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Abstract

Riverine floods pose a considerable risk to many communities. Improving flood hazard

projections has the potential to inform the design and implementation of flood risk

management strategies. Current flood hazard projections are uncertain, especially due

to uncertain model parameters. Calibration methods use observations to quantify

model parameter uncertainty. With limited computational resources, researchers

typically calibrate models using either relatively few expensive model runs at high

spatial resolutions or many cheaper runs at lower spatial resolutions. This leads to an

open question: Is it possible to effectively combine information from the high and low

resolution model runs? We propose a Bayesian emulation-calibration approach that

assimilates model outputs and observations at multiple resolutions. As a case study for

a riverine community in Pennsylvania, we demonstrate our approach using the

LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard model. The multiresolution approach results in improved

parameter inference over the single resolution approach in multiple scenarios. Results

vary based on the parameter values and the number of available models runs. Our

method is general and can be used to calibrate other high dimensional computer models

to improve projections.

Keywords: Gaussian process, emulation-calibration, Markov Chain Monte Carlo,

uncertainty quantification, computer model, multiresolution



FLOOD HAZARD MODEL MULTIRESOLUTION CALIBRATION 3

Flood hazard model calibration using multiresolution model output

1. Introduction

Riverine flooding occurs when a river or stream exceeds its channel and flows onto

the surrounding low-lying land (EPA, 2021; FEMA, 2021). Under the current climate

the total expected annual damage from riverine flooding is about $7 billion in the

United States (Wobus, Porter, Lorie, Martinich, & Bash, 2021). These impacts are

expected to increase with climate change and rapid urbanization (Bates et al., 2021;

Easterling et al., 2017). Flood hazard is dynamic and deeply uncertain (Zarekarizi,

Srikrishnan, & Keller, 2020). It is critical to characterize the uncertainties surrounding

flood hazard estimates to inform the design of risk management strategies.

Improved flood projections and uncertainty characterizations can help inform

decisions to prepare for future flooding. Better flood projections can, for example, help

homeowners to know if they should consider elevating their house or purchasing flood

insurance (Zarekarizi et al., 2020). Projections for natural events are achieved through

computer models or simulators, which are mathematical models that approximate the

considered events and related systems. Such computer models are widely used, for

instance, to project wildfires (Chen, Bak, & Jensen, 1990), floods (Bates, 2013), and

droughts (Mishra & Singh, 2011).

Computer models use parameter settings and other fixed inputs to produce

features of the physical system of interest. Parameter settings can be used to represent

uncertain quantities and physical processes. Fixed inputs can include spatial and

temporal resolution. For example, in a flood hazard model the river discharge might

also be treated as fixed, while other physical quantities that characterize the river might

be treated as uncertain parameters. The goal of calibration is to adjust the values of

the uncertain parameters to produce model outputs or projections that are most

compatible with observations (M. C. Kennedy & O’Hagan, 2001).

There are a variety of both frequentist and Bayesian calibration approaches

available (cf. Chang, Haran, Applegate, & Pollard, 2016; Feyen, Kalas, & Vrugt, 2008;

Feyen, Vrugt, ÓNualláin, van der Knijff, & Roo, 2007; Hall, Manning, & Hankin, 2011;
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Hirpa et al., 2018; M. C. Kennedy & O’Hagan, 2001; Lee, Haran, Fuller, Pollard, &

Keller, 2020). Calibration requires model runs at different parameter settings, and for

complex physical models with longer run times, obtaining model runs at many

parameter settings can impose nontrivial and sometimes prohibitive computational

costs. Emulation-based approaches can help to reduce these computational burdens.

Emulators, also called surrogate models, are computationally efficient approximations of

the expensive computer model. Examples of emulators are Gaussian processes (cf. Hall

et al. (2011); M. C. Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001); Sacks, Welch, Mitchell, and Wynn

(1989)), polynomial chaos expansions (cf. Z. Liu, Lesselier, Sudret, and Wiart (2020);

Slot, Sørensen, Sudret, Svenningsen, and Thøgersen (2020)), and convolutional neural

networks (Fletcher, McNally, & Virgin, 2021). Statistical emulators such as the

Gaussian process emulator we develop here provide uncertainties and probability

distributions to go along with the approximations. This is valuable for developing a

rigorous computer model calibration approach.

Limited computational resources often leads to a trade-off between either using

many lower resolution model runs or fewer higher resolution model runs for calibration.

Approaches exist to use multiple resolutions of model runs in emulation (Fletcher et al.,

2021; J. C. Kennedy, Henderson, & Wilson, 2020; M. C. Kennedy & O’Hagan, 2000),

but to our knowledge none have been used in emulation-calibration. In this manuscript,

we focus on Gaussian process-based emulators (J. C. Kennedy et al., 2020;

M. C. Kennedy & O’Hagan, 2000) which are flexible and easy to use, and we build upon

the multiresolution Gaussian process emulator of J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020). In an

example using an offshore wind farm computer model, J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020) show

that their multiresolution Gaussian process emulator outperforms a Gaussian process

emulator that uses only high resolution model output. We develop a multiresolution

emulation-calibration approach to calibrate a flood hazard model. In an example using

the LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard model for Selinsgrove (PA), our multiresolution

Gaussian process emulation-calibration provides varying results that depend on the true

parameter settings and the number of available model runs.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the

computer model. In Section 3.1, we provide an overview of computer model calibration

and existing emulation-calibration methods. We propose our multiresolution calibration

approach in Section 3.2. Section 4 provides a numerical study and application to the

LISFLOOD-FP model. We provide a summary and discuss avenues for future research

in Section 5.

2. Data and Flood Hazard Model Description

In this section we provide background information for the deterministic

LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard model (Bates, 2013). We demonstrate our methodology in

the context of a case study in Selinsgrove, a riverine community in the Susquehanna

River Valley in Pennsylvania. The output from the model is flood depth (the height of

the water above the ground in meters) across the spatial domain of interest.

