
Review comments on “Global projections of aridity index for mid and long-term future 
based on CMIP6 scenarios by Crapart et al. 

The authors evaluated AI and dryland distribution projected by 13 CMIP6 models for three 
different socio-economic scenarios and for two timeframes of 2030-2060 and 2070-2100. 
The evaluation was done against WorldClim and ERA5 datasets for 1970-2000. Their 
projections indicate significant (SSP2-4.5 and SSP5-8.5) or limited (SSP3-7.0(drying) for 
mid-term but more consistent and continuing drying in the long-term. 

Systematic analysis of aridity in the mid-term and long-term future periods for a selection 
of representative emission scenarios is well within the interests of HESS readership and 
the use of 13-member ensemble of CMIP6 outputs add values to the future aridity and 
drought studies. However, the manuscript needs clarifications in some of the methods 
and results presented, justification or change of the ensemble CMIP6 sampling, and 
overall improvement in writing before it is considered for acceptance to HESS. I 
recommend a major revision. More detailed comments are provided below.   

 

General comments 

The manuscript contains analysis of internal variability in CMIP6 members (Section 3.1) 
and evaluation of CMIP6 against ERA5 and WorldClim (Section 3.2) over a historical 
period of 1970-2000. An important utility of CMIP6 evaluation over historical period is that 
it can provide insights on the behavioral features of projections produced by each 
ensemble member in terms of bias, trends, dynamic ranges (seasonal or interannual), 
mean difference, etc. Analysis of projected AIs needs elaboration based on the results of 
Sections 3.1 and 3.2. 

Thank you for this comment. Firstly, I need to highlight a mistake that was made in 
the first version of the manuscript. The term “internal variability” was unproperly 
used. We intended to handle the topic of dispersion of the ensemble rather than the 
natural variability of climate. This terminology will be clarified in the revised version. 

The section 3.1 and 3.2 allow us to evaluate the areas in which CMIP6 historical 
models compare the less with reanalysis, in order to assess the similarity between 
the multimodel mean of CMIP6 historical runs, and Worldclim/ERA5. Using this 
section to assess the relevance of the projections, as is suggested in the next 
comment, would definitely add value to the results. The sections 4.1 and 4.2 will be 
improved in this regard in the revised manuscript. 

In addition, for CMIP6 based projections, the candidate models are often 'conditioned' by 
comparing their results with historical observation or reanalysis data. The conditioning 
can be based on different evaluation metrics depending on the information of interests 
(e.g., trends vs. absolute values) for the projected period. The authors are recommended 



to try conditioning of the ensemble to improve the reliability of the ensemble of projected 
AIs. Assessment of the Section 3.2. appears to be an excellent source of information for 
this purpose. 

Thank you for noting this. I understand this comment as related to the previous one. 
In section 3.2, we compare the aridity index and classes obtained for historical 
CMIP6 multimodel mean, to the aridity indices obtained with Worldclim and ERA5. 
We can therefore determine which areas are most susceptible to deviate from 
“actual” results. For example, a region that is more humid in CMIP6 than in ERA5 or 
WDC is also likely to be more humid in CMIP6 projections. This is not sufficiently 
done in the current version of the manuscript, and will be included in the final 
version.  

Results include evolving aridity, for some regions, from wetting or moderate drying for 
2030-2060 to more consistent or stronger drying for 2070-2100, particularly for SSP3-
7.0.  Given that the projections are derived from models, the manuscript may include 
more process-based explanation for the inconsistent changes between the mid-term and 
long-term projections. 

This is indeed an interesting point to investigate further. As mentioned in our 
manuscript, the main difference between SSP 3- 7.0 and the two others is that this 
SSP was designed to include low or no policies on air quality and emissions. The 
impact of aerosols on radiative forcing, as well as on regional precipitation or 
temperature, is complex. The paragraph focusing on the particularities of this SSP 
(lines 421-429) will be enriched by more details about this scenario and how aerosols 
can have different impact locally, using for example the work of  Lund, Myhre, and 
Samset (2019) and Collins and al. (2017) who studied the impact of aerosol emissions 
in CMIP6 projections.  

