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Research on assessment criteria in probabilistic flood forecasting *
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(College of Hydrology and Water Resources, Hohai University, Nanjing 210098, P.R.China)

Abstract. Based on the analysis of the evaluating indicators used in the study of probabilistic flood forecasting, a system of assess-
ment criteria in probabilistic flood forecasting is established named as the “accuracy-reliability” joint assessment criteria system. In
this system, the “accuracy” estimation refers to assess the precision of preferred prediction using the indicators like Nash-Sutcliffe
efficiency, relative errors and so on. While the “reliability” assessment means to evaluate the reasonability of predicted interval u-
sing the indicators like containing ratio, deviation index and so on. Meanwhile, a new “reliability” assessment indicator named the
containing ratio coefficient is proposed to assess the comprehensive reasonability of multiple predicted intervals. The accuracy-relia-
bility joint assessment criteria system is tested in Wangjiaba subbasin in Huaihe River. The results suggested that this system gives a
synthetic evaluation of the probabilistic flood forecasting.
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Tab.1 The parameters of Xinanjiang model in Wangjiaba subbasin

=2/ 5 E 1 0-9'4 ZHORE
LI KC WO TR R AL 1.4
WUM BRIk %/ mm 20
WLM T2k Sk 4/ mm 90
C IO A R 0.3
PRI WM TR 25K F7 /K 45 it/ mm 150
B ik Sk E AR R ML IR 0.4
M AN K AR o 4 T 4K v A L g5 0.03
KR53 SM 2 A hKE KA R/ mm 5.63
EX T2 A KB K I Z Tk 1.5
KG K2 H BUKRE K EN T KR B R R 0.5
KI 2 A K E KX B TR AR AL 0.2
bR e CI B iR 24 0.88
CcG iR /KR R 5L 0.98
cs T E K TR R AL 0.89
L AT s/ h 5
KE S URL R S8 3
XE I R L R S -2.35
N AT 11
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Tab.2 The performance of Xinanjiang model

It 44 s PEIGER2E/ % PR IE/ % HEIGET I ET NSE
REW 19910524 -4.71 -10.83 2 0.94
19910629 30.24 -2.03 -1 0.88

19950707 13.65 -2.39 1 0.96

19980509 -13.95 -13.58 3 0.93

19990622 10.19 9.85 2 0.76

20020506 -16.98 -13.32 0 0.90

20030719 4.12 -6.30 3 0.93

20120907 8.62 5.19 -1 0.96

BRI 19910612 25.66 4.59 -2 0.88
19980630 6.27 5.26 1 0.97

20031005 4.07 -1.10 -1 0.95

20050513 -18.74 -14.86 0 0.91

2.3 MEIRRE

HUP 8" g Krzysatofowicz il Herr(2001 4F ) $2 4, 412 FI T3 AR BRI 78 i A S0qR
XZAE R PEAT TR A 4, A AR 15 AT 225 SCHR [ 11,39-40].

HUP B, 9 S R FIE S 53 BB AR (Normal Quantile Transform ) 7 i 41 9146 (3722 VAR 2
Tl ) G5 R S A5 R AR RS A5 6] SR AR IR S8 A EA TR PRI AR s BE | FFAR A0 DL - 30 PR 2 4 SR Tt
R AR I U A PRER. i 30 e T A 0 R A R e I A s T TN A1 PR RS 8 2 i = ] BT
SCBME AR TR WU A, 55 SRR B pR T AR A

OCh | s hy) = Q,,(Q(F”(h”)) - A,LQ(F‘\(S;)) -D,QO(Iy(hy)) = B”) (32)
A, s, o on B 20 09 B 5 n AR SR T, AR SO UL 7 3 HUP #EAIAHSCSHL
3h( SHEE—50) ; by MEIET 22 B A, . Tab.3 The parameters of HUP model
B,.D, T, MRS 45 03k 3; Q) RARIEDSNME 433k B SR
e, Q') FRIESME WG ; T () FomF b A 103538
BT AR TR ol ST 37 2 R T PR 43 A7, — IR T = 2 B0 4 ’ Z 5'20253
FAT AR BB AR M BREOE AT . 5 14912
Flx) =1-eC (33) h,, SBESM a 4.84989
A, x ATV B R R B S R s e b o R b 511157
ORI 3 B R E ik 8 itk %58 HUP 4700 4 ) ¢ 223532
\ W e A s, BRI a 4.84766
KB SHORE SR W R 3, bR A S5 1% Ol an &1 2 \ 47971
J7s. p 2.16981
A P 2 7T, X HRRUA 7R 23 A RV R AR i 2 T LATR 44t B A, 0.11166
AR 25 BN, TR BURAR R S5 4 RS B, 0.00001
RSP LEXTEIRE : by Ry Al sy BT X4 X B 15 22 AR D, 0.88879
0.02, [ Ik , M 2R AR AR Y F) 30 B 40 A 40 A IR B 4T T, 0.00274

