
 1/11 

Response File – Climate of the Past Manuscript cp-2026-3988 
 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2026-3988  
Title: European seasonal temperature change since the Last Glacial Maximum from climate models 
 
We sincerely thank the reviewers for the Cme, effort, and thoughHul consideraCon they devoted to 
reviewing our manuscript, as well as for their insighHul comments and construcCve suggesCons, 
which greatly helped improve the quality of this work. 
 
Reviewer comments are shown in italic. Our original responses are shown in bold and the updated 
descripAons of how we propose to modify the manuscript are indicated in bold blue text. QuotaAons 
from the original manuscript are shown in bold italics and quotaAons from the proposed manuscript 
are shown in bold blue italics. 
 
 
Reviewer #1:  RC1: 'Comment on egusphere-2026-3988', Anonymous Referee #1, 07 Sept. 2026 
 
Major Comments: 
 
1. The manuscript discusses both inter-model differences across the ensemble and the 
dis7nc7ve response of iLOVECLIM rela7ve to the GCMs. These ques7ons are closely related, 
but not fully equivalent. The sensi7vity experiments provide useful insight into processes that 
may contribute to the iLOVECLIM–GCM discrepancy, but it is less clear whether the same 
processes explain the spread among the GCMs. 
 
I therefore suggest making this dis7nc7on clearer in the Introduc7on, Sec7on 4, and 
Conclusion, and framing the iLOVECLIM experiments primarily as a mechanis7c explora7on of 
its dis7nc7ve response. 
 
We fully agree with the reviewer’s comment. Our sensi8vity experiments with iLOVECLIM 
do not, by themselves, explain the inter-model spread in simulated changes in temperature 
seasonality over Europe since the LGM. Given that each model differs in terms of numerical 
scheme, spa8al discre8za8on, and representa8on of physical processes, the spread among 
the GCMs in simulated European temperature seasonality changes appears to be larger 
than the dis8nc8on between iLOVECLIM and the GCMs (Figs.1 & 3 of the submiMed 
manuscript).  
 
Considering the substan8al computa8onal cost of GCM experiments, our iLOVECLIM 
sensi8vity experiments are intended to go beyond a comparison of model outputs by 
providing a mechanis8c explora8on of the contribu8on of individual climate processes to 
the LGM European climate simulated by iLOVECLIM, and thereby helping to iden8fy 
processes that may contribute to its differences from the other GCMs. A process-based 
interpreta8on of the inter-model spread across GCMs would require dedicated ensembles 
of model configura8ons in which the representa8on of individual processes is 
systema8cally varied while keeping the spa8al resolu8on iden8cal. 
 
The specific ques8on addressed by these experiments is therefore not which processes 
explain the inter-model spread among the GCMs, but rather: which processes in iLOVECLIM 
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increase the amplitude of temperature seasonality at the LGM rela8ve to the PI, within 
and around the Fennoscandian Ice Sheet (FIS), thereby bringing the iLOVECLIM response 
closer to the range simulated by the GCM ensemble? In the absence of sufficient seasonal 
LGM observa8ons over Europe, this approach requires us to quan8fy the seasonal biases in 
iLOVECLIM by comparing its spa8al paMerns with those simulated by the GCM ensemble. 
 
In this context, it is important to dis8nguish between the changes in MTWA and MTCO 
used to es8mate changes in temperature seasonality. Based on the results presented in 
Sec8on 3.2, the candidate processes responsible for the differences between iLOVECLIM 
and the GCMs preferen8ally affect winter temperatures at the LGM within and around the 
FIS, while leaving the changes in MTWA rela8vely unchanged. Among the sensi8vity 
experiments, the IRN experiment is the only one that produces a response consistent with 
this mechanism. 
 
