
Authors Response to Reviewer’s comments

Reviewer 1

A well written relatively short paper discussing the e!ect of plankton, represented by the concentration of

chlorophyll-a, on the surface layers of the equatorial Atlantic. However, the paper does appear to have one

major fault in that, in a system where SST and near surface stratification is important, the paper does

not consider the interaction of the ocean and atmospheric temperature fields. I discuss the problem more

below. This review concentrates primarily on the ocean physics aspects of the study. I do not have the right

background to review the comparisons with studies in the Pacific or with observations of Atlantic upwelling

systems.

We thank the reviewer for the positive evaluation of our manuscript and for the constructive comments and

suggestions. We address the di!erent points raised by the reviewer thereafter. The reviewer’s comments are

shown in black and our responses in blue. When a line number is provided, it refers to the manuscript with

track changes accepted. References can be found at the end of the document.

Detailed Comments

=================

Abstract

• Line 7. This does not explain which part of the ’vertical temperature gradient’ is weakened. Later are

you referring to the surface thermocline or the main oceanic thermocline.

We thank the reviewer for pointing this out. Throughout the manuscript, the term ”thermocline”

refers to the main oceanic thermocline, defined as the depth at which the vertical temperature gradient

reaches its maximum. To avoid ambiguity, we have modified the sentence in the abstract as follows:

”Additionally, the vertical temperature gradient around the main oceanic thermocline of the equatorial

Atlantic is weakened, the mixed layer and main oceanic thermocline are deepened, and the equatorial

upwelling across the mixed-layer base is reduced.” L6-8

• Line 8. Equatorial upwelling is not reduced. If the winds used in the di!erent runs are the same then

the Ekman transports will be the same, as will equatorial upwelling.

We agree that under the same wind forcing, the Ekman-driven equatorial upwelling remains unchanged.

However, the equatorward geostrophic flow induced by the negative zonal SSH gradient is enhanced

when the mixed layer is deepened (see our longer response below). As a result, the net poleward

transport within the mixed layer is reduced because the enhanced equatorward geostrophic flow provides
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greater compensation for the Ekman transport. Consequently, the e!ective upwelling across the mixed-

layer base is reduced in the deeper mixed layer case (ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01). This mechanism is

consistent with the results from Sweeney et al. (2005); Löptien et al. (2009); Park et al. (2014b,a).

• Line 10. ’non-linearly’. After reading the rest of the paper I find this bland statement misleading. It

needs something which implies that a reduction in chlorophyll has a large e!ect - and so will be the

focus of the paper - with increases in concentration have a smaller e!ect.

We have modified the sentence to include the idea that the reduction in SST variability under low

chlorophyll-a concentration is larger than the increase under comparable high chlorophyll-a concen-

tration. The sentence reads now: ”We also show that when the prescribed monthly climatology of

chlorophyll-a concentration is scaled by 0.01, 0.5, 1, 1.5, and 2, the eastern equatorial Atlantic SST

variability responds non-linearly, decreasing more strongly under low chlorophyll-a concentrations than

it increases under comparable high chlorophyll-a conditions.” L10-12

Introduction

• Line 14. ’The underlying dynamics ...’. I am not sure why ’underlying’ is needed. Given that the best

predictions of El Ninos are produced by computers and nobody understands the ’underlying’ ’why’,

this is a slightly dangerous statement.

We have replaced ”The underlying dynamics” with ”The dynamics associated with” L20.

• Line 33. ’well observed’ is a bit clumsy - how about something like ’accurately and easily measured’.

We agree with the reviewer, and modified the sentence as suggested. L34-35

• Line 59. After a detailed discussion of previous studies, the paper states some aims of the study - but

I felt it would help the reader to have some clues along the lines of ”As will be shown ... ”.

We thank the reviewer for this suggestion. We prefer to keep the introduction focused on the scientific

motivation and research questions, without previewing the main findings.

Data and Methods

• Line 90. It would be cleaner just to say that in the model the incident radiation is split into three

components, infra-red, red visible and green visible, in the ratios 0.58, 0.21 and 021.

We have improved the paragraph following the reviewer’s suggestion. It reads now: ”The total surface

irradiance, I0, is split into three wavelength bands: the infrared (Iir), red visible (Ired), and blue/green

visible (Ibg) with a light partitioning of Iir = 0.58 → I0, Ired = 0.21 → I0, and Ibg = 0.21 → I0,

respectively.” L106-107

• Line 95. Given the importance of the depth of heating in the following analysis, it would help to give

the e-folding distance (i.e. 1/k) for each of the three ’k’. For the two which depend on concentration

and the seasonal cycle, minimum and maximum depths would also be important.