It appears that there exists similarity between the manuscript and the UNCCD report 
(Vincente-Serrao et al., 2024) cited in the manuscript. Provide the difference between the 
manuscript and the UNCCD report (Vincente-Serrano et al., 2024) in methods and 
datasets. The UNCCD report appears to include comprehensive assessment of similar 
projections with minor differences in the projected time windows. 

There are indeed similarities between these two works, as this paper is intended to 
support the efforts of the UNCCD in investigating future desertification trends. 
However, there are noticeable differences that make these two studies 
complementary.  

The first and main one is the use of the Penman-Monteith formula for potential 
evapotranspiration in our article, while the results in the UNCDD report are based on 
the Hargreaves-Samani formula. The Hargreaves-Samani formula is based on 
minimum and maximum temperature, hence does not take into account the 



projections in wind speed, surface radiation etc. Therefore, we expect the Penman-
Monteith equation to give more accurate results for aridity index projections.  

There are also a couple of methodological differences between our two studies. For 
example, the UNCDD report uses projections for 6 GCM (we use 13) and historical 
runs from 10 GCM (where we use the same 13 GCM as for the projections). In 
addition, the “cold” category in the UNCDD report is defined as areas where the 
mean annual temperature is <10°C, following a Köppen-Geiger definition, while we 
use the same approach as in the last World Atlas for Desertification: annual PET < 
400 mm.   

Since the raw data of the UNCDD report is not available, it is difficult to compare 
exactly our results with theirs. However, we compared the evolution of dryland 
proportion by continent in their report and in ours. A paragraph will be added in the 
revised manuscript. Globally, the projections of aridity index with Penman-Monteith 
results in a higher proportion of drylands in the future compared to the UNCDD 
report; but there are differences depending on the continent.  

Following a comment from reviewer 1, we also added a section in which we compare 
the proportion of drylands in SSP 2-4.5, 3-7.0 and 5-8.5 if using the Thornthwaite 
potential evapotranspiration equation, that also relies only on temperature. The 
proportion of drylands is systematically lower with Thornthwaite compared to 
Penman-Monteith. 

Some paragraphs in Introduction are loosely related to the main focus of the manuscript 
(e.g., history of climate zones). Tighten words and improve focus in the Introduction 
section. There are mentions of 30-year or 30 year, but the three periods of analysis are all 
31 years (1970-2000, 2030-2060, and 2070-2100), right? Also, description of methods 
needs improvement for clarity. For example, more detailed description is needed for how 
results in Figure 1 and Table 4 are produced. Were all 31-year (not 30) data over all grid 
cells put together for Figure 1?  Lines 245-246 indicated a use of 30-year (31?) average, 
but was it used for all results or just Figure 2? 

Thank you for noticing these details.  

The introduction will be shortened in the final manuscript.  

The periods used for computing projections are all 30 years, for ex 1970-1999. “2000” 
was used by convenience, but this will be corrected.  

In the section 3.2 (Figure 1 and Table 4), the objective is to compare Worldclim, ERA5 
and historical runs of CMIP6. The violin plots of figure 1 help displaying the 
distribution of the values of each parameter for the 3 datasets; and table 4 presents 
pairwise computations (ERA5 against Worldclim, CMIP6 against REA5 etc) of r2 for 



each variable. Details about violin plots and what they represent, as well as the 
correlation coefficients, will be added.  

Specific comments 

- Lines 20-21: The subject for the second part the sentence is different from the earlier 
part. Revise the sentence. 

The sentence will be revised in the corrected ms.  

- Line 21: ‘population’ would be a more suitable word since ‘inhabitants’ can refer to the 
entire animal, unless that is the intended meaning. 

This has been modified. 

- Line 24: Change ‘contrarily’ to ‘in contrast’. 

This has been modified. 

- Line 26: “widespread and persistent”. 

This has been modified. 

- Lines 66-67: What does “changes” here refer to? Changes from one category to another 
over time? 

It refers to the evapotranspiration and aridity index changes. This has been specified. 

- Line 69: Revise the following to a correct expression: “the future downscaled CMIP6 
models”. 