We have therefore revised the Introduc7on, Sec7on 4, and Conclusion to make this 
dis7nc7on clearer and to explicitly frame the iLOVECLIM sensi7vity experiments primarily 
as a mechanis7c explora7on of its dis7nc7ve response, rather than as an explana7on of 
the inter-model spread among models. Several correc7ons have been applied: 
 
In introduc7on 
“In Sec. 4, we evaluate the impact of several physical processes in iLOVECLIM on the 
simulated temperature change in seasonality at the LGM, and compare the results with 
those from the GCM ensemble.” In line 131-133. 
 
In sec7on 4 
“Moreover, although LGM MTCO values differ substan7ally among models (Fig.S5), they 
are broadly similar among different configura7ons of the same model genera7on, as 
illustrated by the three iLOVECLIM versions, mo7va7ng the process-based sensi7vity 
experiments presented in Sec. 4.” In line 515-518. 
 
In conclusion 
“We show that, despite a substan7al inter-model spread (STD of up to 12°C), the 
temperature seasonality changes simulated by both iLOVECLIM and the GCMs reproduce 
the main la7tudinal and con7nental gradients, as well as the influence of ice-sheet 
proximity on temperature seasonality changes.” In line 750-754. 
 
“Moreover, seasonality anomalies vary across GCMs, but they exhibit common spa7al 
pa\erns that differ from those simulated by iLOVECLIM. To inves7gate the substan7al 
differences between iLOVECLIM and the GCMs, we performed a series of sensi7vity 
experiments with iLOVECLIM, in which key physical processes and model parameters were 
modified to assess their influence on the simulated LGM temperature seasonality” In line 
759-763. 
 
“Only by modifying the ver7cal radia7ve scheme used in iLOVECLIM were we able to 
substan7ally reduce the mismatch in seasonal anomalies between iLOVECLIM and the 
GCMs. This result suggests that the treatment of ver7cal radia7ve processes may 
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contribute to the dis7nc7ve LGM-PI temperature seasonality response simulated by 
iLOVECLIM.” In line 769-773. 
 
2. The main focus of the manuscript is the LGM–PI change in temperature seasonality. 
However, Fig. 5 mainly compares the inter-model spread in absolute LGM MTWA and MTCO. 
If the aim is to show that the disagreement in seasonality change is mainly associated with 
the winter response, it would be more direct to compare the inter-model spread in LGM–PI 
MTWA changes (ΔMTWA) and LGM–PI MTCO changes (ΔMTCO). 
 
I suggest adding this comparison and, if the conclusion remains robust, using it to support the 
interpreta7on that MTCO is the main contributor to the inter-model differences in seasonality 
change. 
 
In our manuscript, we examine the absolute climate states of MTWA and MTCO, rather 
than their changes between the LGM and PI, in order to disentangle the origin of the inter-
model spread in temperature seasonality changes (LGM–PI) across Europe. While the 
models show good agreement in temperature seasonality under PI condi8ons (Fig. 5), our 
analysis of the inter-model spread focuses on iden8fying the respec8ve contribu8ons of 
MTWA and MTCO to the temperature seasonality at the LGM climate state. We find that 
the only substan8al source of disagreement among the models is MTCO at the LGM. 
Moreover, models that simulate an increase in the amplitude of temperature seasonality 
at the LGM rela8ve to the PI generally exhibit colder MTCO values at the LGM (e.g., CESM2-
1). 
 
We therefore retain the analysis of absolute ΔMTCO our objec8ve is to iden8fy the source 
of the inter-model spread, and because the models show good agreement in temperature 
seasonality under PI condi8ons, we therefore retain the analysis of absolute temperature 
states rather than temperature changes in Sec.3. ΔMTCO do not know if the disagreement 
is in part explained by disagreement for the PI. We nevertheless use the decomposi8on of 
temperature seasonality changes into MTWA and MTCO when inves8ga8ng the individual 
processes driving these changes through our sensi8vity experiments over Europe (Sec.4). 
 
3. The PMIP simula7ons use different LGM ice-sheet reconstruc7ons, while the largest 
disagreement in seasonality and MTCO occurs over and around the Fennoscandian Ice Sheet. 
The inter-model spread in this region may therefore reflect not only differences in model 
physics, but also differences in ice-sheet extent, eleva7on, and topographic representa7on. 
 
