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Abstract

Highly resoluted and accurate daily precipitation data are required for impact
models to perform adequately and to correctly measure high-risk events’ impact.
In order to produce such data, bias-correction is often needed. Most of those
statistical methods correct the probability distributions of daily precipitation
by modeling them using either empirical or parametric distributions. A recent
semi-parametric model based on a penalized Berk-Jones (BJ) statistical test
which allows for an automatic and personalized splicing of parametric and non-
parametric has been developed. This method, called Stitch-BJ model, was found
to be able to model daily precipitation correctly and showed interesting potential
in a bias-correction setting. In the present study, we will consolidate these results
by taking into account the seasonal properties of daily precipitation in an out-of-
sample context, and by considering dry days probabilities in our methodology. We
evaluate the performance of the Stitch-BJ method in this seasonal bias-correction
setting against more classical models such as the Gamma, Exponentiated Weibull
(ExpW), Extended Generalized Pareto (EGP) or empirical distributions. The
Stitch-BJ distribution was able to consistently perform as good or better than
all the other models over the validation set, including the empirical distribution,
which is often used due to its robustness.

Keywords: Bias correction; Extreme value theory; Goodness-of-Fit; Parametric
distribution; Precipitation modeling
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1 Introduction

Highly resoluted and robust daily precipitation data are key for hydrological models,
impact models or to produce climate indicators (Casanueva et al. 2016; Shayeghi et al.
2024). Insufficiently resoluted models are not able to produce realistic extreme events
due to the smoothing effect of models and them not being convection-permitting
(Fosser et al. 2024) . Such extreme events can often lead to dramatic catastrophes with
important economic and human impacts if not correctly assessed (Alfieri and Thielen
2015; Sangati and Borga 2009). However, highly resoluted and robust data are quite
scarce and often suffer from either short time series or small available areas. Most
common datasets are issued from Global Circulation Models (GCM) which provide
global coverage over a long period but at a coarse resolution (typically from 50km
to 200km), which is not resoluted enough for impact studies or to produce realistic
extremes (Henckes et al. 2018; Prein et al. 2016). Regional Climate Models (RCM)
are able to bridge this resolution gap to some extent, with some RCM producing data
with a resolution as high as 2x2km. However, data from GCM and RCM suffer from
bias from multiple sources (Wang et al. 2014) which need to be corrected (Şan et al.
2023; Xu et al. 2015), and increasing a model resolution may not increase its skill in
modeling extreme events compared to its lower resolution counterpart (Bador et al.
2020).

Multiple bias correction methods exist in the literature (Déqué 2007; Michelan-
geli et al. 2009) but the most used is often referred as the Quantile Mapping (QM)
bias correction method, which is paired to empirical distributions and referred to as
Empirical Quantile Mapping (EQM). However, other studies have used parametric dis-
tributions instead of the empirical one (Li et al. 2021; Naveau et al. 2016; Mamalakis
et al. 2017) with promising results. The use of the empirical distribution is often justi-
fied by being distribution-free and its robustness. Variation to the EQM method while
being fully empirical have also been explored (Velasquez et al. 2020; Byun and Hamlet
2024). Moreover, classical parametric distributions often fail to correctly model daily
precipitation over large and highly resoluted study areas. This is especially true for
study areas with a variety of climate zones, such as metropolitain France, containing
mountainous regions, plains, as well as regions with a mediterranean climate (Joly
et al. 2010; Strohmenger et al. 2024). Empirical models cannot however extrapolate
values outside the sample’s minimum and maximum, which prevent from producing
new extremes that are likely to happen, especially in a climate change context (Boé
et al. 2007; Déqué 2007; Byun and Hamlet 2024).

Let us remind the quantile mapping method :

x̂obs,fut = F−1
obs,ref (Fmod,ref (xmod,fut)). (1)

