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Abstract

In order to compare the forecasting abilities and effects of different hydrological models in humid areas,
GR4] and Xinanjiang models were used to simulate runoff and probability flood forecasts in the Tunxi
basin. The results were summarized as follows: Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency coefficient (NSE) are both over 90%
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in calibration and validation period, the Relative error (RE) values are also small. Both models can carry
out reliable probabilistic forecasts in humid basins. The Continuous ranked probability score (CRPS)
values of GR4] in calibration and validation period are 18.73 m3/s and 12.57 m3/s respectively; moreo-
ver, most of its probabilistic forecast evaluation indicators are better than Xinanjiang model. GR4] model
performs with higher accuracy in probabilistic forecasting. Simple and complex models can achieve the
same effect under non-specific conditions, GR4] model is preferred for runoff simulation and flood fore-
casting in humid areas.
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1. 3]

AKSCTHR AT B K BEIEIE A EARIE 1] T B R FOKSCELRAE 2 M K R S R AR TR
T g, HEIERNIEARE A B R R E & ERE, KR BON T it KSR EE T A Z —. il
IK SRR T RO ST K SR BRRRI L 7K SO W oh B4 [ BT R 1) T s — 1 R4,
B ) S MO AR (DB L A% AR I SE B B S AR S5 M o BEAE SRR R e, K SO A H
Fo, BERPKSUREMES THIE., REEZHEMEER. HRBREE MK IRTEEEZ WS, he
T BR 22 R B NS5 ) o XSS [2]55 ATERFE T8 i AR I SE MR 2 28 R A4 T 119 6 43 A7 /K SRR m] RETE VIt /K
B, 85 RA AL e ORE S AR . AR SR [3IR AR tH T Al TR b X, 75 AR TR AR A5 AR v LA )
e P

B TR 2 A e PR Z L R s i G /K SOS AR, IBUK SRR R A AR 2 AN E M. sk R B
SRRV A Sl AR R T AR e S . AEHERR BRI Z 5o m T, A RUANH i KB g = 2%
B GER A B AN B 1 A N AN 8 PE AN B S RO e 1 [4]. AR R S SR Z A AR &, A
1] B3 24 3e RS BRI 45 R A HERA o £ AN E PE AT R 56 5 18 1 T B =28 e VSRR, DU S Jife sk 2
#=(Bayesian Processor of Forecast, BPF) &£ AN 1t 73 72—, B R0l g 1 A I Ab PR AT ME 2 T
Krzysztofowicz [5]45# 1 5T FARAEAN SSIME B S 56 70 A FIALSR R A, At SIS ) 2% AR JE 3 2 A eR B, KA
e TN A N B A U SR A . Krzysztofowicz [6] T Jaxd Ja e 70 A LA S ARLSA BB AT 26 Mk - IES R, 2
ZeME - IEAS DL TR b 22 88 (Linear-Normal BPF), {HZ IR 1 208 T K ZHUKSOS AR R R . dEIEST.
Krzysztofowicz FI Evans [7])5 S84 Hi 7 i i D1t Hir i b 22 2% (meta-Guassian BPF), {H %45 b B FRATY A7 AE BRI
s FOE VAR [8]. B BRI K SO FE TR M A AT I 2R, XIFEH 9155 R Copula BRI %% 5 A o]
DORAE R A A eI, B2 HH T Copula o8 2511 DU 0 Foide b #2 45 (Copula-BPF), 4 FL 8 F 78 =g 7K g N JEE it 7K
MIREZR TR, R FAE TRAR S 27 TR A &R,

2. WEFIFSEE T
2.1. GR4J

][l

GRA4J (modele du Génie Rural a 4 paramétres Journalier) & f& 42T 2 —, Perrin [10]JF & IF CE I H A &
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HELT7 A AR R ) SR REE AN Rk o A2 RR AP K EE  VEK BRI P AN R R BEREAT PHIC ST 5E, X
DXREAT AR TR AN K BRI T T B T L AEA S5 o BT LB 4 NS 2000 < x 7L /K P A (mm)),
Xo Hu R KA e BB (mm), xa K EEA R (mm), X, FRAL 2RI () (day) . ASCIEH] GRAJ Ay il AL HEAT K
SCRAUFIFIRAT 5 o

22 FiRIIER

BT T 1973 40V, 1980 “FRA NAR[LLJHIBA A& o AR I MU Z IR ZRBURCR ] = R HUR AR
R RO E IR TRIERI A R S =KUR TR S AE VA . B SRR R R
PRI, BIAE RV RUR I ISR EIA B A KE G, A7 AR, R R ESE T A B R AEBURI N
o AR M =K A O R 2R AT K SO R T /e, AR 16 NS4, B35 W)
TR L.