The LISFLOOD-FP hydraulic model has been widely used to project flood

hazards at a wider range of spatial and temporal scales (cf. First Street Foundation,

2020; O’Loughlin, Neal, Schumann, Beighley, & Bates, 2020; Rajib, Liu, Merwade,

Tavakoly, & Follum, 2020; Sharma, Gomez, Keller, Nicholas, & Mejia, 2021). We use

LISFLOOD-FP with the subgrid formulation to simulate flood hazards (Bates, 2013).

LISFLOOD-FP is a 2D hydraulic model for subcritical flow that solves the local inertial

form of the shallow water equations using a finite difference method on a staggered grid.

The model requires input related to ground elevation data describing the floodplain

topography, channel bathymetry information (river width, depth, and shape), and

inflow to the modeling domain as the boundary condition information. To apply

LISFLOOD-FP, we use the subgrid-scale hydrodynamic scheme of J. Neal, Schumann,

and Bates (2012) to solve the momentum and continuity equations for both channel and

floodplain flow. The scheme operates on a rectangular grid mesh of the same resolution

as the input digital elevation model (DEM), using a finite difference scheme to solve the

governing equations. The cells’ water depths are updated using mass fluxes between

cells while ensuring mass conservation.
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To configure LISFLOOD-FP, we use floodplain topography information from the

Pennsylvania Spatial Data Access (PASDA) archive (PASDA, 2017). We run

LISFLOOD-FP using a 10 meter (m) and 50 m digital elevation model (DEM)

(PASDA, 2017). For a 10 m DEM, the size of a grid cell is 10× 10 m2. We select these

two resolutions to learn how much information a relatively low resolution version of the

model can provide when calibrating the model at a relatively high resolution. There is a

tradeoff between model resolution and the associated computational costs. At the

coarser spatial resolution (50 m), a single model run has an average walltime of 16

seconds on on the Pennsylvania State University’s ICDS Roar supercomputer. At the

finer spatial resolution (10 m), a single model run has an average walltime of 6.1

minutes. These times exclude when the model fails and must be re-run, which occurs

more frequently at the higher resolution. Accordingly, we call the 10m resolution model

runs ‘expensive’ and the 50m resolution model runs ‘cheap.’ We use the river discharge

corresponding to the 2011 Tropical Storm Lee as the inflow boundary condition

(13110.7m3

s
) (USGS, 2022). This was one of the largest flood events in Selinsgrove in

recent decades (Gitro, Evans, & Grumm, 2014; Sharma, Lee, Hosseini-Shakib, Haran, &

Keller, 2022).

We consider uncertainty underlying two parameters: (i) river width error (RWE),

and (ii) Manning’s roughness coefficient for the channel, e.g. channel roughness (nch).

River width is estimated at different cross-sections of the river based on a map of the

river and model runs. These estimates typically contain some errors. We apply the

same multiplicative error term (RWE) to the river width estimates at all five

cross-sections. Channel roughness estimates the resistance to flood flow in the channel

(Arcement & Schneider, 1989). The ranges of plausible values determined by our own

expert assessment for the parameters are nch ∈ (0.02, 0.1) and RWE ∈ (0.95, 1.05). For

nch, expert assessment of the plausible range is informed by Alipour, Jafarzadegan, and

Moradkhani (2022) and Pappenberger, Beven, Ratto, and Matgen (2008). For RWE,

expert assessment is informed by analyzing the ArcGIS basemap and applying domain

knowledge of the realistic error range. To illustrate the difference between the
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LISFLOOD-FP model outputs at the 10m versus 50m resolution for the same parameter

setting, we display the output for nch = 0.0305 and RWE = 1 (Figure 1). For the same

parameter setting, the lower resolution model run shows greater flood extent.

3. Model Calibration Framework

In this section, we describe the general computer model calibration framework as

well as the two-stage emulation-calibration approach. Then we introduce our

multiresolution emulation-calibration method.

3.1 Computer Model Calibration

In computer model calibration, key model parameters are inferred by comparing

the associated computer model outputs to observational data (cf. Bayarri, Walsh, et al.,

2007; Bhat, Haran, & Goes, 2010; Chang et al., 2016; M. C. Kennedy & O’Hagan, 2001;

Lee et al., 2020). The computer model calibration framework is designed to account for

important sources of uncertainty stemming from unknown input parameters,

observational errors, and model-observation discrepancies. We define Y(θ, s) as the

spatial computer model output, e.g. model run, at location s = (latitude, longitude)

∈ S ⊂ R2 and parameter setting, e.g. design point, θ ∈ Θ. S is the spatial domain of

interest and Θ is the parameter space. Here Θ ⊂ R2 since we wish to infer two

parameters. Z(s) is the observation at location s. We have access to computer model

runs at p design points, θ1, ...,θp ∈ Θ. Each model run Y(θi) =

(Y (θi, s1), ..., Y (θi, sn))T ∈ Rn at design point θi is a spatial process observed at n

locations s1, ..., sn. Z = (Z(s1), ..., Z(sn))T ∈ Rn is the vector of observations at these

same locations. We treat the computer model as a ‘black box’ and refrain from

manipulating the internal mathematical models.

In the Bayesian computer model calibration framework, the observation Z is
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modeled as:

Z = Y(θ) + δ + ε,

δ ∼ N (0,Σξ), and (1)

ε ∼ N (0, σ2
ε I)

where ε is the independently and identically distributed observational error and δ is a

term used to characterize the systematic model-observation discrepancy. The

discrepancy δ is typically modeled as a zero-mean Gaussian process defined by spatial

covariance matrix Σξ between the locations and the vector of covariance parameters ξ.

The discrepancy term is an essential component of model calibration (Brynjarsdóttir &

O’Hagan, 2014). To complete the Bayesian calibration framework, we specify prior

distributions for θ, σ2
ε , and ξ. Inference for θ, σ2

ε , and ξ is based on the posterior

distribution π(θ, σ2
ε , ξ|Z), which can be approximated using samples drawn via a

Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm. The aim is to identify θ∗, a most

plausible parameter setting for the computer model and characterize and quantify the

associated uncertainty. However, in reality the existence of a single best setting to link

an imperfect computer model model with the physical system it represents may be

unrealistic (Goldstein & Rougier, 2009).