where Fdata,period refers to the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the
considered dataset data for the period period. Here the datasets considered are the
CERRA-Land reanalysis for obs and the ERA5-Land reanalaysis for mod, while the ref
period is from the 01/01/1985 to 31/12/2009 and the fut period is from 01/01/2010
to 31/12/2020. More details on the datasets can be found in Section 2.1. In the past
few years, new parametric and semi-parametric models have been studied to bridge
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the gap between classical parametric distributions with their abilities to extrapolate
extreme values, and the robustness and adaptability of empirical distributions. Such
models may be fully parametric, with the presence of a stitch (merging of two dis-
tributional models at a given cutting point) or not (Naveau et al. 2016; Mamalakis
et al. 2017; Derdour et al. 2022), or semi-parametric (Langousis et al. 2016; Holthui-
jzen et al. 2022; Trentini et al. 2023; Ear et al. 2025). In order to correctly evaluate
the performance of a model, an out-of-sample validation is required, with a separa-
tion of training and validation data. Additionally, data is also often separated into
months or seasons to remove intra-annual seasonality (Katiraie-Boroujerdy et al. 2020)
and increase confidence on the data’s stationarity. Finally, most studies only focus on
correcting the wet days intensity, but only a few are also considering dry days prob-
abilities (Vrac et al. 2016). The study from Ear et al. (2025) focused on introducing
a semi-parametric model referred as to the Stitch-BJ model, but was not applied in
a more applicative bias-correction context. In the present paper, we will study the
bias-correction performance of the Stitch-BJ model, by comparing it to multiple para-
metric and non-parametric distributions and applying multiple modifications, while
taking into account the following operational constraints :

1. The CERRA-Land and ERA5-Land datasets were separated into a training and
validation period (01/01/1985 - 31/12/2009 and 01/01/2010 - 31/12/2020) as dis-
cussed in Section 2.1. This separation makes it possible to include the empirical
distribution in the bias-correction performance comparison. As already remarked,
in this study, CERRA-Land is used in Equation (1) as obs data and ERA5-Land
as mod data;

2. A separation using meteorological seasons DJF (i.e. December-January-February),
MAM, JJA and SON was used in order to take daily precipitation’s seasonality
into account and increase the time series’ stationarity (see Section 2.1 for details);

3. Correction of dry days probability is included in the bias correction using the
Singularity Stochastic Removal from Vrac et al. (2016) as described in Section 2.2.

We will then study the bias-correction performance using the quantile mapping in
(1) paired with the Gamma, Exponentiated Weibull, Extended Generalized Pareto,
empirical and Stitch-BJ models, all described in Section 2.3.

Structure of the paper. In Section 2.1, we present the datasets for daily precipita-
tion over France used in this study and explain how and why they were divided for the
bias-correction evaluation. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 describe the methods used for respec-
tively the dry days’ proportion correction and the distributions for wet days modeling.
In Sections 3.1, 3.2 and in Appendix A, the seasonal bias correction results are pre-
sented where we used the CERRA-Land dataset to correct the ERA5-Land reanalysis
with respect to several metrics. Section 3.3 compares the differences in performance
depending on the season. An analysis of a selected location is presented in Section
3.4. Finally, the conclusion and discussion on the performances and limitations are
included in Section 4.
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2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Daily precipitation datasets

In this study, we consider the whole of metropolitan France, covering over 550000km2.
Two reanalyses were used to evaluate the bias-correction performance of our models:

• The ERA5-Land (ERA5L) reanalysis (Muñoz-Sabater et al. 2021) with a resolution
of 0.1◦ × 0.1◦, spanning from 01/01/1950 to 31/12/2021;

• The Copernicus Regional Reanalysis for Europe (CERRA-Land, CERRAL) reanal-
ysis (Verrelle et al. 2021) with a resolution of 5.5 × 5.5km and spanning from
01/01/1984 to 31/07/2021.

Both reanalysis were produced by the European Center for Medium-Range Weather
Forecast (ECMWF) and are freely available through their Climate Data Store (see
the Data Availability Statement section at the end of the present paper).

The ERA5L reanalysis is used as the model to be corrected (mod data as in (1)),
while CERRAL is used as a gridded observational dataset (obs data as in (1)). The
aim is to use bias-correction methods to match as closely ERA5L data to CERRAL
data. The datasets used here are not free of bias (Pelosi 2023; Guo et al. 2024), they
have been chosen in this study for illustration purposes but can be swapped for any
other datasets that may have a different resolution or bias. Datasets were chosen due
to their similar time-period availability as well as their similar spatial coverage for
bias-correction performance evaluation.

The CERRAL data was interpolated into a regular longitude/latitude grid (approx-
imately 0.05◦×0.05◦) using the linear scattered interpolant (scatteredInterpolant)
from MATLAB. The ERA5L data was interpolated to the same grid using the
CloughTocher2D interpolator from Python’s library SciPy.

