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This is an interesting study that analyses the changes in the characteristics of the NAO
in 4 different models. It this fits well in the scope of Climate of the Past and to my
opinion deserves publications after some revisions.

The paper is mainly descriptive. I understand that it is not straightforward to go deeply
in the mechanisms but the section 3.3 appears quite short. The manuscript will cer-
tainly benefit from improvements in this discussion section, providing additional refer-
ences and presenting in more details the various hypotheses.

Some points in the methodology should also be clarified as discussed below.

Specific points.
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1/ I am not familiar with figures such as Fig. 4 and Fig 8c. Could the authors explain
the exact meaning of those figures and how they are obtained?

2/ The end of the introduction (end of page 914, beginning of page 915) is a bit awk-
ward. Reading it, I do not know if it is already the expected conclusions of the paper
or the synthesis of previous work (but there is no reference and if it is the case, what
is the main originality of the paper?). This point should be clarified in order to show he
exact goal of the study, in addition from the model intercomparison exercise.

3/ Section 2. Why only selecting 4 models. Is there a special reason to take only those
ones?

4/ Section 4. The discussion about the implication of the results presented on the
reconstruction of climate variability is a bit weak. I would expect that in the majority
of the cases people are aware that for a climate that is clearly different from present
one, considering the stationarity of the relationship between different climate variables
is usually not a good hypothesis. Does the authors have examples of reconstructions
that makes such a hypothesis?

5/ Section 4. The authors mention that if seasonality affects the proxy, changes in how
variability is distributed throughout the year can have an influence of the signal. Could
the author develop a bit this idea and explain how their results could be related to this
point.

6/ Section 4. The authors present only the results for 2 models while the results of
the four models were presented in section 3. For consistency, results of all the models
should be discussed in this section too.

7/ Section 4. The correlations are presented in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 for winter only while
in section 3, they are discussed for all the seasons. Why focusing here only on one
season?

8/ The reason why 4 particular points are selected in Table 3 is not clearly discussed.
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9/ Page 921, line 20. It is mentioned that Southern Norway is a region where the
correlation is particularly high on Fig. 7.For me, only Southern Denmark-Northern
Germany is highlighted of Fig. 7 in Europe.
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