2.3. SCEM-UA £ Bt 8%

ASCH ) GRAJ. B2 TR A 1432 Fl SCEM-UA (Shuffled Complex Evolution Metropolis global optimization
algorithm)#H17 S 808 . Vrugt [12]55 A 42 H T K SCE-UA (Shuffled Complex Evolution)5i2: A1 MCMC (Markov
Chain Monte Carlo)7ji%fit &3] SCEM-UA k. 5 k2 G2 R4 )75, SCE-UA it H 21 T il
BALEVEAE HM (Metropolis Hastings strategy)VZ:HUAR, BiFEARIHERE AR Br T AKIE e300 A, tHREAETHE B[R] )
RHHEH . SCEM-UA %K H B /R AT RAERE G0 KRR S I BRI 5, B SRR RIS R T ik B e BIURE AR
TEANWT ) H AR G SR A I I AR RS T SRR, BeRIE S . BT GR4AI B 4 NS NBURIES AL,
HoBr TS % . BURESHOG TR R, % SCEM-UA B2 mT DA s 25 HLEAf 26 58 AR R 24004

2.4. BT Copula B¥ M NHE MR IRSF

B hy s 23 BB AR & S S AR E PE TR R H S ISERUE,  H DU vy A4S 3 SEBRiii = H 1

g (h|s,) =— fi (s )- g (h)
_f fe (sc|he)- gi (h ) dh,

M

A KON . Se= s MIRTIR T, 1, (s|h ) A He FIBBRBREL,  gu(hi) SRR & Hy B30
Copula-BPF 1, Sl & /7 41 A1 Pkt 2 7 S A9 it i 2 oA, Skllar & FEAIE —4ER& 40 A, Sl e S
JE 58 53 A RIS 43 AT 25 A0 23 A R [ 13]
Sklar & HAR R, WHEEM xeR", KHAEAE— n-Copula &%k C 15
H (%, X, %, ) = Cy (R (%) Fp (%), Fy (%) 2
HXf: 0 4 Copula REIIBH. H (X, %X ) 9 n BEFRBRMBE A ERE, F (%) (%), F () A
AL 53T -
£ Sklar & #irb n B 2 I, BIAT s SEi & 5 20 A B 27 51 Hy S 1 =4k Copula Bi%. H. S Iil%
sAimu=G(h). v=F(s), smEEmRHEERAg(h) f(5). u, vIHEBRASATTRRN
F(h.s)=C,(G(h).F(s))=C,(u.v) ©)

ZETRAERIRTIR N, SCIR B H 2615 3601 bR ORI 6 1 I 965 L e 0
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®(h|s)=P(H <h|S=5s)=P(U su[\/:v):a%a(y’v) @
¢(h|s)=d<b(h|s):azcg(u,v).d_uzcg(u,v).g(h) ©)

dh ouav  dh
Kt o(ns) g(h|s) FSETFHI H 95 FEIF 350 BRI AT R S B BE R ML C, (U, V) I A B P B A
3. WHfriEts
3.1 FHEMTRITFMNIER

FEDASA K SR R TR AR K BRI 25 REL AU R NSE MGt BB R [14]0 /KR ARRS
12 RE MU/, BRI EET S, BT (5 RO s 9T 2R R B NSE PRSI /K SORERL B 45
B, NSE ML 1, FORR AT 0 i ELRR AT . BRI 1 U S0 R SR P 91 LA AR G, R SR
HIRPERB R FOR, RIBK, FORMFI RS .
3.2. BREMIBIFMNHEHR
3.2.1. BERRXENFMIER