We selected a common period for both reanalyses, starting from 01/01/1985 to
31/12/2020. Both reanalyses were separated using the meteorological seasons : DJF,
MAM, JJA, SON as in Katiraie-Boroujerdy et al. (2020) and Gutiérrez et al. (2019).
Discussion on the impact of subsampling on quantile mapping performance can be
found in Reiter et al. (2018). The seasonality must be taken into account because of the
intra-annual non-stationarity of daily precipitation. In our study area (Metropolitain
France), summers see in general the least amount of precipitation, while autumn sees
the most precipitation (Chaouche et al. 2010), as seen in Figure 1.

We performed two-sample t-tests between the means of each season for the period
01-12-1985 to 30/11/2009 to try to detect significative differences in the inter-seasonal
mean. Our results in Table 1 show an important rejection rate of the test at a sig-
nificance level α = 5% for all pairings, with a minimum of 35% of locations rejected
(JJA-MAM on ERA5L data), and a maximum of 80% (SON-MAM on ERA5L data) of
rejected locations. Such differences in means contradict the constant mean hypothesis
for weak-stationarity in time series.

However, when testing the intra-seasonal means with a monthly division, we man-
age to greatly reduce the rejection rate for our Student’s t-tests as shown in Table 2. In
the table, each season is decomposed into its 3 months component e.g; DJF is decom-
posed into December, January and February, and are then referred to as respectively
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DJF MAM JJA SON
DJF x 0.54 0.52 0.50
MAM 0.50 x 0.35 0.80
JJA 0.60 0.49 x 0.55
SON 0.51 0.79 0.49 x

Table 1: Proportion of rejected locations of the Student’s t-test for seasonal means
differences. Note that values in bold correspond to ERA5L results, while values in
italic correspond to CERRAL results.

1, 2 and 3. The two samples Student’s t-test is then applied on every pair of months
for the given season. In the example, to get the proportion of rejection for December
against February, one would need to look at the DJF table, on either the first column
and last line for CERRAL data, or the last column and first line for ERA5L data.
The maximum rejection proportion is at 33% (for March against April in the MAM
subtable on ERA5L data) which is lower than the lowest rejection rate from Table 1.
While a constant mean is not sufficient for stationarity, separation into seasons seems
to be an acceptable precautionary step to take to improve the homogeneity of our data.

DJF 1 2 3 MAM 1 2 3

1 x 0.05 0.32 1 x 0.33 0.26
2 0.10 x 0.17 2 0.19 x 0.12
3 0.25 0.06 x 3 0.24 0.18 x

JJA 1 2 3 SON 1 2 3

1 x 0.11 0.11 1 x 0.14 0.30
2 0.17 x 0.03 2 0.13 x 0.15
3 0.10 0.08 x 3 0.25 0.18 x

Table 2: Proportion of rejected locations of the Student’s t-test for monthly means
differences. Note that values in bold correspond to ERA5L results, while values in
italic correspond to CERRAL results.

Moreover, a separation into a training and validation set was done with the period
from 01/01/1985 to 31/12/2009 (25 years) used for training and the period 01/01/2010
to 31/12/2020 (11 years) is used for validation. Figure 1 not only shows the intra-
annual variability of daily precipitation, justifying the seasonal separation of our
datasets but also the wet bias (in terms on total cumulated intensity here) the ERA5L
dataset suffers compared to the CERRAL data. This can be noticed in panel (b) where
for all seasons, the CERRAL dataset produced a median annual cumulated precipi-
tation lower than ERA5L. More details on the wet or dry bias different datasets may
suffer and how to correct them are discussed in Section 2.2.

The JJA season produced much less total precipitation (15% to 30% less) than
the other seasons for both training and validation period. This further shows the need
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(a) (b)

Fig. 1: Yearly mean of seasonal cumulated precipitation for ERA5L and CERRAL
over the training (a) and validation (b) periods.

to seasonally divide our data as stationary time-series should have a constant mean
throughout.

This separation was chosen to keep a sufficient amount of wet days in the dry
season for the training period since the fitting ability of parametric distributions is
greatly dependent on the number of available samples (Braunstein 1992). Using 25
years for the training period, some locations can receive as few as 104 (resp. 126) rainy
days during the JJA season for respectively the ERA5L and CERRAL datasets.

