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This work tried to set up an Arctic SIE prediction system based on the deep learning
method, which is important for not only the SIC short-term prediction but also the
understanding of the SIE changes. However, there are gaps between the manuscript and
publication, and several key issues should be clarified before publication.

Below I include a number of comments, both minor and more significant in no particular
order, that I’d prefer to be considered before publication.

Lines 3-4: In fact, sea-ice melting does not raise the sea level.
The authors used two words, forecasting/forecast and prediction/predict, in the
manuscript. As the timescales are different between forecast and prediction, I
recommend that authors use predict/prediction in the manuscript.
Line 13: The authors only gave the prediction results in advance 9 months for 2021,
and they should clarify more accurately in the abstract in case of misleading readers.
The authors can evaluate more cases for lead times as 9 months.
Line 15: has some physical interpretability -> has a physical interpretability
Line 37: Wei et al. (2021) -> (Wei et al., 2021)
The introduction is too long and redundant. For example, in Lines 49-54, it seems that
the data assimilation is not close to the manuscript's key point and can brief these to
one sentence. Lines 37-38, what’s the purpose of “For example, the average SIE…”.
The authors should reorganize the introduction structure.
Lines 94-97: It seems there is a high overlap between contributions #1 and #2. It’d be
better to merge them into one.
There is a missing part about the description of the data used in the study. It could be
added after section 2.
Figure 2, it’s better if authors list the variables used in the IceTFT framework and give
the output clearly (similar to illustration input SIE).
Line 158: 39.23°-90°N?
Figure 3: the variables in this figure do not match the variables in the IceTFT
framework, such as SW, LW. Meanwhile, according to the authors discussed in section
5.7, I wonder if the results become better using the SW and LW instead of DSWRF,
CSDSF, USWRF and DLWRF, CSDLF.
The NCEP-NCAR Reanalysis 1 was used in this work. I wonder if the results will change
while changing the data to ERA5 or JRA-55. In other words, does the framework
depend on the dataset?
Line 223: Evaluation -> Evaluation method



Tables 3 and 4, what does the percentage mean? The authors should describe the new
statistics variable clearly in the manuscript.
Line 246: By using the short input length (6 months) leads to worse results. So, what if
the input length increases to 18 or 24 months?
From figure 6, it can be seen that the biases are much larger in Sep than in winter or
other seasons. So, it’s better that the authors can evaluate the IceTFT model's ability in
different seasons, which may be more helpful for using the IceTFT model and
understanding the sea-ice prediction ability. In fact, the prediction ability in summer
(JJAS) is also more important than in other seasons.
Figure 8: as we know, SIO is the prediction results from June, July, and August. The
authors should clarify what kind of prediction data of SIO used in this figure.
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