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Abstract

High-resolution climate simulations are very valuable for understanding climate change
impacts and planning adaptation measures. This has motivated use of regional climate
models at sufficiently fine resolution to capture important small-scale atmospheric pro-
cesses, such as convective storms. However, these regional models have very high compu-
tational costs, limiting their applicability. We present CPMGEM, a novel application of
a generative machine learning model, a diffusion model, to skilfully emulate precipitation
simulations from such a high-resolution model over England and Wales at much lower cost.
This emulator enables stochastic generation of high-resolution (8.8km), daily-mean precipit-
ation samples conditioned on coarse-resolution (60km) weather states from a global climate
model. The output is fine enough for use in applications such as flood inundation model-
ling. The emulator produces precipitation predictions with realistic intensities and spatial
structures and captures most of the 21st century climate change signal. We show evidence
that the emulator has skill for extreme events up to and including 1-in-100 year intensities.
Potential applications include producing high-resolution precipitation predictions for large-
ensemble climate simulations and downscaling different climate models and climate change
scenarios to better sample uncertainty in climate changes at local-scale.

1 Introduction
Understanding precipitation at a local scale is highly important for planning better climate
change adaptation measures. Key challenges include representing the fine-scale structure of
precipitation and effects such as convection. Convection is a key driver of many extreme events,
but occurs at scales far below the typical resolutions of global climate models (GCMs) (Kendon et
al. 2012). This has motivated using regional climate model (RCM) simulations at resolutions high
enough to capture these processes, with GCMs providing boundary conditions (e.g. Kendon et al.
2021). These are known as regional convection-permitting models (CPMs). However, running
a CPM is very computationally expensive, limiting sampling of climate change scenarios and
extreme precipitation events. Furthermore, it is highly technically challenging to run a CPM with
output from different GCMs (Sobolowski et al. 2023), limiting exploration of uncertainty in future
climate projections at a local scale. Overcoming these challenges would allow for a much more
comprehensive understanding of the range of potential severity of future extreme precipitation,
for example through studying extreme events with large-ensemble GCM simulations (e.g. Maher
et al. 2021; Leach et al. 2022) and to cover the range of climate change projections across different
GCMs and emissions scenarios (e.g. Eyring et al. 2016).

Here, we demonstrate that a machine learning (ML) emulator of a CPM can produce realistic,
high-resolution (8.8km) daily-mean precipitation simulations for England and Wales, conditioned
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of the inputs and outputs of the emulator. The emulator
is trained to stochastically generate samples of high-resolution, daily mean precipitation over
England and Wales (bottom panels). The target is for these samples to have properties matching
output from the Met Office UK convection-permitting model. The emulator is stochastic, and
can generate any number of samples for a single set of inputs. For input fields, the emulator
takes variables at the same 60km resolution as the global climate model runs used to drive the
CPM. These input fields are pressure at mean sea-level and specific humidity, temperature and
vorticity at 250, 500, 700 and 850hPa (all daily means).
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on GCM output. Our emulator is based on a diffusion model, a state-of-the-art generative ML
approach (Sohl-Dickstein et al. 2015; Song et al. 2021). We call it “CPMGEM" (CPM Generative
EMulator). A schematic diagram is shown in Figure 1. This produces samples at a small fraction
of the computational cost of running a CPM at a resolution is fine enough to produce details of
precipitation structures needed for applications such as flood modelling (e.g. Bates et al. 2023).
We trained the emulator using output from the Met Office United Kingdom (UK) CPM, the first
set of national-scale CPM climate simulations produced as part of the UK Climate Projections
(UKCP) Local product (Kendon et al. 2021; Kendon et al. 2023).

There exists much previous work on developing statistical methods to predict high-resolution
precipitation (e.g Schoof 2013; Maraun and Widmann 2018). However, these methods have
generally struggled to produce predictions with realistic spatial structure (Maraun et al. 2019;
Widmann et al. 2019), which is important for predicting impacts such as flooding (e.g. Schaller
et al. 2020; Archer et al. 2024). One particular challenge is representing the stochastic aspect of
downscaling, where the coarse-scale weather state does not uniquely define the state at a finer
scale (e.g Maraun et al. 2017; Maraun et al. 2019). The stochastic component of precipitation
at fine scales can have very complex structure, particularly when small-scale convection plays a
substantial role. This is very difficult to represent with conventional statistical approaches.

The limitations of conventional statistics have motivated application of ML methods, which
have been found to be able to make precipitation predictions with high-quality spatial structures.
Some previous work has applied ML to downscale coarse-resolution precipitation predictions to
capture high-resolution details (e.g. Vosper et al. 2023; Harris et al. 2022; Leinonen et al. 2020;
Vandal et al. 2018; Sha et al. 2020). However, a CPM has potential to also improve the coarse-
scale structure of precipitation events, particularly when convection plays a large role. Some
studies have examined ML methods that do not use coarse-resolution precipitation as an input,
learning to make predictions based on other fields that specify the weather state, potentially
allowing learning of this large-scale added value. These have primarily focussed on deterministic
approaches (e.g. Wang et al. 2023; Doury et al. 2024), but these fail to reproduce realistic, fine
scale spatial structures compared to other work which use a stochastic component in modelling
precipitation (e.g. Vosper et al. 2023; Ravuri et al. 2021; Harris et al. 2022; Hess et al. 2022).
Recent work has also begun exploring the application of stochastic ML methods to predict
precipitation based on non-precipitation predictor variables (Addison et al. 2022; Mardani et al.
2023), the approach we use here.

Whilst many statistical downscaling studies have focused on reproducing properties of obser-
vations (e.g. Gutiérrez et al. 2019), there is growing interest in learning to emulate high-resolution
numerical models (e.g. Walton et al. 2015; Boé et al. 2022; Doury et al. 2023; Doury et al. 2024).
The goal is to produce output similar to that of the numerical models at much reduced cost,
enabling more complete sampling of climate change uncertainty and internal variability. One
key advantage of learning to reproduce the output of high-resolution models is the ability to
learn the effects of climate change from a physically-based model. For example, in the United
Kingdom (UK), this includes complex effects such as summer rainfall becoming more concen-
trated into shorter, more intense downpours with climate change (Kendon et al. 2014; Kendon
et al. 2021), which may be difficult to capture using a method trained on observations alone.
Another advantage is having potentially larger datasets, which can help with learning a good
representation of extreme events.