Since the ensemble includes configura7ons of the same model using different ice-sheet 
reconstruc7ons (e.g., iLOVECLIM), these may provide a useful opportunity to assess the 
sensi7vity to ice-sheet boundary condi7ons. If a quan7ta7ve separa7on is difficult, it would 
s7ll be helpful to acknowledge that both boundary condi7ons and model physics may 
contribute to the reported spread. 
 
Thanks for this interes8ng point. Our study also provides an opportunity to assess, at least 
qualita8vely, the rela8ve influence of model formula8on and ice-sheet boundary 
condi8ons. In par8cular, simula8ons using different configura8ons of the same model 
framework (iLOVECLIM and HadCM3) produce broadly similar spa8al paMerns of mean 
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temperature seasonality changes (LGM–PI) over the European ice-sheet regions, despite 
using different prescribed ice-sheet reconstruc8ons (Fig.1). This result suggests that the 
boundary condi8ons of model may play an important role in shaping the simulated 
response, in addi8on to the prescribed ice-sheet boundary condi8ons. 
 
However, while the changes in temperature seasonality are rela8vely liMle affected outside 
the FIS in the iLOVECLIM and HadCM3 simula8ons using two different ice-sheet 
reconstruc8ons (GLAC-1D and ICE-6G_C), temperature seasonality is substan8ally modified 
over ice-covered areas, with differences of up to 5°C in the LGM-PI seasonality change 
(Fig.4). Interes8ngly, the use of these two ice-sheet reconstruc8ons in the two model 
frameworks produces opposite effects on the changes in temperature seasonality over ice-
covered areas (Fig.4), further indica8ng that the simulated response depends on the 
interac8on between prescribed ice-sheet boundary condi8ons and model physics. 
 
Moreover, the spa8al extent of the temperature changes over these two areas depends on 
the prescribed ice-sheet masks (Figs.1 & 3), illustra8ng that ice-sheet boundary condi8ons 
do affect the spa8al distribu8on of the simulated response. In par8cular, the presence of 
ice-covered areas tends to reduce the amplitude of LGM temperature seasonality rela8ve 
to the PI, while differences in prescribed ice-sheet forcing, including albedo and eleva8on, 
have a more limited effect on the large-scale European temperature fields.  
 
Although both ice-sheet boundary condi8ons and model physics may contribute to the 
inter-model spread, the iLOVECLIM configura8ons suggest that ice-sheet forcing primarily 
affects the spa8al extent and distribu8on of temperature seasonality changes.  
We have clarified this point in line 446-453 and emphasised that the sensi7vity 
experiments in Sec7on 4 inves7gate the processes underlying iLOVECLIM’s dis7nc7ve 
response. 
 
“Simula7ons with different prescribed ice-sheet reconstruc7ons of the same model 
framework (iLOVECLIM and HadCM3) produce broadly similar spa7al pa\erns of LGM-PI 
temperature seasonality changes (Fig. 1), sugges7ng that model formula7on exerts an 
important influence on the simulated response. Although ice-sheet boundary condi7ons 
affect the spa7al extent and local distribu7on of seasonality changes (Figs. 1, 3, and 4), the 
contras7ng responses to different ice-sheet reconstruc7ons across model frameworks 
indicate that model physics plays a substan7al role in shaping the magnitude and spa7al 
pa\ern of simulated temperature seasonality changes (Fig. 4).” 
 
