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I. Introduction or scan the QR-code
/Global climate models (GCMs) are used to perform climate projections and their results will be used as inputs for ice sheets models for the next IPCC report N
Poor representation of polar climates specificities (snowpack evolution in terms of melting, refreezing, or albedo change, katabatic winds, drifting snow,...) _ _ _
BUT. GCMs < Base of a polar-oriented Regional Climate Model (RCM)
Spatial resolution too coarse for correctly representing the ice sheet margins or areas with a high Surface Mass Balance (SMB) variability
\Question: Is using a RCM required to represent the (current) SMB of the Antarctic Ice Sheet? )

II. Methods II1. Results IV. Discussion
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« Two set of simulations at a 35 km resolution b. Spatial comparison
MAR force_d by the reanalysis T _ ey PN P "~ I+ Few significant differences between MAR-ERI and ﬂsing a RCM seems to be not requirem
ERA-Interim over 1980-2005 (MAR- ' A R . ] ~ MAR-AC3 while Significant differences between represent the current mean SMB of the
ERI) I I  ACCESS1.3 and MAR-ERI (notably over margins and Antarctic lce Sheet since the SMB mainly
MAR forced by ACCESS1.3 over 1980- i i N glag;ier__valleys or regions with a high topographic depends on snowfall
2005 (MAR-AC3) i - =L T varability) « But biased evaluation due to the lack of
I I I observations
i ! i  Better representation of the summer climate by
i i L ACCESS1.3 correctly represents the mean current MAR that can also simulate snow melting and
R f T T T T T 1T T T I_k 2. 3 T T T T T T T T T SMB Of the AntarCtIC ICe Sheet (Compared to avallable aSSOC|ated f@@dbaCkS
CICrCnces a) MAR-ERI o ¢) ACCESS1.3 observations) since current melting and runoff are . It suggests an added-value of a RCM in a
A_gosta, C._, Fettweis, X and Datta, R.(_2015) Evaluation of the CMIP5 models in the _350 ~150 _50 cl) I 5|0 I 1” neg“glble warmer climate _ _ _ .
ggql?gégg',oﬁt?;,srf}fddoei_l'c',?gg,fg_;hlzzgz?ztgﬁ%af; mass baance, The Cryosphere, 9 Fig 2. a) Mean SMB from MAR-ERI (1980-2005). SMB observations are in red. Difference in mean SMB kgmyr * Next Steps = performlng prOJECtIOnS with MAR

Palerme, C., Genthon, C., Claud, C., Kay, J. E., Wood, N. B., and L'Ecuyer, T. (2017). for a) MAR-AC3 b) ACCESSL1.3 compared to MAR-ERI. Non-significant differences are hatched.
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forced by ACCESS1.3 and comparing SMB changes
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