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Abstract

Floods are one of the most common and impactful natural disasters,
with a disproportionate impact in developing countries that often lack
dense streamflow monitoring networks. Accurate and timely warnings
are critical for mitigating flood risks, but accurate hydrological simula-
tion models typically must be calibrated to long data records in each
watershed where they are applied. We developed an Artificial Intelligence
(AI) model to predict extreme hydrological events at timescales up to
7 days in advance. This model significantly outperforms current state
of the art global hydrology models (the Copernicus Emergency Man-
agement Service Global Flood Awareness System) across all continents,
lead times, and return periods. AI is especially effective at forecasting in
ungauged basins, which is important because only a few percent of the
world’s watersheds have stream gauges, with a disproportionate number
of ungauged basins in developing countries that are especially vulnera-
ble to the human impacts of flooding. We produce forecasts of extreme
events in South America and Africa that achieve reliability approach-
ing the current state of the art in Europe and North America, and we
achieve reliability at between 4 and 6-day lead times that are similar
to current state of the art nowcasts (0-day lead time). Additionally, we
achieve accuracies over 10-year return period events that are similar to
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current accuracies over 2-year return period events, meaning that AI can
provide warnings earlier and over larger and more impactful events. The
model that we develop in this paper has been incorporated into an oper-
ational early warning system that produces publicly available (free and
open) forecasts in real time in over 80 countries. This work using AI and
open data highlights a need for increasing the availability of hydrological
data to continue to improve global access to reliable flood warnings.

Keywords: flood forecasting, artificial intelligence, machine learning

1 Flood forecasting is limited by data

Floods are the most common type of natural disaster [1], and flood-related
disasters have more than doubled since the year 2000 [2]. This increase in
flood-related disasters is driven by an accelerating hydrological cycle caused by
anthropogenic climate change [3, 4]. Early warning systems are an effective way
to mitigate flood risks – such systems have been shown to reduce flood-related
fatalities by up to 43% [5, 6] and economic costs by between 35-50% [7, 8].
Populations in low- and middle-income countries make up almost 90% of the
1.8 billion people vulnerable to flood risks [9]. The World Bank estimated that
upgrading flood early warning systems in developing countries to the standards
of developed countries would save an average of 23,000 lives per year [10].

In this paper, we evaluate the extent to which artificial intelligence (AI)
trained on open, public data sets can be used to improve global access to fore-
casts of extreme riverine events. Based on the model and experiments that
are described in this paper, we developed an operational system that pro-
duces short term (7-day) flood forecasts in over 80 countries – these forecasts
are available in real time without barriers to access (i.e., monetary charge or
website registration). This system has been operational since October, 2022.

A major challenge to riverine forecasting is that hydrological prediction
models must be calibrated to individual watersheds using long data records
[11, 12]. Watersheds that lack stream gauges to supply data for calibration are
called ungauged basins, and the problem of ‘Prediction in Ungauged Basins’
(PUB) was the decadal problem of the International Association of Hydrolog-
ical Sciences (IAHS) from 2003–2012 [13]. At the end of the PUB decade, the
IAHS reported that little progress had been made against the problem, stating
that “much of the success so far has been in gauged rather than in ungauged
basins, which has negative effects in particular for developing countries” [14].

Only a few percent of the world’s watersheds are gauged, and stream gauges
are not distributed uniformly across the world. There is a strong correlation
between national GDP and the total publicly available streamflow observation
data record in a given country (Figure 1), which means that high quality
forecasts are especially challenging in areas that are most vulnerable to the
human impacts of flooding.
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Fig. 1 There is a log-log correlation (r=0.611) between national Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) and the total number of years worth of daily streamflow data available in a country
from the Global Runoff Data Center. GDPs are sourced from The World Bank [15].

The current state of the art for real time global scale hydrological pre-
diction is the Global Flood Awareness System (GloFAS) [16, 17], which is
the global flood forecasting system of Copernicus Emergency Management
Service (CEMS), delivered under the responsibility of the European Commis-
sion’s Joint Research Centre (JRC) and operated by the European Centre for
Medium-Range Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) in its role of CEMS hydrolog-
ical Forecast Computation Centre. We use GloFAS version 3, which is the
operational version at the time of writing this paper. Other forecasting sys-
tems exist for different parts of the world [e.g., 18–20], and many countries
have national agencies responsible for producing early warnings. Given the
severity of impacts that floods have on communities around the world, we
consider it critical that forecasting agencies evaluate and benchmark their pre-
dictions, warnings, and approaches. As such, we will benchmark AI forecasts
with GloFAS to understand the extent to which AI helps to improve global
forecasting.

