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Motivation - evaluate ISIMIP3a GHMs to inform ...

1.) ... flood modelling

* Is peak discharge overestimated?
* how well is inter-annual variability of peak
discharge simulated?
2.) ... attribution studies
* at which stations are models performing well?

* and why?




Approach

e variable: discharge

* 9 GHMs from ISIMIP3a

* discharge with model’s internal routing scheme
* runoff modelled by GHMs to drive CaMa-Flood -> discharge

e Observational data

e from GRDC (Global Runoff Data Centre)

« 74 stations

- shown to be compatible with GHMs’ routing scheme (Schmied
& Schiebener, 2022)
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Approach

* daily + maximum annual discharge

e evaluation metrics

e correlation (r)
* over/underestimation (percent bias in %)
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Result - daily discharge
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Result: station characteristic vs. model performance
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Result - maxXimum annual
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Years shifted
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Next steps:

* derive additional station parameters
* aridity index, elevation/slope, management

* identify stations for which models are performing
best + why?
 quantify the distribution of peak discharge

* investigate possibility for bias adjustment
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