We agree with the reviewer and we have computed the seasonal cycle of the e-folding distances (1/k)

for each simulation using the Chl-a seasonal cycles given in Fig. 1b and plotted them in Fig. R1c.

The e-folding distances and Fig. R1c are now discussed in the revised manuscript: ”As defined in Eqs.

2 and 3, the use of these di!erent climatologies of Chl-a a!ects the e-folding depth scale of the light
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penetration in the visible red (1/kred) and in the visible blue/green wavelength bands (1/kbg; Fig. R1c)

while the infrared (1/kir) is independent. The e!ect of Chl-a is limited for 1/kred, as the e-folding scale

is approximately 4 m in all simulations throughout the year (Fig. R1c). In contrast, the e!ect of Chl-a

is important for 1/kbg. In ICTP-MOM5-CHL2.0, the ATL3 seasonal cycle of 1/kbg varies around 14 m,

whereas in ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01 it varies around 40 m.” L125-130

Figure R1: (a) Climatological mean chlorophyll-a concentration prescribed to ICTP-MOM5-CTRL. Black

contours indicate the 0.06 mg m→3 and 0.80 mg m→3 chlorophyll-a concentration levels. (b) Seasonal cycle of

the prescribed chlorophyll-a concentration averaged over the ATL3 (20↑W-0↑E, 3↑S-3↑N) region and for the

di!erent model simulations: ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01 (blue), ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.5 (orange), ICTP-MOM5-

CTRL (black), ICTP-MOM5-CHL1.5 (green), and ICTP-MOM5-CHL2.0 (red). (c) Seasonal cycles of the

e-folding depth scales of the light penetration in the ATL3 region for the infrared (1/kir, magenta dotted

line), the red (1/kred, full lines), and the blue/green (1/kbg, dashed lines) wavelength bands. As 1/kred and

1/kbg depend on the chlorophyll-a concentration (cf. Eqs. 2 and 3), the seasonal cycles are plotted for each

model experiment.

• Line 99. The paper states ”this climatology is considered vertically uniform”. It then states ”This

is certainly a limitation as the maximum on Chl-a is usually found close to the nutricline”. The

phrase ”considered vertically uniform” is too vague. I presume that this means the chlorophyll field is

independent of depth in the model. But I think a more serious problem is that the paragraph hints

that the model is not suitable for many studies involving chlorophyll. In reality the chlorophyll and

nutrient distribution will depend on surface mixed-layer depth and stratification. It therefor needs to

explain why the model is suitable for the di!erent runs. I can understand it may have been tuned for

the standard case and still be valid with no chlorophyll, but with double chlorophyll one might expect

additional feedbacks.

Yes, the reviewer is correct, we meant that the Chl-a is independent of depth, i.e. the Chl-a concentra-

tion is the same at every vertical level. We have modified the paragraph as follows: ”We note that, in

all model simulations of this study, the prescribed monthly climatology of surface Chl-a is considered

vertically independent. This is certainly a limitation as the maximum Chl-a is usually found close to the

nutricline in the tropical Atlantic Ocean (Herbland, 1983). However, Hernandez et al. (2017) compared

a forced ocean simulation with a depth-independent profile of Chl-a to a forced ocean simulation with a

depth-dependent Chl-a profile and reported only small di!erences in SST between the two simulations
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(see Fig. A1 in Hernandez et al. (2017)). Hence, for simplicity and consistency with previous studies, we

have used depth-independent profiles of Chl-a in the following.” L114-120. Furthermore, the Modular

Ocean Model has been used in several studies focusing on the impact of chlorophyll on ENSO (Sweeney

et al. (2005); Park et al. (2014b,a); Löptien et al. (2009)) suggesting that it is a suitable model to study

the impact of chlorophyll-a on interannual variability in the tropics.

• Line 108. It would help to state here that the paper will focus on the changes in the low chlorophyll

run.

We have modified the sentence to: ”In the following, we examine the biological e!ect by focusing on

the di!erence between the low Chl-a simulation (ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01) and the control run (ICTP-

MOM5-CTRL).” L130-131

• Line 118. This needs to be clear about the di!erence between the near surface thermocline and main

oceanic thermocline.