The sentence has been changed to “to the few variables available in the CMIP6 
projections gathered in Worldclim”. The meaning of the sentence is that Worldclim 
offers gridded data from CMIP6 that has been downscaled to resolutions inferior to 
100x100 km, for a selection of variables that do not include all the necessary 
variables for calculating Penman-Monteith.  

- Eq 1 and throughout the manuscript: ET0 has been used to indicate the potential ET in 
the manuscript but it is commonly used for the reference ET. ‘PET’ would be a better 
choice to mean the potential ET. 

We used ET0 throughout the manuscript because it is the way it is defined in Allen et 
al as the reference evapotranspiration, based on the Penman-Monteith method. 
Thus, we used it as a synonym of PET in this manuscript. For clarification and to be 
consistent with other papers on the topic, the notation will be changed to PET.  

- ‘2-m’ instead of ‘2m’ when it is used as adjective. 

This has been done, in particular in table 2.  



- Table 1 and throughout the manuscript: AI = 0.75 is used as threshold between ‘Dry 
subhumid’ and ‘Humid’. UNESCO (1979) uses AI = 0.65 
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/figures/chapter-ccp3/figure-ccp3-001 

This can indeed be confusing. This point is answered below. 

- Lines 120-121: Rewrite this sentence for clarity. 

The point here is precisely to explain why a threshold of 0.75 is used with the 
Penman-Monteith equation, contrarily to the 0.65 threshold used with the 
Hargreaves and Thornthwaite equations (as in UNESCO 1979). This is due to the 
constatation that Hargreaves and Thornthwaite equations, also commonly used to 
compute the potential evapotranspiration, tend to overestimate evapotranspiration 
in humid areas. Therefore, the threshold for “humid” areas is lower when using 
Hargreaves or Thornthwaite, compared to using Penman-Monteith. 

- Line 120: Use ‘lower’ or ‘smaller’ in place of “inferior to”. 

This has been modified. 

- Line 129: What does the “3 datasets” refer to? 

The 3 datasets refer toERA5, Worldclim and CMIP6. This has been specified. 

- Section 2.2.1: Use plain paragraphs or summary of lists in tables instead of bullet points. 

The bullet points were replaced by plain paragraphs. 

- Table 1: Highlight the quantities that exhibit large deviations from the central tendency 
(mean or median). 

I assume that this comment holds for table 3? I have formatted the table so that the 
deviations appear clearly. 

- Table 2 and throughout the manuscript: Units appears to be inconsistent or not in 
compliant with HESS style. 

The HESS guidelines recommend to use SI units, expressed with negative exponents. 
These are the units used in the manuscript are SI units, but we expressed them with 
separative dots, which we will remove in the final manuscript consistently with the 
recommendations of the International Bureau of Weights and Measure. We also 
corrected inconsistencies in units writing in diverse parts of the manuscript. 

Some differences will remain when necessary. For example, Table 2 presents the 
variables and their units as available in Worldclim, ERA5 and CMIP6. They are not 
always consistent: for example, precipitation in Worldclim are expressed in mm y -1, 
while they are available in kg m-2 s -1 in ERA5 and CMIP6. The variables are all 
converted to the units corresponding to the Penman-Monteith equation before use. 

https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/figures/chapter-ccp3/figure-ccp3-001


For example, in Figure 1, the variables are presented in the units in which they are 
inserted in the equation (see equation 2) and available as such in the data that we 
release with this article. 

- Quality of Table 3 needs improvement (e.g., margins, line thickness). 

Table 3 has been updated.  

- Figure 2 and relevant section: The reference data, ERA5 and WorldClim, feature 
noticeable discrepancy in AI. What are the sources of them when they both incorporate 
ground data? 

The information on the provenance of the data is given in section 2.2.1. The 
Worldclim dataset is a combination of several sources of observation and reanalysis. 
More details will be added in the final manuscript.  

One of the main reasons for which there is a discrepancy in AI is the way that surface 
radiation is computed with Worldclim data (based on latitude only). This impacts in 
particular the high latitude regions. In addition, in Wordclim, the gridded data (in 
particular precipitation) is obtained from interpolating observations, which might 
result in more uncertainties for regions where observations are scarce.  
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