glacier is diverging from the size

of the observed glacier. We choose to maintain the 300-year spin-up for the sake of consistency as well as these reasons.235

Supplementary material figures S11-S16 show the spread of all individual timeseries that contribute to each of the model

means shown in figure 3. Table 1 shows the number of glaciers per region contributing to the mean for each of the climate

models, with glaciers removed if they are not land-terminating or if there are modelling errors. Figure 4 also shows regional

mean lengths, but unlike figure 3 the number of glaciers in each of the mean timeseries changes over time to match the exact

set of glaciers included in the Leclercq mean for that year. This is limited to showing only model results from the first year in240

each region with available observations.

In order to determine the significance of the apparent retreat in the last ∼150 years for many model runs, a ‘split regression’

is performed for each climate model in each region. For each year from 901 to 1954 (we remove the first and last 50 years of

the timeseries to avoid looking for trends in timeseries which are small compared to the expected response times of glaciers),

we split the model output into a section up to and including that year and a section after that year, and perform a simple linear245

regression on each part. The ‘best’ split - meaning the split which most effectively splits the timeseries into two linear trends -

is chosen by maximising the summed r2 values for the two sections. These best splits are shown in Fig. 5, and demonstrate that

according to an objective standard for determining the separation of trends there is in many cases a clear industrial retreat. In 6

regions - Western Canada/US, Greenland Periphery, Central Europe, Low Latitudes, Southern Andes, and New Zealand - the

runs for all 6 climate models show a distinction between pronounced recent retreat and a modest pre-industrial advance. In a250

further 7 regions - Alaska, Iceland, Svalbard, Scandinavia, North Asia, Caucasus/Middle East, and South East Asia - multiple

climate models show a distinction between pronounced recent retreat and a pre-industrial trend (though in these cases the

pre-industrial trend varies from moderate advance to moderate retreat). While it is not necessarily useful to consider the year

of transition between the two regressions as the year there is a point of inflection in the glacier length, due to the restrictions

imposed by separating into just two linear regressions, it is notable that in many cases, there is more variability in the year255

of the split than in the slope of the post-split retreat (the best examples of this are Southern Andes, Low Latitudes, and New

Zealand). This suggests that differences in total industrial retreat are more influenced by differences in when the retreat starts

than by differences in the severity of the retreat.

Metrics to compare modelled and observed glacier lengths which are not normalised or aggregated by region are shown in

figures 6 and 7. Figure 6 shows the distribution of absolute differences between modelled and observed per-glacier lengths in260

1950 for OGGM driven by each of the GCMs. We see a general underestimation of 1950 glaciers lengths forcing OGGM with

8

david
Highlight
Changed to region name from region number



CESM data, a general overstimation of 1950 lengths using GISS, and a greater spread of length errors using BCC-CSM. For

all models the whole of the interquartile range lies within the -2km to +2km range, with the context of the distribution of 1950

observed lengths in figure 10.

Figure 7 is a plot of 20th century length change trend for modelled glaciers vs observed glaciers for model runs driven by265

each GCM. The trend is calculated for all glaciers which have at least 68 years within the 20th century covered by the Leclercq

observations, with 68 years chosen to allow over 90% of glaciers to be considered (289 of the 319 which contribute to regional

averages). A linear regression of the scatter of trends is performed and shown on each graph, with the slope significantly less

than 1:1 for all of the GCMs. In particular, for CESM this regression is essentially flat, indicating no globally coherent skill in

reproducing 20th century length changes for individual glaciers.270

To understand the impact of temperature and precipitation individually in driving trends in the modelled output, we plot the

primary output alongside the output with constant precipitation/constant temperature. Figures 8 and 9 show these results for

each region for one climate model - IPSL - along with the smoothed annual precipitation/temperature (given in degree-days),

with the same figures for the other 5 climate models appearing in supplementary material (Fig. S1-S10). IPSL is singled out

only for illustrative purposes; 20th century IPSL slopes are typically on the steeper end (and thus in many regions closer to275

observations), suggesting that differences between the full forcing run and the constant temperature and/or precipitation runs

may be more visible in this period. Figure 10 also shows the variance in the constant precipitation/constant temperature runs

relative to the variance in the primary runs.

Figures 8, 9, and 10 show that for most models and for most regions, temperature influences length fluctuations more

than precipitation, consistent with similar multi-regional studies on sensitivity to climate variables (Oerlemans and Reichert,280

2000; Sicart et al., 2008), but the relative importance of the two factors is far from homogenous. In addition to particular

GCMs which show anomalous relative importance of temperature and precipitation compared to other GCMs in a region -

for example, CCSM4 in Iceland - there are also regions where the influences of temperature and precipitation are much more

equal across most climate models, most notably South Asia West and South Asia East. The information in Fig. 10 is also

shown in Tables S1-4 (supplementary material) in order to split the level of variance explained by each climate variable into285

categories and provide a quantitative perspective. This data shows that there are only 4 regions where half of the models or more

show precipitation either fully explains or overexplains the full-climate-driven variation: Svalbard, the Russian Arctic, South