2.4 BERTHITM
TERGBEVEOT R IR 22 REF biiR 25 REV LIRS ET X HUP A5 8Y i {5 ) {E T 41 ( Q50 o4
(EFNPELTUR) HEATITAl , IR P E 2R KL BE X HOfE 1) (L B 50 22 VTR U 45 2R, AR ORI L 36 4.
Hi3% 4 AR AT (EL U Y REF T 6% LA, /N T3 2 TR RY kI 1R 22 5 (61 1) (ELIUR B9 REV 7E 7% LAN 5
HEWEREIS ET 75 1 AWEBL(3 h) LU, Sl s il (E PR A REF REV F1 ET HOAES Rl 71, R Fi Al 19 QS0 Al
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Tab.4 The accuracy assessment of probabilistic flood forecast
P2/ % PR R2E/ % LW ET BEE R B
5 s - "
Q50 HfE Q50 E Q50 P Q50 HfH
REY 19910524 -0.34 2.09 -0.56 2.07 0 0 0.85 0.81
19910629 2.85 5.08 -0.02 2.40 -1 -1 0.93 0.91
19950707 1.50 3.98 0.30 2.99 0 0 0.85 0.78
19980509 -1.77 0.63 -0.80 1.90 -1 -1 0.90 0.89
19990622 2.53 5.64 3.72 6.98 -1 -1 0.97 0.92
20020506 -0.99 1.77 -0.68 2.23 -1 -1 0.83 0.81
20030719 -0.17 2.06 -0.50 1.92 -1 -1 0.86 0.83
20120907 1.44 4.03 1.55 4.41 -1 -1 0.80 0.69
ISy 19910612 2.33 4.48 0.58 2.96 -1 -1 0.94 0.91
19980630 0.56 2.82 0.83 3.37 -1 -1 0.83 0.74
20031005 0.79 3.25 0.54 3.26 -1 -1 0.85 0.74
20050513 -0.34 2.09 -0.56 2.07 0 0 0.85 0.81

PR T 1 LRI 22 VTR R SRR B2 S g e Ah , (il il EL B4 9 BF ¥ 0, AT Q50 T4 A1 K4 F-41 14 ik
KGR LG ROR LT 2 TR RN S Oy 1 S AR ESCRY XoF LB o EL T4 BRORG JBE , 20 30l 358 130 2 A 2R 0 s 1)
{E TR (Q50 FIHME) i) KGE K I 3 ANTTHr 5, L4 5.

1% 5 F] 0 ME S TR 1) (1 T9U4 ( Q50 FIIA(ED) ) KGE ¥ HOB Ze VAR K, 1 Q50 Ay fi %t 52 B it
e AU R BT VTSR U o HAh B TR 3 ANV DR BB 15 WD 22 1T A AL
AL Tr 22 PR AN EAR DA 75 T AR FDURS B2 g , i A6 1) (i 1941 ( QS0 FIEIME) #) 3 A IFAR X 7 JL-F- 4B/
TR T , VWG ) B PR TR S B 7 28 AR AR DG AR FDUNE B R T8 22 VLA A,

TERATSE BT b SR PE WAL X 8] B BB D B 56 CR RIS X 18] 8 1Ak 22 B PUCT X EAS
90% HY X [A] AR 45 SR HEA AT, IR FI A 25 50 E R AL CRC X HE AR TR 45 R4 T BVl M T4l v] 5
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Tab.5 The KGE of preferred prediction