2.2 On the correction of number of dry days and rain’s
probability

Most of the daily precipitation data coming from climate models (GCM, RCM or
reanalysis) suffer from the drizzle effect (Chen et al. 2021; Gutowski et al. 2003;
Argüeso et al. 2013) with too many low precipitations occurrences. The drizzle effect,
which happens with numerical models producing a high number of rainy days of
very small intensity, can have an important impact on the total precipitation amount
over an extended period. The spatial and temporal distribution of precipitation for a
given location is also affected, with daily precipitation-induced indicators such as the
Cumulative Dry Days (CDD) being greatly impacted by this drizzle effect (Maraun
2013).

While both considered datasets share similarities in their model and forcing data,
the differences in number of wet days and overall daily rain probability can be impor-
tant. These differences can be due to both intrinsic differences from the model, but
most likely from the difference in spatial resolution.

In Figure 2, we have the number of wet days (days with more than 1mm of rain) for
each season, for both datasets in the training (a) and validation (b) period. There is a
clear wet bias from the ERA5L model, with not only a higher median of the number
of wet days but also a higher extreme number of wet days. The median differences of
number of wet days between ERA5L and CERRAL is roughly 5 to 8 days per year,
but can reach up to 35 days on some locations. This results in almost 1000 more rainy
days during the training period for such locations.

Let us consider the difference in the probability of rain in Figure 3, where a positive
value means a higher probability of rain in ERA5L compared to CERRAL for a given
location.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2: Yearly mean of number of wet days (¿1mm) for ERA5L and CERRAL per
season for the training (a) and validation (b) periods.

(a) (b)

Fig. 3: Boxplot of differences in probability of rain (days with ¿1mm of rain) of
ERA5L against CERRAL by season for the training (a) and validation (b) periods.

In Figure 3, we can see a 5% higher probability of rain across all seasons for ERA5L,
with some locations with 20 to 40% more rainy days in ERA5L than CERRAL. On
the other hand, CERRAL locations have at most around 15% more rain than ERA5L,
and this only happens rarely. Results are very similar for the training and validation
period which seems to indicate that the evolution in rain probabilities evolved similarly
in both datasets between the two periods.

If left as it is, not only the resulting bias-corrected time series will keep the wet
bias, but the amount of rain might also be greatly superior to the target time series.
The wet or dry bias must then be corrected to reduce the number of bias sources
and produce bias-corrected data as trustworthy as possible. Multiple methods are
available to correct differences in dry days probability with the threshold adaptation
method (Schmidli et al. 2006; Lavaysse et al. 2012), positive correction method (Mao
et al. 2015), or a more direct approach (Piani et al. 2010; Vigaud et al. 2013). A
short intercomparison was done by Vrac et al. (2016) where a new method in the
direct approach family, able to correct both wet and dry bias was also introduced as
the Singularity Stochastic Removal method (SSR). The positive threshold method is
the most widely used with various thresholds considered by the scientific community
(Semenov et al. 1998; Ambrosino et al. 2014; Vaittinada Ayar et al. 2016; Bouvier
et al. 2003; Ear et al. 2025). However, it is not able to take into account dry bias
or the specificity of each location. Dry bias is much more difficult to correct than
wet bias since the correction is two-fold: the intensity needs to be chosen as well as
the temporal location of the correction. Randomly adding wet days to the time series

7



may break temporal correlation structure, precipitation being notably autocorrelated
(Khan et al. 2007; Abbott et al. 2016).

The SSR method (Vrac et al. 2016) corrects both wet and dry bias, location-wise.
However, for the dry bias correction, randomly chosen dry days are turned into wet
days (thus the stochastic part) without any regard to the autocorrelation of daily
precipitation data.

While the SSR method does not take autocorrelation into account, it allows for a
simple method to correct dry days proportion, with no distinction between adding or
removing wet days which could be the case for other methods.

The SSR method applies the following steps:

1. Select a threshold th such that any value above th is considered a wet day and any
value below is considered a dry day. This can either be a common threshold or the
minimum positive value of all datasets;

2. Set all days below th (null days) to a random uniformly taken between 0 and th;
3. Perform the bias correction technique;
4. Set the bias-corrected data lower than th to 0.

In the case where a distribution has been fitted to the wet days’ data, the method
will be applied as such, considering the quantile mapping for the bias correction
method (see Equation (1)).