2 AI improves reliability and lead times of
forecasts of extreme events in rivers globally

In previous work [21], we showed that machine learning (ML) can be used
to develop hydrological simulation models that are transferable to ungauged
basins. Here we develop that into a global scale forecasting system with the goal
of understanding scalability and reliability. We use the term simulation to refer
to making predictions up to the present time, and we use the term forecasting
to refer to making short-term future predictions. This paper addresses the
following question: Given the publicly available global streamflow data
record, is it possible to provide accurate river forecasts across large
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scales, especially of extreme events, and how does this compare to
current state of the art?

The AI model developed for this study uses Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) networks to predict daily streamflow through a 7-day forecast hori-
zon. The model is described in detail in Section 3.1 and a version of the model
suitable for research is implemented in the open source NeuralHydrology repos-
itory [22]. Input, target, and evaluation data are described in Section 3. No past
streamflow data were used as inputs to the model. An operational version of
the model is run daily to produce publicly available forecasts (g.co/floodhub)
for locations that have been quality controlled by a human-over-the-loop pro-
cess, meaning that a hydrologist approves forecasts to be released at each
individual stream reach based on a combination of quantitative and qualita-
tive assessment of long-term predicted hydrographs (our operational launch
approval process is complex and out of scope for this paper).

Our AI forecast model was tested out-of-sample using k-fold cross vali-
dation splits across several thousand streamflow gauges (see Section 3.3 for
a description of cross validation experiments). Other types of cross valida-
tion experiments are reported in Supplementary Material (e.g., by withholding
entire climate zones or entire continents). All metrics reported in this paper
for our AI forecasting model were calculated with streamflow gauge data from
watersheds that were not present in training, meaning that we are effectively
quantifying expected skill in ungauged basins.

GloFAS predictions for each gauge were extracted by finding the GloFAS
pixel within a 2 pixel radius of the reported gauge location that has the closest
upstream drainage area to that which is reported by the Global Runoff Data
Center (GRDC). Any gauge that does not have a pixel within the radius with
a drainage area that matches to within 10% was discarded from the evaluation
gauge set. This is a stricter protocol for extracting GloFAS predictions than
what was recommended by CEMS.

There are a large number of metrics that hydrologists use to assess hydro-
graph simulations [23], and extreme events in particular [24]. Our objective
is to understand the reliability of forecasts of extreme events, so we report
precision, recall, and F1 scores calculated on different return period events.
These reliability metrics are described in Section 3.4. Other standard hydrolog-
ical metrics, like bias, correlation, Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiencies, and Kling-Gupta
Efficiencies, are reported in Supplementary Material, and results are qualita-
tively similar to the extreme event precision and recall metrics that we report
in the main body of this paper. All statistical significance values reported in
this paper were assessed using Wilcoxon (paired) ranked sum tests. CEMS
releases a full historical reanalysis (without lead times) but only releases long-
term historical reforecasts every three days (real time forecasts are archived,
but the record is too short to derive return period statistics). Given that reli-
ability metrics must consider the timing of event peaks, this means that it is
only possible to benchmark GloFAS at a 0-day lead time.

g.co/floodhub
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Figure 2 shows the global distribution of F1 scores for 5-year return period
events at a 0-day lead time over the time period 1984–2021. Lead time is
expressed as the number of days from the time of prediction, such that a 0-day
lead time means that streamflow predictions are for the current day. The AI
model improved (was at least equivalent to) over GloFAS in 75% (76%), 78%
(81%), 66% (78%), and 54% (79%) of gauges for 1, 2, 5, and 10-year return
period events, respectively (p < 1e− 100).

Fig. 2 Differences between simulation (0-day lead time) F1 scores (F1 scores are the har-
monic mean of precision and recall) for 5-year return period events between our AI model
and GloFAS over the time period 1984–2021. The AI model improves over GloFAS in 80%
of gauges.

More extreme hydrological events (i.e., events with larger return periods)
are both more important and (usually) more difficult to predict. A common
concern [e.g., 25–28] about using AI or other types of data-driven approaches
for predicting extreme events is that reliability might degrade over events that
are rare in the training data. There is evidence that this concern might not be
valid for streamflow modeling [29]. Figure 3 shows distributions over precision
and recall for 1, 2, 5, and 10-year events. Precision and recall scores are higher
for the AI model at all return periods (p < 1e − 90). Differences between
precision scores from the AI model over 10-year return period events and from
GloFAS over 2-year return period events are not significant (p > 0.4), and
recall scores from the AI model for 10-year events are better than GloFAS
recall scores for 2-year events (p < 1e− 10).

