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wWhere do channels come from ?
~ subqglacial, hydrological water outlets

(A. Tenkins et al,, T. Phys. Oceanogr. 20Mm;
A, LeBrocg el al,, Naf, Geosc., 2013)

— tYransverse variations in ice tThickness
(0. Serglenko, J. Geophys, Res,, 2013)

What happens inside channels ¢
— channelized melfing
(T. Stanfon, Science, 2013; 10, Marsh at previous talkr)

Why would channels be important ¢
— destabilize ice shelves
(E. Rignot & K, steffen, Geophys, Res. Lett,, 200s;
D. Vaughan et al,, J. Geophys, Res.,, 2012)
— stabilize ice shelves
(C. 6Gladish et al., 7. 6laciol., 2012;
T. Milligate et al., 7. Gephys., Res,, 2013)
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How do channels evolve
in full Stokes models? How do channels

look like trom space ?

/ How do channels

look like in the field?
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*|ldealized Geometry
*Different Melt Scenarios
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Bridging in Ice Shelf-Channels
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(1)  Channels grow with and decay without basal melting
(2) Channel amplifudes at ®BIS (derived from TanDEM—X)
grow tastest near the GL and at the ice—shelt front

(3) Bridging is important in narrow channels and can
hinder hydrostatic inversion

(4) Densify (af RBIS) is denser
inside ice—shelt channels
compared to outside ‘

(4) Channelized melting leaves
signhafure in surtace velocifies,
Comparable pattferns are
detected at ®BIS,

Map channelized melting fvo space ?
q
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