Throughout the manuscript when we refer to the ”thermocline”, we refer to the depth at which the

vertical temperature gradient is maximum, as commonly done in the tropics.

• Line 122. The null and alternative hypotheses statements are misleading. The null hypothesis should

probably be that on the basis of the evidence the signal cannot be distinguished from zero. But I

don’t than that a yes/no argument is valid. What the paper discusses later is the ’probability’ that the

signal is di!erent from zero. The bootstrap method of resampling with replacement is one way of doing

this. I think the paragraph needs a good rewrite, with some good references describing the method,

the quality of the results and how it compares with other methods for estimating the probability that

results are significant.

We thank the reviewer for making this point. We have removed the null and alternative hypotheses

statements, revised the paragraph, and we have included a reference. It reads now: ”To evaluate whether

the variability (i.e. standard deviation of anomalies) or the mean state (time mean) di!er between two

simulations, we apply a nonparametric bootstrap method (Efron and Tibshirani, 1993) independently

at each grid point. For the mean-state analysis, the statistic of interest is the di!erence between the

time means of the two simulations, while for the variability analysis it is the di!erence between their

standard deviations. Uncertainty in these di!erences is estimated using bootstrap resampling with

replacement. For each simulation, the time indices are resampled independently 5000 times, and the

statistics of interest are computed for each resampled dataset, resulting in a bootstrap distribution of

the di!erence. From this distribution, we estimate a two-sided confidence interval using the 0.5th and

99.5th percentiles. Di!erences are considered statistically di!erent from zero at the 99% confidence

level when zero falls outside this interval.” L144-151

Results

• Line 132. The paper appears to make a serious mistake in not considering the strong interactions

between air temperature and sea surface temperature. It states that the JRA-55 atmospheric fields

have been used. As well as the wind stress fields and the downward radiation fluxes JRA-55 also

includes the 10m air temperature and humidity. Within the ocean model these variables will normally

be used to calculate the sensible and latent heat fluxes across the air sea interface. If this does not

happen in the version of Mom used, they my following comments should be ignored and the paper
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corrected with a better explanation of the way the ocean model handles the JRA-55 data. The sensible

heat flux depends just on the air-sea temperature di!erence. The latent heat flux is a function of both

the temperature di!erence and the humidity of the atmosphere. Ocean models usually include code to

represent these processes and I would be surprised in Mom is di!erent. The fluxes are not small and in

reality this means that SST and the surface atmospheric temperature are usually close. In the present

case, where the atmospheric temperature is fixed, it means that the SST will always be close to the

imposed air temperature. This helps explains why the two functions in Fig. 4c stay so close over such a

long period of time. The SST di!erences seen in Fig 4a, are thus really a measure of how hard to system

is trying to get away from the imposed air temperature. In a fully coupled system the di!erences will

be larger. I am not sure how the surface boundary condition a!ects the rest of the results. I suspect

that they also show the direction in which changes will occur in a fully coupled system - but this is

really up to the authors to think through.

We thank the reviewer for raising this important point. We have added the following paragraph on the

absence of ocean-atmosphere feedbacks in ocean models and inherent limitations: ”A caveat of forced

ocean-sea ice configurations is the lack of two-way ocean–atmosphere coupling. In ICTP-MOM5, the

ocean model is forced with the time-evolving JRA55-do atmospheric state, including winds at 10 m,

shortwave and longwave heat fluxes, and near-surface (2 m) atmospheric temperature and humidity,

which are used to calculate latent and sensible heat fluxes through bulk formulae. This forcing enables

the model to realistically reproduce historical oceanic conditions over the simulation period. Addition-

ally, the absence of SST restoring, together with the weak sea surface salinity restoring, prevent the

artificial damping of intrinsic ocean variability. Nevertheless, prescribing the near-surface atmospheric

state imposes some constraints on the simulated SST through the turbulent heat fluxes. Despite this

limitation, Park et al. (2014b) showed that the impact of Chl-a on eastern tropical Pacific SST is quali-

tatively consistent between ocean-only and fully-coupled model experiments. Their results indicate that

atmosphere-ocean coupling mostly amplifies the chlorophyll-induced mean change through a positive

atmosphere feedback, but does not change the sign of the response. Moreover, the simulated response

of ENSO in both fully-coupled and ocean-only model experiments was consistent Park et al. (2014b).

