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Introduction

This supporting information provides figures showing the sensitivity of our results to a different
liquid fraction function.
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Figure S1. Liquid fraction difference between the observational-derived function in Hu et al.
(2010) and Equation (1) with n=0.5.
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Figure $2. Same as Figure 5 but for two simulations with different liquid fraction functions. Black
lines show condensed water paths with the default liquid fraction (Equation (1) with n=0.5).
Green lines show condensed water paths with Hu et al. (2010) liquid fraction.
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Figure S3. Same as Figure 6 but showing the difference in liquid CRE between two simulations

with different liquid fraction functions (Hu et al. (2010) simulation minus default).