We show below that our emulator, which is stochastic, can predict samples of high-resolution
precipitation with realistic spatial structures given coarse weather state information from a GCM,
with climatological properties very close to those of the original simulations. A key challenge
is representing extreme weather events, which may be anticipated to be especially difficult for
ML approaches, and it is unclear how well they generally perform in this respect (Watson 2022;
Watson 2023). We show evidence that our emulator represents events with intensities up to and
including the ∼1-in-100 year return level well. We also show that the emulator captures most of
the CPM’s climate change signal.

To our knowledge, our emulator is the first to be shown to satisfy a number of key require-
ments for high-resolution climate modelling together: producing output based on convective-scale
simulations at a sufficiently fine resolution for impacts modelling, with realistic spatial structure,
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and performing well at capturing structures and frequencies of extreme events with up to at least
100 year return periods, including when conditioned on GCM output data.

2 Results
We present results from our diffusion model-based emulator calculated from a test dataset of
108 simulated years that were not used in training. We first test the emulator using CPM data
coarsened to the 60km GCM grid (cCPM) as input, to correspond to the inputs used in training.
We use coarsened CPM for training to ensure alignment between coarse predictors and high-
resolution precipitation structures. This is not always the case between the CPM and GCM
variables, due to internal variability in the CPM (Doury et al. 2023). See Section 4 for more
detail on the training process. Our next set of tests use predictors from the GCM to evaluate
how well the emulator transfers to the challenge of predicting high-resolution precipitation when
CPM data is not available, including capturing the climate change response. We use the terms
“Diffusion-cCPM” to refer to our emulator using coarsened CPM inputs and “Diffusion-GCM”
to refer to our emulator using GCM inputs. Finally, we evaluate the performance when there is
a limited amount of training data.

2.1 Evaluation using coarsened CPM predictors
2.1.1 Evaluation on full domain

First, we evaluate our emulator using coarsened CPM data as inputs (“Diffusion-cCPM”), to
test its performance in a similar situation to that used for training. We compare its predictions
with those from a U-Net (“U-Net-cCPM”), a deterministic approach found to perform strongly in
other studies on machine learning-based downscaling (Doury et al. 2023; Doury et al. 2024; Sha
et al. 2020). We also compare with bilinear interpolation of the coarsened CPM precipitation
(“cCPM Bilinear”). This is not a comparison downscaling method, as we do not use precipitation
as a predictor in our emulator, but it is used to illustrate the effect of adding detail at length
scales below the 60km grid spacing of the GCM.

We show example predictions of daily mean precipitation in Figure 2. This shows examples
on days with substantial precipitation, selected according to the domain-mean value in the CPM.
The first row is a wet day in winter, December–February (“DJF Wet”, the 80th percentile across
domain means for all winter examples in the test subset). The second row is the wettest winter
day (“DJF Wettest”, the winter example from the test set with the maximum domain-mean).
The domain-mean precipitation in this example is only expected about once every 108 years,
making this a test of the models’ skill for extreme events of intensities relevant to planning
climate resilience (Watson 2022; Watson 2023). The third and fourth rows are similar but for
summer, June–August (“JJA Wet” and “JJA Wettest”). Here, “JJA Wet” is an example chosen
to have precipitation close to the 80th percentile and also a large region of convective showers,
to illustrate the performance for this weather type. The other three examples show precipitation
patterns characteristic of fronts.

The first column is the target CPM precipitation. The second column shows results from
bilinear interpolation of coarsened CPM precipitation (cCPM Bilinear). The third column is
vorticity at 850hPa derived from coarsened wind fields from the CPM. It is an example of the
coarse inputs used by the emulator and provides a visualization of one of the features it sees.

The fourth and fifth columns show two samples from the diffusion model (randomly chosen
from the six). These demonstrate the emulator’s ability to produce daily-mean precipitation
samples with realistic fine detail. For DJF Wet it recreates the high intensity structures in the
southern half of the domain whilst also having realistic lower intensity showers further north. For
JJA Wet, it predicts small clusters of high intensity, similar to those seen in the CPM output.
The predictions for the extreme examples in the second and fourth rows also correspond well to
the CPM simulations. Note, since there is a substantial stochastic component of precipitation
that is unpredictable given just the coarse-scale state, and selecting the most extreme day in
CPM output will tend to select a day when this component is positive and relatively large, it
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Figure 2: Examples of predictions of daily-mean precipitation. The first row is a
wet day in winter (80th percentile of domain-mean). The second row is the wettest winter
(December–February, DJF) day in the 108 year test dataset. The third and fourth rows are
similar but for summer (June–August, JJA). The first column is the precipitation from the
convection-permitting model (CPM). The second column is the coarsened CPM precipitation
bilinearly interpolated to 8.8km resolution. Column 3 is an example coarse resolution input
field, the 850hPa vorticity. Columns 4 and 5 are samples chosen at random from the emulator
using coarsened CPM atmospheric variables as predictors (Diffusion-cCPM). Column 6 is the
prediction by U-Net. Note that the highly stochastic nature of precipitation downscaling means
samples from the diffusion model are not expected to match the CPM precipitation in full detail,
but to represent the distribution of plausible precipitation fields for the given low resolution
predictors, where the CPM simulation output is a single example.
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Model RMS Relative Mean Bias (%) RMS Relative Std Dev Bias (%)
Diffusion-cCPM 3.4 3.6
Diffusion-GCM 2.7 4.6
U-Net-cCPM 14.2 19.9

cCPM Bilinear 10.4 13.8

Table 1: Root mean square of the relative biases. Computed across the 8.8km grid boxes
for mean and standard deviation, as plotted in Figure 3(b,c).

would not necessarily be expected that typical samples from the emulator for the same day would
reach as intense values as in the CPM.

The rightmost column shows predictions from the deterministic U-Net-cCPM. While it also
mostly correctly represents the large-scale patterns (like the fronts in rows 2 and 4), it does not
recreate the fine level detail of the CPM simulations, similar to other deterministic downscaling
models (e.g. Doury et al. 2024; Sha et al. 2020). This is very noticeable in the JJA Wet case, for
which it predicts a much smoother rainfall field, with lower peak intensity than seen in either
the CPM or Diffusion-cCPM.

The differences between the two Diffusion-cCPM samples indicate the size of the stochastic
component as learnt by the emulator. Whilst the large-scale features are fairly similar, as
expected since the samples are conditioned on the same coarse-scale input, the locations of the
heaviest precipitation amounts generally differ, which may result in very different local impacts.
This indicates that the stochastic component is large and it is important that it is represented.
The Diffusion-cCPM samples also illustrate how the emulator could generate different realisations
of a given day’s precipitation, perhaps to explore the impact were the heaviest downpours to
happen in different locations, for example in areas with critical infrastructure. (This could be
an interesting application of a similar emulator trained on observations and applied to historical
weather events, although we do not explore this here.)