Asia West, and South Asia East. There is also only one region in which temperature fully explains or overexplains the full-

climate-driven variation in fewer than half of the models: Central Asia. Overall, precipitation only explains a minimal amount

of full-climate-driven variation, with a small number of outliers, while the proportion of variance explained by temperature290

differs more between models and regions. In Tables S3 and S4, each climate model shows a similar overall distribution across

relative variance categories for both precipitation or temperature, so the OGGM response to climate signals is similar across

all 6 models.
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5 Discussion

The normalised regional length results vary considerably between regions and between climate models within each region, but295

the most consistent trend is a majority of regions demonstrating some form of discernible industrial retreat for a majority of

climate models. This is reflected by the Leclercq observations also demonstrating industrial retreat in a majority of regions,

with the observations typically showing a relative retreat that is similar to the upper end of modelled retreats. There are 7

regions where the observed retreat is within the range of modelled retreat: Alaska, Western Canada/US, Greenland Periphery,

Scandinavia, Central Europe, Caucasus/Middle East, and Central Asia, though in some cases the observed retreat is at certain300

points slightly steeper than the range of modelled retreats. The results in Central Europe are also consistent with those in Goosse

et al. (2018), the forerunner to this study also using OGGM. In North Asia, Low Latitudes, and Southern Andes, we see trends

of retreat over the 20th century in all models and in the Leclercq observations, but all of the models underestimate the retreat

shown in the observations. Amongst the other regions, there are those where the modelled lengths are just too inconsistent to

draw conclusions on where the observations sit within the modelled range (e.g. South Asia West), those where the observations305

show distinct features which are not present in the modelled trends (e.g. South Asia East), and those where there is neither

consistency between models nor between the observations and any modelled lengths (e.g. New Zealand). However, it is difficult

to find much consistency between regions where the observations and modelled lengths match poorly as the features appear

specific to each region.

While the use of normalised glacier lengths removes the ability to tell which models result in longer or shorter glaciers at310

the end of the model run, and how these compare to observed lengths, it does allow the differences in responses to climate

change trends between models to be seen more clearly. When the model results are highly stratified, such as in Central Europe,

Southern Andes, or Caucasus/Middle East, this indicates that the differences between the results from each climate model can

be attributed to significant differences in the climate variables for each model. In many cases, the stratification is the result of

varying start years and severity of recent retreat. Results using the CESM and GISS models often have lower pre-industrial315

relative glacier length relative to 1950, indicating smaller and/or later starting industrial glacier retreat, while IPSL and BCC-

CSM have high pre-industrial length relative to 1950, and show more pronounced and/or earlier-starting retreat; given the many

regions where the observed retreat is at the upper end of the range of modelled retreats or even exceeds this range, IPSL-driven

and BCC-CSM-driven lengths are more often a better match for the observations. As these differences are common between a

number of regions, it indicates differences between the climate model data on scales greater than that of individual glacierised320

regions.

Variable start dates for the observed length change timeseries, with a number of regions lacking any pre-industrial repre-

sentation, make comparisons with model results difficult for the pre-industrial period. Trends can be seen in the pre-industrial

model output for a number of regions, but they are smaller in magnitude, and less coherent, both between climate models and

between regions, consistent with the lack of global-scale temperature trends prior to industrial warming (Neukom et al., 2019).325

This is explained largely by the comparison of the default model output and the fixed climate runs (see below). In particular, for

the runs using constant temperature (Fig. 9), the divergence between the constant temperature and the full climate run typically
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occurs in the industrial period. As the most coherent changes both in climate model variables and in model results occur in the

last ∼150 years, we do not examine the patterns of pre-industrial length change on a per-region basis.

In the constant precipitation/climate runs, in almost all cases, temperature is the dominant forcing, explaining much more330

of the variability in glacier length than precipitation (Fig. 8, 9, 10). The sum of variability explained by temperature and pre-

cipitation individually rarely matches the total variability. The common phenomenon of the temperature-only forcing showing

greater variability than the full climate runs suggests negative feedbacks between temperature and precipitation have an effect

on overall glacier geometry change. This demonstrates the importance of using dedicated glacier models in predicting past

glacier changes, as simple temperature and precipitation proxies cannot properly capture this behaviour. A notable feature335

of Fig. 10 is the prevalence of relative variance values greater than 1, including some problematic values of 2 and above. If

the values of temperature and precipitation were statistically independent in the climate model data, and OGGM’s responses

to temperature and precipitation were independent, we might not expect relative variance values greater than 1, as OGGM’s

output for the full climate runs is a response to both temperature and precipitation changes simultaneously. However, there

are several possible reasons for the observed high relative variance values, and different region/climate model combinations340

indicate different such reasons. Another study which uses a similar mass balance model to examine glacier sensitivity to cli-