4. In Sec7on 4, the authors conclude that differences in ice-sheet representa7on are unlikely 
to explain the iLOVECLIM–GCM seasonality mismatch, no7ng that even the extreme FlatIS 
experiment produces only a rela7vely moderate seasonality response. However, the 
Conclusion states that ice-sheet-forced albedo changes explain a large part of the simulated 
seasonality changes and may contribute to persistent inter-model discrepancies. These 
statements seem difficult to reconcile. The authors should clarify whether ice-sheet effects 
are considered important for the mean LGM–PI seasonality response, for the inter-model 
disagreement, or both, and revise the conclusions accordingly. 
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Figure R1 shows the annual changes in surface albedo over Europe resul8ng from the two 
sensi8vity experiments associated with the FIS forcings (Flat and Dark), rela8ve to the 
reference iLOVECLIM experiment. While removing the FIS topography does not 
substan8ally affect surface albedo compared with the reference iLOVECLIM simula8on, the 
experiment without the ice-sheet mask s8ll produces higher surface albedo values over the 
former FIS extent compared with PI condi8ons, although the area of enhanced albedo 
extends less far south than in the reference experiment. Despite the absence of ini8al 
snow cover, the annual cooling generated by the experiment leads to the development of 
persistent snow-covered areas. 
 
This result is consistent with our sensi8vity experiments but indicates that the sentence in 
the Conclusion - “Since we show that albedo changes from glacial forcings explain a large 
part of the simulated change in temperature seasonality, future research could focus on 
beMer quan8fying land surface feedback, especially over ice-sheet regions.” - was poorly 
formulated and could create confusion regarding the results presented in Sec8on 4. We 
have therefore revised this sentence to clarify that the albedo changes associated with the 
glacial forcings contribute to the simulated changes in temperature seasonality, while the 
sensi8vity experiments in Sec8on 4 specifically inves8gate the processes responsible for 
these changes. 
 

Figure R1. Annual albedo changes (LGM-PI) in the reference experiment (a) and in the 
sensi7vity experiments: the flat (b) and dark (c) experiments. These results are derived 
from the model's na7ve outputs and are not downscaled. 
 
We therefore propose adding this figure as supplementary material to Sec7on 4 to confirm 
and clarify the interpreta7on of this statement. We have clarified this point with the 
following sentence: “The MTCO is only weakly affected by albedo change (“DarkIS” 
experiment) because in winter seasonal fresh snow will be present anyways where the ice 
sheet is present. Only summer months, where seasonal snow melts away, present a darker 
albedo in “DarkIS” with respect to the reference simula7on.” In line 553-556. 
 
5. The IRN experiment substan7ally reduces the difference between iLOVECLIM and the GCM 
mul7-model mean, sugges7ng that the treatment of the ver7cal radia7ve profile may 
contribute to the dis7nc7ve iLOVECLIM winter response. However, a reduced model difference 
a\er modifying one process does not necessarily demonstrate that this process caused the 
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original discrepancy, as other mechanisms or compensa7ng effects may also be involved. I 
would therefore recommend that the authors reconsider the causal framing in the Abstract, 
Discussion, and Conclusion to be^er reflect what can be supported by the current 
experiments. 
 
Indeed, we have iden8fied a model characteris8c that reduces simulated winter 
temperature changes without significantly affec8ng summer temperatures, associated with 
the simplified treatment of the ver8cal radia8ve profile in the iLOVECLIM atmosphere, as 
described in Sec8on 4.5. We therefore agree that the causal interpreta8on of the “IRN” 
experiment in rela8on to the inter-model spread in temperature seasonality changes 
should be nuanced. The iLOVECLIM sensi8vity experiments are intended as a mechanis8c 
explora8on of the processes underlying its dis8nc8ve response, rather than as a 
demonstra8on of the causes of the inter-model spread across the GCMs. 
 
For instance, in the Conclusion, we propose replacing “Only by modifying the ver7cal 
radia7ve scheme used in iLOVECLIM were we able to reduce this mismatch in seasonal 
anomalies between iLOVECLIM and the GCMs. This suggests that the absence of an explicit 
ver7cal radia7ve representa7on of iLOVECLIM contributes to making this model different 
from the other ones in terms of LGM-PI temperature seasonality changes.” with “Only by 
modifying the ver7cal radia7ve scheme used in iLOVECLIM were we able to substan7ally 
reduce the mismatch in seasonal anomalies between iLOVECLIM and the GCMs. This result 
suggests that the treatment of ver7cal radia7ve processes may contribute to the dis7nc7ve 
LGM–PI temperature seasonality response simulated by iLOVECLIM.” We have applied the 
same nuance to the corresponding statements in the Abstract and Discussion of the revised 
manuscript. 
 
