The authors addressed and clarified many of my initial comments in a sufficient manner, but still a couple of issues persist, where the authors fall short to make the best out of their analysis, results and discussion.
Major comments:

P6 L36: Why didn’t you use the more commonly used bi-weight-robust mean to average your chronologies? There are two series in ital015x (around the year 1700) and one of the long series (620012) in ital012x that have extremely low values over a prolonged period of time, dragging your chronology values down heavily (I presume they are left in the HSTC approach). That is usually no big issue if you have a high sample replication. But in your case those 3 series have a huge impact on your reconstruction when your replication is only around 10 or lower. Using bi-weight over arithmetic mean buffers significantly against those outliers. Your earliest 50 years would actually be quite a bit closer to Trouet and Klesse (you “greyed-out” your chronology before 1710, I know). 


Furthermore, by simply averaging across all sites, you don’t account for systematic differences between sites, when samples and sites drop out of your reconstruction. Probably more robust would be to normalize all individual series over the common period (e.g. 1880-1980) and then apply the bi-weight mean. This way the chronology is much more buffered against sudden site/series/species replication changes. It definitely affected the long-term slope of the chronology when I use all 7 sites. Additionally, and equally - if not more - important for constructing the chronology for climate reconstruction purposes, I do not see you using variance stabilization, which should be a standard step producing a valid reconstruction. Using all of the 7 ITRDB MXD sites and using the arithmetic mean without variance stabilization, the 30-year running standard deviation increases from ~0.03 to ~0.05 from 1870 back to 1750, simply due to the decrease in replication (from close to 100 to only 30 samples). I’m pretty sure this effect appears similarly with only the HSTC series (~half of the dataset I tested) and the negative CE using the scaling approach could be a result of this. 

P10 L25-27: It might be better to say: “Additionally to the stronger AS temp influence on MXD in the northern chronologies the effect of summer precipitation/drought becomes equally stronger at the southern sites.” I wouldn’t stress the elevation influence here in the second sentence, because I assume the main effect is actually latitude/longitude, that causes your gradient in average precipitation. You simply don’t have the trees at high/low elevations in northern/southern locations. With elevation, temperature should decrease, and precip increase. The increasing drought correlation with increasing elevation is likely the result of the “unbalanced” tree-ring network. 

Did you check what the pure ABAL MXD HSTC chronology would look like? Isn’t your analysis suggesting a cleaner and purer temperature signal there? Makes all sense to me, that when the average precip levels go up, the sensitivity towards precip/drought variation decreases. Again, KNMI (using only ABAL samples) tells me it would improve! 
So, I’m really curious how the correlation stats would change, maybe even increase, if you created an ABAL-only chronology? I find that diving a little more into this matter would strongly increase the value of this paper, together with an outlook statement that thanks to the RDA you find (that although it might be easier to find old and still standing dead PILE trees on/around Monte Pollino – ok RDA doesn’t tell you that but you get what I’m aiming at I hope), the MXD signal there is potentially “confounded” by drought. Updating ABAL MXD + finding more old ABAL trees and extending present data with building material (? Not familiar with dendroarcheology in central Italy, but I guess there should be houses built with ABAL?) in central Italy seems a promising line of research for the coming years. That’s in my opinion the most exciting message I get from your paper. It deserves more room in the discussion and would certainly contribute the most to the advance of dendro-paleo-climatology in central Italy. P11 L28-32 is a bit thin in this respect. 

P10 ~L37-41: Is the climate signal in RW also instable if both tree-ring chronologies and climate data are high-pass filtered? I already raised that topic in the first round and the authors actually responded they would discuss that in the new ms (“deepening on correlation coefficient trends, as suggested by Refereee2, will be added in the revised version of the ms“). I really would like to see this additional analysis here, as you don’t discuss the detrending issue at all in this section. Because you use RCS with a dataset that is not really fit for it, one could assume that there might be some artificial low-frequency trends in the HSTC RW chronology (due to site and sample replication changes that your simple averaging approach simply cannot deal with) that decrease your climate correlation before 1900 in the conifers. Or is it also the high-frequency signal that is weaker to non-existent (due to early “bad” climate data, few records, higher uncertainty of interpolation of climate data, or because of points you did discuss)? Please discuss this! 
        Furthermore: Is the conifer RW (lag1) and conifer MXD actually negatively correlated? How about conifer MXD and broadleaf RW?  Could there be a way of disentangling drought effects on MXD in the future using drought sensitive RW from different species? I’m aware of different auto-correlative structures of the two parameters, but discussing or hypothesizing about these issues could be an interesting addition to the discussion section.  

Forgive me if I constantly keep over-looking it, but what is the final temperature target? You do not specify exactly the region over which you averaged the climate in the methods. Or is it simply the average of the site-corrected climate data? At the end of 2.2 this description is missing. 
And what’s the R2 for the full period? You only report it for the split periods.
Minor comments:

P4 L17: This is a rather abrupt change to describe the purpose of your study. I would give it one or two more sentences. Something along the lines of: “As separate climate (temperature) reconstruction for Italy has been published to date the goal of this study was to screen the ITRDB for suitable data. we make use of the ITRDB to investigate RW and MXD climate signals across Italy. After screening … -> temperature reconstruction …

Our main objectives are: i) … ii) …”

P6 L16: “variables” instead of “variable”
P6 L21: delete [in presenting HSTC trees], simply say “… we calculated the Site Fitness, representative of the percentage of selected HSTC series of conifer MXD with respect to …”  

P8: Please consider revising the first 8 lines. There are some unnecessary repetitions. 

Something along the lines: “We find that the strength of the AS signal correlates positively with latitude (mean precip) and negatively with elevation (longitude).. The RDA analysis reveals that both parameters are on opposing sides of the first two axes explaining NNN% of the variance of the dataset. … ”
P8 L9: Concerning the site fitness – instead of “for what concerns”
P8 L38-40: Something wrong in that sentence, maybe easier something like: “… the MXD reconstruction matches very well the temperature variability in Italy south of the Po plane and the western Balkan area (r>0.6). Correlations above (e.g.) 0.4 are still found throughout the Alpine arc, the central Balkan, as well as Tunisia.” 
P9 L4-5: do you mean: strong signal in MXD independent of species?

P10 L4: Pinatubo did not erupt in 1914! Do you maybe mean Novarupta 1912? There’s no VEI>=6 in 1914, to my knowledge (and your figure 6).
P10 L26/27: no commas after MXD

P10 L26: P. leucodermis

P10 L36: concerning the temperature signal
Figure 6: Mount Pinatubo is not on your axis, as your graph ends in 1980. 

Figure 7: Is the E-OBS/CRU TS a spliced product? E-OBS usually starts only in 1950, I can’t find a clear description on KNMI what this actually is. The correlation picture (RCS with all 7 sites and 160 MXD series) looks almost the same compared to using CRU TS4.0, which makes me wonder, what exactly the benefit of the HSTC approach is, since you shorten your potentially “reliable” chronology by 80 years (using all series you would have an EPS>0.85 back to 1650). 
