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1 Figure 18: Autocorrelation Plots
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Fig. 1: Box plots comparing theoretical autocorrelation (with jittered black dots) from the M.HMM fit and empirical
autocorrelation (red) for the yearly rainfall series at the four stations
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Fig. 2: Box plots comparing theoretical autocorrelation (with jittered black dots) from the MC.HMM fit and

(¢) Yeading East
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(d) Yeading West

empirical autocorrelation (red) for the yearly rainfall series at the four stations
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Fig. 3: Box plots comparing theoretical autocorrelation (with jittered black dots) from the M.HMM fit and empirical
autocorrelation (red) for the seasonal rainfall series at the four stations
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Fig. 4: Box plots comparing theoretical autocorrelation (with jittered black dots) from the MC.HMM fit and
empirical autocorrelation (red) for the seasonal rainfall series at the four stations
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