Answers to Reviewer #1

We thank Reviewer 1 for valuable feedback to this manuscript. Hereunder follow our answers
(normal text) to the reviewers’ comments (marked in italic).

1. Section 2.1. (ii) refers to a state-of-the-art river intrusion scheme. The authors provide no
comparison to other river intrusion schemes in the literature, and so this claim is difficult to
justify, particularly as this type of river intrusion model has been around for 30+ years.
Additionally, Appendix Al (where the intrusion scheme is described) does not identify why this
approach was used over other approaches in the literature, or what makes this approach an
advance on other approaches in the literature. The authors need to assist the reader here — if
you have done the work to show this is the best model, then explain why.

The intrusion scheme was chosen since it enables us to include the effect of steep bathymetry
in both lakes. This affects the plume decent speed and thus entrainment and intrusion depth.
Additionally, the robustness of the intrusion model outweighs the model simplicity, and limits
the uncertainty associated with more complex intrusion schemes including multiple parameters
which can be hard to predict in the future. Here we look at the long-term difference, thus errors
do not change from reference period to future periods. Also, the 3D movement of the stratified
lake water body challenges an intrusion model (as the intrusion condition are changing
continuously). As we only model the lake water column in 1D, a sophisticated intrusion model
is therefore not an option. Using multiple scenarios (min, mean and max predictions) of both
river discharge and air temperature, with corresponding river densities, we cover the likely
depth fluctuations of future river intrusions. The aim here was not to use the most sophisticated
intrusion model but one which directly translates the density changes in the inflowing rivers to
the intrusion depth relative to the lake stratification. As the focus of this paper is to compare
different scenarios, the modelled changes between Scenario A and Scenario B is much more
representative than the absolute accuracy of a model scenario alone (which is already quite
adequate as the figure below shows). We did compare the intrusion scheme used here with a
recently published model by Cortés et al. [2014], and obtained a worse representation of the
river intrusion depth.

This comparison was left out from the original manuscript but will be included in the revised
Appendix Al. “State of the art formulation” will be removed from section 2.1 and a short
explanation will be given on why a simple model was used. Furthermore, a detailed comparison
between modelled intrusion depth and ADCP measured intrusion depth (see figure below) will
be included in Appendix Al.
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Figure A5. River intrusion entrainment sensitivity analysis for the LB/Aare system in July 2014. a) SSC (black),
temperature (T; orange) and river discharge (Q; blue) from Aare station 2085. b) Lake temperature at M3 station.
c) River intrusion depth calculated as in supporting information (S1) using river/lake density obtained from a) and
b) with varying entrainment constant g (coloured, Eq. 18); light blue denotes the value used in this study; intrusion
depth (black) calculated with method described in Cortés et al. [2014]. d) Current speed obtained from ADCP at

M3 station; velocities > 0.15 m s are associated with the passing river plume.

2. Some discussion is required for the SSC model in the Aare River. The inset is missing from
Figure 4a (which is present in Figure 4b, and Figure 3a, 3b), presumably because the r2 of
this model isn’t great (Table 2). I expect the reason for this is that the SSC in the river is almost
always zero (or at least very low), with occasional large spikes, as compared to the Rhone
where there is a non-zero SSC for much of the year. So clearly modelling SSC in the Aare is
complex — what does this mean for the study? How does this uncertainty propagate to the



results that are built upon this SSC model? Following on from this, there is a statement in
section 4.3 that the SSC doesn 't really even matter for the Aare —so why not include this earlier
in the paper, and remove iSSC from consideration in the Aare?

As reviewer 1 points out, high SSC events in the Aare River are sporadic and not linked to the
discharge at station #2085. This results in unsatisfactorily model representation of high SSC
events and low R? values when using the discharge as the determining variable. These high
SSC events mainly occur during summer when Lake Biel is stratified. The intruding river
plume is thereby generally captured in the metalimnion as the intrusion model and
measurements show (appendix figures A2 and A3). For future studies, where this short-term
events are important, such as deep oxygen renewal, a better SSC model is required for Aare
including representation of local precipitation patterns in the upstream catchment.

These high SSC events occur during a short time period (hours). Here our focus is on the
thermal response of the entire system, short-term deep intrusions events are thereby less
important than the overall large river discharge patterns. The temporally dominant low SSC in
the Aare River over time was successfully reproduced by the model. This affect the intrusion
depth only in winter (Figures Ble,f and D1c,d) when stratification is weak and present river
discharge is low. However, river discharge is predicted to increase in winter. Furthermore,
including SSC leads to consistency in comparison between Lake Biel and Lake Geneva. For
these two reasons, we prefer to keep SSC also for the Aare River, although its effect on the
intrusion dynamics is rather limited.

3. Given the nature of the study, and the delicate balances referred to, a comprehensive
discussion of uncertainty is required. For example, how do we know that the results shown in
Table 5 are signal and not noise? You report small numbers over decadal timescales, and so
model results will be sensitive to the parameters selected — how robust are these results to
uncertainty in the parameters? There are a number of comments following here that discuss
uncertainty.