6. The authors note that CESM2-1 behaves as an outlier in terms of magnitude but retain it in 
the ensemble analysis. While this is reasonable, I wonder to what extent this outlier 
influences the inter-model standard devia7on in Fig. 5, par7cularly the large MTCO spread. It 
would be helpful to clarify the robustness of this result. 
 
Although CESM2-1 behaves as an outlier in terms of LGM–PI temperature seasonality 
changes compared with the other GCMs over Europe, the inter-model standard devia8on 
(STD) of MTCO changes, which largely drives the differences in temperature seasonality 
changes, is not significantly affected (< 1°C) by excluding CESM2-1 from the model 
ensemble considered in this study. The differences in STD between the two ensembles, 
with and without CESM2-1, are negligible, as shown in Figure R2a-b. 
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Figure R2. Difference in the standard devia7on (STD) of MTCO changes between the two 
model ensembles, with (a) and without CESM2-1 (b), in the dataset considered in this 
study. Red and orange contour lines indicate the common and maximum ice sheet extents, 
respec7vely, among all models, including GCMs and iLOVECLIM. 
 
This result suggests that the inter-model spread reported in this manuscript is robust to the 
strong sensi8vity of CESM2-1, owing in part to the rela8vely large number of GCMs 
included in our dataset (19 models). 
 
7. The GCM outputs are remapped to 0.25° using nearest-neighbor interpola7on, whereas 
iLOVECLIM is dynamically downscaled to 0.25°. These procedures are fundamentally 
different, as remapping does not add new spa7al informa7on. I suggest dis7nguishing them 
more clearly throughout the manuscript and clarifying whether this difference could affect 
the comparison, par7cularly around the FIS where topography is important. 
 
We agree that nearest-neighbour remapping of the GCM outputs and online downscaling 
of iLOVECLIM are fundamentally different procedures and have clarified this dis8nc8on 
throughout the revised manuscript. The GCM outputs are remapped to the common 0.25° 
grid using nearest-neighbour interpola8on, which does not add spa8al informa8on, 
whereas our iLOVECLIM version is dynamically downscaled to 0.25° using a regional 
atmospheric model that accounts for interac8ons between global-scale and regional-scale 
processes. Firstly, interpola8ng the GCM outputs onto our downscaling grid provides a 
common spa8al grid for point-to-point comparison of climate outputs and evalua8on of 
clima8c biases. 
 
By comparing three iLOVECLIM configura8ons, our dynamically downscaled simula8ons 
show lower temperature seasonality changes north of the FIS than the iLOVECLIM ICE-
6G_C configura8on, despite using similar ice-sheet reconstruc8ons (−12°C vs. −9°C on 
average; Fig. 4). Compared with nearest-neighbour interpola8on, online downscaling may 
modify surface temperatures over high-eleva8on regions by explicitly represen8ng fine-
scale topographic effects. This can lead to lower annual mean temperatures in high-
mountain regions and poten8ally reduce the amplitude of seasonal temperature 
varia8ons. In addi8on, the online downscaling process affects the local calcula8on of 
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satura8on vapour pressure, which decreases with temperature. This effect can 
substan8ally increase precipita8on at high eleva8ons compared with the non-downscaled 
products. Overall, the main advantage of the dynamical downscaling is to provide finer 
spa8al informa8on by resolving regional-scale varia8ons in surface climate, par8cularly 
over areas of complex topography. 
 
We then use nearest-neighbour interpola8on to compare the na8ve fields of the GCMs and 
iLOVECLIM on a common grid, thereby minimizing methodological biases in the analysis. 
Moreover, our analysis focuses primarily on large-scale spa8al paMerns and spa8ally 
averaged changes in temperature seasonality, for which we consider the common-grid 
comparison to remain informa8ve.  
 