As well as producing realistic samples, it is important that the frequency distribution of pre-
cipitation produced by the emulator matches that of the CPM. Figure 3(a) shows the frequency
distribution of precipitation across all 8.8km grid boxes for the CPM, the downscaling models
and the results of cCPM Bilinear. The distribution of Diffusion-cCPM matches that of the CPM
distribution very closely up to intensities of over 200 mm/day, the extreme tail of the test set
(there are only two CPM simulated values beyond the maximum shown). Note the log scale of
the density axis.

Both U-Net-cCPM and cCPM Bilinear have too low frequencies of precipitation more intense
than ∼30mm/day. Potentially for U-Net-cCPM, this could be improved by using a loss function
designed to increase prediction of extreme values Doury et al. (e.g. 2024). However, it would also
be expected that the stochastic aspect of Diffusion-cCPM contributes to generating an accurate
frequency of extreme values.

Importantly, the Diffusion-cCPM emulator also predicts a similar frequency of wet days as
the CPM. The frequency of days with more than 0.1mm of precipitation in individual 8.8km grid
boxes is 52.6% for Diffusion-cCPM versus 53.0% for the CPM (66.4% versus 67.4% in winter
and 36.9% for both cases in summer).

The precipitation distribution varies across the UK, due to effects such as elevation. Fig-
ure 3(b) and (c) show spatial maps of the biases in the mean and standard deviation. Diffusion-
cCPM displays small biases over the whole domain. U-Net-cCPM has a consistent dry mean
bias everywhere and a too low standard deviation (Doury et al. (2024) found similar), again
indicating the likely role of the stochastic part of the precipitation variability in the diffusion
model emulator. The cCPM Bilinear biases are substantial in areas with high terrain, such as
northwest and southwest England and Wales, where there is high spatial variance. The com-
parison with Diffusion-cCPM shows that the emulator has learnt the differences in precipitation
properties between nearby locations, below the scale of the coarse-resolution inputs. Table 1
summarises the root mean squares of these biases over space, quantifying the typical sizes of
these biases.
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Figure 3: Distribution of predictions. (a) Histograms of precipitation values on the 8.8km
grid. The grey shaded area is the frequency density of the target CPM precipitation. The
lines show frequency densities from the diffusion model emulator acting on coarsened CPM and
GCM inputs respectively (“Diffusion-cCPM” (blue) and “Diffusion-GCM” (green)), U-Net-cCPM
(orange) and CPM precipitation coarsened to 60km resolution with bilinear interpolation (cCPM
Bilinear; dark grey). Note the vertical axis is logarithmic. (b) Relative mean bias as a percentage
of the CPM mean for each model. (c) Same as (b) but for standard deviation bias.
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Figure 4: Spread of predictions. (a) Scatter plot of daily domain-mean precipitation for
samples from Diffusion-cCPM versus target CPM values. (b) Same as (a) for U-Net-cCPM. (c)
Spread-error plot of Diffusion-cCPM, indicating the calibration of the stochastic component (see
main text for details).

As well as matching the climatological distribution of CPM precipitation, the emulator must
also learn the dependence of the precipitation distribution on the coarse input variables. We
examine this using a scatter plot of domain-mean precipitation from Diffusion-cCPM against that
from the CPM target (Figure 4(a)). We use the domain-mean because this reduces the variability
from the stochastic component sufficiently to be able to clearly see that the predicted and target
precipitation are well-correlated. Note that since precipitation likely has a substantial stochastic
component that is unpredictable given only coarse-scale variables, a perfect correlation could
not be expected. The degree of correlation is similar for U-Net-cCPM (Figure 4(b)), though
this shows some systematic underestimation. This indicates that the deterministic component
of Diffusion-cCPM (identified conceptually with the mean over many samples) is similarly skilful
to predictions from U-Net. Both appear to learn a skilful relationship between the inputs and
total precipitation. The stochasticity in the Diffusion-cCPM output likely contributes to its
predictions having slightly more spread.

It is also important to evaluate whether the size of the stochastic component of the Diffusion
model emulator is appropriate. We follow the approach of Leutbecher and Palmer (2008) and
produce a spread-error plot (Figure 4(c)), also discussed by Haynes et al. (2023). The idea is
that if the CPM simulation output is statistically similar to samples from the emulator, as in the
ideal case, then the relationship with the mean of the samples should be identical for CPM and
emulator outputs. Then the root mean square difference between the emulator ensemble mean
and the CPM output (the root mean square error, RMSE, of the ensemble mean) and the root
mean square difference between the emulator ensemble mean and the individual emulator samples
(the root mean square spread, RMSS) should be equal, given a correction factor depending on
the number of predictions and ensemble size. This is also the case if samples are binned into
intervals of the RMSS. The spread-error plot compares the RMSE and RMSS within these bins,
with values calculated for every grid box and example in the test dataset.

Figure 4(c) shows the RMSE versus RMSS for Diffusion-cCPM. We compute the squared
spread of emulator samples and squared error for the mean of the samples for each grid box
in every example of the test subset. We group these pairs of spread and error into into bins
containing an equal number of values according to this spread and plot the RMSS and the
corresponding RMSE for the predictions in each bin. As desired, Diffusion-cCPM does have
approximately equal RMSE and RMSS across most of the range of spread values, indicating
that the stochastic component of the predictions has an appropriate size, and that the model
can skilfully differentiate between situations that are relatively predictable (low spread and error)
and less predictable (high spread and error). There is a slight tendency for the emulator to be
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overconfident for cases with lower spread and to be more noticeably underconfident for cases
with higher spread.

Figure 5: Radially averaged spatial power spectral density (RAPSD). Shows the
target CPM precipitation (grey dashes), the emulator samples, Diffusion-cCPM (blue line) and
Diffusion-GCM (green line), U-Net-cCPM (orange) and cCPM Bilinear (dark grey).