mate change (Marzeion et al., 2014) finds that predicted future precipitation changes somewhat dampen expected mass losses

due to temperature increases, and a similar effect may play a role in cases where we find relative variance greater than 1 for

temperature-only forcing. In some cases - such as Central Asia in Fig. 9 - where glaciers take a long time to reach equilibrium

even after the spin-up, differing rates of approach to equilibrium in the full and constant precipitation/temperature runs can345

cause large differences in variance; this is purely a modelling issue. In others - such as South Asia East and New Zealand

in Fig. 8 - the constant precipitation run shows greater overall retreat than the full run, which is the primary cause of greater

relative variance. In the South Asia East case, it seems the precipitation in the 1400-1450 climatology used for the constant

precipitation run is lower than the average value for the full model run, gradually increasing the gap between the full and

constant precipitation runs; in the New Zealand case, there is an increase in precipitation in the last 200 years which offsets350

some temperature-based retreat, which does not have an impact in the constant precipitation case. For each region/model com-

bination, the reasons for the relative variance can be different, and it can be difficult to conclusively describe one factor or

collection of factors that explains this difference.

Comparing the generally poor correlation between modelled and observed absolute individual 20th century glacier length

changes in Fig. 7 with the reasonable representations of recent retreat in the normalised means of several regions in Fig. 3355

& 4, we determine that OGGM - in the configuration used here, and over a millenial timescale - struggles to reproduce the

idiosyncracies of individual glacier evolution in quantitative terms, but does manage to capture the qualitative response to

sufficiently large-scale climate trends on regional scales. This is fairly consistent with OGGM’s fundamental design; location-

specific input data for each glacier is deliberately limited, so a number of processes that are highly localised to individual

glaciers (e.g. shading, snow drifting) cannot be represented, but responses to temperature and solid precipitation that are360

expected to dominate on regional scales are calibrated to match SMB values interpolated from available measurements. High
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agreement on a per-glacier basis is not expected in a ‘naive’ application of the model where no specific additional calibration

for reproducing longer-term length changes is performed after the default calibration of SMB.

6 Limitations and Extensions

There are a number of limitations on the modelling process which affect OGGM’s output in the runs described in this paper and365

contextualise the results we are able to obtain. These include issues specific to OGGM, issues which exist in all per-ice-mass

glacier modelling, and issues which are the result of data availability.

A significant difficulty for OGGM and other per-glacier models of glacier evolution is the treatment of interactions between

ice masses which may be separate and conjoined at different points in the glacier’s evolution. This covers glaciers that were

historically connected but which have separated due to retreat, (less commonly) glaciers that were historically separate but370

which have connected due to advance, and glacier complexes which represent dynamically separate ice flows but which are

physically connected. It is possible within OGGM to merge glacier flowlines in the setup of an experiment, but when OGGM

dynamically models the evolution of a glacier, only the ice mass of that specific glacier is considered, and therefore it is im-

plicitly assumed that there are no other ice masses nearby. Particularly in the case of glaciers which are today small and nearby

within the same catchment, and are hindcast for conditions colder than at present, the past glacier states - modelled individually375

- may overlap, suggesting that in reality they would have been part of the same glacier and dynamically connected. The issue

of contiguous ice masses being made up of multiple dynamically distinct flowing glaciers is a matter of data availability as

well as of model ability. RGI makes divisions of individual ice masses into separate glaciers where it is deemed appropriate,

based on identifying ice divides from DEM data, but this is not based on a sophisticated physical understanding of ice-flow

divisions. In OGGM’s case, contiguous ice masses with divided flows cannot be modelled simultaneously. Any attempt to ad-380

dress ice mass interactions would considerably increase computational complexity by requiring the simultaneous modelling of

all nearby glaciers, even before the demands of simulating interactions. The further from current glacier conditions a modelled

glacier is, the more impactful these concerns are; it is therefore a larger issue in this paper’s millennium-scale modelling than

in the century-long period for which the model is calibrated. However, because in many regions, peak average glacier sizes

are not larger in the last 1000 years than in the last 200 years, the risk of greater errors due to historical interactions between385

currently distinct glaciers does not necessarily increase much when extending the modelling period back beyond the first onset

of recent retreat.

Limited glacier observations beyond those available from glacier outlines are ubiquitous in glaciology, and this is com-

pounded for longer historical timescales as available data become even smaller. As Leclercq et al (Leclercq et al., 2014) is

likely the best homogenous and quantitative set of long-term length records for glaciers across many regions, and is still sparse390

both spatially and temporally, we do not feel that we have sufficient data available to both calibrate to length changes and

compare against a separate set of length changes. We do, however, see benefits to considering the performance of a ‘naive’

model setup, whereby we do not tailor the setup of the model to reproduce one particular variable of interest. By calibrating to

a certain variable, we can guarantee that the model produces results that are relatively ‘correct’ on the largest scale even if it is
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not the result of significant model skill, which is not the case if we allow the model to work in a way which is agnostic of the395

variables we will be examining from it.

