INTRODUCTION: We thank Reviewer 1 for their insightful comments. In some cases these
seem to arise because of misunderstandings of what we have done or how we have done it.
In these cases, we will review and make additions to the text to further clarify our methods
and findings. In other cases, where the comments were justified, we will make changes to
the way we carry out the analysis to improve the research and the way it is presented.
Details of changes proposed are given which replies to each comment below.

Reviewer: Despite the presented data range between 2012-2020, new results are related to
the period 2017-2020 only.

Reply: We present independently-derived data for the entire period to validate previous
work and to provide more detail and insight into those findings, as well as new data for the
more recent period which is the main focus of the paper. We chose Brief Communications
for publication because our aim is to provide an update on previous work. WE THEREFORE
PROPOSE NO CHANGES.

Reviewer: The main finding of the paper is related to the underwater cavity found in
previous studies at the main trunk of Thwaites glacier. The authors claim that melt at the
cavity stopped during the period 2017-2020.

Reply: Nowhere in the paper do we claim that melt at the cavity stopped in 2017. We simply
show that the cavity stopped growing in response to ongoing melt at the grounding line, and
that this is consistent with models. WE THEREFORE PROPOSE NO CHANGES.

Reviewer: However, these findings are only based on InSAR surface elevation changes which
is typically 10 times less accurate than altimeter based surface elevation measurements.

Reply: Using DEMs is a highly complementary approach to DInSAR for determining the
boundary between floating and grounded ice. Although less precise than altimeter
measurements, the advantage of InSAR elevations is the repeat and complete spatial
coverage. InSAR DEMs can be as accurate as the data used to tie them vertically, which in
our case is altimetry. Far from being misleading, our results confirm those of previous
studies and go on to provide further insights into processes and recent evolution. WE
THEREFORE PROPOSE NO CHANGES.

Reviewer: DEM only based results can be misleading when adopted for calculating melt
rates and grounding line retreats without supporting data such as DInSAR or RADAR
sounders.

Reply: The reviewer’s claim that we do not use supporting data is incorrect, and in any case
we do not calculate melt rates but simply report on cavity geometry. We validate our
elevations during the period when both InSAR and altimetry data are available and find a
mean and standard deviation of the difference (TDX —1S2) to be -0.7 m and 2.2 m,
respectively, over 23,000 points in the south scene, and +0.2 m and 1.8 m over 877 points in
the north scene. This is a level of correspondence which is more than sufficient to support



our conclusions. WE WILL MAKE ADDITIONS TO THE TEXT TO HIGHLIGHT THIS EXCELENT
CORRESPONDENCE.

Reviewer: The authors also do not explain the methodology used for calculating melt-rates
(as an example in figure 2 ice bottom crosses the bedrock). This lack makes it hard to
evaluate the results.

Reply: We do not claim to calculate melt rates and the method for inferring thickness and
flotation from surface and bed heights is explained in full in lines 50-62. The crossing of ice-
base and bedrock lines in Figure 2 results from the chosen method of presentation which
focusses on height above flotation. CHANGES PROPOSED: To clarify our approach to
presenting the results in this way we will include the following explanation in the revised
text: Where the ice is grounded the plots show the ice base below bedrock, this is simply a
device to indicate height above flotation scaled by pw/(pw — pi) = 8.

Reviewer: Some statements seem to be overly speculative (see comments below) and are
not proved or confirmed using independent and complementary measurements. These issues
reduce my overall confidence in the main results.

Reply: Wherever possible we have compared our results directly to independent
measurements, including our grounding lines against published DInSAR ones. The figures
show very clearly an excellent correspondence between our estimate of the grounding lines
and those produced using DINSAR. We also compare our surface elevations with ICESat-2
elevations. We therefore find the assertion that our data are not confirmed by
complementary measurements to be unsubstantiated. WE THEREFORE PROPOSE NO
CHANGES.

Reviewer: The presentation is also unclear at times. | suggest major revisions are required
for readers to have confidence in the reliability of results and the conclusions that are
presented.