To quantitatively evaluate the realism of the spatial structures in the emulator output, we
show the radially averaged power spectral density (RAPSD, see Section 4.4 for more detail) in
Figure 5. This quantifies the amount of variance across the range of spatial scales in the data. The
RAPSD of the CPM and Diffusion-cCPM match closely for the full frequency domain, showing
that Diffusion-cCPM produces structures which have similar variability at different spatial scales
to the CPM simulation. The close agreement at small spatial scales (high frequencies) reflects
how the Diffusion-cCPM samples include a realistic degree of fine-scale structure, as seen in
the samples in Figure 2. The curves for U-Net and cCPM-Bilinear generally display too low
variability, particularly at the highest frequencies, corresponding to these predictions having
unrealistically smooth small-scale structure, though comparing with cCPM Bilinear indicates
that U-Net does appear to add some variability below the scale of the coarse grid. Comparing
the results for the diffusion model and U-Net indicates that including a stochastic component in
the emulator samples has helped to realistically represent small-scale variability.

2.1.2 Regions, seasons and different precipitation types

Different processes drive UK precipitation to different extents depending on the region and time
of year. Therefore we evaluate whether the emulator reproduces these differing regional and
seasonal characteristics of precipitation. Figure 6 shows frequency distributions for precipitation
in northwest England in winter and in the southeast in summer across individual points on the
high-resolution grid. In the former case, precipitation is predominantly frontal and orographic,
while the latter case has a larger convective component. Both regions are 16 × 16 8.8km grid
boxes in size.

The frequency distribution of Diffusion-cCPM samples closely follows that of CPM precipit-
ation for both the northwest in winter and the southeast in summer. The same is not true of
samples from U-Net-cCPM, which matches the northwest winter distribution well until about
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Figure 6: Comparisons for different regions and seasons. Frequency distributions of
precipitation intensity in different seasons and regions: (a) winter in northwest England, where
precipitation is predominantly frontal and orographic; (b) summer in southeast England, which
includes a substantial convective precipitation component. Plotted as in Figure 3(a). The inset
at the top right shows the regions in the context of the full spatial domain.
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125mm/day, but substantially underpredicts the frequency of more extreme intensities, as for the
full frequency distribution shown in Figure 3(a). The agreement between the target CPM and
U-Net-cCPM is closer than for the full distribution, suggesting that the deterministic compon-
ent of precipitation in this region and season accounts for a larger share of variability, perhaps
due to the strong orographic component and importance of large-scale frontal systems, with
the stochastic component being more apparent in the most intense extremes. cCPM Bilinear
produces a large underestimate for frequencies greater than about 25mm/day, indicating the
relevance of small-scale variability. In the southeast in summer, both U-Net-cCPM and cCPM
Bilinear similarly underestimate the frequency of heavy precipitation. This indicates an import-
ant role for the stochastic component of precipitation here, which may be expected given the
larger influence of small-scale convective rainfall systems than in the NW Winter case, as in the
example in the third row in Figure 2.

2.2 Transfer to using GCM inputs

Figure 7: Samples based on GCM input variables. Each row shows results for one example
day, chosen in a similar way to those in Figure 2, based on domain-mean GCM precipitation. The
first column shows the GCM precipitation, the second an example coarse input field (vorticity
at 850hPa) and columns 3 and 4 are two samples from the emulator using GCM inputs. Note
the emulator output is not constrained to match the coarse-resolution structures of the GCM
precipitation, and may predict more realistic features at large as well as small scales.

Next we examine how well our emulator transfers to the problem of downscaling GCM data,
rather than the coarsened CPM data like that used for training. We focus just on the performance
of the Diffusion-GCM emulator.

11



Figure 7 shows example predictions from the Diffusion-GCM model, which includes bias
correction of the mean and variance of the predictors, learnt from the training dataset (see
Section 4.3.3 for details). The rows each correspond to a different day and are chosen in a
similar way as in Figure 2, but based on GCM precipitation, with “DJF Wet” and “JJA Wet”
days corresponding to the 80th percentile of the domain-mean, and the other two rows to the
wettest winter or summer day in the test subset respectively. The first two columns show data
from the GCM for context: the low resolution precipitation and one input to the emulator, the
coarsened vorticity at 850hPa. The third and fourth columns show two samples from Diffusion-
GCM for the given predictor variables. It can be seen that they contain finer spatial detail.
Also they do not in general have exactly the same coarse-scale spatial structure as the GCM
simulation, as they have learnt a separate model of precipitation based on the CPM target,
and so do more than just add spatial detail to the precipitation. For example, Diffusion-GCM
predicts heavier precipitation in the western UK in the “DJF Wet” case and in the northern
England in the “JJA Wet” case.

Figure 3(a) shows that when working on GCM-derived inputs the emulator (Diffusion-GCM)
continues to produce samples whose distribution of intensities is still very similar to the CPM
precipitation target on the 8.8km grid. It also predicts a similar proportion of wet days (with
>0.1mm/day) to the CPM across all grid boxes: 53.0% annually from the emulator compared to
54.7% from the CPM. Seasonal differences in this proportion are also captured by the emulator:
67.4% compared to 68.1% in winter and 36.9% compared to 38.4% in summer. The biases in
the mean and standard deviation of precipitation of Diffusion-GCM are small relative to the
CPM target throughout the spatial domain (Figure 3(b) and (c) and Table 1) and the spatial
power spectral density for Diffusion-GCM is very similar to Diffusion-cCPM and the CPM as
well (Figure 5). For the NW winter and SE summer (Figure 6), the frequency distributions
of precipitation are also very similar, albeit with a slight underestimation of the frequency of
days with more than 50mm/day in SE Summer. This indicates that the emulator produces
precipitation samples with realistic structure and intensities when given as input bias-corrected
GCM variables. Without this adjustment, the emulator had a dry bias across the whole domain,
discussed by (Kendon et al. 2024).

To indicate how much closer the emulated precipitation is to the CPM output than the GCM
precipitation, Figure 8 compares statistics of precipitation on the GCM’s coarse grid between
the GCM output and conservatively regridded Diffusion-GCM and CPM output. The emulator
produces a similar distribution of intensities to the CPM at this coarser scale right up to around
the maximum coarsened CPM value from the test set, about 120mm/day (panel (a)). The
distribution of GCM precipitation, however, has an exaggerated tail for values larger than about
50 mm/day. The biases in the mean and standard deviation are much smaller for the emulator
than for the GCM, particularly in grid boxes covering upland areas and near the western and
southern coasts (Figure 8(b) and (c)).