For historical glacier states, which are typically larger than modern glaciers, there exists an issue of determining the geometry

of the glacier when it extends beyond the modern tongue. In OGGM, the flowline for the initialised (modern day) glacier is

based on an algorithm applied to the glacier outline and local DEM, while the estimation of a below-glacier-terminus flowline

- used if the glacier grows beyond its initialised length - comes from a relatively simple iteration on the DEM gradient near400

the end of the glacier based on the idea of flowing downhill as efficiently as possible. This method can struggle to deal with

cases where glacier dynamics may cause the glacier to flow in ways which are not necessarily in the direction of steepest

local gradient (e.g. heading over a lip of rock that is in the direction of existing ice flow). Naturally, examples of glaciers with

periods of observed advance are relatively rare, and where they exist are often the result of unique processes like surging which

OGGM does not handle well, so the evidence base for proving or disproving the effectiveness of OGGM’s below-modern-405

terminus flowlines is limited. As this paper deals with glaciers in conditions where glaciers are considerably larger than the

present, this adds uncertainty compared to modelling for modern or warmer-than-modern conditions.

The response time of glaciers to changes in climate - and the different response times that glaciers can have at different

sizes - impact our ability to precisely compare the timing of glacier responses under different GCM forcings. We know the

response time does introduce an amount of lag to the responsiveness of length changes, but we cannot directly ascribe a single410

response time value to an individual glacier that is invariate through geometry changes over time and through different types

and timescales of climate variation. This means that even when there is a qualitatively similar change in climate across multiple

GCMs (and the real climate, where relevant) - say, the onset of a warmer period - glacier responses under one GCM can be

faster or slower than another depending on the glacier geometry before the change. Our use of normalised glacier lengths is

intended in part to allow comparisons in responses to changes in climate even where the lengths of glaciers under each GCM415

forcing differ, but this cannot account for changes in the speed at which these changes happen. Where changes are rapid, or

happen in quick succession, this is particularly impactful. Differing response times are part of the reason it may not be valid to

ascribe much significance to smaller differences in the inflection points determined in Fig. 5, for example.

There exists a specific issue with OGGM which causes upward spikes in glacier length in certain situations. This is evident

for several regions in Fig. 3, particularly Svalbard and Central Asia. For very small glaciers, in years with signficantly higher420

than average accumulation and/or lower than average ablation, OGGM can grow glaciers by considerably extending the tongue

of the glacier if net accumulation is positive further down the flowline. In a physical sense, even if a colder year does result

in accumulation of snow well in front of the previous glacier front, this is less representative of glacier advance and more a

matter of an adjacent, possibly multi-annual snow patch which is not dynamically connected to the glacier itself. OGGM will

typically remove the added glacier length quickly, as the added glacier area is at a lower elevation and therefore has a more425

negative mass balance, so longer-term trends in glacier length are not affected, but it can raise the variance in glacier length in

some cases. Some regions have a signal in the mean modelled glacier length that likely results from this problem, in particular

Central Asia and Svalbard.
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This paper deals specifically with a subset of glaciers for which historical length measurements are available. This provides

the longest term available dataset against which to compare OGGM’s results, but is only a small subset of glaciers globally430

(RGI Consortium, 2017). For perspectives which are more comprehensive - albeit with less data to verify against - it will

necessary to model a full inventory of glaciers in each region. In particular, an attempt to model all glaciers in a region (even

for an incomplete inventory) allows estimates of total ice mass change and corresponding changes in sea level. While the much

larger glacier set is a heavy multiplier on required computing resources, the experiment design could be essentially identical to

that described here. However, the typically much smaller glacier sizes in the RGI as a whole compared to the Leclercq length435

data (Fig. 1) do suggest inaccuracies that have a greater impact at smaller glacier sizes (such as the length spiking mentioned

above) will be amplified. Along with the potential underrepresentation of small glaciers even in the RGI (Parkes and Marzeion,

2018), this means the sensitivity of small glaciers will be critical, and should be given special consideration.

7 Conclusions

We complete modelling of glaciers in 16 of 19 RGI regions over the 1154 year timescale, with minimal model failures due440

to problematic glacier growth (growing uncontrollably or shrinking to nothing) or other reasons. In several regions, OGGM

is able to reproduce substantial qualitative regional average length changes during the period of observational record for the

full set of 6 GCM inputs used, and in some cases one or more of the GCM inputs results in quantitative length changes which

are close to the measured regional changes. In these cases, the observed recent retreat is typically at the top end of the set of

modelled retreats. Regional result comparisons are heavily dependent not only on the modelling skill of OGGM and the quality445

of the GCM reproductions of real recent climate, but also on the number of glaciers available to form each regional average

and the noise in both the model outputs and in the observations due to varying numbers of contributors to observed regional

means over time. Through use of a split regression to identify turning points in the regional modelled timeseries, we find that

in many regions the feature which is most obvious and most coherent across different GCM inputs in the trends over the last

millennium is the transition from constant or modestly increasing glacier lengths in the pre-industrial period to steeper recent450

glacier retreat.

