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Abstract

Reliable flood forecasting remains a critical challenge due to persistent underestimation
of peak flows and inadequate uncertainty quantification in current approaches. We present
DRUM (Diffusion-based Runoft Model), a generative Al solution for probabilistic runoft
prediction. DRUM builds up an iterative refinement process that generates ensemble
runoff estimates from noise, guided by past meteorological conditions, present
meteorological forecasts, and static catchment attributes. This framework allows learning
complex hydrological behaviors without imposing explicit distributional assumptions,
particularly benefiting extreme event prediction and uncertainty quantification. Using
data from 531 representative basins across the contiguous United States, DRUM
outperforms state-of-the-art deep learning methods in runoff forecasting regarding both
deterministic and probabilistic skills, with particular advantages in extreme flow (1%o)
predictions. DRUM demonstrates superior flood early warning skill across all magnitudes
and lead times (1-7 days), achieving F1 scores near 0.4 for extreme events under perfect
forecasts and maintaining robust performance with operational forecasts, especially for
longer lead times and high-magnitude floods. When applied to climate projections
through the 21st century, DRUM reveals increasing flood vulnerability in 47.8-57.1% of
basins across emission scenarios, with particularly elevated risks along the West Coast
and Southeast regions. These advances demonstrate significant potential for improving
both operational flood forecasting and long-term risk assessment in a changing climate.



1. Introduction

Floods rank among the deadliest natural disasters, claiming 6.8 million lives in the 20th
century alone!. Their devastating impact continues to intensify, with flood-related
disasters increasing by 134% since 2000 and causing over 100,000 deaths and USD 651
billion in economic losses’. This intensification stems from both increasing flood
frequency™*, and continued urban development in flood-prone areas’. While flood
forecasting provides critical disaster preparedness capabilities, reliable forecasting
remains a fundamental challenge, due to persistent underestimation of peak flows and
inadequate uncertainty quantification in current approaches®’#°. These limitations
severely impair our ability to issue trustworthy flood warnings, as underestimating
extreme events, or issuing over-confident deterministic predictions can mislead decision
making and emergency responses. Despite recent advances in flood forecasting driven by
observational, modeling, and computational progresses'®!1:1213 the critical challenges of
peak flow underestimation and uncertainty quantification persist, calling for urgent
attention to enable more reliable flood forecasting.

Deep Learning (DL) has revolutionized rainfall-runoff modeling by leveraging extensive
historical data'*!>1617:18.19 "with Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks achieving
unprecedented predictive accuracy. Meanwhile, uncertainty quantification in
hydrological modeling has not considerably benefited from big data, and still largely
relies on traditional approaches — including parameterized probability distribution fitting
methods®®, Monte Carlo sampling techniques?!??,
computation’»**, These approaches are often limited by restrictive assumptions in
characterizing process stochasticity, whether through rigid distributional assumptions,
sampling convergence limitations, or likelihood-free approximations. While
deterministic DL models show promise in prediction, they inherit these limitations in
uncertainty quantification. Recent advances in probabilistic DL offer a paradigm shift by
directly parameterizing runoff probability distributions®’, enabling end-to-end learning of
process uncertainties.

and approximate Bayesian

Here, we push the boundaries of flood forecasting accuracy and uncertainty quantification
by leveraging probabilistic diffusion model®®?’, a cutting-edge technique in generative Al
We develop the diffusion-based runoff model (DRUM) for probabilistic runoff prediction,
given conditioning information from meteorological forcings and static catchment
features. During training, DRUM defines a stochastic process that progressively erases
high-frequency information in runoff sequences®®. We then train a hierarchy of deep
neural networks to sequentially reconstruct low-to-high frequency signals, starting from
random noise, ending with probabilistic runoff estimate. This framework offers two key
advantages. First, it decomposes the challenging task of probabilistic runoff prediction
into manageable sub-tasks, where each neural net specializes in pattern recovery at a
specific temporal scale. Second, it maintains strict physical consistency by enforcing
meteorological and catchment constraints across all scales of prediction. Through this
combination of multi-scale learning and physical constraint enforcement, DRUM can
potentially capture the full spectrum of possible runoff scenarios. This makes the model
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particularly adept at predicting extreme events and complex hydrological responses
without requiring explicit assumptions about probability distributions.

We evaluate DRUM against state-of-the-art benchmarks, including a deterministic LSTM
(LSTM-d)" and a probabilistic LSTM (LSTM-p)'? across the contiguous United States
(CONUS) using the Catchment Attributes and MEteorology for Large-sample Studies
(CAMELS)*?3°, DRUM demonstrates superior nowcasting (0-day lead time)
performance compared to these benchmarks, particularly in capturing high flows and
extreme events, while providing well-calibrated uncertainty estimates. In operational
forecasting settings (1-7-day lead times), DRUM consistently outperforms LSTM-based
models across flood magnitudes under both perfect weather forecasts and the European
Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts Integrated Forecasting System (ECMWEF-
IFS) reforecasts. Furthermore, our analysis of future climate scenarios using NASA Earth
Exchange Global Daily Downscaled Projections (NEX-GDDP-CMIP6)*! reveals that
higher emission pathways lead to increased flood risks, with particularly pronounced
impacts in vulnerable regions such as the West Coast and Southeast regions.

2. Forecast skill in extreme runoff events

Diffusion models have recently achieved significant success in fields such as computer
vision and natural language processing®>33, largely due to their ability to progressively
denoise random signals into structured data through a theoretically-grounded
probabilistic framework, enabling the generation of high-quality outputs. Our approach,
DRUM, a conditional diffusion model for probabilistic runoff forecasting (Methods),
outperforms state-of-the-art LSTM-based benchmarks in extreme runoft nowcasting (Fig.
1), as measured by the Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS; see Methods) for
the top 1%o0 of flows. After training and testing on the CAMELS dataset, DRUM
demonstrates superior probabilistic skill under high-flow conditions, surpassing LSTM-
p in 72.3% of the 531 studied basins (Fig. 1a) and LSTM-d in 76.3% (Supplementary Fig.
S1), as reflected by its lower CRPS values. All comparisons show statistical significance
(paired Wilcoxon tests, p<0.01). In terms of deterministic skills, the ensemble mean
prediction (50 members) of DRUM achieves higher performance with median Kling—
Gupta efficiency (KGE) improving from 0.779 (LSTM-d) to 0.822 and median Nash—
Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE) from 0.770 (LSTM-p) to 0.788 across basins (Table 1), where
LSTM-d shows stronger KGE while LSTM-p exhibits better NSE among baselines.

In addition, DRUM achieves a near-symmetrical error distribution in the bias of flow
duration curve high-segment volume (FHV) for the top 1%o of flows (49.0% of basins
positive, 51.0% negative), whereas LSTM-p and LSTM-d exhibit negative skewness (Fig.
1b), reflecting their tendency to underestimate extreme flows. DRUM’s superior
performance is particularly evident in eight extreme flood events that exceeded all
training data magnitudes (Figs. 1c-j). The model’s ensemble mean predictions closely
align with observed peak flows, with the 95% prediction intervals (PIs) effectively
encompassing the observed flow trajectories. In contrast, both LSTM models severely
underestimate flow peaks, and LSTM-p generates overly wide 95% PIs that compromise

the practical utility of its probabilistic forecasts.
3



—— Observation —— DRUM DRUM 95% PI

—— LSTMd —— LSTM-p LSTM-p 95% PI
/S
* B SELPJSM 3.80 C 200TCRPS Ad
= T : 3. ’ DRUM: 3.31
4 g 200{LSTM-p: 6.92 150 {LSTM-p: 13.82 a
£ LSTM-d: 5.96 LSTM-d: 10.51
Y 100
é ) A
& 50
2
) 0
1996-12-26 1997-01-02 1996-12-26 1997-01-02
CRPS CRPS c
DRUM: 3.84 [ DRUM: 4.42 1
150 {LSTM-p: 14.61 200, LSTM-p: 13.51
LSTM-d: 12.48 LSTM-d: 10.17

