Response to Review B
Thank you for your thoughtful and helpful review of our paper. It has helped us to craft a more precise and readable paper. Below we list your comments (in red) and our responses (in black). Please also find our responses to your detailed annotations in the comments of the pdf file included in this response. With very few exceptions, we have followed your suggested detailed revisions.

We have eliminated the analysis and discussion of the meridional gradients in planetary albedo and the implications for meridional heat transport in the revised manuscript. This has allowed us to shorten and focus the manuscript and more carefully discuss and analyze the uncertainties in the datasets used, the assumptions of our methodology, and the uncertainties in our results. Additionally, eliminating the discussion of the meridional gradients has allowed us to analyze the partitioning of planetary albedo in global warming simulations.    
The implication that therefore surface albedo feedbacks are not important for polar amplification is likewise very interesting, but only mentioned in passing at the end. I would have liked to have seen more discussion of this in the introduction and the discussion at the end. Left unsaid is whether this paper has anything to say about surface albedo feedbacks and climate sensitivity. If surface albedo feedbacks still work like we understand (e.g., as described in Hartmann’s book), then why are they not important for polar amplification?

An analysis of shortwave feedbacks in global warming simulations in the framework of our planetary albedo partitioning has been added to the revised manuscript. The meridional gradient analysis has been removed from the revised manuscript. Thus an analysis of the polar amplification is beyond the scope of the revised manuscript; polar amplification is an issue we would like to revisit in future work.
This paper needs many changes, as indicated in the detailed annotations in the returned manuscript, all of which are part of this review. The main points are:

- The observations are not described adequately, and there is no uncertainty analysis for the observations. This can arise from interannual variability, the short satellite record, the errors of the satellite observations, including diurnal sampling, the different incompatible data set used for surface albedo, errors in the model used to calculate surface albedo, global warming if the surface and planetary albedo come from different years (neither is given and this needs to be added) and snow and ice melt trends give inconsistent surface and planetary data. The paper needs to add this in all the analyses, including how we interpret if the models are different from the observations.

The observational data sets and their uncertainties are described more completely in the revised manuscript. We have also propagated uncertainties in the observational data sets onto uncertainties in our calculated fields in Appendix A of the revised manuscript.  

- References are needed for all the models and papers that generated the data you are using. Otherwise it is taking their intellectual property.

We have followed the citation procedure of the Program for Climate Model Diagnosis and Intercomparison for WCRP CMIP3 ensemble (http://www-pcmdi.llnl.gov/ipcc/info_for_analysts.php#Proper_acknowledgement). According to those guidelines, references to individual models are not included in papers that use the CMIP3 archive; we believe a similar procedure has been followed by other paper published in AMS journals that have used the CMIP3 ensemble.  
- For all the model runs, more details need to be given. How long was each run? Are multiple ensembles included? Is each curve an average of multiple ensembles?
This information has been added to the body of the manuscript.
- The horrible construction of using parentheses and slashes to indicate negation or alternate values needs to be removed everywhere so the paper can be read smoothly and easily. It is very confusing as done, and saves very little space. And on pp. 31-32 this terrible construction is used with no reference, so it is impossible to figure out what is meant, even if one takes the time to try. For example, what does this mean? “Similarly, ASR* decreases by 0.4 (0.5) PW in the QUAD CO2 runs relative to the CAM3 PI simulation.”
We have written out complete sentences for all cases where parentheses were originally used to signify values in alternate hemispheres.