The Bayesian calibration framework calls for a computer model run at each

iteration of the MCMC algorithm. This approach can be computationally prohibitive

for computer models with even moderately long run times on the order of minutes. For

LISFLOOD-FP, 100,000 iterations from the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, using an

all-at-once update, would take approximately 423 days on the Pennsylvania State

University’s ICDS Roar supercomputer. We avoid this problem by constructing a

Gaussian process emulator based on a training set of computer model runs.

In this study, we focus on the two-stage emulation-calibration approach, which fits

an emulator to the computationally-intensive computer model first (Equation (2)) and

then calibrates the resulting emulator with respect to observed data (Equation (3)).

Single-stage methods (Higdon, Gattiker, Williams, & Rightley, 2008) combine the two

stages (emulation and calibration) into a single inferential step. However, two-stage
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approaches have several advantages over single-stage methods such as computational

efficiency, better diagnostics, and “cutting feedback” by preventing one part of the

model from impacting the other (see Bayarri, Berger, et al. (2007); Bhat et al. (2010);

F. Liu, Bayarri, and Berger (2009); Rougier (2008)).

We provide an overview of the two-stage emulation-calibration framework for a

spatial computer model. In the emulation step we fit a Gaussian process emulator to

training data. The training data is comprised of concatenated spatial computer model

outputs Y =
(
Y(θ1), ...,Y(θp)

)T
evaluated at the p design points. The Gaussian

process emulator η(θ,Y) is constructed by fitting the model:

Y ∼ N (h(X)β,ΣξY
(X) + σ2I) (2)

where X is a np× b matrix of covariates including the spatial locations and the

computer model parameters. These covariates are used to define ΣξY
(X), and ξY is the

vector of covariance parameters. h(X) is a function h(·) of the matrix of parameter

settings and spatial locations X. β ∈ Rb and σ2 ∈ R are the regression coefficients and

nugget parameters, respectively. We estimate β, ξY , and σ2 using maximum likelihood

to fit a Gaussian random field to Y. This field gives a probability model for the

computer model run at any parameter setting θ ∈ Θ and any location s ∈ S. The

Gaussian process model gives a predictive distribution for Y(θ0) at unobserved θ0 given

the runs used for training Y. The emulator η(θ,Y) is the resulting interpolated process.

In the calibration step, we model the observed data Z with respect to the

emulator η(Y,θ) as follows:

Z = η(Y,θ) + δ + ε,

δ ∼ N (0,Σξ), and (3)

ε ∼ N (0, σ2
ε I)

where the discrepancy term δ represents the systematic differences between emulator

projections (rather than the computer model projections) and observations (cf. Chang,

Haran, Olson, & Keller, 2014), and δ ∼ N (0,Σξ) is a spatial covariance matrix as

before. ε again represents the observational errors (cf. Chang et al., 2014). Similar to
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the framework in (1), we can infer θ, δ and σ2
ε by sampling from the posterior

distribution π(θ, δ, σ2
ε |Z) via MCMC.

3.2 Multiresolution Gaussian Process Emulation-Calibration

Here we introduce a dimension-reduced approach to calibrate a computer model

by combining information from high resolution (expensive) model runs and lower

resolution (cheap) model runs. We first describe the dimension-reduced

emulation-calibration framework (Section 3.2.1), and we then describe the

multiresolution emulator (Section 3.2.2) replacing a traditional Gaussian process

emulator in this framework.

3.2.1 Dimension-reduced Gaussian process emulation-calibration.

While our focus is calibrating an expensive computer model using model runs at

multiple resolutions, we also address the computational challenges associated with

calibrating computer models with high-dimensional spatial outputs. At the 50 m and 10

m resolutions, each model run contains observations at 14,214 locations and 126,791

locations, respectively. Although Gaussian process emulation-calibration can be useful

for dealing with computationally prohibitive model run times (Hall et al., 2011),

high-dimensional model outputs pose computational challenges of their own (Chang et

al., 2014; Katzfuss, Guinness, Gong, & Zilber, 2020), particularly in training the

emulator and generating emulator output. For example, fitting an emulator calls for a

Cholesky decomposition of a dense positive definite matrix with O(1
3n

3) floating-point

operations (FLOPs); hence, emulation can be computationally expensive in

high-dimensional settings. Many researchers have developed methods to address these

challenges which are prevalent in environmental sciences (Bhat et al., 2010; Bhat,

Haran, Olson, & Keller, 2012). Methods to deal with emulation-calibration for high

dimensional model runs include basis expansion approaches (Bhat et al., 2012; Higdon

et al., 2008), dimension reduction approaches (Bayarri, Walsh, et al., 2007; Chang et al.,

2016, 2014), and composite likelihood approaches (Chang, Haran, Olson, & Keller,

2015). In this study, we extend the dimension-reduction approach of Chang et al.
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(2014).

Consider Y, a matrix of concatenated expensive and cheap model runs such that

Y =
(
(YE)T , (YC)T

)T
= (YE(θE1 ), ...,YE(θEpE ),YC(θC1 ), ...,YC(θCpC )

)T
,

with C indicating cheap and E indicating expensive. Here pE and pC are the numbers

of expensive and cheap design points. We require cheap model runs at all of the same

design points as the expensive model runs, i.e. {θE1 , ...,θEpE} ⊂ {θC1 , ...,θCpC}. Each

design point contains a setting for channel roughness and river width error. So that YE

and YC are observed at the same locations, we interpolate the cheap model runs onto

the same locations as the expensive model runs using bilinear interpolation.

Following Chang et al. (2014), we first center the columns of Y then apply

singular value decomposition to obtain the scaled eigenvectors,

k1 =
√
λ1e1, ...,kp =

√
λ1ep, where λ1 > ... > λp are the ordered eigenvalues and e1, ...ep

are the corresponding eigenvectors of the sample covariance matrix of Y. We select the

leading Jy principal components that explain 95% of the variation, then we form the

basis matrix Ky = (k1, ...,kJy). Next, we compute the p× Jy dimension-reduced matrix

of model runs as:

YR = YKy(KT
y Ky)−1. (4)

where {YR}ij corresponds to the ith design point and the jth principal component.