100

Number of basins
Streamflow (mm/day)
=)
o

199911-22 1999-11-27 199911-22 1999-11-27
] — CRPS CRPS
) 5 10 3001 prUM: 2.73 g DRUM: 2.70 h
ACRPS (mm/day) 2 LSTM-p: 13.12 1501L.STM-p: 7.10
E o |L[STM-d: 13.75 LSTM-d: 3.48
£200
N 100
b 10 < 100
100{DRUM E, 50
o o £ -
49.0% 51.0% o8 5, el /N
R 1996-11-16 1996-11-21 1997-02-27 1997-03-04
1] v =
g 100|LSTM-p 06 CRPS CRPS
© w ~ - H
2 60.3% 39.7% 3 %  |DRUM:0.22 i | 150{DRUM: 5.74 J
5 04 2 00 |LSTM-p: 1.22 LSTM-p: 10.19
2 4l ) £ "™|LsT™M-0: 1.76 LSTM-d: 11.62
€ 100{LSTM-d —— DRUM 5 100 A
z 02 o
73. 26.4% : —— LSTM-p g 50 50
- o
%0 -50 0 5010 0 20 40 60 o 0 8 ol |
FHV (%) [FHV] (%) 2004-09-05 2004-09-10 1996-09-03 1996-09-08

Fig. 1. Enhanced model performance for extreme runoff forecasting across 531
representative basins in the conterminous United States (CONUS). a, Comparing
Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS) between DRUM and LSTM-p for the top
1%0 of flow events. Positive ACRPS (LSTM-p minus DRUM) indicates better
performance by DRUM. Inset shows the ACRPS distribution truncated to [-10, 10] for
visualization clarity. b, Distribution of the bias in high-segment volume (FHV) for the top
1%o of flows, where positive and negative values indicate over- and underestimation
respectively. The cumulative distribution function (CDF) of absolute FHV demonstrates
the accuracy across the spectrum, showing consistently lower bias magnitudes for DRUM
compared to both LSTM variants. c-j, Forecasts of top-ranked flow peaks in locations
marked in Fig.1a. Solid lines represent ensemble means for probabilistic models (DRUM
and LSTM-p) and point forecasts for the deterministic model (LSTM-d), with shaded
areas showing 95% prediction intervals (PIs) for probabilistic models.



Table 1. Median basin-level performance metrics across models. For probabilistic
models (DRUM and LSTM-p), deterministic predictions are computed by averaging 50
samples. Error bounds indicate the 25th and 75th percentiles across basins.

DRUM LSTM-p LSTM-d Range  Optimal
KGE? 0.82270956 0.750+3:952 0.77913979 [-o0, 1] 1
NSEP 0.78870:95¢ 0.770+3982 0.76873988 [-o0, 1] 1
a-NSE¢ 1.00619929 0.90613118 094513112 [0, o] 1
S-NSE¢ 0.01213:3%2 —0.01013:322 0.00513:928 [-00, 0] 0
MAE® 0.36013119 037513132 0.40513158 [0, o0] 0
COR'f 0.90470:322 0.897+3:922 0.89673:933 [-1, 1] 1
FHVe 0.608113¢55  —154537176¢0  —5.55271080 [0, 0] 0
FLVh 14.654127353 16713432224 16.36773335¢ [-o0, o0] 0
FMS! —1.500%2739 —1.04218329 —9.801%133939 [-o0, o0] 0
P-Ti 0.31670252 0.3531031% 0.357+9:399 [-o0, 0] 0

@ Kling-Gupta Efficiency. ° Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency. ¢ Variability term of NSE. ¢ Bias term of
NSE. ¢ Mean Absolute Error.  Pearson correlation. ¢ Bias of top 1%o peak flows. " Bias of bottom
30% low flows. ' Bias of middle segment flows.  Peak timing lag.

We further investigate the uncertainty estimates of probabilistic forecasting models based
on their 95% PIs. DRUM and LSTM-p demonstrate strongly correlated uncertainty
estimates (Pearson’s r>0.8 in ~80% of basins), with both models showing consistent
positive correlations between uncertainty magnitude and precipitation intensity (Fig. 2a,
Supplementary Fig. S2). This alignment under identical hydrological conditions suggests
comparable capabilities in capturing process complexity. However, spatial analysis using
a scaling factor k (DRUM=kxLSTM-p) reveals that DRUM produces more concentrated
uncertainty estimates relative to LSTM-p (Fig. 2b). This feature, coupled with DRUM’s
superior forecast accuracy, indicates simultaneous achievement of higher prediction skill
and more precise uncertainty quantification. The advantages become particularly evident
in extreme flood peaks exceeding the training data range (Fig. 2c-j), where DRUM
generating sharper probability distributions centered around observed values, while
LSTM-p produces notably wider distributions. These findings demonstrate DRUM’s
reliable uncertainty estimates across all flow conditions, marking a crucial advancement
for operational flood forecasting.
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Fig. 2. Probabilistic models for uncertainty quantification in rainfall-runoff
prediction. a, Spatial distribution of correlation (Pearson’s r) between uncertainty
estimates from DRUM and LSTM-p. Inset shows distribution of r values, with all basins
showing statistical significance ( p <0.01, two-tailed Student’s t-test). b, Spatial
distribution of scaling factor (k), where k<I indicates more concentrated uncertainty
estimates from DRUM (p<0.01, two-tailed Student’s t-test). c-j, Probability distributions
of peak discharge forecasts during extreme floods. Basin locations and flood events
correspond to Fig. 1a and lcj.

3. Operational flood forecasting

Building on DRUM?’s success in nowcasting, we extend its operational flood forecasting
capability using precipitation forecasts from an operational weather forecasting model
(ECMWF-IFS). We generate 7-day streamflow predictions with DRUM and LSTM-
based models using both perfect forcing (observed precipitation) and ECMWEF-IFS
forecasts across two representative cases: a S-year flood (Fig. 3a) and a 50-year flood (Fig.
3b). While all models exhibit similar response patterns to precipitation, DRUM shows
superior prediction accuracy across magnitudes (Fig. 3). Under perfect forcing, all models
capture the 5-year flood dynamics effectively, while only DRUM accurately reproduces
both timing and magnitude of the 50-year flood peak, with LSTM-based models showing
significant underestimation. When driven by ECMWEF-IFS forecasts, DRUM maintains
predictive skill up to 7 days ahead of the 5-year flood peak and provides effective 1-day
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warning for the 50-year flood, whereas LSTM-based models are limited to 2-day and
near-zero lead times, respectively. Analysis of F1 scores across flood magnitudes and lead
times (Fig. 4) demonstrates DRUM’s consistent superiority over LSTM-based models.
DRUM outperforms baselines across all return periods and lead times, with performance
differences most pronounced for extreme events (e.g., 20- and 50-year return periods).
Under perfect precipitation forecasts (Fig. 4a), DRUM sustains F1 scores near 0.4 for
these events, while LSTM models rapidly degrade. Even with operational ECMWF-IFS
forecasts (Fig. 4b), DRUM maintains significantly higher F1 scores, exhibiting slower
performance decline across lead times (1-7 days) compared to the steep losses observed
in LSTM models. These results highlight DRUM’s robustness and its capacity to deliver
reliable predictions for both extreme floods and operational forecasting scenarios
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Fig. 3. Case studies of 7-day streamflow forecasts driven by perfect and ECMWF-
IFS precipitation forecasts. a,b, Comparison of a 5-year flood (a) and a 50-year flood
(b) , showing lead times of 1-7 days before the flood peak. For each subplot, the upper
and lower panels show forecasts driven by perfect precipitation and ECMWF-IFS
forecasts, respectively. Solid lines represent ensemble means (DRUM and LSTM-p) or
deterministic forecasts (LSTM-d), with shaded areas showing 95% PIs. CRPS values for
the 7-day flood events are shown in the panels.
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Fig. 4. Flood forecasting performance across different return periods. a,b, F1 score
evolution with lead time for floods of varying magnitudes (2- to 50-year return periods),
using perfect precipitation (a) and ECMWEF-IFS precipitation forecasts (b).