These findings suggest that forced ocean simulations provide a robust framework for investigating the

influence of Chl-a on the equatorial Atlantic variability. Yet, we acknowledge that the magnitude of

the response may be lower than if a fully coupled system was considered.” L92-104

• Lines 165-180. The statement of line 170 correctly implies that because the winds are the same in

the di!erent runs, the Ekman net transport will be the same. This further means that Ekman driven

upwelling at the Equator will also be the same. So nothing can ”strengthen equatorial upwelling through

poleward volume transports” What can change is the vertical distribution of the Ekman transport and

this will change the velocities at each level. The changed transport will also a!ect the vertical structure

of equatorial upwelling. As an example of the Ekman transport profile changing, over much of the

ocean a large fraction of the Ekman transports is usually found in the surface mixed layer. In this case

if the mixed layer shallows but the transport in the layer stays the same, then velocities in the layer

will increase to give the same total transport. Anyway both paragraphs need to be rewritten as do any

similar statements elsewhere in the paper.

We agree that the original wording was imprecise and we improved it in the revised manuscript. Since

the surface winds are identical in the di!erent experiments, the net Ekman transport and the associated

Ekman-driven equatorial upwelling remain unchanged. What changes between the simulations is not
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the total Ekman transport itself, but rather the compensating geostrophic flow within the mixed layer.

Following the framework of Sweeney et al. (2005), the steady zonal momentum budget integrated over

the mixed layer, with Reynolds stresses neglected and assuming that the baroclinic pressure gradients

associated with horizontal density variations are small relative to the barotropic pressure gradient

associated with sea surface height variations, gives:

My ↑ ↓ ωx
ε0f︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1) Wind-driven Ekman transport

+
gD

f

ϑϖ

ϑx︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2) SSH-gradient (geostrophic) contribution

(1)

where My is the mixed-layer-integrated meridional transport, D is the mixed-layer depth, ϖ is the

sea surface height , ωx is the zonal wind stress, f is the Coriolis parameter, and ε0 is a reference

density. The mixed-layer-integrated meridional transport can be decomposed into (1) the wind-driven

Ekman transport and (2) a compensating geostrophic transport associated with the zonal SSH gradient

integrated over the mixed layer. Because the Ekman component is unchanged between ICTP-MOM5-

CTRL and ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01, di!erences in the net poleward transport arise from changes in the

mixed-layer depth and/or in the zonal SSH gradient. The zonal SSH gradient, which represents the

barotropic pressure gradient in this approximation, is similar in both simulations (Fig. R2). Therefore,

the di!erences in meridional transport are primarily driven by changes in mixed-layer depth. In ICTP-

MOM5-CHL0.01, the deeper mixed layer enhances the depth-integrated geostrophic compensation,

thereby reducing the residual poleward transport within the mixed layer. Consistent with previous

studies (Sweeney et al., 2005; Löptien et al., 2009; Park et al., 2014b,a), this leads to reduced equatorial

upwelling into the mixed layer, although the total Ekman-driven upwelling remains unchanged. We

have revised the paragraph in L199-221.
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Figure R2: Zonal sea surface height gradient averaged between January 1982 and December for (a) ICTP-

MOM5-CTRL and (b) ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01. (c) Zonal SSH gradient at 5.5↑N between 50↑W and 10↑W.

• Line 200. ”weakened equatorial upwelling”. See above.

See our answer above. We have modified the sentence to: ”Additionally, weakened equatorial upwelling

across the basis of the mixed layer (Fig. 3d) also contributes to the reduced interannual SST variability

in ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01.” L241-242

• Line 206. ”MJJ”, ”ND”. Expand.

We have expanded MJJ and ND throughout the manuscript.
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Authors Response to Reviewer’s Comments

Reviewer 2

The manuscript investigates how the presence of chlorophyll a!ects near surface ocean temperature and

stratification around the equatorial Atlantic. The study uses idealised experiments with a coarse-resolution

ocean model where a monthly chlorophyll climatology is scaled to represent varying levels of chlorophyll

abundance. Additionally, it uses a satellite chlorophyll product to demonstrate a declining trend in the

equatorial Atlantic and two eastern Atlantic coastal upwelling systems.

In my opinion, this study is interesting and although idealised, it o!ers much needed insight into the e!ects

of chlorophyll on the physical ocean conditions of the equatorial Atlantic; which is a biophysical feedback

mechanism that is currently underexplored and often overlooked in models and theoretical frameworks.

Hence, the study has strong merit and is suitable for publication in EGUsphere. However, I have some

comments and queries aimed at improving the clarity of the methodology, results, and discussion. Therefore,

I recommend minor revisions before the manuscript is published.