Next, we fit a modified version of the multiresolution emulator of J. C. Kennedy

et al. (2020) to each column of YR. The emulator for all principal components η(YR,θ)

is the collection of predictive processes for the Jy principal components at θ. These

predictive processes are defined by the mean (Equation (10)), covariance function

(Equation (11)), and emulator parameter estimates detailed in Section 3.2.2. We

project the value of an expensive computer model run at new design point θ0 in the

original space by computing Y0 = Kyη(YR,θ0).

At the observation-level scale, the calibration (statistical) model can be

represented as Z = Kyη(θ,YR) + Kdν + ε, where the discrepancy δ is replaced by its

kernel convolution representation Kdν (Higdon, 1998) and ε is the usual observational
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error term. Here ν ∼ N(0, κdIJd
) with Jd < n, where κd describes the magnitude of the

discrepancy. More information on selection of the kernel basis Kd can be found in

Chang et al. (2014).

In this study, we chose to leverage the low-dimensional space of the principal

components as well as its computational benefits. Here, we model the

dimension-reduced observations ZR = (KTK)−1KT (Z− µY), where µY is the vector of

column means of Y and K = (Ky,Kd). Then the dimension-reduced probability model

becomes

ZR ∼ N


µη

0

 ,
Ση 0

0 κdIJd

+ σ2(KTK)−1

. (5)

where µη and Ση are the mean and covariance of η(θ,YR). In our case, Z is an

expensive computer model run contaminated by independent and identically distributed

Gaussian noise. Then there is no need to model a discrepancy term, and the probability

model for ZR = (KT
y Ky)−1KT

y (Z − µY) becomes

ZR ∼ N(µη,Ση + σ2(KT
y Ky)−1). (6)

3.2.2 Multiresolution Gaussian Process Emulation. We extend the

multiresolution emulation approach from J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020) which was

developed for a temporal stochastic computer model to the context of a spatial

deterministic computer model. Our adaptation of their approach models the expensive

computer model runs as homoscedastic rather than heteroscedastic. J. C. Kennedy et

al. (2020)’s approach links the cheap and expensive computer model runs through a

similar autoregressive structure to that of M. C. Kennedy and O’Hagan (2000).

M. C. Kennedy and O’Hagan (2000) employs a multi-stage emulator training procedure

that first estimates the emulator parameters for the cheap model then plugs in those

estimates to the equation to estimate the emulator parameters for the expensive model.

On the other hand, J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020) provides a way to infer all emulation

parameters simultaneously by modeling the concatenated cheap and expensive model
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runs in one multivariate normal distribution as shown in Equation (7). When training

the cheap and expensive model emulators, simultaneous inference allows there to be

feedback between the cheap and expensive model emulators. Moreover, J. C. Kennedy

et al. (2020) analytically integrates out the regression parameters for the emulator mean

function. The resulting predictive processes using M. C. Kennedy and O’Hagan (2000)

and our adaptation of J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020)’s approaches are similar in structure,

yet differ in how they estimate their emulation parameters.

As in J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020), we aim to construct a high-fidelity emulator

that accurately represents the true computer model. We follow their general emulation

approach and notation. Here we fit an emulator separately to each column of

YR = (YR
1 , ...,YR

Jy
), the principal components of the computer model runs. To simplify

notation we denote column j of YR as t = YR
j . We also denote

tE = YRE
j = (Y R

1,j, ..., Y
R
pE ,j)T as the entries corresponding to the expensive model runs

at design points {θE1 , ...,θEpE}, and tC = YRC
j = (Y R

pE+1,j, ..., Y
R
pE+pC ,j)T as the entries

corresponding to the cheap model runs at design points {θC1 , ...,θCpC}.

The probability model proposed by J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020) fit to t is as

follows: tC

tE

 |Ω ∼ N

 h(θC)βC

h(θE)(ρβC + βE)

 ,
 Cov(tC |Ω) Cov(tC , tE|Ω)

Cov(tE, tC |Ω) Cov(tE|Ω)


 (7)

where θC = (θE1 , ...,θEpE )T and θE = (θC1 , ...,θCpC )T are the matrices of design points for

the cheap and expensive model runs. h() is the mean function of the matrix of

parameter settings; here h(θE) = (1,θE) and h(θC) = (1,θC). βC and βE are the

coefficient vectors for h(θC) and h(θE). ρ is a cross-correlation parameter that describes

the amount of information that is borrowed from the lower resolution runs in emulating

the higher-resolution runs. Ω = {ρ,βC ,βE, λ2
C , λ

2
E, φ

C , φE, σ2
C , σ

2
E} is the set of all

emulator parameters, where {λ2
C , σ

2
C , φ

C , λ2
E, σ

2
E, φ

E} are covariance parameters for the

cheap and expensive model runs.

Following J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020), we define the covariance of tC and tE and

the cross-covariance between tC and tE using the squared exponential covariance
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function.

We calculate these quantities by:

CC(θCi ,θCj |Ω) =σ2
Cexp−(θCi − θCj )′D−1

C (θCi − θCj ) + λ2
CI(θCi = θCj ),

CE(θEi ,θEj |Ω) =ρ2σ2
Cexp−(θEi − θEj )′D−1

C (θEi − θEj )+

σ2
Eexp−(θEi − θEj )′D−1

E (θEi − θEj ) + λ2
EI(θEi = θEj ),

and

CCE(θCi ,θEj |Ω) =ρσ2
Cexp−(θCi − θEj )′D−1

C (θCi − θEj ).