To quantify the impact of precipitation forecast quality on operational flood forecasting,
we evaluate flood forecasting skill for return-period-based flood events using precision
and recall, then assess early warning capability using mean lead time, which represents
the average maximum forecast lead time across all flood events within each basin
(Methods). DRUM achieves precision scores of 0.2—0.5 across return periods, decreasing
with higher-magnitude events (Fig. 5a). The potential for improvement in precision,
measured by the gap between perfect and ECMWEF-IFS precipitation forecasts, spans 0.02
to 0.14 at 7-day lead time. For recall scores (Fig. 5b), DRUM sustains values near 0.5
with perfect forecasts but decreases to 0.1-0.3 with ECMWEF-IFS forecasts, indicating
greater potential for improvement (ARecall: 0.26-0.44) primarily due to systematic
precipitation underestimation (Supplementary Fig. S3). This recall sensitivity is
particularly valuable for operational forecasting, where missed floods pose greater risks
than false alarms. Spatially, flood warning capabilities vary markedly across regions.
Under perfect forecasts, the West Coast and Southeast regions achieve 5-7-day warning
times, while the Midwest regions exhibit shorter lead times (Fig. 5¢). The Amean lead
time distribution (Fig. 5d), computed as the difference between perfect and ECMWF-IFS
forecast-driven predictions, identifies regions where improved precipitation forecasts
would yield the greatest benefits. Similarly, the West Coast and Southeast regions
demonstrate the greatest potential, suggesting that enhanced precipitation forecast
accuracy could extend warning times by 3—7 days.
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Fig. 5. Impact of precipitation forecast quality on flood forecasting skill and early
warning capability. a,b, Performance evaluation across flood return periods (2-, 5-, 10-,
20-, and 50-year), showing precision (a) and recall (b) from 1- to 7-day forecasts. Solid
and dashed lines show predictions driven by perfect and ECMWF-IFS precipitation
forecasts respectively, with APrecision and ARecall indicating their differences at 7-day
lead time. ¢,d, Spatial distribution of flood early warning capability, showing mean lead
time under perfect forecasts (¢) and potential improvements (d). Inset histograms show
the distribution of mean lead times.

4. Intensified flood risks under climate change

Understanding future flood risk is crucial for climate adaptation. Using DRUM with
NEX-GDDP-CMIP6 dataset, we use the 50-year flood from historical scenario (1950—
2014) as a threshold to evaluate future flood risk. Analysis of the return period changes
(AReturn period) for floods of this magnitude in future scenario (2015-2100) shows that
negative AReturn period indicates increased flood frequency and thus higher risk. Fig. 6
reveals distinct spatial heterogeneity in future flood risks across the CONUS, with
consistent patterns across emission scenarios (SSP126, SSP245, SSP370, and SSP585).
As scenarios intensify from SSP126 to SSP585, the proportion of basins experiencing
increased flood risk rises from 47.8% to 57.1%. The widespread risk increase — affecting
nearly half of the regions even under SSP126 — underscores climate change’s substantial
impact on regional hydrology. Regional analysis shows contrasting patterns: flood risk
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decreases in the Midwest and Northeast (including the Great Lakes region) but intensifies
along the West Coast (particularly California) and Southeast regions (notably Florida).
For high-risk regions under SSP585, evaluating flood early warning potential with perfect
precipitation forecasts reveals promising results: 80.3% of basins could achieve at least
3-day ahead warnings, reaching beyond 5 days in the East and Pacific Northwest
(Supplementary Fig. S4). With precipitation forecast accuracy being the key limitation,
the rapid advancement of large models and big data in weather forecasting***** suggests
an optimistic outlook for flood early warning capabilities in these vulnerable regions.
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Fig. 6. Spatial distribution of flood risk under different emission scenarios. a,b,c,d,
Changes in the return period (AReturn period) of historical 50-year floods during future
scenario under SSP126 (a), SSP245 (b), SSP370 (¢), and SSP585 (d). Blue and orange
dots indicate decreasing and increasing flood risk, respectively (AReturn period > 0 and
< 0). Histograms show the distribution of AReturn period across all basins.

5. On the effectiveness of DRUM

We have shown the effectiveness of the DRUM over state-of-the-art deep learning
methods for streamflow forecast, particularly for flood cases and uncertainty
quantification. Here, we attribute DRUM’s superior performance to three key aspects:
distribution-free probabilistic modeling, multi-scale pattern decomposition, and flexible
conditional generation. These elements work in concert to overcome fundamental
limitations of traditional approaches.

Existing data-driven models rely on explicit probability distributions (e.g., Gaussian or
10



asymmetric Laplace) to characterize hydrological uncertainty. This parametric approach
imposes rigid assumptions that fail to capture the complex, often heavy-tailed nature of
flood distributions. DRUM eliminates these constraints through its diffusion framework,
which implicitly learns the true data distribution through iterative denoising. The
effectiveness of this distribution-free approach is demonstrated in Fig. 7a, where the
learned cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) closely match the empirical
distributions across all 531 basins. The model achieves particularly strong performance
in capturing the distributional tails, with CDF differences (ACDF) showing minimal bias
across the full range of normalized streamflow values (Fig. 7b). This flexibility proves
particularly valuable in flood forecasting, where traditional parametric distributions often
underestimate tail risks.

DRUM’s iterative refinement process naturally decomposes the complex task of flood
prediction into a hierarchy of more manageable sub-problems. The forward process
progressively adds noise to the data, while the reverse process learns to reconstruct
hydrological patterns at multiple temporal scales. This hierarchical decomposition is
evident in the basin-specific CDFs shown in Fig. 7c, where DRUM successfully captures
distinct distributional characteristics across diverse hydroclimatic gradients, from arid to
humid regions. Early denoising steps recover broad seasonal and inter-annual patterns,
while intermediate steps reconstruct medium-term weather responses. Final steps focus
on capturing high-frequency dynamics and extreme events. This hierarchical approach
enables more robust learning compared to LSTM models, which must simultaneously
capture all temporal scales in a single prediction step.

DRUM advances hydrological modeling through its novel approach to incorporating
meteorological conditions. While LSTM-based models embed conditioning information
directly with fixed weights, DRUM employs a unique weighted combination of
conditional and unconditional generation. The unconditional component captures the
general empirical distribution of runoff sequences, as evidenced by the high-fidelity
distribution matching in Fig. 7a-c, while the conditional component incorporates specific
meteorological and catchment influences. The weighting mechanism, guided by
classifier-free guidance®’, enables precise control over the relative influence of each
component. This architecture allows DRUM to generate diverse yet physically consistent
scenarios, maintain prediction accuracy while quantifying uncertainty, and adapt the
strength of meteorological conditioning based on forecast confidence.