We have clarified this limita7on in the revised manuscript, in sec7on 3.1. 
 
”To capture equilibrium climate states and mean temperature seasonality cycles, we 
analyze 50 years of monthly surface air temperature (tas) outputs interpolated on a 
common 0.25°×0.25° grid covering Europe (35°N-70°N and 10°W-50°E) using a nearest 
neighbour interpola7on. This interpola7on procedure ensures that the na7ve fields of the 
GCMs and iLOVECLIM are compared on a common grid.” In line 147-150. 
 
8. The integra7on lengths and equilibra7on status of the sensi7vity experiments are not 
sufficiently clear. This is par7cularly relevant for FWF and BRINES, given the longer 
adjustment 7mescales of the ocean circula7on. It would be helpful to clarify the integra7on 
and averaging periods and whether these experiments had reached a sufficiently equilibrated 
state. 
 
We agree with the reviewer to clarify climate equilibrium state of our runs. All sensi8vity 
experiments were ini8alized from a restart of the 5,000-year reference iLOVECLIM 
simula8on. The last 50 years of each simula8on were retained for the analysis in order to 
capture the equilibrium state and minimize the influence of transient adjustment. This long 
integra8on period is par8cularly relevant for the FWF and BRINES experiments, given the 
longer adjustment 8mescales of the ocean circula8on. For each sensi8vity experiment, 
only the parameter specifically modified in that experiment was selected for comparison 
with the corresponding results from the reference simula8on. These comparisons are 
presented in Figures 1-4. We have clarified the integra7on length and averaging period in 
line 251-252 of the revised manuscript. 
 
Minor comments: 
 
1. PMIP simula7ons are averaged over 50 years whereas iLOVECLIM is averaged over 100 
years. Please explain the reason for this difference and also check the Fig. 4 cap7on, which 
states that the last 50 years are used for each model. 
 
In this study, temperature seasonality changes from both the GCMs and iLOVECLIM are 
es8mated from the LGM equilibrium climate state over the last 50 years of the simula8ons. 
Therefore, the same averaging period is used for all models. In the original manuscript, the 
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statement “the last 100 yr” (line 237) was incorrect and has been replaced by “the last 50 
yr” in the revised manuscript. 
 
2. Please clarify whether spa7al averages are area weighted, as unweighted averaging would 
overrepresent high-la7tude grid cells. 
 
Spa8al means of climate variables over the ice-free surfaces of Europe are calculated using 
the grid-cell areas provided by each model, in order to account for differences in grid-cell 
size, par8cularly the larger grid cells at higher la8tudes. To do so, we used the variable 
“areacell” provided in the NetCDF files listed in the “Data availability” sec8on of the 
present manuscript. We have added this informa7on in lines 374-375: 
“Fig.2a shows the annual temperature cycle, spa7ally averaged over the con7nents, with 
grid-cell-area weigh7ng, simulated for the LGM by each model.” 
 
In lines 391-392: “These spa7al means are area-weighted and include all con7nental grid 
cells, both ice-covered and ice-free.” 
 
And the Figure 4 cap7on of the revised manuscript. 
 
3. For the FWF experiment, please specify the exact spa7al region over which the 0.2 Sv 
freshwater forcing is applied, its dura7on, and the resul7ng AMOC state. 
 
We thank the reviewer for poin8ng this out. In the FWF experiment, a freshwater forcing  
of 0.2 Sv is applied over the two geographical areas which correspond to:  

• Hudson River outlet (HRO) 
• MacKenzie River Outlet (MRO) 

 
Following the experimental setup of Roche et al. (2010), which provides an ini8al AMOC 
strength of approximately 30 Sv under LGM condi8ons.  
 
This freshwater forcing is applied throughout the experiment. In the 0.2 Sv experiments, 
the freshwater forcing is sufficient to induce a temporary and substan8al weakening of the 
AMOC, par8ally approaching an “off” state in the model (Roche et al., 2010). We have 
clarified these details in the revised manuscript, in the line 276-279. 
 