Figure 4 shows F1 scores over lead times through the 7-day forecast horizon
for return periods between 1 and 10 years. For 2-year events, AI forecasts have
better reliability up to a 5-day lead time than GloFAS has at a 0-day lead
time (p < 4e− 10), and no statistical difference was found (p = 0.45) between
GloFAS at a 0-day lead time and the AI model at a 6-day lead time. For 5-year
events, the AI model was better at a 4-day lead time than GloFAS at a 0-day
lead time (p < 2e − 5) and no statistical differences were found between the
AI model at a 5-day and 6-day lead times and GloFAS at a 0-day lead time
(p = 0.60, p = 0.17).
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Fig. 3 Distributions over (top) precision, (bottom) recall for 0-day lead time at all gauges
as a function of return period. Reliability drops as the return period (and, thus, the event
magnitude) increases. Our AI model is more reliable, on average, over all return periods.
Over 10-year return period events the AI model has precision that is not statistically different
than (p > 0.4) and recall that is significantly better than (p < 1e− 10) GloFAS over 2-year
return period events.

There are differences in the reliability of forecasts in different areas of the
world. Figure 5 shows distributions of F1 scores for different continents and
return periods. Over 5-year return period events, GloFAS has a 41% difference
between mean F1 scores in the lowest scoring continent (South America: f1 =
0.16) and the highest scoring continent (Europe: f1 = 0.28), meaning that, on
average, true positive predictions are almost twice as likely (at a proportional
rate) in certain continents. The AI model has higher average precision, recall,
and F1 scores in all continents over all return periods, and the differences
are significant (p < 1e − 2) except in Africa over 1-year return period events
(p = 0.28). Additionally, at 5-year return period events, the AI model has
reliability (F1 scores) in all continents that either matches or exceeds GloFAS
reliability in Europe for the same return period. The exceptions to this are
Africa and South America for 1 and 2-year return period events (p < 1e− 2).
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Fig. 4 Distributions over F1 scores at all evaluation gauges as a function of lead time for
different return periods. The AI model had better or similar reliability over 2, 5, and 10 year
return periods at 5-day lead time than GloFAS at 0-day lead time.

Fig. 5 F1 score distributions over different continents and lead times. The AI model
improves in all continents at all return period levels, with differences that are statistically
significant (p < 1e − 2) except in Africa over 1-year return period events (p = 0.28). Both
models have large location-based differences between reliability that must be addressed by
increasing global access to open hydrologic data.

2.1 Is forecast reliability predictable?

A challenge to forecasting in ungauged basins is that there is often no way to
evaluate reliability in locations without ground-truth data. A desirable quality
of a model is that forecast skill should be predictable from other observable
variables, like mapped or remotely sensed geographical and/or geophysical
data. Additionally, while AI-based forecasting offers better reliability in most
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places, this is not the case everywhere. It would be beneficial to be able to
predict where different models can be expected to be more or less reliable.

We have generally found that it is difficult to use catchment attributes to
predict where one model might perform better than another. Figure 6 shows
the confusion matrix from a random forest classifier (trained with stratified
k-fold cross validation and balanced sampling) that predicts whether the AI
model or GloFAS performed better (or similar) in each individual watershed.
Input features to this classifier are a subset of HydroATLAS basin attributes
[30].

Fig. 6 Confusion matrix of a classifier that predicts whether the AI model or GloFAS had a
higher (or similar) F1 score in a given watershed based on geophysical catchment attributes.
We found that this task is generally not possible given available catchment attribute data.

Although it is difficult to predict where one model will perform better
than another, it is possible to predict, with some skill, where an individual
model will perform well vs. poorly. As an example, Figure 7 shows confusion
matrices from random forest classifiers that predict whether F1 scores for out-
of-sample gauges (effectively ungauged locations) will be above or below the
mean over all evaluation gauges. Both models (the AI model and GloFAS)
have similar overall predictability (GloFAS: 67%, AI model: 71%, measured as
micro-averaged precision and recall).