We thank the reviewer for the positive evaluation of our manuscript and for the constructive comments

and suggestions. We address the di!erent points raised by the reviewer thereafter. The reviewer’s comments

are shown in black and our responses in blue. When a line number is provided, it refers to the manuscript

with track changes accepted. References can be found at the end of the document.

Specific Comments

=================

• Abstract, lines 9–10. For clarity, I suggest replacing ”of chlorophyll-a concentration scaled by 0.01,

0.5...” with something along the lines of: ”The response of eastern equatorial Atlantic SST to chlorophyll

changes is non-linear, such that doubling or halving the chlorophyll-a concentration does not have a

proportional impact.”

We have modified this sentence, also based on comments from Reviewer 1, to: ”We also show that when

the prescribed monthly climatology of chlorophyll-a concentration is scaled by 0.01, 0.5, 1, 1.5, and 2,

the eastern equatorial Atlantic SST variability responds non-linearly, decreasing more strongly under

low chlorophyll-a concentrations than it increases under comparable high chlorophyll-a conditions.”

L10-12.

• Line 58. For clarity, consider clarifying that instead of using di!erent climatologies, you are using

”experiments forced with di!erent scaling factors applied to the same monthly Chl-a climatology.”

Modified as suggested by the reviewer. The sentence reads now: ”Here, we aim to investigate the

equatorial Atlantic interannual SST variability response to this bio-physical process through ocean
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model experiments forced with di!erent scaling factors applied to the same monthly Chl-a climatology.”

L58-59

• Section 2. I recommend splitting Section 2 into three distinct subsections to improve readability: (i)

Subsection 2.1- Observational Data (focusing on the current Section 2.1.1). (ii) Subsection 2.2 - Model

Configuration and Experiments (combining the current 2.1.2 and 2.2.1, the model setup and experiment

details). (iii) Subsection 2.3 - Analysis Methods (covering the current 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 to anomaly

definitions and significance testing). Additionally, to aid the reader, I suggest including a summary

table of your experiments. For example, explicitly showing that ITCP-MOM5-CTRL corresponds to

the SeaWiFS Chl-a monthly climatology, ITCP-MOM5-0.5 corresponds to 50% of the SeaWiFS Chl-a

monthly climatology, etc.

We thank the reviewer for the suggestions to help improve the readability of the manuscript. We have

modified Section 2 and added the following summary table as Table 1 in the revised manuscript.

Table 1: Sensitivity experiments performed to assess the bio-physical e!ect of chlorophyll-a concentration
(Chl-a) on the equatorial Atlantic Ocean mean state and interannual variability. ICTP-MOM5-CTRL serves
as the reference simulation (see Sect. 2.2). All sensitivity experiments are identical to the control except for
the prescribed monthly Chl-a climatology.

Experiment Description Chl-a scaling
ICTP-MOM5-CTRL Reference simulation 1.0→ SeaWiFS climatology
ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01 ‘Clear-ocean’ case with near-zero Chl-a 0.01→ SeaWiFS climatology
ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.5 Reduced Chl-a experiment 0.5→ SeaWiFS climatology
ICTP-MOM5-CHL1.5 Enhanced Chl-a experiment 1.5→ SeaWiFS climatology
ICTP-MOM5-CHL2.0 Doubled Chl-a experiment 2.0→ SeaWiFS climatology

• Section 2.2.1. I found the introduction of the observational data somewhat confusing, as it is not imme-

diately clear how they are used at this stage. Are they used as a reference for comparison/validation,

or as a baseline to create the climatological forcing for your control run? Please clarify if these data

are used strictly for comparison/validation and are distinct from the forcing data (if I have understood

correctly).

We thank the reviewer for pointing that out. We have modified this section as follows:

”The monthly mean SST data from the Optimum Interpolation SST version 2.1 (Reynolds et al., 2007,

OI-SST), produced by the Physical Sciences Laboratory of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration (NOAA), are used as a reference dataset to validate the seasonal cycle of SST and

of SST variability of the control run (introduced in the next section) and to compare with the ones

from the di!erent sensitivity experiments. The dataset is available at 0.25→ horizontal resolution from

September 1981 to present day. Monthly means of Chl-a, derived from the daily gap-free product

Copernicus-GlobColour (Copernicus, 2024), are used to compute linear trends in Chl-a in the tropical

Atlantic for the period 1998-2024. This product is available at 4 km horizontal resolution from 4th

of September 1997 to present day. More information on the performance of this product and on

the methods used to merge the di!erent satellite measurements and to fill the gaps can be found in

the ”User manual” and ”Quality information” at https://data.marine.copernicus.eu/product/

OCEANCOLOUR_GLO_BGC_L4_MY_009_104/description.” L69-78
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• Line 85. If I understand correctly, this is the baseline climatology used across all experiments (albeit

scaled). I suggest explicitly highlighting this point.

