
I thank the authors for their thorough reply to all my raised points of the previous re-
vision process. As the authors implemented all my previous suggestions and/or added
additional text/discussion to clarify my previously raised points, I am happy to see the
current version of the manuscript published. Below are some final minor comments that
may be addressed.

lines 101-102:
I appreciate the inclusion of this extensive sensitivity analysis. Strong variations in the
choice of d do not seem to have significant impact on the results/conclusion. I would
suggest to explicitly mention this robustness of the results here, because only refering to
the sensity analysis in the supplement could lead to the impression that the conclusion
might not be that clear.

line 151:
Inconsistent use of this abbreviation, sometimes Sec. and sometimes section (e.g. line
256), same for Fig. (Fig. and Figure).

line 215:
“...by almost no anomalies (Fig. S1).” I would suggest to rephrase this slightly. The
main point is clear here, but it is maybe a bit too much to talk about almost no anoma-
lies, as the temperature anomalies of Fig. S1 (e.g. high latitudes) are close to the
anomalies discussed previous (e.g. Fig. 4, cold anomalies in Africa for N-jet). Of course,
for this example I compared the anomalies for Africa with the ones for high latitudes and
not the anomalies limited to the same regions. Maybe the sentence could be rephrased
in a way to account for this.

lines 351-352:
weighted orthogonal is written in another format than the rest of the text.
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