The authors have made serious changes to improve the paper. Nevertheless there are still many issues that remain open to question. Reading your replies I mentally made several comments: some replies appeared to me as unconvincing, and even inappropriate. I was about to start writing another detailed analysis of your argument, but then decided against it: as after the points my objections are not overly consequential in terms of the paper quality.
But.. I still have to repeat my main critical remark. Without a representative comparison of satellite CHL data (as well as other remotely sensed variables you used in your study) with respective truly representative shipborne determinations/measurements, and retrieval error quantitative assessment (including the spatio-temporal aspect of this issue) it is invalid to claim that your delineations are more accurate that, e.g. mere visual analyses by experts based on CHL fields. I know from my personal experience that expert analyses frequently prove to be more adequate than the results of application of some sophisticated algorithms/techniques.
If presently there are not enough data to convincingly perform satellite data verifications then the study like yours is premature. 

In any way, in order to get this study published the authors should explicitly admit that they are not able to assess the accuracy of location of the delineating lines they proposed.
 . 