The reviewer is correct. We have highlighted that in the revised manuscript as follows: ”Additionally,

ICTP-MOM5-CTRL includes a monthly climatology of Chl-a, which is based on 8-day composites of

Sea-viewing Wide Field-of-view Sensor (SeaWiFS) images taken from 1999 to 2001. This is the baseline

climatology used across all the sensitivity experiments described in the following.” L89-90

• Section 2.2.1. Please clearly state the integration periods for both your control and sensitivity sim-

ulations. (Maybe is mentioned elsewhere and I missed it but this is probably the place to clarify

it).

We thank the reviewer for spotting this oversight. The control run simulation and all sensitivity

experiments were integrated from January 1958 to December 2021 using the JRA55-based surface

forcing dataset for driving ocean-sea-ice models. We have clarified this in the corresponding section:

”The control run was integrated from January 1958 to December 2021 using the JRA-55-based surface

dataset for driving ocean-sea-ice models (Tsujino et al., 2018, JRA55-do).” L86-87

• Line 99. I am unsure what is meant by ”if” a monthly climatology is provided here. My understanding

is that a monthly climatology is forced across all experiments; please clarify.

We agree with the reviewer the ”if” is misleading. We have modified the sentence to: ”We note that,

in all model simulations of this study, the prescribed monthly climatology of surface Chl-a is considered

vertically independent.” L114-115

• Line 113. Could you please clarify what is meant by ”raw data”? Do you mean the model outputs?

Additionally, please specify the temporal frequency of the model outputs that you are using.

We have clarified this sentence as follows: ”To obtain the detrended monthly mean anomalies, the

monthly mean model outputs (and observational data, where applicable) are first linearly detrended

point-wise over the study period 1982/01-2020/12.” L134-135

• Lines 125–126. I believe you mean the di!erence between the “two model simulations/experiments”

rather than ”the two models” (e.g., CTL vs. CHL0.01).

The reviewer is correct. Following the comments from Reviewer 1 this paragraph has been modified

as follows: ”To evaluate whether the variability (i.e. standard deviation of anomalies) or the mean

state (time mean) di!er between two simulations, we apply a nonparametric bootstrap method (Efron

and Tibshirani, 1993) independently at each grid point. For the mean-state analysis, the statistics of

interest is the di!erence between the time means of the two simulations, while for the variability analysis

it is the di!erence between their standard deviations. Uncertainty in these di!erences is estimated

using bootstrap resampling with replacement. For each simulation, the time indices are resampled

independently 5000 times, and the statistics of interest is computed for each resampled dataset, resulting

in a bootstrap distribution of the di!erence. From this distribution, we estimate a two-sided confidence

interval using the 0.5th and 99.5th percentiles. Di!erences are considered statistically di!erent from

zero at the 99% confidence level when zero falls outside this interval.” L144-151

• Lines 158–161. It is not entirely clear how Figure 2 (showing seasonal SST climatology across experi-

ments and observations) demonstrates the importance of accounting for phytoplankton e!ects on the

vertical distribution of shortwave heating. The SST bias in this region is not necessarily driven by
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a misrepresentation of Chl-a. While increasing Chl-a makes the surface cooler, it does not mean it

reduces the bias for the correct physical reasons, as evidenced by the persistent year round bias be-

tween observations and all model configurations regardless of Chl-a scaling. I recommend rephrasing

this part to focus strictly on the physical e!ects/changes induced by the scaling, rather than framing

it as a correction of model bias. Furthermore, because you later argue that Chl-a controlling the ver-

tical distribution of shortwave heating is not the dominant mechanism in the equatorial Atlantic (if I

understood correctly), introducing it this way here creates some confusion.

We thank the reviewer for pointing this out. We have modified this text and it reads now:” Comparing

the ATL3 SST seasonal cycle from both control and sensitivity simulations to the one derived from

OI-SST shows that ICTP-MOM5 simulations are able to capture the main features of the seasonal

cycle of SST in the ATL3 region (Fig. 2d). However, a year-round warm SST bias remains, which is

common in ocean and climate models in this region (Richter et al., 2012; Farneti et al., 2022). We note

that the idealized increase in Chl-a leads to a reduction of the SST bias, particularly in JAS (Fig. ??d).