2.3 Climate change comparison
As mentioned in the introduction, a key advantage of training on high-resolution simulation
data is the potential ability to learn a physically-based climate change signal. Figure 9 shows
the emulator’s ability to capture the effect of climate change on the precipitation frequency
distribution, including extremes. Panel (a) shows the differences in the frequency distribution of
precipitation from our emulator (Diffusion-GCM) for the three time periods (“Historic” for 1981–
2000, “Present” for 2021–2040 and “Future” for 2061–2080). There is an increase in intensities
in the tail of the emulator’s distribution as time increases. The other three panels compare
distributions from Diffusion-GCM, the CPM target and the CPM in the Historic period, to show
the realism of the emulator’s climate change signal. The emulator distributions closely match
the CPM target for all three time periods, and the shift away from the Historic distribution over
time as seen particularly clearly in the Future period.

As well as an overall change in annual distribution, there are seasonal and spatial dependen-
cies in the differences. It is projected that the UK will become drier in the summer and wetter in
the winter (Kendon et al. 2021). Figure 10 shows the relative change in the mean precipitation
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Figure 8: Comparison at GCM scale. (a) Histograms of daily precipitation values on the
60km grid, for the coarsened target CPM precipitation (grey filled area), the coarsened output of
the Diffusion-GCM emulator (green), and GCM precipitation (magenta). Note the vertical axis
is logarithmic. (b) Relative bias in mean precipitation compared to the CPM for Diffusion-GCM
(left) and GCM (right) on the coarse grid (in contrast to results shown for precipitation on the
fine grid in Figure 3(b)). (c) Same as (b) but for standard deviation bias.
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Figure 9: Climate change effect on precipitation frequency distributions. (a) shows
the different Diffusion-GCM frequency densities for the three different time periods: Historic
(solid black), Present (dashed black) and Future (dotted black). (b) shows a comparison of the
frequency density histogram of Diffusion-GCM (green) with the CPM (black) for the Historic
time period. (c) and (d) show the same as (b) but for Present and Future time periods re-
spectively. In (b), (c) and (d) the filled grey histogram shows the CPM precipitation frequency
distribution from the Historic time period to highlight the change in the precipitation distribu-
tion between the time periods.
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Figure 10: Changes in seasonal mean precipitation from 1981–2000 to 2061–2080.
(a, b, c) show results for winter and (d, e, f) results for summer. The first column (a, d) is the
relative change in the mean for the CPM, the second column (b, e) the same for the emulator,
Diffusion-GCM. In both cases the changes are shown as percentages of the Historic CPM seasonal
mean. The third column (c, f) is the difference between the Diffusion-GCM and CPM changes.

Season CPM
(%)

Diffusion-
GCM (%)

Difference (95% CI)
(% of CPM change)

Difference (95% CI)
(% of Historic CPM)

Winter 23 17 -26 ( -41 to -10) -5.9 (-9.5 to -2.2)
Spring 6 2 -61 (-134 to +13) -3.8 (-8.3 to +0.8)

Summer -40 -39 2 ( -18 to +14) 0.8 (-5.7 to +7.1)
Autumn -4 -8 +114 (-13 to +240) -4.5 (-9.4 to +0.5)

Table 2: Change in seasonal domain mean for Diffusion-GCM. Shows changes in the
domain mean from Historic to Future periods for each season. The second and third columns
contain the relative changes for the CPM and Diffusion-GCM respectively (relative to CPM
Historic seasonal domain mean in both cases). The fourth column contains the difference between
the change in the CPM and Diffusion-GCM, relative to the change in CPM. The values in
brackets in these columns are the bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals of the difference. The
fifth column is the same as the third but relative to the Historic CPM seasonal domain mean.
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between Historic and Future time periods for winter (top row; a, b, c) and summer (bottom
row; d, e, f) for both the CPM (left column; a, d) and Diffusion-GCM (middle column; b, e).
The right column (c, f) shows the difference between the mean changes in the CPM and in the
emulator.

The emulator reproduces the mean drying in summer well. Summer is a particularly import-
ant season for the emulator to represent well, as a large component of UK summer rainfall is
convective, and the UK CPM predicts changes in rainfall intensities that are substantially larger
than in climate models with lower resolutions (Kendon et al. 2017). The emulator also cap-
tures most of the wettening in winter, though there is some underestimation. Table 2 shows the
change in seasonal domain means. The change in summer is reproduced very accurately, but the
winter change is underestimated by 26% (95% confidence interval 10–41% from bootstrapping,
see Section 4.5 for more details). The results indicate that the changes in spring (March–May,
MAM) and autumn (September–November, SON) are also reproduced with the correct sign,
but there is some evidence of underestimation and overestimation of the magnitude respectively.
However, the magnitude of the mean changes in these seasons is relatively small, giving high
sampling uncertainty of the relative differences, and their 95% confidence intervals overlap with
zero. The values are similar for Diffusion-cCPM (see Table S3 in Supplementary Materials). A
possible reason for there being some error in the prediction of the mean changes is that the cli-
mate change signal does not account for a large fraction of the variance of precipitation between
randomly chosen days, so that the standard ML approach of optimising a skill score evaluated
on each prediction independently does not provide adequate information to improve the mean
change. Therefore it may be valuable to develop modified training procedures that place more
weight on capturing the climate change signal, such as using different loss functions. Including
additional predictor variables may also give better performance.

The emulator predicts similar changes of frequencies in wet days (again, >0.1mm/day) across
all grid boxes: a 2% relative increase in wet days in winter (mean of changes at every grid box)
versus a 5% increase in the CPM, and a 38% decrease in summer versus 36% in the CPM.
The lower increase in winter wet days contributes to underestimation of the predicted mean
precipitation increase.

