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The paper is well written, scientifically sound and well documented. I think it is a very
good and useful paper, which belongs to this collection of papers 100%. Apart from that, I
support the reviewer´s comments.

There one aspect which the reviewers have not taken up but which is important in my
view.

The authors state that they have decided to show in the main paper only RCP8.5 results,
but have not given an indication why they did so. It has been discussed that the exclusive
use of this scenario gives rather unrealistic results and misleading conclusions by non-
experts (e.g. Hausfather and Peters, 2020). Why did the authors choose to show results
from that scenario in the main paper? It may be that in their view RCP8.5 are best
comparable to the SRES A1B scenarios shown in BACC II? There may be good reasons to
use these very hot scenarios, but it should be made clear or at least discussed that these
are not more likely than results from the less hot scenarios. If only plots of the hottest
scenario are used, the reader who is not a very expert may come to the conclusion that
the plots shown are more likely than the others. It is good that plots from the other
scenarios are available in the supplementary material, but it should be expressed more
clearly that those plots are not less likely than the RCP8.5 ones displayed in the man
paper. If the authors are not of that opinion, it should be discussed.

It is perfectly understandable that the authors do not want to delve into a discussion
which scenario is more likely that another as this goes beyond the scope of this paper, but
it is not clear why priority was given to the most extreme scenario.

I would recommend that the authors in the text, wherever they give a number (e.g. on
warming, or % increase in precipitation etc.) resulting from the RCP8.5, they should also
state that number for the lower scenarios. That will not add much text but it makes clear
that RCP8.5 is not the most likely. Also they may refer to the supplementary material
more often.
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