The effectiveness of this design is particularly evident in extreme event prediction, where
DRUM achieves more accurate peak flow estimates with a 72.3% improvement in
probabilistic skill, better calibrated uncertainty bounds as shown by comprehensive
empirical evaluation and enhanced early warning capabilities demonstrated by lead time
analysis. These architectural innovations combine to create a system that fundamentally
advances the state of the art in flood forecasting. The distribution-free approach ensures
flexibility, the multi-scale decomposition provides robustness, and the flexible
conditioning enables precise control over meteorological influences. This combination
proves particularly powerful for extreme event prediction, where traditional approaches

often fall short.
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Fig. 7. Empirical runoff distribution reconstruction based on unconditional
diffusion model across 531 studied basins. a, CDFs comparison between model-
generated (learned) and observed (empirical) streamflow, with thin lines showing
individual basins and thick lines representing their means. b, CDF differences (ACDF =
Learned - Empirical) showing median and interquartile range (25th—75th percentile)
across normalized streamflow values. ¢, CDFs from six representative basins across
hydroclimatic gradients (arid to humid), comparing theoretical and learned distributions.
Streamflow data are log-transformed and min-max normalized per basin for visualization.

6. Discussion

The effectiveness of diffusion models is demonstrated in operational flood forecasting
with precipitation forecasts as conditioning signals. As shown by comprehensive
evaluations across different flood magnitudes and lead times (Fig. 3, Fig. 4), the diffusion
process more effectively preserves and utilizes precipitation signals throughout
generation. This fundamental advantage enables DRUM to consistently outperform
LSTM-based models in flood prediction, particularly for extreme events, under both
perfect and operational conditions. The success of precipitation conditioning points to
opportunities for enhancement through additional hydrological signals. Although
precipitation is the primary driver of floods, flood generation is modulated by multiple
interacting factors***°, such as temperature governing snowmelt processes in cold
regions>® and soil moisture conditions influencing the rainfall-runoff relationship®’. Given
the demonstrated strength in utilizing conditioning signals, diffusion models hold great

promise in leveraging multiple signals to further improve extreme flood forecasting.
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The spatial distribution of future flood risk revealed by DRUM reflects distinct flood
generation mechanisms across the CONUS. The heightened risk in Western coastal and
Southeastern regions aligns with their precipitation-driven flooding regime’®3%40,
corroborating projections of intensified precipitation-driven floods under climate
change*!. Nearly half of basins (47.8%) face increased flood risk even under the
optimistic SSP126 scenario underscores the inevitability of certain climate impacts.
Looking forward, we encourage a new generation of flood forecasting that harnesses both
the unprecedented water surface observations from the Surface Water and Ocean
Topography (SWOT) satellite and Al-enhanced weather prediction*>**. This
technological convergence, particularly through generative models that reveal both
processes and their uncertainties, enables a transition toward systems with high spatial
and temporal resolution. Such advances not only enhance fine-grid flood forecasting but
also provide critical feedback to climate processes, bridging local hydrology and global
dynamics for resilient water management.

7. Methods

DRUM

DRUM is a conditional diffusion model that generates T-day probabilistic runoff forecasts
X Dby incorporating three key components: t-day historical meteorological conditions H,
T-day precipitation forecasts F, and static catchment attributes §. The probabilistic
forecasting process can be formulated as:

55t+1; Ly £t+T~P9 (Xt+1:t+T IHl:t' Ft+1:t+T' S); (1)

where 6 represents the model parameters, and X;,1, ..., X;;7 are samples drawn from
the conditional probability distribution Py.

To build a regional model, we first develop an unconditional diffusion model that
incorporates basin’s static attributes S:

Po(Xes1.e47|8) = fpr(Xt+1:t+T|Z)p6(Z|S)dZ; 2)

where z represents the Gaussian noise variable, p, represents the learned reverse
process, and pg characterizes the noise-space transformation. Although termed
“unconditional” as it excludes time-varying meteorological inputs (H and F), this base
model necessarily conditions on § since basin attributes fundamentally determine the
runoff generation process, enabling a single model to capture diverse rainfall-runoff
relationships across different catchments.

Building upon this proven framework, we extend DRUM to a conditional diffusion model
by incorporating meteorological conditions:

PG(Xt+1:t+T|H1:t1 Ft+1:t+T:S) = jpr(Xt+1:t+T|Z)p9(Z|H1:t: Ft+1:t+T:S)er (3)

Then, we use classifier-free guidance approach to control how much the model relies on
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conditional information. We introduce a weight w and form a linear combination of the
conditional and unconditional predictions:

Po=1+w) Po(Xesr.eor|Hie Froniesrs S) =W Po(Xei1.0471S)- 4)

When w = 0, the model is fully conditional, using the provided meteorological and
hydrological inputs. As w increases, the model places even greater emphasis on these
conditions, producing forecasts that more strongly reflect the given scenarios.

The diffusion framework establishes a bijective mapping between simple Gaussian
distributions and complex runoff distributions through a forward-backward process. The
forward process follows a Markov chain that progressively injects Gaussian noise into
runoff, while the learned reverse process reconstructs samples through iterative denoising.
In this framework, runoff data x, sampled from the true distribution q(x,) is gradually
transformed into Gaussian noise xr through T diffusion steps. The forward process can
be defined as:

q(x¢lxe—1) =N (xti V(- ﬁt)xt—lugtl)l (5)

where [; is a predefined variance schedule that controls the noise level at each step, and
the time step t progresses from 1 to T.

The reverse process p(x;_q|x;) reconstructs the runoff distribution by iteratively
denoising samples from a standard normal distribution N(0,1). This process is modeled
as a learnable Markov chain where each step gradually denoises the data through a neural
network that learns the transition dynamics. Given the conditional information y, the
reverse transition can be formulated as:

Po(Xe—1lxe, y) = N(xt—1i to(xe, t,y), 092 (xu, t, }’)I); (6)

where g and o are learned functions parameterized by 6. Upon optimization of
po(x:—1lx:, ¥), we can generate future runoff sequences from Gaussian noise x; given
conditional information y.

Detailed derivations of DRUM are provided in Supplementary Text 1.

Datasets

The CAMELS dataset comprises 671 basins across the CONUS, encompassing diverse
geological, ecological, and climatic conditions. The dataset provides daily meteorological
forcings (1980-2010) from three gridded products: Daymet (0.01°), Maurer (0.125°), and
NLDAS (0.125°). We utilize five forcing variables including precipitation (mm day'),
maximum and minimum temperature (°C), shortwave radiation (W m™), and vapor
pressure (Pa). CAMELS also contains 27 static catchment attributes (Supplementary
Table S1), along with daily streamflow observations from the United States Geological
Survey (USGS). Following Klotz et al.>*, we select 531 basins with areas ranging from 4
to 2000 km?, excluding larger basins and those showing significant area calculation
discrepancies (>10%).

The ECMWEF-IFS reforecast dataset provides precipitation forecasts at 0.125° spatial
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resolution, which is generated twice weekly within a 20-year rolling window. Each
forecast consists of four perturbed ensemble members with 6-hourly accumulations
extending to 7 days ahead. We utilize reforecasts from 30 September 1995 to 1 October
2005, aggregating 6-hourly data into daily total precipitation. Approximately 10% of
missing data are filled using ERA5-Land reanalysis (0.1° resolution). All gridded data are
area-weighted to obtain basin-scale estimates.

The NEX-GDDP-CMIP6 dataset provides high-resolution (0.25°) climate projections.
We utilize daily data from five GCMs (CanESMS5, CESM2, CNRM-CM6-1, EC-Earth3,
and MPI-ESM 1-2-HR) spanning historical (1950-2014) and future periods (2015-2100)
under four scenarios (SSP126, SSP245, SSP370, and SSP585). The variables include
precipitation, mean temperature, maximum and minimum temperature, shortwave
radiation, and relative humidity (Supplementary Table S2). To maintain consistency with
CAMELS meteorological forcings, we derive vapor pressure from mean temperature and
relative humidity and apply Distribution Mapping to correct systematic biases against
Daymet data during 1980-2014, as Daymet provides the highest spatial resolution (0.01°)
among the three observation-driven products (detailed procedures in Supplementary Text
2). All bias-corrected outputs are area-weighted to basin scale, and multi-model means
are calculated by equal weighting.