TS By FAIMX S RB. % CR AR T M BUR B X MR . P9 B, THIARR
B RB R/, BEYIAR IR ELAE T LA X DA, e TR R /. % CROBR, LI ORI (e
{5 IX AL B AOMESE R, 1T CR BB HEIT L 52 1 155 K P (4R 32 90%6) UE WA ME 6 T X SO  A [ 15] o

18—
3=y 2(h-n) ©
RB=13 h—h 100% 7
—Wé h X 0 (@)
N
CR =~ x100% ®)

ot hy TR § X 1, 0 9T I ZIXTE R S8, h O i RIS . N Do A XA B
S A N 2B Sl R

3.2.2. BEFREGEE MBI

A 52 (a-index) F T EL B TR 5 SR 28 43 A1 10 25 57 o P A N S5 221 S0 37 6 X o PO ARE 3R AR 160 4 A B 5
B, SRR, P ENIZTFE Y5155 46 U(0,1). P ELFTAR AR 20 A5 RIS 25 50 43 A 11 22 B /N 330 ) T s v
Wi[16]. a-index FRFZENT 1, i BH PR AT 5

N

a —index :1—%§(|qit —qf

) (9)

Kb o ARSI AR IR o 9 P AR
TSN ZE AL 50 2L (CRPS) /)N U B 22 Pl Bk A A T S [17], 5 5 14 Pldik ) CRPS 1) A AR g P #4448 5% 1r 22
(MAE).

CRPS =%§;I[Fi(r)—Hs(r—hi T dr (10)
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rbe R (1) 0 IR ¢ SR TR E A AR . H, (1) R SCBRRE BAU TR, HEEUE A

0 r<h
Hs(r—hi)={1 o h (11)

4. fRXiE

K ST 1950 4 6 H L, s K E B, HHIRAIEAE 118°20'E, 29'43'N. {ERNH LT
BV, HE IR A A 2679 km?, FEIRAFK. BT, dERFE T, 2
AN ZHPOX, FERNE 1280~1700 mm, HHPEW HEFERNE 30%/A 4, WU & 50%/ 4. 5~6 M
HEHEEREZ, HZNEW. BERGZHNEMN, WEK. A5%. BWERKERS. WRBEEFHSE
15.4°C~16.4°C, &FREZELTF . HEBEZBAEEIIX, THRE <1.00, &8, ZRKED.

TR TR KOS 53R 1 1997~2005 4 R /K Sk 4 H S s A Tkl I 9 7K 2 00 R} F b s )
B 2 s RS X S T = AR s SRTM-DEM 8l . 8 U8 3845 1997~2005 4 B atds i 11 AN Y &k
(132 H B /K Edl Bkt BRI P 28 R0t 28 ML 1997~2005 4% H 28 K Bkt

5. &R
5.1. KRB RITEL

FIFH SCEM-UA 5%, 286 7% 1& GRA) LA LGH LA (S48 H | Rtk BUETE IS, 737 % & SCEM-UA
B, NIRRT [FEE R SCEM-UA SRR B S 4 N HE B . L 1997 4 4 FiHUH, 1998 4F
%2002 4EHL 5 A NEER], 2003 4E A 2005 4R 4L 3 ARG .

I GRAY LAHT L LA AY HEAT K SCRAN, TSR BN [F B I PN Fe A an 36 1 Fom . 45 REoR,
PR RS B S AL B R AT 2% RBU(NSE)IIA R T 0.9 LA b o 33X 5 BH P S AU At ¥ /K SOt 4% il YA 380 FH
BRI AT . NBRMBIHNRZREEIRE . F LA RE YL GR4AJ 1 RE /b ZE W] RE ¥ITE
5%LAPY, i B 2 5 IR R AR . K563 RE H 5%, Y7 9%t FE P, 15t BH ARG 36 30T R AL AR R0 SR 4 A 2
K8 RE SRon AR, B BLUME il 1 LA .

