BAMS 2522 B


Review of "New observations of old weather" by Philip Brohan and others. 
Responses to Reviewer B’s comments

This is a very well written article which is appropriate for BAMS. 
I recommend that it be accepted with minor revisions. 

I list my suggestion revisions. They are roughly in decreasing order of importance. 

1.    On page 13 the authors state: "The improved coverage for the 1940s needs little elaboration …"  I disagree. I think it would be very useful to do a monthly or seasonal tropical anomaly map for the Pacific and Indian Ocean showing the original analysis and the analysis with the original and new data. This is important to see if the El Nino in this period is better resolved with the addition of the new data. This would make a stronger case for additional digitization. The authors should look over maps for this period and choose a good example. 
We have added an additional figure (fig 6)  to illustrate the coverage of the new obs – this makes it clear that there are very few new observations for the tropical Pacific, and no new information on ENSO will result. We’ve also removed the reference to the 1946 ENSO question from the text, to avoid giving the impression that ENSO will be better resolved with the new RN data.

2.    Figure 5. I think a comment is necessary here on biases. For example the Wrestler has fairly large biases. Also choose another line color than yellow. It doesn't display well. 
We’ve redrawn the figure to make it clearer – it’s hard to say much about the biases without making some kind of formal quantitative assessment of how big they are, and that is outside the scope of this paper (but definitely something to be done with the data in the future).

3.    Figure 2.  How would the lieutenants, masters and captains logbooks be combined to eliminate duplicates? 
Don’t know (yet). Perhaps best would be to take one best log from each ship and multiple logs from a few ships to help with error analysis. We’ll have to solve that problem if and when we digitize the RN data from that period. We’ve added a sentence to the paper emphasizing the redundancy in the data.

4.    Figure 8. Would the curves be very different if the "original" and "original + new" curves were plotted? It is not necessary to do add this to the figure. A comment would be sufficient. I suspect they would be almost identical. 
The ‘original’ curve would be unchanged, the ‘original+new’ would lie between the original and the new curves – the difference between the curves would be smaller. As the aim of the figure is to highlight the differences, ‘new’ is better than ‘original+new’. [Have I missed the point? PB]

5.    Page 4. Based on figure 6, I think "vast" in line on page 1 is overstated. Perhaps "large" would be better. 
Changed as suggested.

6.    Title. I recommend using "marine" in the title. Maybe "New marine observations of old weather." This would avoid reader confusion on the type of observations. 
We would prefer not to change the title. ‘ New observations of old weather’ is short, clear and effective. The capsule summary makes it clear that the paper is about marine observations, as does the abstract, so there is little risk that readers will be mislead. Also the authors of the paper include UK government employees, US government employees, US government contractors and university academics, and we’d rather not re-visit the confusing and time-consuming process of finding all the necessary copyright authorizations unless it’s absolutely necessary.

7.    There is an extra "?" on page 7, line 8. 
This sentence has been deleted (it was about ENSO, see above).

8.    Page 17. Where is "Table Bay?"  South Africa?
South Aftica – added comment to caption.