DC is a k × k diagonal matrix with elements {φC1 , ..., φCk }, where k = dim(θCi ). DE is

the analogue for the expensive model output. Although our computer model is

deterministic and no nugget is needed, we include a nugget term. Many researchers

advocate for this practice: one issue with zero-nugget emulators is numerical instability

(Ababou, Amvrossios, Bagtzoglou, & Wood, 1994; R. M. Neal, 1997). In addition,

Gramacy and Lee (2012) show that when the training data is sparse or common

violations of standard assumptions occur, including a non-zero nugget yields better

emulator coverage and predictive accuracy. The GPMSA (Gaussian Process Models for

Simulation Analysis) package (Gattiker et al., 2016) also estimates a small nugget term

when emulating deterministic computer models.

By assigning the priors (βC ,βE)T ∼ N (b,B), where B is a block diagonal matrix

with BC at the top left and BE at the bottom right, we can integrate out βC and βE

(J. C. Kennedy et al., 2020). We define Ω−β to be the set of emulator parameters

without βC and βE. The distribution of t conditional on Ω−β is:

t|Ω−β ∼ N (Hb, V ar(t|Ω−β) + HBH′), (8)

where H is the block matrix:

H =

 h(θC) 0

ρh(θE) h(θE)

 . (9)
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Following J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020) we adopt the following priors for Ω−β:

λ2
C ∼ Inverse Gamma(αλC

, βλC
)

φC ∼ Gamma(αφC , βφC )

σ2
C ∼ Inverse Gamma(ασC

, βσC
)

ρ ∼ N(µρ, σ2
ρ)

λ2
E ∼ Inverse Gamma(αλE

, βλE
)

φE ∼ Gamma(αφE , βφE )

σ2
E ∼ Inverse Gamma(ασE

, βσE
)

We obtain the maximum a posteriori point estimates of the emulator parameters Ω−β

using the optimizing function in RStan (Stan Development Team, 2021), which employs

the Limited-memory Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno (L-BFGS) algorithm (Byrd,

Lu, Nocedal, & Zhu, 1995). If the estimated value of ρ is zero, this means there is no

linear relation between the means of tC and tE. The multiresolution Gaussian process

emulator is designed to predict the value of tE at untried design point θ0 and is defined

by its mean and covariance:

E[tE(θ0)|, tE,θE, tC ,θC ,Ω−β] =[
ρh(θ0) h(θ0)

]
b + Cov(tE(θ0),Y)(V ar(t|Ω−β) + HBH′)−1(t−Hb)

(10)

Cov[tE(θ0)|, tE,θE, tC ,θC ,Ω−β] =

ρ2CC(θ0,θ0) + CE(θ0,θ0) + h(θ0)(ρ2BC + BE)h(θ0)′

− Cov(tE(θ0), t)(V ar(t|Ω−β) + HBH′)−1Cov(tE(θ0), t)′ + λ2
E

(11)

4. Application to the LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard model

In this section, we provide implementation details and discuss the calibration

results for the LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard model using the multiresolution approach

(MR). In addition, we conduct a comparative analysis against a single-resolution

approach using just the high resolution model runs (HR).

We evaluate our approach’s accuracy in inferring θ∗ = (n∗ch, RWE∗) for two

different values of θ∗, denoted as θ∗1 and θ∗2 . In both cases, we generate a single

expensive model run from LISFLOOD-FP at a selected θ∗. Next, we contaminate this

model run with independent and identically distributed Gaussian random noise at

locations where nonzero flood heights were observed. The values of flood heights are
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truncated below at zero to ensure physically realistic observations. We set the standard

deviation of the Gaussian random noise to be 3cm due to concerns about introducing

too much positive bias to the amount of flooding observed.

In the first case, θ∗1 = (n∗1ch = 0.0305, RWE∗1 = 1). RWE∗1 is chosen to reflect

that the estimate of river width has no error. The chosen n∗1ch is based on field

observations, topography, expert judgment, and photography (FEMA, 2007). For the

second case, we consider a parameter set θ∗2 = (n∗2ch = 0.0249, RWE∗2 = 1.0452) where

the true parameters lie near the edge of the parameter space. When only a small

number of expensive model runs are available, there may not be enough design points at

a critical region (i.e. near the edge of the parameter space) for accurate inference.

Hence, we aim to improve inference by running the cheaper model runs at carefully

placed design points, particularly near the boundaries. To study this case, we consider

the scenario where no expensive model runs are available at the edge of the parameter

space, precisely where θ∗2 lies. Consequently, only the cheap model runs provide

information pertaining to the edges of the parameter space. To set up this scenario, we

exclude the expensive design points where RWE is in the top 5% of its plausible range

(RWE ∈ (1.045, 1.05)) or nch is in the bottom 5% of its plausible range

(nch ∈ (0.02, 0.028)). We refer to this scenario as the ‘edge case.’

In this study, we examine two cases to understand whether information from cheap

model runs can improve calibration when different numbers of expensive model runs are

available. We consider the following combinations of numbers of expensive (NE) and

cheap (NC) model runs: (a) 50 expensive and 200 cheap and (b) 100 expensive and 400

cheap. In both combinations all the design points for the expensive model runs, i.e.

expensive design points, are selected using a maximin Latin square design. We run the

cheap model at the expensive design points and either 150 or 300 additional design

points selected using a maximin Latin square with the ‘lhs’ R package (Carnell, 2022).

We set the following prior distributions for the multiresolution emulator

parameters:
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λ2
C ∼ Inverse Gamma(2, 2)

θC ∼ Gamma(2, 2)

σ2
C ∼ Inverse Gamma(2, 2)

β ∼ N (0, I)

λ2
E ∼ Inverse Gamma(2, 2)

θE ∼ Gamma(2, 2)

σ2
E ∼ Inverse Gamma(2, 2)

ρ ∼ N (1, 1
3)

where β =
[
βC βE

]′
. Following J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020), we place an informative

prior N (1, 1
3) on ρ, which assumes the cheap model runs should be informative for the

expensive model runs. Upon fitting the multiresolution emulator, we perform

calibration using the simulated observation at θ∗1 and at θ∗2. We set the priors to be

nch ∼ U(0.02, 0.1) and RWE ∼ U(0.95, 1.05) to reflect no additional knowledge about

the parameter values aside from the expert-determined plausible range.