We do not find that the application of OGGM here produces a good match between modelled and observed retreats on the

scale of individual glaciers. There is no overal bias in the 1950 glacier lengths produced with 4 of the GCM outputs, with small

biases relative to the range of differences in the remaining 2, but for all GCM inputs there is at best a weak correlation between

modelled and observed changes over the course of the 20th century. We therefore suggest that while OGGM can be used to455

understand trends on broader scales, it is not reliable for individual glaciers over this timescale without additional, specific

calibration.

Model runs driven by temperature and precipitation individually show that for almost all GCM inputs in almost all regions,

temperature is the primary driver of modelled glacier length variability. However, OGGM’s response to climate forcing is a

matter of some complexity, despite the ostensibly straightforward mechanics involved in the way the model calculates glacier460

ablation and accumulation. As a result the fully forced runs cannot be understood as a simple function of the temperature-
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forced and precipitation-forced runs. The existence of several cases of temperature-only runs showing dramatically higher

glacier length variation than fully-forced runs suggests an issue within the modelling process that should be addressed in order

to have greater confidence in OGGM’s results in the regions where this occurs.

Given the apparent suitability of OGGM for reproducing trends across broader sets of glaciers - despite a lack of confidence465

in per-glacier results, and with modelling concerns still to be addressed - the next step is to attempt to model entire global

glacier inventories over similar timescales, with a particular focus on total volume change as a contributor to sea level change.

Code and data availability. Code to run OGGM (Maussion et al., 2019) is available at http://oggm.org along with supporting documentation.

Data on matching between Leclercq and RGI glaciers is available as part of the code repository for OGGM, at https://github.com/OGGM/oggm-

sample-data/tree/master/leclercq.470

Author contributions. Study concept devised by HG. Model runs and analysis performed by DP. Manuscript written by DP with contributions

by HG.

Competing interests. The authors declare that they have no conflicting interests.

Acknowledgements. This work was supported by Fonds National de la Recherche Scientifique (F.R.S.-FNRS-Belgium) in the framework of

the project “Evaluating simulated centennial climate variability over the past millennium using global glacier modelling” (grant agreement475

PDR T.0028.18). Hugues Goosse is Research Director within the F.R.S.-FNRS. We acknowledge the World Climate Research Programme’s

Working Group on Coupled Modelling, which is responsible for CMIP, and we thank the climate modelling groups for producing and making

available their model output. For CMIP, the US Department of Energy’s Program for Climate Model Diagnosis and Intercomparison provides

coordinating support and led the development of software infrastructure in partnership with the Global Organization for Earth System Science

Portals. We are grateful to Fabien Maussion and the rest of the OGGM development team for providing ongoing support and advice on model480

usage.

15



References

Bahr, D., Meier, M., and Peckham, S.: The physical basis of glacier volume-area scaling, J. Geophys. Res., 102, 355–362, 1997.

CGIAR-CSI: SRTM 90m Digital Elevation Data, http://srtm.csi.cgiar.org/, 2019.

Church, J. A., Clark, P. U., Cazenave, A., Gregory, J. M., Jevrejeva, S., Levermann, A., Merrifield, M. A., Milne, G. A., Nerem, R. S., Nunn,485

P. D., Payne, A. J., Pfeffer, W. T., Stammer, D., and Unnikrishnan, A. S.: Sea Level Change, in: Climate Change 2013: The Physical

Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group 1 to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, pp.

1137–1216, Cambridge University Press, 2013.

Cogley, J. G.: Geodetic and direct mass-balance measurements: comparison and joint analysis, Ann. Glaciol., 50, 96–100,

https://doi.org/10.3189/172756409787769744, 2009.490

Daigle, D. and Kaufman, D.: Holocene climate inferred from glacier extent, lake sediment and tree rings at Goat Lake, Kenai Mountains,

Alaska, USA, J. Quarternary Sci., 24, 33–45, https://doi.org/10.1002/jqs.1166, 2009.

de Ferranti, J.: Viewfinder Panoramas DEM3, http://viewfinderpanoramas.org/dem3.html, 2019.

Goosse, H., Barriat, P.-Y., Dalaiden, Q., Klein, F., Marzeion, B., Maussion, F., Pelucchi, P., and Vlug, A.: Testing the consistency

between changes in simulated climate and Alpine glacier length over the past millennium, Climate of the Past, 14, 1119–1133,495

https://doi.org/10.5194/cp-14-1119-2018, 2018.

Harris, I., Osborn, T., Jones, P., and Lister, D.: Version 4 of the CRU TS monthly high-resolution gridded multivariate climate dataset,

Scientific Data, 7, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-020-0453-3, 2020.

