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Figure S1. Bias in the (left three panels) raw and (right three panels) bias-corrected Tmax forecasts



Bias in Tmin (celsius degree)

Figure S2. Bias in the (left three panels) raw and (right three panels) bias-corrected Tmin forecasts



Bias in vapor pressure (hPa)

Figure S3. Bias in the (left three panels) raw and (right three panels) bias-corrected vapor pressure forecasts



Bias in solar radiation (MJ/m?)

Figure S4. Bias in the (left three panels) raw and (right three panels) bias-corrected solar radiation forecasts



Bias in wind speed (m/s)

Figure S5. Bias in the (left three panels) raw and (right three panels) bias-corrected wind speed forecasts
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Figure S6. Differences in alpha index of calibrated forecasts between Calibration 2 and Calibration 1
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Figure S7. Differences in CRPS skill score between Calibrations 3 and 4