Modeling frameworks

We compare DRUM with two LSTM-based baseline models: a deterministic model
(LSTM-d) and a probabilistic model (LSTM-p). All models share a similar backbone
architecture, comprising an encoder-decoder LSTM with static catchment attribute
embedding components. The models take as input 365-day historical meteorological
forcing sequences, 27 static catchment attributes, and T-day precipitation forecasts to
generate T-day runoff predictions.

The key distinction lies in their modeling frameworks. DRUM leverages a diffusion
process for probabilistic forecasting, LSTM-d produces deterministic forecasts optimized
with NSE* loss function'®, while LSTM-p characterizes uncertainty through a single
asymmetric Laplace distribution'®, outputting location (), scale (c), and skewness (1)
parameters at each forecast step. Detailed model architectures and training configurations
are presented in Supplementary Table S3.

Experimental setup

We design three experiments to evaluate the proposed DRUM against the LSTM
baselines, focusing on nowecasting, operational forecasting, and future flood risk
assessment, respectively.

In Experiment 1, we evaluate single-step streamflow nowcasting (0-day lead time)
utilizing merged meteorological forcings from three sources (Daymet, Maurer, and
NLDAS) in the CAMELS dataset, which has demonstrated optimal performance*®. The
input features comprise precipitation (Prcp), maximum temperature (Tmax), minimum
temperature (Tmin), shortwave radiation (Srad), and vapor pressure (Vp), along with

daily streamflow observations from USGS. Following Klotz et al.?>, we split the dataset
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into training (1 October 1980-30 September 1990), validation (1 October 1990-30
September 1995), and testing periods (1 October 1995—-1 September 2005).

Experiment 2 extends to operational forecasting with future precipitation forecasts. We
generate 7-dimensional output sequences (1-7-day lead times), utilizing Daymet data for
the same meteorological features as Experiment 1. During training, we employ Daymet
precipitation observations as perfect forecasts. For testing, we evaluate models with both
perfect forecasts (Daymet observations) and ECMWF-IFS reforecasts to isolate the
impacts from precipitation forecasts and rainfall-runoff modeling. The data split remains
consistent with Experiment 1.

Experiment 3 addresses on future flood risk assessment. We adopt the nowcasting setup
and model configurations from Experiment 1, training the models with Daymet data and
driving them with NEX-GDDP-CMIP6 climate projections. These projections span both
historical (1950-2014) and future periods (2015-2100) under four Shared Socioeconomic
Pathway scenarios (SSP126, SSP245, SSP370, SSP585).

The probabilistic models (DRUM and LSTM-p) generate 50 ensemble forecasts per time
step to characterize prediction uncertainty, whereas the deterministic model (LSTM-d)
produces single-valued outputs. Model evaluation compares predictions against
observations, using all ensemble members for the probabilistic metric and ensemble
means for deterministic metrics.

All experiments are conducted on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU. The training process
requires 13.5, 2.5, and 4.8 hours for DRUM, LSTM-p, and LSTM-d, respectively. For
531 basins with 10-year test data, DRUM requires 90 hours to generate 50 samples at
each time step, while the sampling time for both LSTM variants is negligible. DRUM’s
sampling efficiency could potentially be improved by 20-50 times through the Denoising
Diffusion Implicit Models*” acceleration strategy.

Probabilistic metric

Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS)* is used to evaluate probabilistic forecasts,
measuring both calibration and sharpness of the forecast distributions. For deterministic
forecasts, CRPS reduces to Mean Absolute Error (MAE), which enables direct
comparison across different approaches, with values ranging from 0 (perfect forecast) to
infinity.

Deterministic metrics

Multiple metrics are used to assess model performance, with probabilistic forecasts
evaluated using ensemble means. The overall skill is measured by Kling-Gupta Efficiency
(KGE), Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency (NSE), MAE, and their components (a-NSE, B-NSE,
COR). Flow-specific performance is evaluated using three flow-duration-curve-based
metrics®: high-segment volume bias (FHV) for the top 1%o of flows, low-segment
volume bias (FLV) for flows below the 30th percentile, and midsegment slope bias (FMS)
for flows between the 20th and 80th percentiles. Peak-Timing error (P-T) measures the
temporal accuracy of peak flows.
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Flood event detection metrics

We evaluate flood detection skill using precision, recall, and F1 score, with values ranging
from 0 to 1 (1 indicating perfect performance). Flood magnitudes are defined using return
periods following the USGS Bulletin 17B*, where we fit the Log-Pearson Type III
distribution to annual maximum daily streamflow series for each basin. A flood event is
considered correctly forecast when both observed and forecasted peak flows occur within
the same natural day and exceed the flow threshold corresponding to the specified return
period. Precision quantifies the proportion of true floods among all predicted flood events,
while recall measures the fraction of actual flood events that were successfully identified.
The F1 score, calculated as the harmonic mean of precision and recall, provides a
balanced assessment of detection skill.

Early warning metric

We quantify the early warning skill using mean lead time. For each flood event, we
determine the maximum lead time (in days) at which the forecast successfully detects the
flood, with unsuccessful forecasts assigned zero lead time. The basin-specific warning
skill is then represented by the mean lead time across all flood events within that basin.

Detailed formulations and mathematical definitions of all evaluation metrics are
presented in Supplementary Text 3.
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Supplementary Text 1. Diffusion-based runoff model.
Diffusion models overview

Diffusion models represent a class of generative models that leverage the underlying
principles of diffusion processes to transform Gaussian noise into target data distributions
for sample generation. These models are based on a forward-backward process, where
the forward process gradually adds noise to data, and the reverse process learns to remove
the noise to recover the original data. The key idea behind diffusion models is to
parameterize the reverse process to model the data generation process effectively. When
applied to runoff forecasting, these models provide an innovative framework for
capturing the intricate dynamics and inherent uncertainties within hydrological systems.

In the forward process, data x, represents a sample from the runoff distribution q(x,),
and x, is gradually transformed into a pure noise Gaussian sequence x; through a
series of diffusion steps T. The forward process can be defined as:

q(x¢lxe—1) =N (xt;\/ 1- :Bt)xt—lugtl)l (S1)

where [; is apredefined variance schedule, and the time step t progresses from 1to T.

Given a; =1—f; a, =[I'_;a;, and €, is Gaussian noise drawn from a standard
normal distribution N(0,1), we can express this relationship in a more direct form as:

X = mxt—l + \/Eet—l

= \/?t(\/?—lxt—z + mft—z) + mftq
= \/atTth—z + \/mft—z + met—l
= \/atTth—z + mf_t—z

= J@:Xo + 1 — .. (S2)

In Equation (S2), we exploit a fundamental property of Gaussian distributions: the sum
of two independent Gaussian random variables yields another Gaussian distribution,
whose mean equals the sum of the individual means and whose variance is the sum of the
individual variances. Consequently, x; can be sampled directly from x,, with this
stochastic process expressed in closed form as:

q(xelxo) = N (x5 @xo, (1 — @I, (S3)
Given x, and a Gaussian noise €, and applying the transformation:
xt = \/EXO + 1 - dt(:'. (84)

Whent - T, [ = 1, consequently ar — 0, and x; closely approximates a Gaussian
distribution. During the forward process, noise is progressively incorporated until the
data’s spatial structure dissipates, resulting in pure noise.

The reverse process p(x;_q|x;), aims to reverse the noising process, gradually
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transforming the noisy data x; from N(0,1) and employ a sequence of neural networks
to systematically remove noise, generating the sequence x; — Xx,. This framework
suggests modeling the reverse process as a learnable Markov chain:

Po(Xe—1lxt) = N(xt—l; to(x¢, t), 092 (X, t)l)' (S5)
where g and o are learned functions parameterized by 6.