However, this does not necessarily imply that the SST bias in this region results from an incorrect

representation of Chl-a, but rather highlights the sensitivity of SST to phytoplankton-induced changes

in the vertical distribution of shortwave heating. L180-186

• Lines 162–169. I agree with your argument. However, for completeness, maybe highlight here that this

specific response occurs within the equatorial Atlantic (and other upwelling regions, along the easter

coastal Atlantic). Outside this (e.g., in Fig. 2a), we do see a typical surface cooling associated with a

reduction in chlorophyll, which aligns with the traditional view that lower chlorophyll allows shortwave

radiation to penetrate deeper, cooling the surface. Highlighting that this counterintuitive warming

response is unique to the upwelling zones (the equator and potentially the Senegal/Namibia coasts in

Fig. 2) would add valuable context.

We have modified the paragraph as follows: ”The surface warming in the equatorial Atlantic in the

absence of Chl-a is somewhat counterintuitive, as a reduced absorption of the light near the surface

would be expected to lead to local surface cooling, as observed in the open ocean and away from the

equator (Fig. 2a). Such a counterintuitive response appears to be related to upwelling regions, as it has

already been observed in the equatorial Pacific upwelling (Manizza et al., 2005; Sweeney et al., 2005;

Löptien et al., 2009; Park et al., 2014b,a) and in the Senegalo-Mauritanian and Benguela upwelling

systems (Frouin et al., 2007; Hernandez et al., 2017).” L187-191

• Line 167. Please clarify what you mean by ”opposite what is done here”? In your setup, you have a

control run and experiments where chlorophyll is fractionally increased or decreased. How does this

contrast with traditional experiments featuring active or not active bioheating?

We apologize for the confusion. What is meant here is that in this study we show the bio heating e!ect

by plotting the di!erence EXP minus CTRL while previous studies generally showed CTRL minus

EXP, hence in our figures we expect to see the opposite e!ect. We clarify this sentence as follows: ”We

note that in most previous studies, the bio-physical e!ect was highlighted by showing the di!erence

between the control run and the experiment (control minus experiment), whereas in this study the

di!erence shown is experiment minus control.” L192-193

• Lines 168–169. Please clarify the phrase ”strengthens the upwelling”. Do you mean it leads to a faster

upwelling velocity that is more regionally confined and draws water from di!erent depths?
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We have clarified these sentences. The text reads now: ”They showed that the dominant mechanism

explaining the surface cooling is the vertical redistribution of shortwave heating by Chl-a, which en-

hances upper-ocean stratification, shoals the mixed layer, and increases the divergence of mixed-layer

transport by weakening the compensating equatorward geostrophic transport relative to the poleward

Ekman transport. This leads to enhanced equatorial upwelling across the mixed-layer base. Our find-

ings are therefore consistent with this mechanism but exhibit anomalies of the opposite sign.” L194-198

• Lines 170–180 (and Discussion lines 229–231). I would welcome some clarification on the physical

mechanism proposed here. While I agree that a deeper mixed layer in an upwelling region can coin-

cide with higher SST under steady winds, the explanation could be clearer. Mechanistically, volume

transport and upwelling are determined by wind stress, so they should remain relatively unaltered by

changes in mixed-layer depth . Instead, when the mixed layer deepens (as seen in CHL-0.01), the

meridional velocity decreases to matches changes in the vertical velocity (consistent with Fig. 3b). The

mixed layer deepening pushes the thermocline and the underlying cold water downward. Consequently,

under identical wind forcing, the water being upwelled is warmer, and at the same time because the

horizontal transport of this water away from the equator is slower, it has more time to warm from

the atmosphere. The combination of these two would lead to the surface temperature increase in the

CHL-0.01 experiment. Maybe I have misunderstood but please consider revising this part for clarify of

the dynamics.

Please see our response below.

• Lines 179-180. This links to my comment above. Maybe I have misunderstood, but it is not clear how

a shallower mixed layer would lead to weaker upwelling under identical wind forcing. Please consider

rephrasing to clarify.

We agree that the original wording was imprecise and we improved it in the revised manuscript. Since

the surface winds are identical in the di!erent experiments, the net Ekman transport and the associated

Ekman-driven equatorial upwelling remain unchanged. What changes between the simulations is not

the total Ekman transport itself, but rather the compensating geostrophic flow within the mixed layer.