Here we keep the natural variability of the hydrological and meteorological systems and apply
a seasonal varying climate change signal in temperature and river discharge. Thus, the effect
of rapid natural variations in forcing, probably referred to as noise by the reviewer, was kept
both in the reference and future periods. We are therefore confident that the change we observe
are attributed to our applied climate signal since the “noise levels” were kept from the reference
to near-future and far-future.

For the final manuscript, we will add a lake model sensitivity analysis for the important
parameters wind, cloud and humidity. These parameters are likely to change in a future climate
but has been kept constant here due to the limitations in the current climate model predictions.
The analysis will be made from observed historical variability. For the parameter SSC, see also
the answers to points 4 and 5.



4. and 5. Figure 8b demonstrates that it is the SSC concentration that causes greater volumes
of deep water renewal under a warming climate. That is, the SSC overcomes the temperature
effects and reverses the trends in Figure 8a. This indicates the model results (and a key part of
the papers conclusions) are highly sensitive to the SSC model used. Given that the RMS error
is approx. 200 g/m3, what implications does that have on these results?

Given that the SSC increases under a climate change scenario, what does this imply for the
SSC model? The SSC model only has flow as an input, indicating that the changing flow pattern
with climate change is enough to cause higher SSC at just the right time to cause the deeper
intrusions?

The reviewer refers to Lake Geneva, where the density change is driven by increased SSC in
winter. For Lake Biel, the density change is caused by the power plant decommission. The 200
g9/m3 RMSE is obtained from the start of 2013 to the end of 2014. The errors are mainly caused
by the difference between model and measurements for extreme high SSC events in summer.
In winter, from October to March each year, the RMSE drops to ~88 g/m®. During this period,
we observe an increase in the modelled deep water renewal rate in Lake Geneva, at the same
time as the performance of the model increase.

SSC in rivers depend on the local land use/soil type, river bed erosion, temporal precipitation
patterns/river discharge and glacial cover. How these processes change in the future are hard
to predict. However, the main effect controlling SSC is the river discharge, incorporating many
of the processes above, here we thus only disregarded land use. The simplicity of the discharge-
dependent SSC model (and the river temperature model) is thus its biggest strength. Yet,
caution is advised for drainage areas which include sediment trapping lakes/reservoirs, such as
the Aare River. The dams constructed in the Rhone catchment are located at high altitude far
from Lake Geneva, thereby limiting the sediment trapping effect and enables good results using
the SSC model.

As climate changes, the river discharge in winter increases. In the model, as well as in the real
world, erosion rates are thus likely to rise. Furthermore, with increased discharge more
sediment is carried at slower flow velocities (< threshold discharge Qi) thereby increasing the
sedimentation of particles in the catchment, which at high discharge events are available for
erosion. The density of Rhéne River water thus increases at high discharge events due to
increased erosion, which can act on a larger deposited sediment mass. This increased river
water density/volume in combination with the weak lake stratification in winter result in, (i)
increased volume of existing intrusions events past 200 m depth, and (ii) enabling intrusion
past 200 m depth by river water previously intruding at a shallower depth. In this study, we
keep the natural variability in discharge and only adapt the daily base line. Thus, the frequency
of deep penetrating intrusion events is only increased in winter by (ii). Concluding, as rain
patterns shift towards winter at the same time as less water is bound in snow and ice, erosion
rates increase. This in combination with weak winter stratification strength enables more water
to reach deeper layers.

In order to increase the clarity of the manuscript, the following will be added:



To Section 4.1, line 331:

This is caused by two phenomena, (i) amplified river bed erosion linked to increased intensity
of high discharge events carrying enhanced volume in the future, and (ii) to increased
sedimentation in the river catchment, available for erosion, at slower flow velocities due to
additional sediment being carried by increased discharge.

To section 4.2, line 390:

Concluding, as river water density increase in winter the volume of existing intrusions events
occurring in the reference period increase. Likewise, high discharge events previously unable
to penetrate into the deep is likely to do so in the future.

6. | would like to see the comments in the abstract tied in far more strongly with the material
in the manuscript. In particular, the key component of the abstract that will capture the
attention of readers is that you expect to see more deep water renewal. This component of the
results and discussion needs to be made far clearer — give it the attention it deserves, so readers
can make the link between abstract and text.

We thank the reviewer for this important note and will adapt the revised manuscript
accordingly.

Technical comments
7. Line 538 contains a typographic error, I believe the word “dishrag” should be discharge.

Correction will be made in manuscript

8. Figure 6 caption refers to mean and standard deviation — of what? It is not clear.

This refers to the mean and standard deviation of nine different model runs, combining the
lower, median and upper predictions for future air temperature and river discharge. Figure
capitation will be updated in revised manuscript to remove this uncertainty.
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