The model parameters 8 re optimized by maximizing the variational lower bound (VLB)
of the data log-likelihood. The learned model closely approximates the true reverse
diffusion process while maintaining computational feasibility. The VLB optimization can
be formally expressed as:

Eq(xy) (—logpe(xo)) < ]Eq(xo)[—logpg (x0) + Dir,(q(x1.71%0) 1P (X1.71%0)) |

_ _ a(X1.7|%o)
= Eq(xp) [ logpe (xo) + IQ(X1:T|XO)109 o (or)/Pa(%e) lzT]
_ q(xq.7|x
= Eq(x,) [—loype (x0) + f Q(xllexO)logigel(;; |:T)O)dx1:T + logpg (xo)]
q(x1.71%0)
=E log————= = Ly;5. Sé6
a(xo.r) 09 o or) VLB (S6)

To better understand the optimization objective and isolate the key components of the
learning process, we can decompose and rewrite the VLB in a more mathematically
tractable form as:

_ Q(xl:T|x0)
Ly = Eq(x,m) [log m]

I, a(x¢ixe_1) ]

poGer) [1;_, po(Xe—11%t)

- T .
=Eq[—-logpe (xT)+Z IOQM]
I t=1

po(Xe—11X¢)
- T
_ _ a(xelxXe—1) q(x1|x0)]
= Eq _ log pe (x7) + thz log po(Xe_11%0) + log Po(Xolt1)

- T . . .
_ _ a(Xe—11Xe, Xo) _a(X¢iXo) ) q(x1|xo)]
=Eq I logpe (xr) + Zt:z log ( po(Xe—11X¢)  a(Xe—11%p) + log pe(Xolx1)

_ T :
=]Eq —lngg (xT)+2 logM_}_E lOg q(xtlxo) +l0g q(x1|x0)
N t=2

po(Xe—11Xt) t=2 = a(X¢-1lX0) po(Xolx1)
- T . . .
_ _ a(X¢—11X¢, Xo) a(Xtixo) LI(X1|X0)]
= Eq I logpg (xr) + Zt=2 log po(X¢-11Xt) +log a(x11xq) +log pe(Xolx1)
_ [, a(xrixg) ZT a(Xe—11Xe, Xo) ]
- ]Eq _log p@(xT) + t=2 log pe(xt—1|xt) logp9 (xo le)

- T
= E, Dy (q(xr | x0)|Ipo(x7)) + z Dy, (q(xe—11xe, x0) [ |po (xe—11x¢) — logpe (x0|x1)] .(S7)
i t=2

This formulation yields an elegant interpretation when examining each constituent term:

1) The reconstruction term Lo = —E;[logpg(xo|x;)] quantifies how well the model
reconstructs the original data.
2) The prior matching term Ly = Eg[Dg;(q(xr|xo)||pe(xr))] quantifies the

distributional alignment between the fully noised input and the standard Gaussian
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prior. This term vanishes under our assumptions, as the diffusion process ensures
complete convergence to Gaussian noise at the terminal time step T.

3) The denoising matching term L; = Dg; (q(x—1l|xs x0)||po(x—1]|x;) is the core
optimization objective. Here, q(x;_1|x;,xy) serves as the ground-truth signal while
po(x:_1|x:) represents our learned denoising transition. The optimization process

minimizes the discrepancy between these two denoising steps.

When x, is known, q(x;_1|x, xo) canbe derived through Bayes’ theorem, resulting in
a Gaussian distribution:

_ a(X¢—1l%0)
q(xe—1lxe,x0) = q(xelxe—1, x0) MCALD)
o exp | — L[ Cemf@res)” | (ea—VEixo)”  (xemyEro)”
p 2 Bt 1-@¢— 1-a;

_ 1,0 1 2 2,/ar 2@
= exp (_5((E + 1_ﬁt_1)xt—1 +( g, Xt + 1_ﬁt_1x0)xt—1 + C(x¢, %))
= N(xp—1; fA(xe, %0), BOD). (s8)
Referring to the previously derived Gaussian forms in equations (S4) and (S8), we can
express:
1t %) = = (1 = i (x4, ) (59)

X, Xg) = —= (X — —=¢€9 (x4, 1)).
U\ Xt, Xg \/d_t t m 0 t

By examining L; = Dy (q(xe—1|xe, x0)||po (X¢~1]x:) and leveraging the derivations
from equations (S5), (S8) and (S9), we can formulate the loss function as:

1 ~ 2
L =Ey ¢ [MHM(XD x0) — pg (x¢, || ]

2
1

201Zgl15

/—at t 1-a, t /_O-'t t /—1_Et o\t
[ (1-ap)? 2
= Erpe [smoao— |lec — 6 (e, 01|

20, (1-@) 129113
e — €0 (VTxo +1-Trent)|

Following Ho et al.%, we utilize their elegant formulation of a simplified loss function.

= Exo,e

(1-ap)?

=E _mad)
Yo€ [2a,(1-@)IZgll3

2
]. (510)

Their derivation yields a streamlined objective Lgimpe that directly compares the
model’s predicted noise €4 and the actual noise €:

|e — €p (\/@xo + /(1 — a;)e, t)”z], (811)

where, € represents the noise added during the forward process, and €4 is the noise
predicted by the model.

Lsimple = Exo,e [
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Conditional diffusion

In the context of runoff forecasting, we employ both unconditional and conditional
diffusion models. The unconditional model captures the general empirical distribution of
runoff sequences, whereas the conditional model refines predictions by incorporating
additional contextual information, such as past meteorological conditions, static
catchment attributes, and current weather states. These models are grounded in score-
based diffusion techniques®?, which utilize the gradient of the log probability density
(score function). This score function, defined as Vlogp (x), captures the geometric
structure of the data distribution and enables sample generation without explicit density
modeling.

The objective is to approximate the conditional distribution p(x.|y), where x;
represents the runoff sequence at time t, and y denotes the conditioning information. In
diffusion models, noise prediction is modeled via €y. For the conditional case, the noise
is predicted as:

€g(xe,y) = —Vy, logp (xc 1 y), (812)

while for the unconditional case, the noise prediction depends solely on x; and is given
by:

eg(xy) = =V, logp (x¢)- (S13)

To interpolate between the conditional and unconditional predictions, we apply the
classifier-free guidance (CFG) method®. This approach introduces a guidance weight w
that modifies the predicted noise as:

€0(xe, Y)crg = (1 +w)eg(xe, y) — weg(xy). (514)

Substituting the expressions for conditional and unconditional noise predictions into this
formulation yields:

Vi logp (xe | y)opg = (1 +w) (th logp (x¢ | y)) —w (th logp (xt)), (515)
which simplifies to:
Vi logp (x¢ 1y )erg = (L+w)Vy logp (x| y) —wV,, logp (xp). (S16)

This expression demonstrates how the guidance weight ww governs the balance between
the conditional and unconditional score functions. Specifically, when w = 0, the model
reduces to the original conditional formulation. As w increases, the influence of the
conditioning signal is amplified relative to the unconditional prediction. This flexibility
allows for enhanced control over the trade-off between general empirical behavior and
specific contextual dependencies, thus improving the model’s ability to capture the
desired runoff distribution.
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Supplementary Text 2. Methodology for vapor pressure derivation and bias
correction of CMIP6 daily variables using Distribution Mapping.