Harrison, W., Elsberg, D., Echelmeyer, K., and Krimmel, R.: On the characterization of glacier response by a single time-scale, J. Glaciol.,

47, 659–664, https://doi.org/doi:10.3189/172756501781831837, 2001.500

Hock, R., Bliss, A., Marzeion, B., and Giesen, R.: GlacierMIP – A model intercomparison of global-scale glacier mass-balance models and

projections, J. Glaciol., 65, 453–467, https://doi.org/10.1017/jog.2019.22, 2019.

Jóhannesson, T., Raymond, C., and Waddington, E.: Time-scale for adjustment of glaciers to changes in mass balance, J. Glaciol., 35,

355–369, 1989.

Kienholz, C., Rich, J. L., Arendt, A. A., and Hock, R.: A new method for deriving glacier centerlines applied to glaciers in Alaska and505

northwest Canada, The Cryosphere, 8, 503–519, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-503-2014, 2014.

Leclercq, P. W., Oerlemans, J., Basagic, H. J., Bushueva, I., Cook, A., and Le Bris, R.: A data set of worldwide glacier length fluctuations,

The Cryosphere, 8, 659–672, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-659-2014, 2014.

Luthi, M.: Little Ice Age climate reconstruction from ensemble reanalysis of Alpine glacier fluctuations, The Cryosphere, 8, 639–650,

https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-639-2014, 2014.510

Marzeion, B., Jarosch, A. H., and Hofer, M.: Past and future sea-level change from the surface mass balance of glaciers, The Cryosphere, 6,

1295–1322, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-6-1295-2012, 2012.

Marzeion, B., Jarosch, A. H., and Gregory, J. M.: Feedbacks and mechanisms affecting the global sensitivity of glaciers to climate change,

The Cryosphere, 8, 59–71, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-59-2014, 2014.

Maussion, F., Butenko, A., Champollion, N., Dusch, M., Eis, J., Fourteau, K., Gregor, P., Jarosch, A., Landmann, J., Oesterle, F., Recinos, B.,515

Rothenpieler, T., Vlug, A., Wild, C., and Marzeion, B.: The Open Global Glacier Model (OGGM) v1.1, Geosci. Model Dev., 12, 909–931,

https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-12-909-2019, 2019.

16

http://srtm.csi.cgiar.org/
https://doi.org/10.3189/172756409787769744
https://doi.org/10.1002/jqs.1166
http://viewfinderpanoramas.org/dem3.html
https://doi.org/10.5194/cp-14-1119-2018
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-020-0453-3
https://doi.org/doi:10.3189/172756501781831837
https://doi.org/10.1017/jog.2019.22
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-503-2014
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-659-2014
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-639-2014
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-6-1295-2012
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-8-59-2014
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-12-909-2019


Neukom, R., Steiger, N., Gomez-Navarro, J., Wang, J., and Werner, J.: No evidence for globally coherent warm and cold periods over the

preindustrial Common Era, Nature, 571, 550–554, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1401-2, 2019.

NSIDC: Greenland Ice sheet Mapping Project (GIMP) Digital Elevation Model, https://nsidc.org/data/measures/gimp, 2019.520

Oerlemans, J.: Glaciers as indicators of a carbon dioxide warming, Nature, 320, 607–609, https://doi.org/10.1038/320607a0, 1986.

Oerlemans, J.: Extracting a Climate Signal from 169 Glacier Records, Science, 308, 675–677, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1107046,

2005.

Oerlemans, J. and Reichert, B. K.: Relating glacier mass balance to meteorological data by using a seasonal sensitivity characteristic, J.

Glaciol., 46, 1–6, 2000.525

PAGES 2k Consortium: Continental-scale temperature variability during the last two millennia, Nature Geosci., 6, 339–346,

https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1797, 2013.

PAGES 2k Consortium: A global multiproxy database for temperature reconstructions of the Common Era, Scientific Data, 4,

https://doi.org/10.5194/cp-11-1673-2015, 2017.

PAGES 2k-PMIP3 group: Continental-scale temperature variability in PMIP3 simulations and PAGES 2k regional temperature reconstruc-530

tions over the past millennium, Climate of the Past, 11, 1673–1699, https://doi.org/10.5194/cp-11-1673-2015, 2015.

Painter, T., Flanner, M., Kaser, G., Marzeion, B., VanCuren, R., and Abdalati, W.: End of the Little Ice Age in the Alps forced by industrial

black carbon, P. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 110, 15 216–15 221, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302570110, 2014.

Parkes, D. and Marzeion, B.: Twentieth-century contribution to sea-level rise from uncharted glaciers, Nature, 563, 551–554,

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0687-9, 2018.535

Raper, S. and Braithwaite, R.: Glacier volume response time and its links to climate and topography based on a conceptual model of glacier

hypsometry, The Cryosphere, 3, 183–194, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-3-183-2009, 2009.

Recinos, B., Maussion, F., Rothenpieler, T., and Marzeion, B.: Impact of frontal ablation on the ice thickness estimation of marine-terminating

glaciers in Alaska (in review), The Cryosphere Discussions, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-2018-254, 2018.