Reply: This comment is not sufficiently specific to allow us to respond. WE THEREFORE
PROPOSE NO CHANGES TO THIS SPECIFIC COMMENT, ALTHOUGH CHANGES ELSEWHERE
SHOULD CLARIFY THE PRESENTATION.

Reviewer: Line 45 — “We tied the adjacent DEMs to their cotemporal neighbours using a
point within the scene overlap. By choosing this point over a relatively flat region, height
errors resulting from geolocation errors were minimised”. It is not clear to me why the
authors need to coregister adjacent DEMs if they use IceSAT for calibrating the single tile.
Moreover this approach, if not performed correctly might lead to errors related to geocoding
or mi-registration (see schematics in the PDF version). Hence a single tie point seems to be a
weak approach for tackling this problem.

Reply: We took the only reasonable approach to vertically calibrating the DEMs based on
the availability of ICESat-2 data, which did not begin operation until October 2018. It was
necessary to use the landward DEM frame as a source of reference for the seaward frame



because ICESat-2 data is sparse and unreliable in the latter. Nevertheless, since our findings
are based predominantly on the landward frame, error propagation from frame to frame
has no bearing on the main result. However, we agree that this approach needs to be
explained better and the error arising from it could be better presented. CHANGES
PROPOSED: We will list in Table Al the mean elevation differences between adjacent scenes
in a4 x4 km (500 x 500 pixels) patch above the grounding line and in the overlap region.
The majority of the mean and standard deviations of the differences are less than 1 m and
therefore well within the error margin for our approach.

Reviewer: 54-55 “Small tidal Ranges” of 0.5 meters would correspond to about 5 meters of
difference when considering multiplying by the flotation factor. This factor should be taken
into account if you are looking at grounding zones or a more solid justification of why this
was not taken into account should be provided.

Reply: This is a valid point. CHANGES PROPOSED: We will extract tidal heights from a point
close to the cavity and use these to correct height above flotation as presented in Figs. 1
and 2, and a new Appendix Figure Al. Preliminary analysis shows that it makes little visible
difference to grounding line location. However, the work will be more valid for having done
this.

Reviewer: 65 Why do you need tie points described on line 45 if you can calibrate data with
Icesat?

Reply: Reponses to previous comments will have addressed this issue.

Reviewer: 69 TerraSAR-X SLCs (2012—2014) why only this period and not the entire dataset?
Moreover, you can do pixel tracking with DEMs itself if pairs far apart in time are
characterized by Low SNR levels in the Pixel Offset maps.

Reply: Thank you for spotting this apparent omission. CHANGES PROPOSED: We did track
and had plotted TerraSAR-X SLCs beyond 2014 and will now highlight these points on Fig. 3.

Reviewer: 73 What does sampling every 100 m mean? Do you pick a cross-correlation
window every 100 m (for Sentinel) and 40 m for (TSX)? What are other parameters like
Window size and widow search used for different sensors? Depending on the used
parameters the velocity maps will have different accuracies.

Reply: Thanks for asking for more detail and clarification in our feature-tracking approach.
CHANGES PROPOSED: We will add much more detail of the feature-tracking and filtering
method. This could be within the main text or as an Appendix if it becomes too unwieldy.

Reviewer: 79 It does not look like there is good agreement between the DEM based results
compared to the GL west the grounding line (Fig 1.a). The TDX backscatter intensity covers
the elevation of floating areas.



Reply: The agreement between DINSAR grounding lines and our DEM-based grounding lines
in Fig. 1a is in fact remarkably good and shows the quality that can be achieved with this
technique. What we think the reviewer is referring to is the area above the cavity and the
area to the west of the cavity where there appears to be some disagreement. We agree that
these issues need further clarification. CHANGES PROPOSED: We have obtained updated
grounding lines from Pietro Milillo which has removed the disagreement to the west of the
cavity. We will also redesign Figure 1 to make everything clearer and add similar figures for
other years (Appendix) for comparison. The apparent differences above the cavity are
explained by the temporal changes in grounding line here, and the nature of this region
being more akin to a grounding zone. We will make changes to the text to explain this and
clarify in detail where there are apparent differences between the two technigues and what

they mean.