Vapor pressure

The processing of CMIP6 meteorological variables consisted of two main procedures:
vapor pressure derivation and systematic bias correction. For vapor pressure calculation,
we employed a two-step procedure utilizing daily near-surface air temperature (tas) and
near-surface relative humidity (hurs) from CMIP6 outputs. Initially, the saturation vapor
pressure (e5) was calculated using the Buck equation®, which is extensively applied in
atmospheric sciences:

T T
es—-611216xp<(1&678——2345>(25714_FT>>, (S17)

where e is saturation vapor pressure (hPa) and T is temperature (°C) converted from
tas (K). Subsequently, the actual vapor pressure (vp) was determined using relative
humidity (hurs, %) through:

hurs
vp = 100 e. (518)
Distribution Mapping

To address systematic biases in daily CMIP6 model outputs (precipitation, maximum and
minimum temperature, solar radiation, and vapor pressure), we implemented the
Distribution Mapping (DM) method>, which establishes a transfer function that adjusts
the probability distribution of simulated climate variables to match that of observational
data. The implementation began with fitting theoretical distributions to both historical
observational data and model data from 1980-2014. Following Teutschbein and Seibert®,
we employed different distributions based on the characteristics of meteorological
variables. For daily precipitation, considering its non-negative and asymmetric
distribution characteristics, we adopted the Gamma distribution:

a

flxa,pB) = %x“‘le‘ﬁ ,x >0, (519)

where a and B denote the shape and scale parameters, respectively, and TI'(a)
represents the Gamma function. For temperature (maximum and minimum), solar
radiation, and vapor pressure, we utilized the Gaussian distribution:

1 (x—p)?
0\/Ee 202 (520)

where p and o represent the location and scale parameters, respectively. The correction
process was executed through mapping between theoretical distributions:

Xcorrected = Fo_bls(Fmod (Xlemod)leobs) (521)

where F,,,; and F,. represent the CDF of model data and inverse CDF of
observational data, fitted with parameters 6,,,; and 8,,, respectively. To account for

fQepo0)=
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seasonal variations in the distribution parameters, we performed the bias correction
separately for each calendar month. Due to the lack of analytical solutions for inverse
CDFs, we implemented numerical approximation using 99,999 uniformly distributed
quantile points (ranging from 107 to 0.99999) for interpolation, ensuring accurate
correction of extreme values. To preserve spatial heterogeneity, the correction procedure
was independently performed for all 531 basins. Finally, the multi-model ensemble means
for each scenario were derived by equally weighting the bias-corrected outputs from

individual models. The temporal evolution of key representative variables after bias correction is
shown in Supplementary Fig. S5.

Supplementary Text 3. Evaluation metrics.
Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS)

CRPS is a comprehensive metric for evaluating the accuracy of probabilistic forecasts.
Unlike deterministic evaluation indicators, CRPS evaluates the entire forecast distribution
rather than single-point predictions, which is formally defined as:

CRPS = f (PO) — Hy — x0) dy, (522)

where P(y) isthe cumulative distribution function of the forecast, x,,s is the observed
value, and H(y — x,ps) is the Heaviside step function that takes the value 0 for negative
arguments and 1 for non-negative arguments. For practical applications with empirical
distributions of finite support, a discrete approximation is used:

CRPS = > PO 107 < Xons) + ) (PO = D 10 > e, (523)
i=1 =1

where y; represents discrete forecast values, n is the number of such values, and ()
is an indicator function. To evaluate forecast performance over an extended period, the
average CRPS is calculated as:

T
1
CRPS,,q = TZ CRPS,;, (S24)
t=1

where T denotes the number of time points in the evaluation period. Notably, CRPS
reduces to the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) when the forecast ensemble consists of a
single member, making it a generalization of MAE for probabilistic forecasts.

Kling-Gupta Efficiency (KGE)

KGE=1-/(r—-1)2+(a— 12+ (- 1) (S25)

where r is the Pearson correlation coefficient, a is the ratio of simulated to observed
standard deviation, and S 1is the ratio of simulated to observed mean. KGE provides a
comprehensive evaluation that combines correlation, bias, and variability.
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Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency (NSE)

—0..)2
NSE = 1 — Z(Qobs Q51m) (526)

Z(Qobs - @)2 '

where Q. and Q;, are the observed and simulated streamflow values, respectively,

and Q,, represents the mean of observed values. NSE evaluates the model’s overall
predictive skill relative to using the observed mean.
Alpha-NSE (a-NSE)

sim

o,
a-NSE = , (527)

Oobs

where o, and o, represent the standard deviation of simulated and observed values,
respectively. a-NSE specifically assesses the model’s ability to capture flow variability.

Beta-NSE (f-NSE)

HUsim — Hobs
)

B-NSE = (S28)

Oobs

where ug,, and p.,, represent the mean of simulated and observed values. -NSE
quantifies the systematic bias in flow prediction.

Pearson correlation coefficient (COR)

_ Z(Qobs - @)(Qsim - @)

COR (529)
OobsTsim
COR measures the linear correlation between simulated and observed flows.
Mean Absolute Error (MAE)
1 n
MAE = =" [ Qs = Qs (530)
i=1

where Qqps; and Qgn; represent observed and simulated values at time step i,
respectively, and n is the total number of time steps. MAE quantifies the average
magnitude of prediction errors without considering their direction.

Bias in flow duration curve high-segment volume (FHV)

Z Qsim,p - Z Qobs,p
Z Qobs,p

where p denotes values exceeding the 98th percentile. FHV focuses on evaluating the
model performance during high-flow periods.

FHV =

X 100%, (S31)

Bias in flow duration curve low-segment volume (FLV)

1 x (Z In Qsim,l —In Qsim,min) - (2 In Qobs,l —In Qobs,min)

FLV = —
Z In Qobs,l —In Qobs,min

X 100%, (S32)
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where [ represents values below the 30th percentile, and min denotes the minimum value.
FLV assesses the model’s capability in simulating low-flow conditions.

Bias in the midsegment slope of flow duration curve (FMS)

_ (ll’l Qsim,l —In Qsim,u) - (1n Qobs,l —In Qobs,u)

FMS
In Qobs,l —In Qobs,u

x 100%, (S33)

where [ and u represent the lower (20th) and upper (80th) percentiles, respectively.
FMS evaluates the model’s representation of flow variability in the middle range.

Peak-Timing error (P-T)

n
1
P-T = £Z|tobs,i - tsim,i') (834’)
i=1

where t,,; and tg,; are the timing of the ith observed and simulated peaks,
respectively, and n is the total number of identified peaks. P-T quantifies the average
temporal mismatch between simulated and observed peak flows.

Precision, recall, and F1 score

Precision, Recall, and F1 Score constitute fundamental metrics for evaluating flood
forecasting systems, providing a nuanced evaluation that accounts for both false alarms
and missed events. In the context of flood forecasting, a prediction is considered accurate
when both observed and forecasted peak flows occur within the same natural day and
exceed the flow threshold corresponding to the specified return period. These metrics are
formally defined as follows:

Precision = —— (535)
recision = TP + FP ,

where TP represents true positives (correctly predicted flood events), and FP denotes false
positives (incorrectly predicted flood events, or false alarms). Precision quantifies the
proportion of correctly predicted flood events among all predicted flood events, indicating
the trustworthiness of positive predictions.

TP

Recall = TP+—FN , (336)

where FN represents false negatives (missed flood events). Recall, also known as
sensitivity or true positive rate, measures the proportion of actual flood events that were
correctly predicted, providing insight into the model's detection capability.

