We thank the Editor for his comments. The text of the manuscript has been revised according to the comments and ERSST dataset analyses have been harmonized using the same period 1880-2010. Please find the detail of these changes below.
Comments to the Author: 
In the last set of referees' comments Referee 2 in particular expressed several concerns about the previous version of the paper -- some of which I felt were quite valid. You have provide careful responses to this latest set of referees' comments and made several revisions. Whether or not the paper is now perfect, I don't believe that it will be worthwhile to have a further exchange with the referees. Therefore I accept the paper for publication in ACP. I have listed below a selection, by no means exhaustive, of further comments that might be addressed -- e.g. in the interests of clarification. Please consider these as suggested technical corrections and also consider whether further small changes can be made that will make the paper as clear as possible for the reader. 

p2 l30: ‘find’ > ‘look for’ (I think that this sentence means to set out the aim of the study in the paper, rather than what the study ultimately achieves.) 

Corrected.

p3 l2: ’to characterise’ — do you mean ‘to determine’ (i.e. the nature of the signal is determined by atmosphere-ocean interactions)? (‘To characterise’ simply means ‘to describe’.) 

Corrected.

p6 l24: Referee 1 had requested a change here but their suggested replacement text was difficult to understand. I suggest ‘Although these methods use advanced statistical techniques, it is difficult to relate the conclusions to specific physical mechanisms.’ 

Corrected.

ion was p7 l20: ‘about 3-years’ > ‘about 3 years’ 

Corrected.

p10 l10: ‘role of ocean as heat capacitor’ — I’m not convinced that ‘heat capacitor’ is a very helpful term. Certainly a ‘capacitor’ stores charge, but is it usual to use the term capacitor in connection with storage of heat? 
According to the comment, "heat capacitor" has been replaced by “heat storage”.

p10 l15: ‘polar nigh’ > ‘polar night’ 

Corrected

p11 l5: Referee 2 requested clarification on use of different periods of the ERSST dataset. You have given a reply on this and have made at least one clarification in the text. My personal view is that it would be better to use the same data period throughout your study — on the basis that you claim that your conclusions do not depend sensitively on the precise data period and the choice of a single period would be more straightforward and require less explanation. If you continue to use different periods please make sure that this is made absolutely clear and is justified — e.g. you use 1880-2010 for Figure 9, but you do not seem to say that explicitly in the text — you simply say in Section 2 ‘data are sparse before 1880’. 
According to the comment, all analysis periods of the ERSST dataset have been harmonized to 1880-2010.



Fig 17: Would be best to have explanation of various arrows etc in the caption, not just in the text.
We changed the caption as follows:
" Solid (dashed) contours display anomalous westerly (easterly) winds. Yellow (blue) filled contours represent anomalous warming (cooling). Solid green (dashed black) arrows indicate anomalous propagation of planetary waves (mean residual circulation). 'Div' and 'Cnv' indicate anomalous divergence and convergence of the E-P flux, respectively".