4.1 Comparisons to standard calibration approach

We conduct a comparative study between our multiresolution (MR)

emulation-calibration approach and traditional single-resolution (HR)

emulation-calibration only using the expensive high resolution model runs. NEeNCc

indicates the number of expensive (NE) and cheap (NC) runs used in the MR

approach; in the corresponding HR approach, only NE expensive runs are used. In the

‘edge case’ study, these are the numbers before removing the model runs at edge

parameter settings. We first compare how well the MR and HR emulators approximate

the expensive computer model runs. We then compare how accurately the MR and HR

emulation-calibration approaches infer the the parameter setting for each simulated

observation. Finally, we compare the calibrated predictions to the simulated

observations.

4.1.1 Emulation. We compare these emulators’ performances both in the

context of a 10-fold cross-validation study and in the context of an edge case study. In

the 10-fold cross validation study 10% of the expensive model runs are held out at

random, the emulators are trained on the rest of the model runs, and their predictive
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abilities are compared on the held out expensive model runs. In the the edge case study,

we hold out the expensive model runs at design points where RWE ∈ (1.045, 1.05) or

nch ∈ (0.02, 0.028) so that the only model runs at edge design points are cheap. We

then train the emulator on the remaining model runs, and compare the predictive

abilities of the MR and HR emulators at the held out design points. We perform both

the cross-validation study and edge case study for the combinations of expensive and

cheap model runs previously listed.

At the original scale of the model runs, we compare the performances of the

emulators in terms of the root mean-squared error (RMSE). We define

DMR−HR = RMSEMR −RMSEHR, i.e. the difference in RMSE between the MR

emulator and the HR emulator at the same design point. A negative DMR−HR indicates

that the MR approach had smaller RMSE, and a positive DMR−HR indicates that the

HR approach had smaller RMSE. In the cross-validation study (Table 1), the summary

statistics for DMR−HR indicate that the MR emulator performs better in terms of

RMSE in the 50e200c combination: here the median and mean DMR−HR are -0.03 and

-0.033, while for the 100e400c combination the median and mean of DMR−HR are both

0.015. These summary statistics reveal a small difference in performance of the two

emulators in terms of RMSE for either combination, as the unit of measurement is in m

and flood heights projected by the computer model range from 0 to over 12.5 m.

We also consider the the values of DMR−HR for the edge case study (Table 2). For

50e200c but not 100e400c the MR emulator outperforms the HR emulator in terms of

RMSE at the edge design points. For 50e200c, the difference in performances (median

DMR−HR = -0.533, mean DMR−HR = -0.736) is much larger than for 100e400c (median

DMR−HR = 0.035, mean DMR−HR = 0.054). In both the cross-validation and edge case

studies, the values of the raw RMSEs reveal that the 100e400c HR and MR emulator

have much greater predictive accuracy than the the 50e200c HR and MR emulators.

To sidestep the computational costs of evaluating other aspects of the emulator’s

performance at the original scale, we consider the uncorrelated standardized prediction

errors (USPEs) (Bastos & O’Hagan, 2009) for the leading principal components for each
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emulation approach, as done by Chang et al. (2014). We define leading principal

components as defining at least 75% of the variation. We plot the uncorrelated

standardized prediction errors against the theoretical quantiles of the appropriate T

distribution (degrees of freedom = number of points in test set - number of parameters

estimated in the mean) (Bastos & O’Hagan, 2009), the emulator prediction, channel

roughness, and river width error to compare MR versus HR emulator fit. We provide

these plots for the cross-validation and edge case study in the supplement.

First we consider these plots in the cross validation study. For 50e200c, the

|USPE|s tend to be smaller for the MR approach (Q1= -0.148, Q3=0.219, |Max|= 8.29)

than for the HR approach (Q1= -0.614, Q3=0.462, |Max|= 15.2). Considering the QQ

plots and confidence bounds, both approaches exhibit good fit in the middle and heavy

tails. However the MR approach’s lower tail is closest to appropriate thickness. In the

plots of the USPEs versus nch, we see that for both the MR and HR approaches there is

no general pattern but slightly increased spread in some areas. In the plots of the

USPEs versus RWE, there are ranges of RWE with increased variability in the USPEs

for both approaches: for the MR approach this is near the upper boundary and for the

HR approach this is slightly above the lower boundary. For the MR approach, the plot

of the predicted values versus the USPEs gives no indication of heteroscedasticity. For

the HR appraoach, this plot shows slight increased spread for medium-high predictions.

Overall, the USPE plots indicate better performance of the MR emulator.

For 100e400c, the |USPE|s again tend to be smaller for the MR approach (Q1=

-0.075, Q3= 0.111, |Max|= 1.44) than for the HR approach (Q1= -0.570, Q3= 0.575,

|Max|= 9.95). Considering the QQ plots and confidence bounds, for the MR emulator,

the fit is good in the middle but unsatisfactory in the tails. For the HR emulator, the

same is true except the lack of fit in the upper tail is more pronounced. Considering all

plots of the USPEs versus RWE, we see that in both approaches there is no general

pattern. In the plots of the USPEs versus nch, we see that for the neither approach

there is a strong pattern, but for the HR approach there may be slightly decreased

spread at the highest nch values. Concerning the plots of USPEs versus the predicted
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values, for the MR approach there may be slightly increased spread at the highest and

lowest predicted values, while for the HR approach there may be slightly increased

spread at the middle predicted values. However, neither plot shows a strong pattern.

Based on the USPEs, we show preference to the MR emulator. In the supplement, we

provide a detailed examination of the USPEs for the edge case model runs for the

50e200c and 100e400c settings. Similar to the non-edge cases, the |USPE|s tend to be

smaller for the MR approach than the HR approach; hence, the MR emulator is

preferred over the HR counterpart.

4.1.2 Calibration. Next, we compare the calibration results using the MR

versus the HR approach. For both approaches, we ran the MCMC algorithm for 300,000

iterations to ensure satisfactory effective sample size (≥ 3500). We display the

calibration results using the 100e400c combination of model runs in the main text

(Figure 2) as these had greatest predictive accuracy in terms of RMSE for the cross

validation and edge case studies. We provide the calibration results using other

combinations of model runs in the supplement.