Reviewer: How the DEM derived grounding lines have been obtained has not been explained
anywhere in the manuscript. This part requires an extensive rewriting.

Reply: The DEM regions of flotation/grounding are where the hydrostatic thickness is
less/greater than the difference between surface elevation and bedrock elevation. This is
explained this at line 56. CHANGES PROPOSED: We will review this text to make sure that
the method is more clearly presented and flagged.

Reviewer 85-89 This statement is not supported by the data since the DEM based Grounding
lines are 2 orders of magnitude less sensitive compared to the InSAR based Grounding lines.
This also is shown in Figure 1a West of thwaites main trunk where no grounding line is
detected by the “DEM based” grounding line. As explained in Milillo et al 2019 a grounding
line retreating could show up as a surface uplift simply because bending forces at the
grounding line get released once the grounding line retreats. This effect would alter height
above flotation calculations together with the fact that the grounding line is not in
hydrostatic equilibrium. Since you are not comparing Grounding lines obtained with the
same measurements this statement seems too speculative.

Reply: The correspondence between DEM-based and DInSAR grounding lines everywhere
except above the cavity and to the west of the cavity clearly demonstrates that the DEM-
based approach (with calibration by precise laser altimetry) is entirely valid at the level of
precision required for the claims we make. The discrepancy to the west of the cavity has
been corrected by updated DInSAR grounding lines. The temporal evolution of the cavity
(Figure 2) shows very clearly that our approach is sufficiently sensitive to changes in the
cavity. CHANGES PROPOSED: We will clarify the method with: ‘Using INSAR DEMs to
delineate grounding lines or zones is a complementary method to using DINSAR. The DEM
method requires accurate surface and bed elevations, and a good estimate of ice density
whereas the DINSAR method requires a detectable response of the floating ice to changing
tidal elevations. Using the DEM method has allowed us to create repeated full-coverage
mapping and to identify locations where there is insufficient ice-shelf flexure to allow
detection by the DINSAR method but where ocean water ingress is possible and likely to
result in further melt. The DEM method may miss a grounding line retreat where the
grounding line is not in hydrostatic equilibrium and retreat may even cause surface uplift. It




will be important to confirm the evolution of the grounding lines with interferometric
analysis.’

Reviewer: 90-92 This sentence is not supported by any data in the manuscript. How do you
identify the cavities? This seems to be part of the discussion and not of the results.

Reply: We refer to a cavity as being where the ice is assumed to be floating, that is where
the surface elevation minus the hydrostatically calculated thickness is above the bedrock
elevation. Our figures support this sentence, but we will review the text to make sure
everything is clear. CHANGES PROPOSED: review and clarification of the text.

Reviewer: 109 how do you calculate the cavity volume? This is not explained in the
manuscript.

Reply: We do not claim to calculate the cavity volume, only elevation, inferred thickness and
resulting floating/grounded areas. We use changes, or lack of changes, in these to infer the
evolution of the cavity. NO CHANGES PROPOSED.

Reviewer: 129-130 This sentence is not supported by observations or data and seems overly
speculative.

Reply: Accepted. CHANGES PROPOSED: we will remove this sentence.

Reviewer: Figure 1a Instead of surface elevation please show height above flotation since
you are comparing grounding line measurements. Add legend with Grounding line
acquisition dates.

Reply: CHANGES PROPOSED: We will redraw Fig. 1a as suggested and added a legend.

Reviewer Figure 2 Despite the nice colorbar It seems counterintuitive to look at the bottom
of the ice extending below the bedrock level. Since no methodology for retrieving these
thickness change measurements has been described it is really hard to evaluate this figure
and comment on it.

Reply: CHANGES PROPOSED: we explain how to interpret the lines crossing the bedrock in
the caption to Fig. 2. We will also add an explanation to the main text. We explain how the
thickness was calculated in Lines 50 to 62.



