Response to Review C
Thank you for your thoughtful review of our paper. Below we list your comments (in red) and our responses (in black). 

(1)  Be careful to define terms clearly at the beginning.  In this manuscript the term 
"planetary albedo" is used to mean both a global mean albedo as well as a local TOA 
albedo. 

We have added “global average” before “planetary albedo” for all cases where global average planetary albedo is discussed. 
(2)  page 3, 1st paragraph, last sentence:  "The global average temperature is extremely sensitive to planetary albedo"‚  compared to what?  Remove or reword. 

Removed.
(3)  page 3, 2nd paragraph, last sentence:  "varying strengths of atmospheric and oceanic circulations"‚ what do you mean by "strengths"?  This is very vague.  If you are 
specifically referring to meridional energy transport, then say so. 

Changed to “varying magnitudes of meridional heat transports”.
(4) page 4, "Gorodetskaya et al (2006) calculated that changing ice/snow 

concentrations"  Calculated on what basis?  Wasn't this an observational result? 

This was an observational result. We have added the statement, “…used the satellite record of planetary albedo in conjunction with observational data sets of snow and ice concentration to demonstrate…” to the revised manuscript to emphasize that point.
(5)  page 5, reference to Qu and Hall (2005):  There are two different statements and 

numbers given here, but I don't seem to understand which two quantities are being cited. Please reword for clarity. 
The first statement refers to the surface contribution to the climatological planetary albedo and the second statement refers to the inter-annual variability. We have added “climatology” to the first statement and elaborated on the definition of atmospheric attenuation in the second statement.
(6) page 5, line 5:  remove extra "the". 

Fixed.
(7)  page 9, just below equation (9)‚ conflict between "of" and "to" in this sentence. 

Fixed.
(8)  page 10, second paragraph, "..also features a predominant equator-to-pole gradient‚Ä¶" 

The gradient is of opposite sign to that of albedo. 

“Also” has been removed from this sentence.
(9)  page 12, line 2-3.  As I think I said in my first review, you seem to be assuming undue precision in these numbers by reporting these values to 0.1% 

The observational uncertainty on the CERES global average planetary albedo (2σ) is 0.8% (from Bender et al. 2006). Thus the reporting to 3 significant digits is warranted. Although our planetary albedo partitioning method has uncertainty exceeding 1.0%  in the observed global average, we chose to report these numbers to 3 significant figures for consistency with total planetary albedo partitioning. The reporting of satellite derived global mean radiative fluxes to 3 (or 4) significant digits is well established in the literature. For example, Loeb et al. (2009) report in the Journal of Climate “ an albedo of 0.293, and the global mean LW TOA flux is 239.6 W m​​​-2“ from the CERES data-set.
 (10)  page 16, line 12:  "‚Ä¶ due to differences in alpha_p,atoms".  Change to "which is attributed to alpha_p,atoms in our analysis". 

Done.

(11) page 18, line 7:  Second occurrence of "alpha_p,atoms" should be changed to "alpha_p,surf" ? 

Fixed.
(12) page 20, top:  the point about the differences between the present results and those of Qu and Hall.  This point really ought to be elaborated on, because it seems to be a central issue here.  One might say the principal result of this manuscript is given on page 19: "‚Ä¶ the change in planetary albedo associated with a change in surface albedo is 
approximately one third of the magnitude of the change in surface albedo." 

There is a good discussion of the methodological uncertainty in Appendix B, however it is not drawn out sufficiently in the main text.  Between the authors' own analysis and the conflicting result of Qu and Hall, it seems to me that the factor of 3 reduction in TOA impact of surface albedo changes claimed in the main text is really an upper bound.  The real answer seems to fall within the range 2 to 3.   (i.e. a half to a third). 

We have pointed the reader toward the discussion in Appendix B in the revised manuscript. The discrepancy between the results of our method and the Qu and Hall method remains unresolved and we would prefer to refrain from further comment until we understand the basis of some of their assumptions.
(13) page 20, line 8 "‚Ä¶ surface albedo in altered climate states are a poor predictor‚Ä¶" 

This suggestion should be limited to slightly warmer 2xCO2 states, as opposed to more radical climate changes 

We have clarified that this statement refers only to changes due to anthropogenic climate change.
(14) page 22.  Not enough details about the model runs.  Specifically, I'm confused as to 
whether AQUA and/or the control PI run against which it is compared have prescribed 
ocean heat transport (i.e. q-flux).  I can find no statement about this in the manuscript, but 
my guess is that the control run does, while the AQUA run does not.  This may be crucial 
to the issue of tropical / subtropical cloud distribution raised at the bottom of page 22. 

The control PI run is fully coupled with a dynamic ocean. This is explicitly stated in the revised 

manuscript.
(15) page 25, last paragraph.  I don't object to anything in particular in this discussion. But it seems to me that it's changes in equator-to-pole gradients in albedo that are the more interesting aspects of these large-amplitude climate changes, as opposed to changes in hemispheric or global mean values.  I realize that discussion of meridional gradients has been postponed to the forthcoming companion paper. 
Fair enough. Point taken.