RGI Consortium: Randolph Glacier Inventory (RGI) - A Dataset of Global Glacier Outlines: Version 6.0., https://doi.org/10.7265/N5-RGI-540

60, https://www.glims.org/RGI/, 2017.

Schmidt, G., Jungclaus, J., Ammann, C., Bard, E., Braconnot, P., Crowley, T., Delaygue, G., Joos, F., Krivova, N., Muscheler, R., Otto-

Bliesner, B., Pongratz, J., Shindell, D., Solanki, S., Steinhilber, F., and Vieira, L.: Climate forcing reconstructions for use in PMIP simu-

lations of the Last Millennium (v1.1), Geosci. Model Dev., 5, 185–191, 2011.

Sicart, J., Hock, R., and Six, D.: Glacier melt, air temperature, and energy balance in different climates: The Bolivian Tropics, the French545

Alps, and northern Sweden, J. Geophys. Res., 113, D24 113, 2008.

Sigl, M., Abram, N., Gabrieli, J., Jenk, T., Osmont, D., and Schwikowski, M.: 19th century glacier retreat in the Alps preceded the emergence

of industrial black carbon deposition on high-alpine glaciers, The Cryosphere, 12, 3311–3331, https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-12-3311-2018,

2018.

Solomina, O., R.S., B., Jomelli, V., Geirsdottir, A., Kaufman, D., Koch, J., McKay, N., Masiokas, M., Miller, G., Nesje, A., Nicolussi, K.,550

Owen, L., Putnam, A., Wanner, H., Wiles, G., and Yang, B.: Glacier fluctuations during the past 2000 years, Quaternary Science Reviews,

149, 61–90, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2016.04.008, 2016.

Taylor, K., Stouffer, R., and Meehl, G.: An Overview of CMIP5 and the Experiment Design, Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 93, 485–498,

https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-11-00094.1, 2012.

WGMS: Fluctuations of Glaciers Database, https://doi.org/10.5904/wgms-fog-2019-12, wgms.ch/data_databaseversions, 2019.555

17

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1401-2
https://nsidc.org/data/measures/gimp
https://doi.org/10.1038/320607a0
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1107046
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1797
https://doi.org/10.5194/cp-11-1673-2015
https://doi.org/10.5194/cp-11-1673-2015
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302570110
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0687-9
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-3-183-2009
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-2018-254
https://doi.org/10.7265/N5-RGI-60
https://doi.org/10.7265/N5-RGI-60
https://doi.org/10.7265/N5-RGI-60
https://www.glims.org/RGI/
https://doi.org/10.5194/tc-12-3311-2018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2016.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-11-00094.1
https://doi.org/10.5904/wgms-fog-2019-12
wgms.ch/data_databaseversions


WGMS and NSIDC: World Glacier Inventory, http://nsidc.org/data/glacier_inventory/index.html, 1989.

Zekollari, H., Huss, M., and Farinotti, D.: On the Imbalance and Response Time of Glaciers in the European Alps, Geophys. Res. Lett., 47,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2019GL085578, 2020.

Zemp, M., Frey, H., Gärtner-Roer, I., Nussbaumer, S. U., Hoelzle, M., Paul, F., Haeberli, W., Denzinger, F., Ahlstrøm, A. P., Anderson, B.,

Bajracharya, S., Baroni, C., Braun, L. N., Cáceres, B. E., Casassa, G., Cobos, G., Dávila, L. R., Granados, H. D., Demuth, M. N., Espizua,560

L., Fischer, A., Fujita, K., Gadek, B., Ghazanfar, A., Hagen, J. O., Holmlund, P., Karimi, N., Li, Z., Pelto, M., Pitte, P., Popovnin, V. V.,

Portocarrero, C. A., Prinz, R., Sangewar, C. V., Severskiy, I., Sigurdsson, O., Soruco, A., Usubaliev, R., and Vincent, C.: Historically

unprecedented global glacier decline in the early 21st century, J. Glaciol., 61, 745–762, 2015.

18

http://nsidc.org/data/glacier_inventory/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019GL085578


Figure 1. Distribution of 1950 Leclercq dataset glacier lengths (for the 412 glaciers that are matched with RGIv6 glaciers) vs distribution

of RGIv6 most up-to-date glacier lengths. Relative frequency is used due to the orders-of-magnitude difference in glacier numbers in each

dataset.
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Figure 2. Number of glaciers contributing to the Leclercq dataset regional mean (Fig. 3 black line) over time, by RGI region ID. This does

not include the 91 glaciers which are excluded from the regional means for being marine- or lake-terminating, so the total number of glaciers

shown here is 321.
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Figure 3. Length changes from 1000-2004 CE across 16 RGI regions, modelled by OGGM using 6 separate GCM products (CESM, IPSL,