IR (Q) EEEFE: g S TR 1998 4EAT 1999 4F KK, Wik e 3 AR A IE BRI
e 1998 AR 448 2 98 -4 S AEA R KM, BT VLIt A BORRE Y 1999 AR 2V Lintdsl R 4B T

“99.7” FERFEMBIK[18]o PHAERFIRAA 1 B MY AR I 51 RS BUBIME K IURAL LR R I & . [FIR, 2858
WK R FECE R MBS EAANE TR EE N, X SER I BME &G T Bl . () SR FE
HIEBCR UK RV R 2241, AR TIRENHK, KKEBAEESER, BRI/ KRB .

AR DU TR PR M &, R TR AR IR R S s AR Hy BB RS S AR 6, & 1
HH TS AR [RI AR R ] B B AR G R B (R)ZR W . GRAJ R 22 VT A7 (R A iy A1 5 SR AH 6 M R AR 47
GRAJ HIAH IR A T 2 LA AL

2 I, GRAJ BT L TAS AU E F1AH 24 - GRAJ BLAUME 1K) NSE 5 32210 BRARARL, B 2V TR HMEL AR G R ZE /N

Table 1. Simulation results for two hydrological models
= 1. FEMERERELITENIER

GR4J S AR A
i B
RE/(%) NSE R RE/(%) NSE R
25 11(1998~2002) -2.41 0.96 0.98 -0.11 0.94 0.97
65631 (2003~2005) 9.53 0.95 0.98 9.23 0.90 0.95
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5.2. BiRMIMERIEL

5.2.1. &

Ak AL Copula-BPF il ib 2567 GRAJ FIHT e VLAY A B 2E47 J5 Ab B o /K S el 53 s 136 FH
R ik £ Gamma 3 Afi . IEA& 704 (NOR). X #IE 734 (Log-NOR). Gumbel J3 A 3t PUFf 2 14 [ 19] % Sl At
REAAR D 250 AT AT 25 16 FH Copula B %U% T i — 4 Archimedean Copula 8 %5 FH DK i SIS 5 40148
WA A, I —4E Archimedean Copula e5%7f Gumbel-Hougaard. Clayton. Frank =#[20]. & H¥ 7%
#:(Root Mean Square Error, RMSE){fi i f (£ 18 7 A B . RMSE /Nt BHER 8 73 A1 5 250 70 A L6 15 Dl L i
[21]. 7ERHT Z IR G TR IFE AT RMSE )5, AR SCH49%E % Gamma 7347 Al Gumbel-Hougaard i £k 4
i& Copula-BPF Tl &b B 28 132 ¢ 73 AT A & 43 A7

DU R MRS, 425 e AR RN 2 P RSEADME Sc Bl Sg, WA DAFS 3 FLSEMME I 540 40 Ao R 1] 1 AT
2 iR, EHX 2001 4F 6 H 10 HoAB, AFB N HE1T Copula-BPF AFH S (56505 B 5 eI 0 Al . R IR %
SR A6 T L. 2001 46 6 H 10 H Szt 200 m¥fs, Jim 5635 15 2 I A 1E S AR e, FLE KRR Ak
Xf R A S E T A . ZRE PR I 200 56 /0 Ao, T A gead DU A8 1 IS 10 J5 56 3 A 58 Re HE A i Ak S
WHER 2 AtEl, H GR4A) &3t Copula-BPF Ab P [ )5 56 % 5 43 A L e T A 485 Copula-BPF Ab 3 1) J5 56 %
FE AN, MR R.

1.00 1.40E-02
080 | —REN 1.20E-02 | -
—RRNH 1.00E-02 | —REEE
N oy
w4 080 & 800503 |
& B
0.40 ", 6.00E-03
=
4.00E-03
0.20
2.00E-03 |
0.00 : ' : 0.00E+00
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000
RE/(mYs) TE/(m¥/s)
() ot K S 5643 A BR AL (b) H3h K Jm 56 %5 5 pR 2

Figure 1. Prior and posterior density of observation H on 10 June 2001 by using GR4J
1.2001 ££ 6 A 10 H GR4J REXRW MBI ZE RN R