Feature importances from these reliability classifiers are an indication
about which geophysical attributes determine high vs. low reliability (i.e.,
what kind of watersheds do these models simulate well vs. poorly). The most
important features for the AI model are: drainage area, mean annual actual
evapotranspiration (AET), elevation, and potential evapotranspiration, while
the most important features for GloFAS are: slope, nighttime lights index
(anthropogenic development in a watershed), elevation, and AET. Full fea-
ture importance rankings are in Supplementary Material. Correlations between
attributes and reliability scores are generally low, indicating a high degree of
parameter interaction.
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Fig. 7 (left) Confusion matrices of out-of-sample predictions about whether F1 scores
at each gauge are above or below the mean. (right) Correlations between F1 scores and
HydroATLAS catchment attributes with the highest feature importance ranks from the
trained classifier models.

AET is an (inverse) indicator of aridity, and hydrology models usually
perform better in humid basins because peaky hydrographs that occur in arid
watersheds are difficult to model. This effect is present for both models. The
AI model is more sensitive to basin size (drainage area) and generally performs
better in smaller basins. This indicates a way that ML streamflow modeling
might be improved, for example by focusing training or fine tuning on larger
basins, or by implementing an explicit routing or graph model to allow for
direct modeling of subwatersheds or smaller hydrological response units - for
example as outlined by [31].

A global map of the predicted skill from a regression (rather than classifier)
version of this random forest skill predictor are shown in Figure 8 for all
1.03 million level 12 HydroBASIN watersheds [32]. This gives some indication
about where a global version of the ungauged AI forecast model is expected
to perform well.
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Fig. 8 Predictions of 5-year return period F1 scores over all 1.03 million HydroSHEDS
level 12 watersheds for AI forecast model.

3 Methods

3.1 Model

Our streamflow forecasting model extends work by [33], who developed a
hydrologic simulation model using a Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM)
network that simulates sequences of streamflow data from sequences of mete-
orological input data. Building on that prior work, we use an encoder/decoder
approach that treats a historical sequence of meteorological and geophysi-
cal input data with one LSTM and uses a separate LSTM over the forecast
horizon that uses meteorological forecasts as the input sequence. The model
architecture is illustrated in Figure 9.

Fig. 9 Architecture of the LSTM-based forecast model developed for this project. This is
the model used operationally to support the Google Flood Hub g.co/floodhub.

g.co/floodhub
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The model uses a hindcast sequence length of 365 days, meaning that every
forecast sequence (0-7 days) saw meteorological input data from the preceding
365 days and meteorological forecast data over the 0-7 day forecast horizon. We
used a hidden size of 256 cell states for both the encoder and decoder LSTMs,
a linear cell state transfer network and a nonlinear hidden state transfer net-
work (fully connected layer with hyperbolic tangent activation functions). The
model predicts a mixture probability distribution (of three asymmetric Lapla-
cians) over area-normalized streamflow discharge, as described by [34], and the
loss function was the negative log-likelihood of that mixture density function.

3.2 Data

3.2.1 Input Data

Input data came from the following sources:

• Daily-aggregated single-level forecasts from the ECMWF IFS (Integrated
Forecast System) HRES (High Resolution) atmospheric model. Variables
include: total precipitation (TP), 2-meter temperature (T2M), surface net
solar radiation (SSR), surface net thermal radiation (STR), snowfall (SF),
and surface pressure (SP).

• The same six variables from the ECMWF ERA5-Land reanalysis.
• Precipitation estimates from the NOAA CPC Global Unified Gauge-Based
Analysis of Daily Precipitation.

• Precipitation estimates from the NASA IMERG (Integrated Multi-satellitE
Retrievals for GPM) early run.

• Geological, geophysical, and anthropogenic basin attributes from the
HydroATLAS database [30].

No streamflow data were used as inputs into the model. All input data were
area-weighted averaged over basin polygons over the total upstream area
of each gauge or prediction point. The total upstream area for the 5,680
evaluation gauges used in this study ranged from 2.1 to 4,690,998 square
kilometers.

Figure 10 shows the time periods of available data from each source. During
training, missing data was imputed either by using a similar variable from
another data source (e.g., HRES data was imputed with ERA5-Land data),
or by imputing with a mean value and then adding a binary flag to indicate
an imputed value, as described by [35].

3.2.2 Target Data

Training and test targets came from the Global Runoff Data Center (GRDC),
which is partially supported by the World Meteorological Organization
(WMO) [36]. We removed watersheds from this data set where the drainage
area reported by GRDC differed by more than 20% from the drainage area that
we calculated using watershed polygons from the HydroBASINS repository
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Fig. 10 Timeline showing the availability of each data source.