Precision - Recall B 2TP

= X - )
F1 score = 2 Precision + Recall 2TP + FP + FN

(S37)

The F1 Score combines precision and recall into a single metric, offering a balanced
assessment of the forecast system's performance. These metrics are typically calculated
over an extended evaluation period, providing a comprehensive view of the forecasting
system's capabilities across various conditions.
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Supplementary Fig. S1. Probabilistic forecasting skill comparison between DRUM
and LSTM-d. Spatial distribution of CRPS difference (ACRPS = LSTM-d minus DRUM)
for the top 1% of flow events, where positive values indicate superior DRUM
performance. Inset shows the ACRPS distribution truncated to [-10, 10] for visualization
clarity.
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Supplementary Fig. S2. Relationships between uncertainty and meteorological
forcings in probabilistic models. a,b, Correlation distributions between model
uncertainty and meteorological forcings for DRUM (a) and LSTM-p (b). Box plots show
median, interquartile range (IQR), and 1.5xIQR whiskers, with outliers as points.
Forcings include precipitation (Prcp), solar radiation (Srad), temperature extremes (Tmax,
Tmin), and vapor pressure (VP). Red dashed lines indicate zero correlation. ¢,d, Spatial
patterns of precipitation-uncertainty correlation for DRUM (¢) and LSTM-p (d), with
frequency distributions shown in insets.
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Supplementary Fig. S3. Distribution of regression slopes between observed and
forecasted precipitation across 531 representative basins. For each forecast horizon
(1-7 days), regression slopes were obtained by fitting a linear model (y = ax + b)
between forecasted (y) and observed (x) daily precipitation, where slope < 1 indicate
systematic underestimation of precipitation in forecasts. Each box depicts the
interquartile range with a horizontal line indicating the median slope. Whiskers extend to
1.5 times the interquartile range. Outliers are omitted for visual clarity.
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Supplementary Fig. S4. Flood warning capabilities in high-risk basins under climate
change. For basins projected to experience increased flood risk in SSP585 scenario (as
identified in Fig. 6d), spatial distribution of theoretical maximum lead times under perfect
precipitation forecasts. Points are colored by mean lead time (days), computed as the
average of maximum lead times across all flood events (lead time = 0 for missed events).
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Supplementary Fig. S5. Temporal evolution of key meteorological variables under
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different SSP scenarios from 1950 to 2100. a,b,c, Time series of (a) annual maximum
precipitation, (b) annual mean maximum temperature, and (¢) annual mean minimum

temperature under four SSP scenarios. Each point represents annual value. Black solid
lines show smoothed time series using a 3-year moving average. Red dashed lines indicate
fitted trends estimated by linear regression using time as the predictor variable, with
significance levels (two-tailed Student’s t-test) shown in the upper right corner of each
panel. Gray shading indicates the interquartile range (25th to 75th percentiles) of the
model ensemble. The vertical dashed line separates the historical period and future
projections.
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Supplementary Table S1. Comprehensive overview of CAMELS static catchment attributes.

Category Attribute Description Unit
p_mean Mean daily precipitation. mm/year
pet_mean Mean daily potential evapotranspiration. mm/year
aridity Ratio of mean PET to mean precipitation. -
p_seasonality Seasonality and timing of precipitation. -

Climatic high_prec_freq Frequency of high precipitation days (> 5 times mean daily precipitation). days/year
low_prec_freq Frequency of dry days (< 1 mm/day). days/year
high prec_dur Aver.age Quratlon of high precipitation events (number of consecutive days > 5 times mean daily days

precipitation).
low prec dur Average duration of dry periods (number of consecutive days < 1 mm/day). days
frac_snow Fraction of precipitation falling as snow (i.e., on days colder than 0 °C). -
carbonate rocks frac | Fraction of carbonate sedimentary rocks. -

Geological
geol permeability Subsurface permeability (log10). m’
frac_forest Forest fraction. -
lai_max Maximum monthly mean of the leaf area index (based on 12 monthly means). -
lai diff Difference between the maximum and mimumum monthly mean of the leaf area index (based on 12 )

Land cover - monthly means).

. Difference between the maximum and mimumum monthly mean of the green vegetation fraction (based
gvf diff -
on 12 monthly means).
gvf max Maximum monthly mean of the green vegetation fraction (based on 12 monthly means). -
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Sand fraction (of the soil material smaller than 2 mm, layers marked as oragnic material, water, bedrock

o
sand_frac and “other” were excluded). %
. Silt fraction (of the soil material smaller than 2 mm, layers marked as oragnic material, water, bedrock o
silt_frac “ » %
and “other” were excluded).
Clay fraction (of the soil material smaller than 2 mm, layers marked as oragnic material, water, bedrock |
clay frac » ” %
and “other” were excluded).
soil depth_statsgo Soil depth (maximum 1.5m, layers marked as water and bedrock were excluded). m
Soi soil porosit Volumetric porosity (saturated volumetric water content estimated using a multiple linear regression )
P y based on sand and clay fraction for the layers marked as USDA soil texture class).
soil_depth pelletier | Depth to bedrock (maximum 50m). m
. . Saturated hydraulic conductivity (estimated using a multiple linear regression based on sand and clay
soil_conductivity fraction for the layers marked as USDA soil texture class). cmv/hr
Maximum water content (combination of porosity and soil_depth_statgso, layers marked as water,
max water content « \, - - m
- - bedrock and “other” were excluded).
area_gages2 Catchment area (GAGESII estimate). km?
Topographic | elev_mean Catchment mean elevation. m
slope mean Catchment mean slope. m/km
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Supplementary Table S2. Data availability of daily meteorological variables across
CMIP6 GCMs under different scenarios. "" represents temporally continuous daily
data, "x" represents no data available; historical period spans 1950-2014, and future
scenarios (SSPs) span 2015-2100.

Model Variable | Historical | SSP126 | SSP245 | SSP370 | SSPS85
pr? \ \ \ V \
tas® \ \ \ V \

CanESMS5 tasmax® \ \ \ \ \
tasmin? \ \ \ V \
rsds® \ \ \ \ \
hursf \ V \ \ V
pr «/ v v v v
tas \ \ \ \ \

CESM2 tasm?x - - - - -
tasmin X X X X X
rsds V \ v V \
hurs \ \ \ \ \
pr N v d N N
tas J v v J d

SR Frer v ¢ d v V
tasmin \ \ \ V \
rsds \ \ \ \ \
hurs V \ V V \
pr N v N v v
tas \ \ \ \ \

EC-Barth3 tasmax \ \ \ \ V
tasmin \ \ \ \ \
rsds V \ v V \
hurs \ \ \ \ \
pr N v d N N
tas J v v J d

IR e v ¢ d v V
tasmin \ \ \ V \
rsds \ \ \ \ \
hurs V \ V V \

#Mean of the daily precipitation rate (kg m~ s™'); ® Daily near-surface air temperature (K); °
Daily maximum near-surface air temperature (K); ¢ Daily minimum near-surface air
temperature (K); ¢ Surface downwelling shortwave radiation (W m™); f Near-surface relative
humidity (%).
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Supplementary Table S3. Configurations of model architectures and training

settings.
Configuration DRUM LSTM-d LSTM-p
Architecture
Backbone Encoder-decoder Encoder-decoder Encoder-decoder
LSTM LSTM LSTM
Number of layers 1 1 1
Hidden size 256 256 256
Dropout rate 0.5 0.5 0.5

365-day Meteorological time series (precipitation, maximum and

minimum temperature, shortwave radiation, and vapor pressure)

Input
fpu Catchment characteristics (27 static attributes)
Future precipitation forecasts (aligned with prediction horizon)
M d i
can and varianee S ALD parameters (L,
Output of reverse process at | Deterministic values 6.7)
each step ’
Training
Input
by L Yes Yes Yes
standardization
Optimizer Adam Adam Adam
Batch size 256 256 256
Total epochs 200 30 60

Learning rate

schedule

le-4 (100 epochs)
5e-5 (40 epochs)
le-5 (40 epochs)
5e-6 (20 epochs)

le-3 (10 epochs)
5e-4 (10 epochs)
le-4 (10 epochs)

5e-4 (30 epochs)
le-4 (30 epochs)

Loss function

Diffusion loss

NSE*

Negative log-
likelihood of ALD
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