1.00 1.40E-02
B 1.20E-02 | —RREE
0.80 |-
— RN 1.00E-02 | —RRER
¥ 060 % 8.00E-03
£ 040 g 6.00E-03
4.00E-03
0.20
2.00E-03 |
0.00 : ' L 0.00E+00 ' ' '
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000
& /(m¥/s) RE/ m3/s)
(a) S % 5 36 43 i R B (b) 5l B Jiw 96 2 P B B

Figure 2. Prior and posterior density of observation H on 10 June 2001 by using Xinanjiang model
2.2001 4 6 A 10 B RIIRERELBMEREE RN H R
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5.2.2. ETRRHEHTRITEMN

¥ Copula-BPF HEAR TR A 56 AF B AT HEAE hey /E M IEJE B E PE PR AR R . 0 BB Tl 55 R Tl
BIEBAE I R bR, 45 RAER 2 PR,

M 2 FTUAE Y, BRSOV A A e e M TR 28 R W A . MR TRARAS IE J5 AR 7E NSE |- 57
SE VE TR 45 RIEA —F, R E W RE _LAZ IERCRAME, FER LI RE (IS A Bt . 454 LA Ef5 5, Copula-BPF
20 GRAJ MU 2 TS TY Yl e VE P B IEAE A 3%

Table 2. Comparison of deterministic forecast results and BPF corrected value
Fz 2. HEEHUGE{ES BPF S IEELERIER

TR TIAR Copula-BPF
A i B
NSE RE/(%) NSE RE/(%)

REM 0.96 -2.41 0.96 -3.01
GR4J

Liogoa i 0.95 9.53 0.95 9.29

W 0.94 -0.11 0.91 -5.35

B 2T AR R
Liogoa i 0.90 9.23 0.89 8.61

5.2.3. BisXigxitk

BT X 8] ) B AZ 7K T 90%, 90% B {5 X IAIAE A & Sl sl AT 42 B, R BA TR AN o Ml B
TR EFHHCE RG], GEHEE I 2001 4F 4 2 8 A Aike i 2004 4= 4 22 8 H &Rt El, ¥ 3. B 4 hER
T SEDNMEL S 5843 AT ) 90% A5 X 18] LA S S s o 0 BT A28 L ARSI AT 1, 2 DR 43 S A
Hhl 90% B 5 X AT, i GRA) ITIRATEMETE /N, it i X 0 2 v 0 b 77 76 BH 5K H LA X IR 1)
PR, Ui GRAJ LA ASH 2 LAY R Rk 2 FilAhont it B X (Al SR AN 1E 1

THEA RS MR TR PN Fa bR 2L 3. IRIBAEAHFEM BT, BAS X EH /N () AN e 1
MR, 7T LTS 2] GRAJ BEZ TR (113571 95 (B), AHXT Y 58 (RB)1E 26 58 1546 56 HHR LU B e VLA AU AE 26 Tl
s 7] B AR TR X [ 7 2 P SR 22, 350 B TR S v RO R, GR4J 1178 25 28 (CR) TE 26 52 JIFH K 56 H1 40
B 22 VAR YA 2 LR P 0T 2 R4 e

2000 . 1500
1600 | 1200 |
c’,{1200 MQ 900 |
g g
~ 800 ~ 600 |-
] ]
S ES
400 300 |-
0 0
2001/4  2001/5 2001/6  2001/7 2001/8 2004/4  2004/5 2004/6  2004/7  2004/8
BfE/ CHD B/ CHD
mo0%EFXE . LA mIO%EMFXME - LWE

Figure 3. The observed runoff processes and its 90% confidence interval by using GR4J
3. GR4J 0N EfEXE S ER & B EERE
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2000 - 1500

1600 - 1200

900 -~

600 -

W'/ (m3/s)

300 -

1 L 0 1 1
2001/4  2001/5 ~ 2001/6  2001/7  2001/8 2004/4  2004/5 ~ 2004/6  2004/7  2004/8
A/ (HD iR/ CHD
mo0%EFXE - LHE moo%ERXE - SLHE

Figure 4. The observed runoff processes and its 90% confidence interval by using Xinanjiang model
4. MRITER 0% E EXESWIMEMEER

Table 3. Results for assessment of the Copula-BPF prediction bounds
= 3. FEERBETRE EX BTN ER

