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Thank you for raising professional advice for improving our paper. According to the reviewer's comments, the authors considerably modified the original submission and replied to the reviewer's comments. These modifications significantly improved the level of our paper, but also prompted the authors to have further thought on specific issues presented in the paper, thank you very much.
											Authors

The introduction is rather disorganized. The motive behind the study and its novelty can be explained better. Also, the authors refer to climate model projections of future precipitation which seems out of context in this section. In Section 3.4, the authors state that they set the initial abstraction coefficient to 0 which will result in all precipitation becoming runoff. What is the basis for this assumption? The standard value for the coefficient is 0.2 but recent literature suggests it may be closer to 0.05 but I cannot find any basis for setting this as zero! Therefore, the entire discussion on design flows is rather suspect in my opinion. Section 4.3 which presents an analysis of the IDF characteristics for various time periods is difficult to understand – it is not clear how the authors are establishing rainfall durations and what the purpose of the future time period analysis is.
Answer: Thank you for your comments. The introduction has been modified and the objectives written more clearly. 
The standard value for the coefficient is 0.2. When using a constant value (λ = 0.2), the method tends to underestimate the direct runoff at smaller precipitation totals and to overestimate it at higher precipitation totals (Kozlovská and Toman, 2010; Malý, 2010; Spál et al. 2012). 
In the study by Spál and Szolgay (2015)), the estimate of the initial loss coefficient was variable in the range of 0.05 - 0.5 from real precipitation-runoff events in small Slovak river basins. World studies, for example, Mocus (1972) have arrived at coefficients (λ) in the range of 0.013 to 2.1. Hawkins and Khojeini (2000) report values ranging from 0 to 0.0966, while Jiang (2001) reports that 90% of the values were less than value 0.2. Zhi-Hua Shi et al. (2009) on real data in China, they state a coefficient (λ) in the range of 0.010 to 0.154.
For design floods where the duration of the design precipitation (with the constant intensity and duration equals to time concentration) can be relatively short, a value of 0 (small river basins) or a value very close to zero is recommended. In this article, we have not dealt with its precise determination in more detail. 
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Section 4.3 - Thanks for your comment, the text has been edited.

Specific (minor) comments
Page 7 – the authors mention hourly and daily precip data was available for the Vyšná Boca and the Liptovská Teplička stations. However, in the following page (8), they state “For the Vyšná Boca climatological station, only daily rainfall data for the 1981-2017 period were available.” The two statements contradict each other.  
Answer: Thank you for your comment. In our study the hourly rainfall data are available for CLM scenario for the both stations. Finally the results from the CLM scenario were compared to actual measured data. The actual measured rainfall intensities were available for the Liptovská Teplička st. in the hourly time step and for the Vyšná Boca station only daily rainfall data were available.

It is recommended that the authors split Figure 5 into smaller figures based on themes (flows, temp, precip separately). Also, it is recommended the authors use month names rather than I, II etc. as it can lead to confusion whether these are based on water or calendar years.
 Answer: Thank you for your comment, the suggestion was accepted (month names that I, II etc). Dividing Figure 5 into smaller images would slightly lose the possibility of direct comparison, if necessary we can make adjustments according to themes (flows, temperature, precipitation separately). 