KGE G, G, G,
gL iS5
BT Q50 A BT Q50 MM HET Q50 MfE BT Q50 fH
FEW 19910524 0.89 099 096 4E-04 3E-05 9E-04 1E-02 3E-05 4E-04 2E-05 2E-05 2E-05
19910629 0.78 0.98 0.95 5E-02 3E-04 1E-03 4E-04 2E-08 6E-04 9E-04 1E-05 1E-05
19950707 0.86 0.98 0095 2E-02 2E-04 2E-03 6E-04 9E-06 9E-04 S5E-05 6E-06 6E-06
19980509 0.83 099 098 1E-02 1E-04 2E-04 2E-02 6E-05 4E-04 1E-04 1E-05 1E-05
19990622 0.84 096 092 7E-03 1E-04 2E-03 1E-02 1E-03 5E-03 9E-03 5E-06 5E-06
20020506 0.79 0.99 0.96 3E-02 8E-07 7E-04 2E-02 5E-05 5E-04 1E-04 7E-05 7E-05
20030719 0.87 099 096 1E-02 1E-04 1E-03 4E-03 2E-05 4E-04 3E-04 2E-05 2E-05
20120907 0.83 097 094 3E-02 5E-04 2E-03 3E-03 2E-04 2E-03 3E-05 1E-05 1E-05
WAEH] 19910612 072 098 095 8E-02 6E-04 2E-03 2E-03 3E-05 9E-04 3E-04 1E-05 1E-05
19980630 0.92 0.99 0.96 4E-03 6E-05 9E-04 3E-03 7E-05 1E-03 9E-05 6E-06 6E-06
20031005 0.83 098 094 3E-02 5E-04 2E-03 1E-04 3E-05 1E-03 6E-05 1E-05 1E-05
20050513 0.80 0.99 097 2E-02 5E-05 4E-04 2E-02 4E-05 5E-04 8E-05 2E-05 2E-05

% 6 WK IESE B AT S B4

Tab.6 The reliability assessment of probabilistic flood forecast

[ing:i| piiass 90% kI B B g 90% P R/ % 90% PUCI CRC
REM 19910524 0.15 85.29 0.24 0.96
19910629 0.14 88.10 0.24 0.71
19950707 0.15 83.65 0.30 0.71
19980509 0.15 91.07 0.21 0.68
19990622 0.19 88.50 0.27 0.90
20020506 0.17 80.36 0.33 0.82
20030719 0.14 87.50 0.27 0.95
20120907 0.16 83.04 0.32 0.92
[oanei| 19910612 0.13 86.67 0.31 0.92
19980630 0.14 92.50 0.21 0.84
20031005 0.15 95.31 0.20 0.91
20050513 0.16 95.45 0.23 0.83
FH% 6 TT A0, BAR A 90% 11 X [H] T « b i 100 .
Y2E 20% DL 78 25 % AE 80.36% ~95.45% , 4323 90% ; B4 w0l 8 4
fr X B ik 2%k PUCE #E 0.35 LI BB R /. I
SRR TR B R E 90% X [R] F e 2 SR A A B, [ A, ;i:r 60
CRC ¥J7E 0.64 L) b, [N, MR Fil 0 45 R ik i s «19910612
. e 40r- 219980630
=20031005
FHIE 3 AT %4 3K ) 5 4 Bk 7 T 45° 4% ( 20+ ° 20050513
L) M , (L AE 58 £ B2 /N T 50% 24T, (X, CR) 4% S
P15 45 R MNEE B A Frim . BURTT S, 30k 4 itk 0 20 40 60 80 100
MR TR T LR A, P 4 1L 90% 13 B ) X [l 1 B
E 3 BRI oK BRI S E SRR R

AP, 25 1T BRI 4 kK B R B R .

Fig.3 X vs. CR for verification floods



550 J. Lake Sci. (#ia#%) ,2020,32(2)

----- Q50 — 90% & {5 % X [l Fil4ft
5000
4500
4000

= 3500

“= 3000

= 2500

I 2000

= 1500
1000 4 N

o o0 0 . o

ok
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 0 20 40 60 80 100 120

(b) 19980630

Wi /(m/s)

1800
1600 |
1400
1200
1000

(c) 20031005 (d) 20050513

Wi /(m’/s)
I
(=)
(=)
Wi E/(m’/s)
o0
£
(=)

1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
B g

P 4 BoE It KR TGS i CHHER BN 3 h)
Fig.4 The hydrograph of probabilistic forecast for verification floods
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