2.4 Training with smaller datasets
We briefly discuss whether similar results could be obtained using CPM datasets of smaller size,
∼10–20 years, corresponding to the amount of data available from some projects (e.g. Chan et al.
2020; Kendon et al. 2019), as opposed to the sim500 years that we used to train the emulator
discussed above. This is important for considering how widely the method could be applied.
We train the low-data emulator Diffusion_ld on a much smaller dataset (14 years, one ensemble
member in the Historic time period, ∼3% of the full training dataset size). We test it on the
portion of the test dataset from the Historic time period and the same ensemble member as used
for training (3 years). We find that, using either cCPM or GCM inputs, this emulator is able
to recreate the frequency distribution of the CPM precipitation well (Figure 11(a)). Individual
samples and the spatial power spectrum still appear realistic (Figure 11(b,c)). Therefore the
method does seem able to produce output matching the climatological CPM properties with this
amount of data. The main challenge may be verification. With low amounts of high-resolution
model data, it would be difficult to evaluate an emulator’s performance on rare, high-impact
weather events, although there are methods that may assist (Watson 2022). It would also
be difficult to verify the emulated climate change signal, since there would be high sampling
variability with such small amounts of data.
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Figure 11: Results for an emulator developed using a reduced (fourteen year) train-
ing dataset. Both training and test data are from one ensemble member for the Historic time
period only. (a) Histograms of precipitation values on the 8.8km grid: for the target CPM precip-
itation (grey filled area), the emulator developed using the full training data (Diffusion-cCPM,
blue), and an emulator trained on the reduced data using coarsened CPM and GCM inputs:
Diffusion_ld-cCPM (purple) and Diffusion_ld-GCM (dark green) respectively. Note the ver-
tical axis is logarithmic. (b) Samples from the same “JJA Wet” day as in Figure 2, from the
CPM (left) and two samples from Diffusion_ld-cCPM (middle and right). (c) Radially-averaged
spatial power spectral density (PSD) for the target CPM precipitation (grey dashed) and each
emulator (colours as (a)).
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3 Discussion and conclusions
We have demonstrated an emulator of a regional CPM based on a diffusion model, a generative
machine learning method. It is able to produce samples of high-resolution (8.8km), daily-mean
precipitation with realistic properties, conditional on coarse-resolution (60km) variables from the
Met Office GCM. It has a much lower computational cost than the CPM. The output is at high
enough space and time resolution for applications such as flood inundation modelling (Bates
et al. 2023) and we have shown evidence that the emulator produces predictions with realistic
structure and frequency for extreme events with return times up to ∼100 years. The 21st century
climate change signal is captured well in summer, the season when the CPM’s representation of
convective processes is most valuable, but there is evidence of some error in the mean change
in other seasons. We have used a ∼500 year training dataset for our main results, but also find
that a good reproduction of climatological precipitation properties can also be obtained given
only 14 years of training data.

The emulator is stochastic, and the stochastic component is reasonably well-calibrated, so
that the emulator can create a range of plausible high-resolution samples for given large-scale
conditions. From comparison to a deterministic U-Net model and other studies in the literature,
the stochastic component is important for producing precipitation predictions with realistic
small-scale structure and predicting the correct frequency of the most extreme intensities.

Routes for further development include increasing the output resolution and domain size in
space and time yet further. Recently developed “video diffusion” methods (e.g. Blattmann et al.
2023; Bar-Tal et al. 2024; Harvey et al. 2022) could be applied to improve temporal coherence,
likely to be important for producing sub-daily predictions. Generating multi-variate output is
another key target for climate impacts modelling. Further directions for evaluating the emulator
include testing it with output from other GCMs, critical for application to augment available
CPM simulations, and assessing how realistic are the results if the emulator’s outputs are used to
model impacts, such as flood inundation. Our results also indicate that improving ML methods
so that they better capture the climate change signal would also be highly valuable.

4 Materials and methods

4.1 Data
CPM data for training and evaluation are taken from the UKCP Local product (Kendon et al.
2023; Kendon et al. 2021) and the GCM data is from UKCP18 Global simulations that were
used to produce boundary conditions for the CPM (Murphy et al. 2018).

4.1.1 Target CPM precipitation

We aim to emulate the daily mean precipitation output over England and Wales from the Met
Office UK CPM. This dynamical model has a grid spacing of 2.2km covering the UK. To provide
boundary conditions for the UK CPM, Met Office GCM simulations with 60km grid spacing are
first dynamically downscaled using a 12km RCM (Kendon et al. 2021). The domain for the 12km
RCM is the EURO-CORDEX grid (Jacob et al. 2014) which covers Europe and parts of the North
Atlantic and North Africa (see https://cordex.org/domains/cordex-region-euro-cordex/
for full definition). The boundary conditions for the UK CPM are then derived from the RCM
simulations. The CPM has a skilful representation of convective processes and captures small-
scale rainfall systems that are not resolved in the driving GCM (Kendon et al. 2012; Kendon
et al. 2014; Kendon et al. 2020).

We use data from 12 ensemble members. Each member uses a GCM/RCM pair with unique
parameter settings, but an identical CPM. The simulations follow the Representative Concen-
tration Pathway 8.5 (RCP8.5) climate forcing scenario. We use data from three time periods
provided in the initial 2021 release of UKCP Local, which we refer to as “Historic” for 1981–
2000, “Present” for 2021–2040 and “Future” for 2061–2080. This gives a total of 720 years of
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data, which allows development of an emulator that can learn to represent extreme events, and
also allows evaluation on such cases.

The simulations use a 360-day year, consisting of twelve 30-day months. Simulations begin
on 1st December of a given year, so we take each numbered year to run between 1st December
to 30th November (e.g. 1981 means 1st December 1980 to 30th November 1981).

We use daily-mean data from the CPM. For our target high-resolution precipitation, we
coarsen the CPM output to 8.8km grid spacing using conservative interpolation and extract
the England and Wales domain. The scale of resolved features in dynamical climate models is
generally several times the grid box spacing (Klaver et al. 2020), so this coarsening captures
the better resolved scales. This coarsening also allows a good trade off between resolution and
domain size and compute requirements. The emulator can run well on commodity hardware
such as a 10GB NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti graphics processing unit. This precipitation
resolution in space and time is superior to that recently used for state-of-the-art UK flood risk
modelling (Bates et al. 2023), so it is at a useful scale for climate impacts assessment, while the
domain is large enough to visualise features such as fronts and mesoscale convective organisation.
There are no clear barriers to increasing the spatial resolution and domain size other than access
to computing resources.

4.1.2 Coarse predictors

We use coarse-resolution predictors across the whole England and Wales domain. Note these
are different to the inputs used by the CPM, whereby GCM data is supplied at the boundary
of the intermediate 12km RCM and for prescribing sea surface temperatures. We describe our
method as an “emulator” in the sense that it is developed to predict high-resolution precipitation
corresponding to a given GCM simulation that has the same properties as precipitation from
the CPM. This approach has the benefit of using the physics embedded in the GCM to predict
reasonably realistic weather states at coarse-resolution.

Ideally we could learn a mapping directly from GCM variables, with 60km grid spacing, to
high resolution CPM precipitation. However, synoptic-scale features in a CPM and its driving
GCM simulation are not always well-aligned, due to internal variability in the CPM and inter-
mediate RCM (also discussed by Doury et al. (2023)). For example, the GCM may simulate
precipitation in the west of the UK whilst it is in the east in the CPM on the same day due
to a difference in the exact positioning of a weather front. This means that a mapping directly
between GCM and CPM variables is very noisy. Instead, we follow the same approach as Doury
et al. (2023) and train using data from the CPM that has been coarsened to the GCM resolution
using conservative interpolation (referred to as “cCPM”). This ensures that during training, the
weather features in the coarse- and high-resolution data are aligned. Once trained, the emulator
can use either coarsened CPM variables or GCM variables as inputs. This approach to training
requires there to be sufficient statistical similarity between coarsened CPM and GCM predictor
variables.

