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Many studies purport the best way to project rainfall for a future climate. In this study
an honest and unambiguous assessment is presented comparing different methods of
storm projection. As far as | am aware, this is the first study of its kind, and will be
of interest to both the research community and practioners alike. The commensurable
results are very promising, and the uncertainty in the results presents a need for a
greater understanding in this field. This is a very worthwhile contribution.

My suggestions are very minor and primarily focus on expanding the literature cited
and ensuring all assumptions have been documented. | look forward to seeing the
published manuscript.

Minor comments:
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# | think you need a reference or two and a sentence on the assumption of constant
humidity. | have no doubt that this assumption is fine but on Page 3, Line 32 you
state you assume constant humidity and then in Line 21 of Page 10 you state humidity
is expected to change. | would insert a sentence or two on the predicted changes
of humidity on Page 3 and reference accordingly (say from the IPCC reports) so the
reader can then make an assessment of the validity of this assumption. | stress that
this assumption is valid — it just needs to be communicated.

# Section 3 would read better without the subheadings. It currently feels a little dis-
jointed and repetitive. The reason is that you start by comparing the results of the
Pi-Td scaling to the Harmonie model and then repeat the presentation of the Harmonie
results in Section 3.2. This could all be synthesised into one section. Presenting all the
panels up front in Section 3 would read better and grouping the results for the overall
precipitation intensity in one paragraph would also read better.

# | think somewhere in the discussion or conclusion the fact that storms may change
in their duration/type/frequency should be acknowledged as something that isn’t con-
sidered here e.g. Molnar et al., (2015).

# The conclusion (and assumption) of non-changing spatial patterns/size needs to be
discussed with in line with the current literature. See Guinard et al., (2015); Wasko et
al., (2016) ; Lochbihler et al., (2017). This will help strengthen the findings presented
here.

# None of the figures have the panels labelled (e.g. a, b, ¢, d) — Figure 5 is not
top/bottom. Line by line comments:

# Page 1, Line 20: The line break isn’t needed.

# Page 1, Line 31: Changing antecedent conditions is also important to understand
in this context and should be acknowledged, e.g lvancic and Shaw (2015) and Wasko
and Sharma (2017).
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# Page 2, Line 20: | would cite Fowler et al (2007) here.

# Page 3, Line 9: | think Lenderink and Attema (2015) needs to be cited alongside this
reference.

# Page 5, Line 1: A reference to these changes in storms would be beneficial here.

# Page 7: Line 5: Global studies could be cited here, see the following papers:
10.1029/2011GL048426; 10.1002/2016GL071354

# Page 7, Line 9 and Line 21: Both Molnar et al., (2015) and Wasko et al., (2015)
show different types of artefacts related to increased short duration convective rainfall
at higher temperatures resulting in higher scaling.

# Page 7, Line 28: The statement that the sample size is large is vague — maybe state
the number. Also state explicitly that all precipitation pixels were used. | couldn’t tell
from the text but | assume this is the case.

# Page 8, Line 5: Another manuscript which comments on this explicitly is Bao et al
(2017)

# Page 8, Line 15: | think you need a reference on the statistical artefacts — one such
paper is Wasko et al., (2015) which relates to embedded storms, another is Molnar
et al., (2015) relates to mixing of storms. Also Hardwick-Jones et al (2010) is usually
cited in relation to moisture limitations.

# Page 8, Line 17: remove “the”
# Page 8, Line 25: Again also cite Lenderink and Attema (2015).

# Page 10, Line 32: The unchanged spatial pattern is also true for the delta change
method — could be stated here.

# Page 14, Line 14: Around here a reference back to Figure 5 would be beneficial.
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