Following the framework of Sweeney et al. (2005), the steady zonal momentum budget integrated over

the mixed layer, with Reynolds stresses neglected and assuming that the baroclinic pressure gradients

associated with horizontal density variations are small relative to the barotropic pressure gradient

associated with sea surface height variations, gives:

My ↑ ↓ ωx
ε0f︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1) Wind-driven Ekman transport

+
gD

f

ϑϖ

ϑx︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2) SSH-gradient (geostrophic) contribution

(1)

where My is the mixed-layer-integrated meridional transport, D is the mixed-layer depth, ϖ is the

sea surface height , ωx is the zonal wind stress, f is the Coriolis parameter, and ε0 is a reference

density. The mixed-layer-integrated meridional transport can be decomposed into (1) the wind-driven

Ekman transport and (2) a compensating geostrophic transport associated with the zonal SSH gradient

integrated over the mixed layer. Because the Ekman component is unchanged between ICTP-MOM5-

CTRL and ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01, di!erences in the net poleward transport arise from changes in the

mixed-layer depth and/or in the zonal SSH gradient. The zonal SSH gradient, which represents the

barotropic pressure gradient in this approximation, is similar in both simulations (Fig. R1). Therefore,
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the di!erences in meridional transport are primarily driven by changes in mixed-layer depth. In ICTP-

MOM5-CHL0.01, the deeper mixed layer enhances the depth-integrated geostrophic compensation,

thereby reducing the residual poleward transport within the mixed layer. Consistent with previous

studies (Sweeney et al., 2005; Löptien et al., 2009; Park et al., 2014b,a), this leads to reduced equatorial

upwelling into the mixed layer, although the total Ekman-driven upwelling remains unchanged. We

have revised the paragraph in L199-221.

Figure R1: Zonal sea surface height gradient averaged between January 1982 and December for (a) ICTP-
MOM5-CTRL and (b) ICTP-MOM5-CHL0.01. (c) Zonal SSH gradient at 5.5→N between 50→W and 10→W.

• Lines 190, 193, Figures 4 and 5. Please explicitly define the abbreviations SSTA and TEMPA in the

text and captions (I am not sure what they mean).

We thank the reviewer for spotting this oversight. ”SSTA” means ”SST anomalies” and TEMPA

means ”TEMP anomalies”. As both of them are not used that often and because there are already

many acronyms in the manuscript, we have decided to use ”SST anomalies” and ”TEMP anomalies”

throughout the manuscript.
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• Figure 5. Could you please clarify your trend estimates? Specifically, why are the values multiplied by

120 and 100?

We have clarified and modified the caption of Figure 5 in the revised manuscript as follows: ”Trends

are computed from a linear least-squares fit applied to monthly mean chlorophyll-a time series at each

grid point. The resulting slope (mg m↑3 month↑1) is converted to mg m↑3 decade↑1 by multiplying

by 120 (12 months × 10 years). Relative trends are then expressed in % decade↑1 by dividing by the

climatological mean chlorophyll concentration at each grid point and multiplying by 100.”

• Figure 6. Please clarify both in the text (lines 215–220) and in the figure caption whether these

estimates are derived from the GlobColour product (which I think is the case) or the model’s control

run.

The reviewer is correct, Figure 6 and the text are based on GlobColour. We have made this clear

in the revised manuscript. The revised paragraph is now: ”The fact that changes in the mean state

of Chl-a a!ect the interannual SST variability in the tropical Atlantic Ocean is of particular interest,

as a merged satellite product of Chl-a (GlobColour) shows marked trends over the period 1998-2024

(Fig. 5c). Similar trends have also been reported in recent studies (Zhao et al., 2025; Hong et al., 2025;

Silsbe et al., 2025). The timeseries of the GlobColour Chl-a averaged over the ATL3 region reveals a

clear reduction in the yearly maxima, while the yearly minima remain stable (Fig. 6a). Comparing

the seasonal cycle of the merged satellite product of Chl-a averaged over the ATL3 region during

1998-2011 with the one obtained over 2012-2024 reveals that the largest decrease occur during July-

August-September, the season of maximum Chl-a (Fig. 6b). These ongoing changes in Chl-a in the

tropical Atlantic Ocean underscore the need to improve our understanding of the relationship between

Chl-a and interannual SST variability in the tropical Atlantic.” L255-263
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