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Dear Editor,

We sincerely thank you and the reviewers for the careful evaluation of our manuscript and for the
constructive and insightful comments. We have revised the manuscript substantially in response to
all comments and provide below a point-by-point reply. All editor and reviewer comments are
reproduced below in black, followed by our responses in blue and a description of the
corresponding changes in the revised manuscript. Page and Line numbers refer to the revised

manuscript unless otherwise noted.

We greatly appreciate the time and effort that the Editor and reviewers have devoted to evaluating
our work, and we hope that the revised manuscript is now suitable for publication in Weather and

Climate Dynamics.
Sincerely,

Dzung Nguyen-Le
Corresponding author

## Response to Editor
### Comment

I thank the author for the prompt response and for the revisions made to the manuscript. It appears
that the author has not fully addressed the concerns raised by the reviewer in the previous round of
review. In particular, the concluding sections of the manuscript seem to contain sentences that have
been adapted directly from responses to the reviewer, resulting in phrasing that may be confusing to

readers.

For example:



In Line 730, the phrase "revised analyses" is used, but it is unclear what specific analyses this refers

to in the context of the paper.

In Lines 751752, the sentence "This more cautious framing directly addresses the concern that the
original discussion overstated the evidence for subseasonal control" appears to reference a previous
version of the manuscript and seems more like a reply to the reviewer than a statement intended for a

general audience.

I suggest that the authors carefully read through these paragraphs and revise them to ensure that all

statements are self-contained and clearly understandable to readers.
The manuscript can be accepted for publication after above corrections are made.
### Response

We thank the Editor for this careful reading and for pointing out these remaining issues. We agree
that several sentences in Section 5.1 still retained wording that was more appropriate for a response
to reviewers than for the manuscript itself. In particular, we have revised the discussion to remove
expressions such as “the revised analyses” and “this more cautious framing directly addresses the
concern,” and we have rewritten the relevant paragraphs so that all statements are fully self-

contained and clearly understandable to readers.

More specifically, the revised text now states directly that NL26 and W04 capture the same main
interannual signal, while differing mainly in years when the Uscs threshold crossing does not
coincide with a coherent transition to mature monsoon circulation. We also revised the discussion of
multi-timescale influences so that the role of subseasonal disturbances is described in a reader-facing
way, without reference to earlier manuscript versions or reviewer comments. We believe these
changes improve the clarity and readability of the Discussion and make the concluding sections more

appropriate for the general audience of the paper.
### Changes in manuscript

Pages 37-38, Lines 730—752: Revised the Discussion to remove response-to-reviewer phrasing and

to ensure that the interpretation is self-contained and clear for readers.