For the 100e400c combination when θ∗1 = (n∗1ch = 0.0305, RWE∗1 = 1), n∗1ch is

inferred nearly accurately by both approaches, but slightly overestimated by both. The

uncertainty of the MR approach is slightly greater, and the HR approach places slightly

more posterior density at n∗1ch = 0.0305. Both approaches yield a posterior mean of

0.0308. For both the MR and HR approaches, the posterior for RWE∗1 is fairly

deconcentrated and contains the truth, but the MR approach is slightly more accurate,

having its center closer to and more posterior density at RWE∗1 = 1. This is reflected

in the posterior means from the MR and HR approaches: 1.011 and 1.015, respectively.

For θ∗2 = (n∗2ch = 0.0249, RWE∗2 = 1.0452) with 100e400c, the HR approach

estimates n∗2ch very accurately with posterior mean 0.0252. The MR slightly

overestimates n∗2ch, giving a posterior mean of 0.0283, with too sharp of a posterior such

that almost no posterior density is allocated to n∗2ch = 0.0249. The MR approach

estimates RWE∗2 = 1.0452 fairly accurately with much of the posterior density being

allocated there, but with the posterior being skewed left, the posterior mean is 1.031.
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The HR approach yields a wider posterior density that contains RWE∗2 = 1.0452 but is

not as informative, giving a posterior mean of 1.019.

We also obtain projections from the expensive model using thinned posterior

parameter samples for each θ∗ from each calibration approach. These projections come

from using 100e400c since this combination generally produced the most reasonable

emulation and calibration results across approaches. We thin the MCMC samples

because obtaining a model projection at all sampled parameter values would be

computationally infeasible. We selected 100 thinned samples to be consistent with the

number of expensive model runs afforded for training the emulators. We run

LISFLOOD-FP at the parameter values of each selected step. For each calibration

method, we calculate the mean of the projections from the thinned posterior and call

this the calibrated projection. We compare the mean projections to the expensive

projections for each θ∗.

For θ∗1 and θ∗2 we compare the calibrated projections for each method to the

simulated observation using root mean-squared error, fit, percent bias, and correctness.

We calculate fit and correctness by fit = (Arm)/(Ar + Am − Arm) and

correctness = (Arm)/(Ar), where Ar is the observed flooded area, Am is the projected

flooded area, and Arm is the area both observed and projected to be flooded (Rajib et

al., 2020). Percent bias = 100× (∑NL
j=1(Pj − Zj))/(

∑NL
j=1 Zj), where Zj is the simulated

observation at location j and NL is the number of locations (Yapo, Gupta, &

Sorooshian, 1996). Pj is the mean projection at location j resulting from the given

calibration method.

The plotted results (Figure 3) and the metrics (Table 3) show that for

θ∗1 = (nch = 0.0305, RWE = 1), both calibration approaches yield projections very

similar to the simulated observation. The RMSE for the MR approach is slightly

higher, but by less than 5 cm. Both approaches have nearly identical percent bias but

the MR approach’s bias (-3.73%) is negative and the HR approach’s (3.72%) is positive,

as reflected by the plots of the residuals in space. However, the fit indicates that the the

MR calibrated projection was notably closer to the simulated observation in terms of
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predicting the same areas as flooded versus not flooded (98.5% versus 78.6% overlap).

Correctness was equal to one for both approaches, so the calibrated projections from

both approaches predicted all flooded areas to be flooded. In summary, if the primary

interest is in projecting flooding in the right areas, the MR approach is preferable, but if

the primary interest is in predicting high enough flood heights, the HR approach is

preferable.

For θ∗2 = (nch = 0.0249, RWE = 1.0452), the plotted results (Figure 3) and the

metrics (Table 3) indicate that the MR approach yields a calibrated projection most

similar to the simulated observation considering the plotted results and metrics. Both

approaches yield calibrated projections with more flooding than in the observation, as

reflected by the percent bias and in the plots of the residuals. Specifically, the RMSE is

smaller, the absolute value of the percent bias is smaller, and the overlap in projected

flooded areas was much larger. Based on calibrated projections for this simulated truth,

we would recommend the MR approach.

Computational Costs. With regards to computational cost, our approach is

sensible for cases where the difference in model run times between the expensive and

cheap model runs is larger. We compute the amount of time each calibration approach

needed to reach 300,000 steps using the variable-at-a-time random walk

Metropolis-Hastings algorithm for the 100e400c combination (Table 5). Generally, the

multiresolution calibration methods are 5.79-6.31 times slower, likely due to the larger

matrix operations associated with the additional cheap model runs and a more

complicated emulator structure.

To obtain the LISFLOOD-FP model runs, obtaining 100 expensive model runs

sequentially takes about 10.2 hours. Obtaining 400 cheap model runs sequentially takes

1.78 hours. Some of these model runs may be obtained in parallel depending on the

computing system available, however parallelizing the expensive model runs makes

model failure more likely. We also computed the amount of time needed for

interpolating the cheap model runs and computing principal components and emulation

for each approach. Interpolation took 7.81 minutes for the 100e400c combinations.



FLOOD HAZARD MODEL MULTIRESOLUTION CALIBRATION 23

Computing principal components took no more than 30 seconds for any approach.

Fitting the emulators to all principal components sequentially takes 1.25 to 6.05

minutes for the MR approaches, and 5.86 to 9.36 seconds for the HR approaches

depending on the combination of model runs.

5. Discussion

5.1 Caveats

Due to the limited availability of flood height measurements and satellite imagery

for historical flooding in Selinsgrove, we test our approach using two simulated

observations. Simulated observations may not completely capture the true observations

for the flood events they aim to mimic. In addition, because we used a simulated

observation with independent and identically distributed Gaussian random noise, there

was no need to estimate a model-observation discrepancy, δ, which tends to be

important and challenging to estimate when calibrating a model using real observations.

In future research, we plan on either switching our focus to a river with more

observations available or making use of citizen science in Selinsgrove to obtain real

observations. We also plan on varying the ratio of expensive to cheap computer model

model runs in future work to explore how the emulation and calibration results change.

