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e Variable Infiltration Capacity model using GRUs (obj. 1: 13, obj 2: 21)
(VIC-GRU) setup by Shervan Gharari
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distributed model GEM-Hydro (uncalibrated).  model LBRM (calibrated).

There are several input datasets used to setup participating models

e WATFLOOD setup by Frank Seglenieks (ECCC)

and will be unified in Phase Il:
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Land Cover data

e MESH setup by Danie

G. Princz (ECCC) and
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SGS (GTOPO30, 1996); 1km

e CCIl Land Cover 2015: 300m

Amin Haghnegahdar (USaskatchewan)
e GEM-Hydro setup by Etienne Gaborit (ECCC)

e WRF-Hydro setup by Laura Read (NCAR),
Katelyn FitzGerald (NCAR), and Drew Gronewold
(NOAA-GLERL)
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e HydroSHEDS; 1km and 90m

e National Elevation Dataset;
Soil database

e Global Soil Dataset for Eart
e FAO Harmonized World Soi
e STATSGO (US); 1km

e MODIS MCD12Q1 v6: 500m
30m e NALCM: 250m

n System Models (GSDE); 1km

Database v1.2: 1km

6. Outlook & Future Work

Calibrate all models automatically fo
Use same model setup data across a

lowing the same calibration strategy

| models

Use same routing scheme for all moc

els

Compare runoff estimates to outputs from Large Lake Statistical Water Balance Model (L2SWBM)

7. Some Points to Discuss

Which input is influencing model output most (besides meteorologic forcings)?
Which calibration objectives would you use?

How would you evaluate models at multiple locations?
Which additional data would you use to evaluate model performance (besides discharge)?