A i B B RB CR
R IE W 73.34 148.11 91.89
GR4J
for 46 1A 63.66 313.77 89.32
) FEW 94.06 185.76 89.54
VTR
for 4 A 79.44 376.76 88.05

5.2.4. BEFMERILL

X GRAJ FNHT 22 VLAY (MR AR ML R BEAT AR VPAN, 4 BIUN5% 4 FRZS40. GRAJ MR 2 TR % 3¢ Ji A7
TEARAL TIARAHA 52 T IS, 2 2 BRI 36 1A A7 /E B TR AR AR I I 5, 2258 Y o-index BRI TS 563 1)
o-index. EAL TARAS T 14 7T B -5 AR % R B H e A e MR IEA ¢, BATTHRIRIR LS 5 5.2.3 ATt m)
fE it DCE H BAE XA IS AR & . R4E CPRS HIE X, MEZETURAH L T PE TR /£ CRPS (A B .1
FEAIS, ARIL 7 MRS PR AL H . [EIRT, GRAJ ZEANEI A1) CRPS fE#BLL B 2 LA AL ) CRPS {EAIK, X7 GR4J
FERE A TR 7 T b T3 22 A RS B I i 5 3 m] A

Table 4. Comprehensive evaluation index for probability forecast of different models
4 TPEEREBERTUREGESITNIEIR

N IR ST B B Copula-BPF HZ Fiif
it i B
MAE/(m?®/s) a-index CRPS/(m®/s) CRPS F1E/(%)
25 W 21.03 0.94 18.73 10.94
GR4J
o4 A 15.36 0.60 12.57 18.16
) 5 M 28.71 0.93 24.67 14.07
B
56 1 20.94 0.69 16.91 19.25

6. HILS5RE
ARSI K SO P T TR R BRI R R, R, R RIS
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BHEONEE . I GRAY. LR IR AR R, 13 BIBUARIR(E . (M %ET Copula B8 Dl
Wi AL B 45 (Copula-BPF) XM B ELEAT J5 A B, 13 BIBERIURE R . 500 T

1) Xf HE P AR AIAR IR AE B AN FR AR BN Bt AR T LRI GRAJ I 22 VAR R A AS 4 TR Atk 1
B AR AR e ) LA, A AR B A R AE AU, T X AR I I B o 18 PR T A P IS H 5
(B A TR i L (ELEAT 10 0 TR AR I R AN

2) LB AL R TR 90% B (5 X )45 7R : GR4AI R VT AL (Y] 900 B 15 IX 145 B % 45 i 78 i Sl
. AMFAEGEET, GRAMEGEXIEEAR, iR, UHIHABEEMHX /N LR T
LR AV TEAR, SRR W] GRAJ NUHT 22 VTR (R MR Tl A A e ml Sk, LR TSI L E 1 Tl A2 CRPS
ERIAFAEER T 10% A BRI, Vi B IR A ROR 2 LR E MR TR PR 2 o 0 BRI R AR EUE, GRAJ ML Tl
REF AR HAR U T W VAR, W SE M (amindex) JELSEAE S HEAT 3 $(CRPS) &I 5 il T B AR

3) fEREMERR T : Bl T4 158 MRFESH, HBUBRMESHRE, St € Fem i
K, BRI ET/ERER K. GRA R 4 M2, ARSI UAMIEIR TR, MR RYE
ISR AR (O B, GRAD S Ay i 5, LI 5 PR TR AR 55 S DMEL AR AR S P B A, XA GRAJ MR T e 7 BB
2 LA R PR R P TRAE 5 SEE AR SR VEAR XS T GRAJ B, T ABER TR AUR EL GARD W& %2 .

4) GRAJ AT 2 LAS R A AT F SR ATt I8 /K STt il YL A 0 52 PR /K ST T s R K ST, RS E AT i
W AT RN GRAJ FERMR I DA E VE TR SR A 2, BER TR GRAJ PERERS L T8 VTR . DRI, EIRIE )
RV X AT 3k FH B BT B AR K SCRE RS GRAD JT R AH R

E&WmE
[l 5K SRR B b DX I & 2 2 0 H (U20A20317) B2 ) o

&5k
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