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: A KM-SCALE EFAS CALIBRATION
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6 LISFLOOD AND THE CALIBRATION SUITE
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HYDROLOGICAL MODEL PERFORMANCE (Long Term Run)

KGE of EFASNext calibration stations on the
period 1991 - 2021

Emergency =
Management jﬁ

[ <o

KGE average = 0.58
KGE median = 0.69

CDF KGE

1.0 T T T
8@ KGE Long Term Run /
o5+ @ KGE Calibration /

0.2 / -

0.0 +—— P ”-u-—wwﬂ"’

-1.00 -0.75 -0.50 -0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
KGE

)‘
)

gy

* & 0 & 0 O O



.

[

KGE components for EFASNext calibration stations on the period 1991 - 2021
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EFASNext vs EFAS4 (Long Term Run)

Difference between EFASNext KGE and EFAS4 KGE

for the EFASNext calibration stations belonging to
EFAS4 calibration area (1991 — 2021)
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@ EFASNext vs EFAS4

Difference between EFASNext and EFAS4 for KGE components on the period 1991 - 2021
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Percentage difference in the total accumulated precipitation between
EFASNext and EFAS4 for the calibration inter-catchments (1990- 2017).
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Thank you!

GitHub

https://github.com/ec-jrc/lisflood-code
https://github.com/ec-jrc/lisflood-lisvap
https://github.com/ec-jrc/lisflood-utilities
https://github.com/ec-jrc/lisflood-usecases

https://github.com/ec-jrc/lisflood-calibration
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