We have selected predictors of precipitation based on those that have been found useful in
previous statistical downscaling work (e.g. Gutiérrez et al. 2019) and based on the understanding
of the physical drivers of precipitation (Chan et al. 2018). Since we train the emulator using
coarsened CPM variables as input with the aim to apply it using GCM variables, it is important
to select variables that are represented to a similar degree of realism in the CPM and GCM.
It is also important to select variables where the direction of causal influence is primarily from
the variables to the high-resolution precipitation. For these reasons, we avoid using the coarse-
resolution precipitation or variables in the boundary layer (below ∼850hPa) as predictors. We
tested several choices of coarse-resolution predictor variables during the emulator development.
In our final design, we use pressure at mean sea level and three variables on levels in the free
troposphere: specific humidity, temperature and vorticity of the horizontal wind components.
For these multi-level variables, we use a range of altitudes (250, 500, 700 and 850 hPa), similar
to previous works (e.g. Gutiérrez et al. 2019; Doury et al. 2023). We use the vorticity rather
than the full wind field because vorticity has been found to be a good predictor of convection
(Chan et al. 2018) and the divergent component of the horizontal wind and the vertical wind
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component may be more strongly affected by feedbacks from convection. Vorticity is calculated
from eastward and northward wind components on the coarse 60km grid. Note the inputs for
the emulator are different to the inputs used by the CPM, whereby GCM data is supplied at
the boundary of the intermediate 12km RCM and for prescribing sea surface temperatures. The
full set of coarse input variables to the emulator are:

• pressure at mean sea level

• specific humidity at 850, 700, 500 and 250 hPa

• vorticity at 850, 700, 500 and 250 hPa

• temperature at 850, 700, 500 and 250 hPa

4.2 ML Models
4.2.1 Diffusion model-based emulator

Figure 1 shows an overview of the emulator’s inputs, outputs and domain. Inputs and outputs
are daily means from the same day and cover the same spatial domain. The inputs are the
coarse variables described above. The emulator is stochastic and can generate an arbitrary
number of samples of high-resolution precipitation for given coarse-resolution inputs. This means
the emulator can learn to represent the inherent stochastic component of the downscaling task.
Ideally, the distribution of these samples matches the distribution of high-resolution precipitation
that the CPM would produce over many runs using the same driving GCM data, though we
cannot directly test this.

The emulator is a diffusion model based on the work of Song et al. (2021). The training
process of a diffusion model proceeds by first adding noise in many steps to target samples
(precipitation fields in our case) so that they resemble pure noise after the final step. Then a
neural network is trained to assist computing of a process which reverses this noising (again over
many steps) and thus can be used to turn pure noise into samples from the target distribution (see
Supplementary Materials S1 for a fuller description). For our emulator we use Song et al. (2021)’s
sub-Variance-Preserving (“sub-VP") formulation of the stochastic differential equation (SDE)
that defines the noise-adding process in their framework. We use their NCSN++ configuration
(an improved version of their original Noise Conditional Score Network) as the backbone neural
network. We have adapted it to use conditioning information by creating an input to the
network based on the coarsened variables and the target field that is to be denoised. We do
this by regridding the coarsen variables to the target grid using a nearest neighbour approach
and then stacking these upsampled fields with the target field. We added a final single-channel
convolutional layer so that the output (the reduced noised version of our noisy target field in
the inputs) matches the size of our target. This final network has ∼63M parameters. We train
for 20 epochs on the training dataset, after which further training did not show improvements
to the loss computed on the validation set nor to our evaluation metrics computed on samples
based on the validation set. We use the Euler-Maruyama method to solve the reverse SDE for
generating samples with the fitted network. On commodity hardware, a single 10GB NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPU, training took approximately 41 hours.

We generated 6 samples for each day. Each set of samples for a single ensemble mem-
ber’s portion of the test dataset (9 years) took approximately 5 hours to generate on the same
hardware (so approximately 360 hours for 6 sample sets for all 108 years from 12 ensemble
members, though this can be trivially parallelized across multiple GPUs if available). By com-
parison, a 20 year simulation of the CPM requires 6 months using several hundred CPUs. The
implementation (including full configuration) is available on Github: https://github.com/
henryaddison/mlde, which is a fork of https://github.com/yang-song/score_sde_pytorch
(Song et al. 2021). The the configuration of our final diffusion emulator can be found in
ukcp_local_pr_12em_cncsnpp_continuous.py.
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4.2.2 U-Net comparison method

We compare results against a deterministic U-Net (Ronneberger et al. 2015). The U-Net archi-
tecture has been shown to perform well in similar climate downscaling settings (e.g. Doury et al.
2023; Meer et al. 2023). We use a U-Net based on the original architecture by Ronneberger et al.
(2015) with adjustments to match the resolution and number of input and output channels of our
dataset (64x64 resolution, 13 input channels, 1 output channel). As with the diffusion emulator,
the coarse input variables are regridded to the target grid using nearest neighbour approach so
the the input and output resolutions are the same. The network has ∼17M parameters. We
train over 100 epochs using a mean squared error loss function (this is a different loss function
to that used with the diffusion model so number of epochs are not expected to be the same).
Whilst performance may be improved by using an alternative loss function (e.g. Doury et al.
2024), the advantages and disadvantages of particular loss functions are not yet fully clear, and
an approach has not yet been found that results in a U-Net producing predictions with realistic
small-scale structure, one of our primary aims. So we have chosen to focus on mean squared
error loss here.

We also compare emulator predictions with a coarsened version of the CPM precipitation
(“cCPM Bilinear”). We coarsen it to 60km grid spacing with conservative interpolation, then
project it back to 8.8km resolution with bilinear interpolation. Comparison between this and
emulator samples indicates the effect of the emulator adding detail at scales finer than the grid
spacing of the predictor variables. Note we do not necessarily expect the emulator outputs to
share all the large-scale features as cCPM-Bilinear in individual predictions, as these are not
necessarily deterministically predictable from the input variables.

4.3 Training
4.3.1 Dataset splits

The dataset is divided into training, validation and test subsets. The training dataset was used
to fit the model parameter values (including for transforming the variables, described below).
Results for different emulator designs (e.g. choices of predictor variables and transformations)
were checked on the validation dataset and used to select the final version. All results shown
in this manuscript are based on the test dataset, giving an unbiased estimate of the emulator’s
quality. The data can be found on Zenodo (Addison et al. 2024): https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.11504859.