GISS, BCC-CSM, CCSM4, and MPI), and compared to length change observations from the Leclercq (2014) dataset. Each glacier in both

the OGGM runs and Leclercq observations has its length changes normalised relative to the 1950 length in the run output or observations

respectively. The number of glaciers that contribute towards the mean in each region are listed in Table 1.
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Figure 4. Length changes for the period of observational record represented by the Leclercq (2014) glaciers in each region across 16 RGI

regions, modelled by OGGM using 6 separate GCM products (CESM, IPSL, GISS, BCC-CSM, CCSM4, and MPI). Unlike in figure 3, the

modelled mean in each year includes only the glaciers for which Leclercq data covers that year. resulting in some of data artefacts that come

from glaciers entering or leaving the set that contributes to the regional mean being reflected in both the observed and the modelled means.
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Figure 5. Regional length changes represented by an optimised 2-part split regression. For each modelled timeseries of mean normalised

glacier length, a split is produced for each year between 901 and 1954 and a simple linear regression performed separately for years up to

and including the split year, and years after the split year. The year which maximises the sum of the r2 values for these two regressions is

considered optimal, and both regression lines are shown for the optimal year, for each region and climate model.
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Figure 6. Distribution of the errors in absolute modelled glacier length in 1950. Data is displayed per-GCM for all modelled glaciers

globally, rather than per-region due to small sample sizes in several regions. The model intercomparison panel shows box plots with the box

representing interquartile range.
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Figure 7. 20th century length change trends: per-glacier modelled trends for OGGM runs driven by each GCM dataset vs Leclercq 2014

observations. Dashed black line is line of best fit, and dotted black line shows the 1:1 ratio. Trends are calculated for all glaciers with at least

68 years in the 20th century covered by the observation period (68 years rather than the entire century chosen to ensure more than 90% of

glaciers are included). For glaciers with an observation period that starts before 1900, the trend is calculated only from 1900 onward, and for

glaciers with an observation period that extends beyond 2000, the trend is calculated only up to 2000.
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Figure 8. Regional length changes for 1 model (IPSL) comparing fully climate run and constant precipitation run, shown with relative

precipitation (annual precipitation normalised to 1900-1950 mean climate). The constant precipitation run lengths are normalised to the full

climate run 1950 length, to better illustrate differences.
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Figure 9. Regional length changes for 1 model (IPSL) comparing fully climate run and constant temperature run, shown with relative melt-

relevant temperature (annual degree-day sum normalised to 1900-1950 mean climate). Relative temperature is inverted, so that the direction

of any trend corresponds to the expected impact on glacier length. The constant temperature run lengths are normalised to the full climate

run 1950 length, to better illustrate differences.
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Figure 10. Relative variance of the constant precipitation and constant temperature runs to the full climate model run for each of the 6 climate

models used. A relative variance of 1 (dashed line) indicates the same overall variance in the constant prec/temp run as in the full climate run.

A low relative variance in the constant precipitation run indicates a small impact of temperature on glacier length changes, and vice versa. A

high relative variance in the constant precipitation run may indicate a large impact of temperature on glacier length changes (and vice versa),

though in cases of relative variance greater that 1, there are several possible explanations for this behaviour. The same information is shown

numerically in supplementary Tables S1-4, sorted into categories - the borders of these categories are shown here by the dotted lines.
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Table 1. Breakdown of the glaciers modelled by region, showing the two reasons glaciers may be removed from contributing to regional

means: the glaciers being flagged in the RGI as marine- or lake-terminating, and a failure in the modelling process for all 6 GCMs. For each

GCM, the set of glaciers that contribute to the regional mean length changes (any failures for that specific GCM also removed) is shown.

Total glaciers in the RGI are shown for comparison, to provide an idea of how well-represented each region is in the Leclercq dataset.

Region Glaciers

(RGI)

Glaciers

(Leclercq)

Marine/lake-

terminating

All GCMs

fail

Glaciers contributing to mean

CESM IPSL GISS BCC-CSM CCSM4 MPI

Alaska 27108 20 8 0 12 11 11 11 10 12

W. Can/US 18855 34 0 0 32 30 34 30 34 29

Greenland Per. 19306 74 37 0 37 28 32 34 31 34

Iceland 568 6 0 0 6 4 5 4 4 5

Svalbard 1615 15 3 0 12 11 11 12 10 11

Scandinavia 3417 14 0 1 13 13 13 13 13 13

Rus. Arctic 1069 13 12 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

North Asia 5151 8 0 0 8 8 8 8 8 8

Cen. Europe 3927 89 0 0 89 82 86 61 86 88

Cauc./M.East 1888 31 0 0 31 29 29 30 30 28

Cen. Asia 54429 27 0 0 27 26 27 26 27 27

S Asia West 27988 5 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5

S Asia East 13119 6 0 0 6 6 6 6 6 6

Low Latitudes 2939 17 0 0 17 10 17 17 17 14

S Andes 15908 50 31 1 18 18 18 18 17 18

New Zealand 3537 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 3

Global 215547 412 91 2 317 285 306 279 302 302
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