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Fig. ES1. Reconstruction of (top) Nov–Jan (NDJ) SST anomalies (weighted regression of SST anomalies onto 
Niño-3.4 index) and (top middle) observed SST anomalies from NDJ 1982/83, (bottom middle) NDJ 1997/98, 
and (bottom) NDJ 2015/16. Departures are formed by removing monthly means during 1981–2010. Data are 
based on weekly OISSTv2.
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  Fig. ES2. Scatterplots of the Nov–
Jan standardized meridional SST 
index values (along the abscissa) 
against the standardized (left) CP 
and (right) EP OLR indices (along the 
ordinate). Each dot represents a sin-
gle year (Nov–Jan) between 1982 and 
2016 with the four most negative me-
ridional SST index values featured 
in red. The meridional SST index is 
computed by using the average of the 
SST anomaly in the region north of 
the equator (5°–10°N, 150°–90°W) 
minus the equator (2.5°S–2.5°N, 
150°–90°W).

◀ Fig. ES3. As in Fig. 7 in main paper, 
but showing the multimodel average 
of the dynamical models (top) with-
out the intermediate coupled models 
(ICMs) included and (bottom) the 
multimodel average of only the ICMs.

◀
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   Fig. ES4. As in Fig. 8 in main pa-
per, but showing the correlation 
and root-mean-square error of the 
multimodel average of the dynami-
cal models (top) without the ICMs 
included and (bottom) the multi-
model average of only the ICMs. 

◀

▶ Fig. ES5. As in Fig. 9 in main paper, 
but showing scatterplots based on 
(left) the dynamical models without 
the ICMs included and (right) the 
multimodel average of only the ICMs. 
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▶ Fig. ES7. As in Fig. 10 in main paper, but 
showing the anomalies formed from the 
least-squares linear fit across Dec–Feb 
(DJF) averages over the period 1979–2015 
(excluding DJF 2015/16). The r values show 
the spatial correlation coefficient between 
the observational and trend anomalies. 

    Fig. ES6. Jan–Mar (JFM) precipitation 
anomalies for (left) 2016 and (right) 
1998 from (top) the 0.25° × 0.25° grid-
ded Tropical Rainfall Measuring Mission 
(TRMM) satellite data and (bottom) the 
gauge-based Precipitation Reconstruc-
tion Dataset (PREC) 2.5° × 2.5° gridded 
dataset. Historically, TRMM is one of 
the datasets relied upon in this region 
because of the lack of dense station cov-
erage. Departures are formed by remov-
ing monthly means during 1998–2015 
(TRMM began in 1998).  
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