Perhaps there is a model-specific ‘best’ ratio for calibration.

While we only explore one edge case scenario, it is possible that the performance

of the multiresolution calibration approach may change at different edges of the

parameter space. In addition, our results are specific to our adapted version of

J. C. Kennedy et al. (2020)’s multiresolution emulator. A comparison with the

emulation approach from M. C. Kennedy and O’Hagan (2000) may be a useful study.

With respect to inference using calibrated projections, it is important to note that

results will vary depending on the thinning process.

Finally, an important issue to note is that parameter interpretation can often

change with changes to model resolution. Hence, there are some challenges with

interpreting calibration results that use model runs from different resolutions. We have
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not attempted to tackle this difficult question as we view our work here as merely a first

step toward understanding the impact of calibration based on multiresolution model

runs.

5.2 Summary

We have developed a new calibration approach that allows researchers to combine

information from model runs across different model resolutions. To our knowledge, this

is the first such approach and likely to be useful as the ability to use model runs at

different resolutions is potentially valuable in many research and engineering problems.

On the other hand, we believe our study has barely scratched the surface of many

interesting challenges and questions arising from the study of models at different

resolutions.

We studied the application of our method to the LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard

model and find that the results vary. We employ a multiresolution approach that uses

low resolution model runs in addition to high resolution model runs. Using the

appropriate combination of high resolution and low resolution model runs, we find that

the multiresolution calibration approach more accurately infers river width error both

at the edge and in the middle of the plausible range of values. However, we find that

our approach has little to offer in inferring channel roughness over calibration with just

the high resolution runs. Studies have found that flood models are generally very

sensitive to channel roughness while river width does not seem to be a sensitive

parameter (Alipour et al., 2022; Pappenberger et al., 2008; Savage, Pianosi, Bates,

Freer, & Wagener, 2016). This means that river width error may require more model

runs for accurate inference than channel roughness, and based on our results with the

appropriate number of model runs, the multiresolution calibration approach could aid

in meeting that requirement. Within the context of LISFLOOD-FP projections, the

multiresolution approach provide improved projections of flooded locations over the

single-resolution approach

Studying models at different resolutions is a very complicated problem as there
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are a large number of variables that can impact the conclusions:

1. The choice of the number of high and low resolution model runs. There are

complex tradeoffs between parameter interpretation across resolutions,

computational costs for running the model at different resolutions, as well as the

cost of running different calibration approaches.

2. The design used for the parameter sets used in each case. The design for the high

resolution model runs as well as the design for the low resolution model runs

added, and how they are related to each other will have a strong impact on the

value of the additional low resolution model runs.

3. The particulars of the model being studied, especially how resolution interacts

with parameter interpretation. For instance, our study suggests that river width

error may have a more consistent interpretation across different resolutions of

LISFLOOD, while the interpretation of channel roughness appears to be less

consistent across resolutions.

These are difficult variables to study – and surely many conclusions will be situation

specific – we do not claim this study has any guidance for how to optimally design

model runs, nor when a multiresolution calibration approach is preferable to a single

(high resolution) calibration approach. We hope that our study will cause other

researchers to consider the many challenges and tradeoffs involved in calibrating models

based on low and high resolution model runs.
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Table 1

Cross validation: difference in RMSE between MR and HR (DMR−HR) (m)

Q1 Median Mean Q3

50e200c -0.180 -0.030 -0.033 0.047

100e400c 0.007 0.015 0.015 0.022
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Table 2

Edge cases: difference in RMSE between MR and HR (DMR−HR) (m)

Q1 Median Mean Q3

50e200c -1.426 -0.533 -0.736 0.165

100e400c 0.012 0.035 0.054 0.109

Table 3

Comparison of mean projection to observation 1 (nch = 0.0305, RWE = 1)

MR HR

RMSE 0.0908 0.0860

Percent Bias -3.73 3.72

Fit 0.985 0.786

Table 4

Comparison of mean projection to observation 2 (nch = 0.0249, RWE = 1.0452)

MR HR

RMSE 0.298 0.658

Percent Bias 14.7 39.3

Fit 0.879 0.625

Table 5

Calibration times in hours

Observation 1 (nch = 0.0305, RWE = 1)

MR HR

100e400c 23.40 4.04

Observation 2 (nch = 0.0249, RWE = 1.0452)

MR HR

100e400c 22.31 3.54
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Figure 1 . LISFLOOD-FP model output at 10m resolution (left) versus 50m resolution

(right) for the same parameter setting
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(a) nch = 0.0305 (b) RWE = 1

(c) nch = 0.0249 (d) RWE = 1.0452

Figure 2 . Posterior densities from each calibration approach generated either using the

MR (blue) or HR (pink) for simulated observation 1 (top) or simulated observation 2

(bottom)
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(a) Observed flood heights for θ∗1 (b) Observed flood heights for θ∗2

(c) MR residuals for θ∗1 (d) MR residuals for θ∗2

(e) HR residuals for θ∗1 (f) HR residuals for θ∗2

Figure 3 . θ∗1 = (nch = 0.0305, RWE = 1): Simulated observation (a), difference

between calibrated projection from MR (c), HR (e) and the observation.

θ∗2 = nch = (0.0249, RWE = 1.0452): Simulated observation (b), difference between

calibrated projection from MR (d), HR (f) and the observation.


	Abstract
	Flood hazard model calibration using multiresolution model output
	1. Introduction
	2. Data and Flood Hazard Model Description
	3. Model Calibration Framework
	3.1 Computer Model Calibration
	3.2 Multiresolution Gaussian Process Emulation-Calibration
	3.2.1 Dimension-reduced Gaussian process emulation-calibration
	3.2.2 Multiresolution Gaussian Process Emulation


	4. Application to the LISFLOOD-FP flood hazard model
	 4.1 Comparisons to standard calibration approach
	4.1.1 Emulation
	4.1.2 Calibration


	5. Discussion
	5.1 Caveats
	5.2 Summary

	References

