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We thank both referees for the constructive comments on our manuscript. We would be
happy to submit a revised manuscript, if the editor so invites, where the issues raised by
the referees have been clarified and all the suggested minor corrections are taken into
account.

Regarding comments from Anonymous Referee #2, here are our thoughts (comment in
italics, followed by our reply).

"I suppose the models for wind climate changes and land uplift are also subject to
different kinds of uncertainty. Please comment on the effect of such uncertainties on the
final projections."

The uncertainties in the final mean sea level projections are clearly dominated by the
uncertainty in global sea level rise projections. As seen from our Fig. 7, the effect of the
wind component is small compared to sea level rise and land uplift. The land uplift, on the
other hand, is of the same order of magnitude than sea level rise, but with much narrower
uncertainty ranges.

The land uplift has been observed for several decades in the region and thus, the
observation uncertainties are small and well known. The uncertainty from the GIA
modelling part is less well known, but the observations are constraining the GIA model
output. As the total land uplift model is a combination of the two parts (observations +
GIA model), the uncertainties become small. Typically the computational uncertainty is an
order of magnitude smaller than the provided land uplift values (see Fig 14 in Vestol et al,
2019).

"Why are the probability distributions for wind climate change and land uplift rates
assumed to be Gaussian? Any evidence to support this assumption? Have you ever tried
any other distributions? What are the effect of other distribution on the MSL probability
distributions?"

The Gaussian distribution is the simplest choice, and the one to be used if there is no
evidence to support some other type of distribution. The uncertainty in land uplift rates is
characterized by the standard deviation given by the NKG2016LU model, which we use to
fit the Gaussian distribution. Regarding the wind component, the uncertainty is
characterized by the output of the 17-model ensemble used to project the zonal



geostrophic wind (Table 2). For either process we do not have evidence that would point
to a non-symmetrical distribution.

In any case, as we comment above, the effect of uncertainties in the wind component and
land uplift is minor compared to the uncertainty in sea level rise projections. Therefore,
there would be little value in trying to elaborate the analysis of uncertainty distributions of
the wind component and land uplift.

"Figure 7. This is a very useful graph, which supports the finding that “spatial variations in
the MSL projections result essentially depends on the local land uplift rates”. However, I
cannot find enough clear description in the main text to interpret this graph."

Thank you for the comment, we will explain this graph more fully in the revised
manuscript.

"The discussion. Indeed, before the discussion section, the manuscript is highly readable.
However, the discussion is not concise and streamlined. Reader like me can easily get lost.
I advised the authors to divide the discussion into several subsections regarding future
projections, past trends and spatial variability and etc."

Thank you, we will clarify the discussion in the revised manuscript.
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