For each 20 year time period, the training dataset includes 14 years in total (70%) and the
validation and test datasets include 3 years each (15%). This is done by selecting whole seasons
(Spring, Summer, Autumn and Winter) at random, with an equal number of each season in each
subset. For each selected season we take data from all 12 CPM ensemble members, so that each
subset has equal proportions across the ensemble members. For example, the test dataset is
formed of three randomly chosen springs, summers, autumns and winters from each time period.
Selecting data by season means we have minimal data leakage between the training, validation
and test datasets due to auto-correlation between days, but also means the data in each subset
cover a wide range of years and sample a representative set of climatic conditions, following
Schultz et al. (2021).

4.3.2 Variable transformations

We apply several transformations of the data to improve the emulator’s performance. To produce
target data for training the emulator’s neural network, we first take the square root of the
precipitation to produce a less skewed distribution than the raw precipitation, which has many
zero values and a long tail, to improve emulator performance. (An alternative approach is a log-
based transformation (e.g. Harris et al. 2022), but this led to unrealistic samples being output
by our diffusion model.) Then we linearly map the square rooted values so that those in the
training dataset lie in the interval [-1, 1]. This is inverted upon sampling, and any negative value
increased to 0 before squaring (this clipping affects about 15% of values, but in practice all are
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very small: if they were positive values, they would all correspond to precipitation amounts less
than 0.15mm/day, with 90% of cases under 0.003mm/day).

Input variables are standardised using their mean and standard deviation across the whole
domain in the coarsened CPM training subset.

4.3.3 Bias correction of GCM inputs

When using predictor variables from the GCM, it was found to be beneficial to bias-correct
their means and standard deviations to those of the coarsened CPM variables, to account for
systematic differences between the GCM and CPM variables at coarse resolution. This was done
for each coarse grid box separately based on the training dataset and applied before the other
transformations above. The bias-corrected value of variable x at grid box g is(

xg − x̄GCM
g

sGCM
g

)
sCPM
g + x̄CPM

g (1)

where x̄GCM
g and sGCM

g are the mean and standard deviation of the values of x taken from GCM
at grid box g from the training split, and x̄CPM

g and sCPM
g are the equivalent for CPM-sourced

values of the variable.

4.4 Radially Averaged Power Spectral Density
We use RAPSD to compare the complexity of structures produced by different approaches (or
the variability over different spatial scales) (Harris et al. 2001; Sinclair and Pegram 2005). To
compute the power spectrum of a precipitation field, we compute the 2D Fourier transform of
the field and convert to power by multiplying by complex conjugate. We then radially average
over nested annuli centred on the origin in the 2D spatial frequency space to create a 1D vector
of power at different frequency bands. Finally to compare difference approaches, we compute
mean for each frequency band over all samples.

4.5 Bootstrapping domain mean change confidence intervals
We use bootstrapping (Efron 1982) to estimate the variance of the seasonal domain mean change
in precipitation from Historic to Future time periods for our emulator. In particular, to estimate
95% confidence intervals of the values. For a given season and time period, we sample with
replacement from the set of 36 seasonal domain means across the ensemble members and time
period (12 ensemble member by 3 years) to produce paired estimates of both the CPM domain
mean and emulator domain mean. By repeating this resampling 100,000 times for both time
periods we estimate 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles for the difference in CPU emulator of the change
from Historic to Future time periods.
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Supplementary Materials
S1 Diffusion models
Probabilistic models assume that observed data, such as high-resolution precipitation over the
UK, is drawn from an unknown distribution p∗(x). A conditional model such as our high-
resolution precipitation emulator conditioned on coarse inputs p∗(x|y) can also be considered
but for simplicity we will stick with the unconditional version.

Song et al. (2021) combine earlier approaches (Song and Ermon n.d.; Ho et al. 2020) into a
single framework called Score-Based Generative Models with Stochastic Differential Equations
(SDE). The idea is to imagine a diffusion process {x(t)Tt=0} modelled by an SDE:

dx = f(x, t)dt+ g(t)dw (S2)

When run forward, a sample, x(0), from the data distribution, p0, is gradually perturbed
over time into a sample from a final noise distribution, pT . The final distribution is chosen as
something tractable for sampling, usually a Gaussian.

More interesting for us is running the reverse diffusion process:

dx = [f(x, t)− g(t)2∇x log pt(x)]dt+ g(t)dw̄ (S3)

By solving this, samples from pT (which are easy to produce by design) can be converted
into samples from the original data distribution. This requires two steps: calculating the score,
∇x log pt(x), and then applying numerical approaches to solve Equation S3.

The score is estimated as a neural net sθ(x, t) where θ are determined by minimizing:

Et{λ(t)Ex(0)Ex(0)|x(t)
[
||sθ(x(t), t)−∇x(t) log p0t(x(t)|x(0))||22

}
(S4)

where λ is a positive weighting function that is chosen along with f and g.
Song et al. (2021) summarize three approaches for solving the reverse SDE. General-purpose

numerical methods can be used to find approximate solutions to the SDE. Predictor-Corrector
sampling takes this a step further by using making use of estimated score at each timestep
to apply a correction to the sample estimated at that timestep by the general purpose solver.
Alternatively the problem can be reformulated as a deterministic process without affecting the
trajectory probabilities and in turn solved using an ODE solver.

28



Season CPM
(%)

Diffusion-
cCPM (%)

Difference (95% CI)
(% of CPM change)

Difference (95% CI)
(% of historic CPM)

DJF 23 18 -21 (-33 to -9) -5 (-7.7 to -2.0)
MAM 6 4 -31 (-78 to +15) -2 (-4.8 to +1.0)
JJA -40 -39 2 (-10 to +7) 1 (-2.9 to +3.9)
SON -4 -6 -59 ( -8 to +129) -2 (+0.3 to -5.1)

Table S3: Change in seasonal domain mean for Diffusion-cCPM. Shows changes in the
domain mean from Historic to Future periods for each season. The second and third columns
contain the relative changes for the CPM and Diffusion-cCPM respectively (relative to CPM
historic seasonal domain mean in both cases). The fourth column contains the difference between
the change in the CPM and Diffusion-cCPM, relative to the change in CPM. The values in
brackets in these columns are the bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals of the difference. The
fifth column is the same as the thrid but relative to the historic CPM seasonal domain mean.
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