“In one experiment, we impose a large freshwater flux of 0.2 Sv (1 Sv = 10⁶ m³ s⁻¹) over the 
Hudson and Mackenzie River outlets, leading to an “off” state of the AMOC. Under LGM 
condi7ons, the ini7al AMOC strength is approximately 30 Sv (Roche et al., 2010).” 
 
Refs.  
 
Roche, D.M., Wiersma, A.P. & Renssen, H. A systema7c study of the impact of freshwater 
pulses with respect to different geographical loca7ons. Clim Dyn 34, 997–1013. 
h\ps://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-009-0578-8, 2010.  
 
4. In the Fig. 3 cap7on, “35°N–30°N” appears to be a typo, as the Methods describe the study 
region as 35–70°N. Please check. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-009-0578-8
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In agreement with the results of the two spa8al profiles shown in Figure 3, the range 
indicated in the cap8on was incorrect. We have therefore replaced “35°N–30°N” with 
“35°N–70°N” in the Figure 3 cap7on of the revised manuscript. 
 
5. Expressions such as “MTCO decreases by +5 to +15°C” contain an apparent inconsistency 
between the sign and the wording. Please revise throughout. 
 
We agree that this wording could be confusing. We have clarified that the MTCO changes 
reported for the “IRN” experiment (Sec8on 4.5) are expressed rela8ve to our reference 
iLOVECLIM simula8on. This clarifica7on has been added in lines 621-622 of the revised 
manuscript, and the expressions have been revised accordingly throughout the manuscript. 
 
6. Please standardise terminology and spelling throughout, including 
“Fennoscandien/Fennoscandian,” iLOVECLIM, experiment names, and “Mean Model/mul7-
model mean.” 
 
We have conducted a thorough and systema7c proofreading of the en7re revised 
manuscript to iden7fy and correct inconsistencies in terminology, spelling, abbrevia7ons, 
and the naming of experiments. Par7cular a\en7on was paid to ensuring consistent use of 
terminology throughout the main text, figures, figure cap7ons, tables, and Methods 
sec7on. We have also carefully checked the consistency of model names, experiment 
names, geographical terms (e.g., “Fennoscandian”), and expressions such as “Mean 
Model” and “mul7-model mean.” In addi7on, the spelling and formarng of iLOVECLIM 
have been standardized throughout the manuscript. These revisions were made to ensure 
overall coherence and consistency between the different sec7ons and graphical elements 
of the manuscript. 
 
7. Some informa7on in Table 1 should be checked carefully. For example, “ICE-6C_C” for MPI-
ESM1-2 may be a typo for “ICE-6G_C.” The PMIP/CMIP designa7on for HadCM3 should also 
be verified. 
 
We have carefully checked and revised the informa8on provided in Table 1. Several 
typographical errors and inconsistencies in abbrevia8ons have been corrected, and the 
prescribed ice-sheet configura8ons have been systema8cally verified for all models. We 
have also checked the PMIP/CMIP designa8ons and the corresponding model and ice-
sheet configura8ons to ensure consistency with the simula8ons used in this study. Given 
these correc7ons and updates, we have replaced Table 1 with a revised version in the 
manuscript. 
 
8. Please standardise “near-neighbour” to “nearest neighbour” in the Methods. 
 
We have standardised the terminology used to describe spa7al interpola7on throughout 
the revised manuscript and replaced “near-neighbour” with “nearest neighbour” where 
appropriate. 
 
9. L59, iLOVECLM 
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The abbrevia7on has been corrected to “iLOVECLIM”. 
 
10. L225, peloclimate 
 
The typo has been corrected to “paleoclimate”. 
 
11. L921, Cita7on year for Harmand et al.: it is cited as 2025 in the text but listed as 2015 in 
the references. 
 
The cita8on should refer to Hernandez et al. rather than Harmand et al.  
The publica7on year has been corrected and is now consistent between the cita7on in the 
main text and the reference list of Hernandez et al. 
 


