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Dear Autors,

Thank you very much for very detailed explanations.
Please find my few additional comments below.
RC1: thank you. I think you are right.

RC2: | do not think there is a problem here, thanks. Only the data | would like to show
- please, see the figure in the attachment. That is time series of spatially averaged
anomalies of mean annual temperature at the earth’s surface for Russia (top) and the
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globe (bottom). Axis: horizontal - years, vertical - deviations from the mean during
1961-1990 (Celsius). Red shows the course of the 11-year average. That is a bit
different from the curve for the Northern Hemisphere on your figure. So as for me | do
not see for 1940s extra positive anomalies in Russia. Maybe it is even opposite - there
is a strong negative anomaly in 1941.

RC3: thank you for the detailed explanation. That issue resolved.

RC4, RC5: In my personal view it is crucial. It is clear underestimation in your re-
sults. Unfortunately, | am not historican, and cannot help to find robust datasets for
disturbances of ecosystems during the war. There are few data - for example, there
are data on the number of burned villages (for example for Belarus it is about 9200
villages). Probable it is possible to find more indirect data in the Arhive of the Rus-
sian Federation, Ukraine, Belarus. Another way could be to obtain "expert opinion" -
to find historican for that period. | do not think that just adding the discussion on the
underestimation in the paper would be enough. We do not know the scale of that un-
derestimation. In my view that could be very high and the results could be potentially
misleading.

RC6: that the second point which is crucial. You have mention that ORCHIDEE model
was verified and gave uncorrect results. And you assume that ORCHIDEE-MICT is
now estimate correctly (?) | believe that the standart way of performing any modeling -
is a verification against experimental data and assessing of the uncertainty of modelling
in the beginning.

RC7: | tend to agree with you. Anyway some level of assumption and approximation
should be applied. Thank you.
RC8: connected to RC4. Thank you.

Thank you very much again! Maybe it would be good to see opinions of another refer-
ees and editors.
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