(this was necessary to ensure that poor quality data, due to imperfect catch-
ment delineation, was not used for training). This left us with 5,680 train/test
gauges. The locations and lengths of data record for each streamflow gauge
are shown in Supplementary Material.

3.3 Experiments

We assessed model performance using a set of cross validation experiments.
Data from 5,680 gauges were split in two ways. First, split in time, as described
in Section 3.1, so that no training data from any gauge was used from within 1
year of any test data from any gauge. Second, split in space using k-fold cross
validation with k = 10. The gauges were divided into 10 groups randomly
without replacement, and models were trained on nine groups and tested on
the tenth. This pair of cross validation processes were repeated so that all data
(1984–2021) from all gauges were predicted in a way that was out-of-sample
in both time and space. Other cross validation experiments are reported in
Supplementary Material.

3.4 Metrics

In Section 2 we reported precision and recall metrics over predictions of events
with magnitudes defined by return periods. Other standard hydrologic metrics
are reported in Supplementary Material.

To calculate precision and recall metrics, return periods were calculated
separately for each of the 5,680 gauges on both modeled and observed time
series (return periods were calculated for observed time series and for modeled
time series separately) using the methodology described by the USGS Bulletin
17b [37]. We considered the model to correctly predict an event with a given
return period if the modeled hydrograph and the observed hydrograph both
crossed their respective return period threshold flow values within two days
of each other. Precision, recall, and F1 scores were calculated in the standard
way separately for each gauge.

4 Conclusion and Discussion

Although hydrological modeling is a relatively mature area of study, areas of
the world that are most vulnerable to flood risks often lack reliable forecasts
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and reliable early warning systems. Using AI and open data sets, we are able
to significantly improve the expected precision, recall, and lead time of short
term (0-7 days) forecasts of extreme riverine events. We extended, on average,
the reliability of currently-available global nowcasts (lead time 0) to a lead
time of 4 or more days, and we were able to use an AI forecasting approach
to improve the skill of forecasts in Africa to be similar to what are currently
available in Europe.

Apart from producing accurate forecasts, another aspect of the challenge
of providing actionable flood warnings is dissemination of those warnings to
individuals and organizations in a timely manner. We support the latter by
releasing forecasts publicly in real-time, without cost or barriers to access. We
provide open access real-time forecasts to support notifications – e.g., through
CAP (Common Alerting Protocol) and push alerts to personal smartphones,
– and through an open online portal g.co/floodhub. All of the reanalysis and
re-forecasts used for this study are included in an open source repository, and
the machine learning model used for this study is available as part of the open
source NeuralHydrology repository on Github [22].

There is still a lot of room to improve global flood predictions and early
warning systems. Doing so is critical for the wellbeing of millions of people
worldwide who’s lives (and property) could benefit from timely, actionable
flood warnings. We believe that the best way to improve flood forecasts
from both data-driven and conceptual modeling approaches is to increase
access to data. Hydrologic data is required for training or calibrating accu-
rate hydrology models, and for updating those models in real time [e.g.,
through data assimilation 35]. We encourage researchers and organizations
with access to streamflow data to contribute to the open source Caravan
project https://github.com/kratzert/Caravan [38].

Supplementary Information.

Ethics Declarations

The authors declare no competing interests.

Data Availability

Reanalysis (1984–2021) and reforecast (2012–2021) data produced by the AI
model for this study, as well as corresponding GloFAS benchmark data are
available at 10.5281/zenodo.8139380.

Daily river discharge simulations from GloFAS version 3 (operational from
26 May 2021 until 26 July 2023: https://confluence.ecmwf.int/display/CEMS/
GloFAS+versioning+system) and openly available through the Climate Data
Store [17].

g.co/floodhub
10.5281/zenodo.8139380
https://confluence.ecmwf.int/display/CEMS/GloFAS+versioning+system
https://confluence.ecmwf.int/display/CEMS/GloFAS+versioning+system
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Code Availability

The forecasting model developed for this project was integrated into the
NeuralHydrology code base [22]. This research code base differs from the oper-
ational model that was used in this article primarily in that it can be run on
standard compute systems in Linux, iOS, and Windows environments.

Python code for reproducing the figures and results in this paper from
model output are contained in the data repository (10.5281/zenodo.8139380).
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