Let FCERRAL,ref , FERA5L,ref be the fitted models to respectively the reference
observation data and reference model data. Let xERA5L,fut be the to-be-corrected
future model data. Let αCERRAL,ref and αERA5L,ref be the probability of dry days
respectively for the reference observed and reference modeled.

Quantile mapping methods are usually only applied to correct wet days distribu-
tions (Themeßl et al. 2012; Ajaaj et al. 2016; Lafon et al. 2013). To include the dry
day proportion correction, let us define:

F̃ERA5L,ref (x) =

{
FERA5L,ref (x) (1− αERA5L,ref ) + αERA5L,ref x ≥ th,
αERA5L,ref

th x x < th,
(2)

and

F̃−1
CERRAL,ref (x) =

F−1
CERRAL,ref

(
p−αCERRAL,ref

1−αCERRAL,ref

)
p ≥ αCERRAL,ref ,

th
αCERRAL,ref

p p < αCERRAL,ref .
(3)

In Equations (2) and (3), any probability lower than αCERRAL,ref will result in a
value lower than th. The SSR method will both correct the dry days proportion with
regards to the reference period, but also keep the evolution of dry days proportion
between the reference and future period.
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2.3 Parametric, semi-parametric and non-parametric models

Multiple distributional models were used in the bias correction procedure to compare
their performances. We mostly used the same distributions as in (Ear et al. 2025)
but we also added the empirical distribution for comparison. Distributions were fitted
using the Maximum Likelihood Estimator (MLE) for all parametric models. Fitting
was done location-wise, seasonally and using only wet days (¿1mm). When available, a
1mm location parameter was used, or a 1mm shift was applied to the fitting procedure
for distributions without one. A left-censor has been used for the EGPD as in (Naveau
et al. 2016), and the threshold has been determined through trials not shown here.

In the present study, the distributions used are the Gamma, Exponentiated
Weibull, Extended Generalized Pareto, Stitch-BJ distribution and empirical model.

Gamma distribution The Gamma distribution is one of the most used paramet-
ric distribution for daily rainfall (Martinez-Villalobos and Neelin 2019; Husak et al.
2007). The distribution is defined by its cumulative distribution function (CDF) as
follows:

F (x) =
1

Γ(x)
γ
(
k,

x

θ

)
,

with x > 0, k > 0 and θ > 0. Γ is the gamma function and γ is the lower incomplete
gamma function.

Exponentiated Weibull distribution. The Exponentiated Weibull (ExpW)
generalizes the Weibull distribution and while it has historically been used for failure
rates and survival data modelisation, (Khan 2018; Mudholkar et al. 1996), the ExpW
has also been used for precipitation modeling (Sharma et al. 2022). This distribution
is defined by its CDF:

F (x) =
[
1− e−(x/λ)k

]α
,

with x > 0, k > 0, α > 0 and λ > 0. With α = 1, we retrieve the original Weibull
distribution.

Extended Generalized Pareto distribution. Here we recall a family of distri-
butions which has theoretical properties in line with Extreme Value Theory for both
the lower and upper heavy-tail behavior (see Naveau et al. (2016)). The Extended
Generalized Pareto distribution (EGP) has recently been used in multiple studies for
rainfall modeling due to its flexibility and theoretical guarantees (Tencaliec et al. 2019;
Rivoire et al. 2021; Haruna et al. 2023). We will only use the type 1 EGPD with the
same 3mm left-censoring as used in Ear et al. (2025). The CDF of the type 1 EGPD is:

F (x) =

{(
1− (1 + ξx/σ)−

1
ξ

)κ

, ξ > 0,(
1− e−x/σ

)κ
, ξ = 0,

with x > 0, σ > 0, ξ ≥ 0 and κ > 0. Notice that for ξ = 0, the model matches the
previous ExpW model with k = 1.

Empirical model. The empirical distribution is often used in climate studies for
its robustness (Enayati et al. 2021). The CDF can be written as follows:
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Fn(x) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

1{x(i)≤x}

with x(1), ..., x(n) the order statistics of the considered sample, and n the sample
size.

Stitch-BJ model. The Stitch-BJ model is a semi-parametric distributional
model based on a penalized version of the Berk-Jones statistical test (PBJ) recently
introduced in Ear et al. (2025).

The model is a flexible distribution which allows for an automatic stitch between
the EGP, ExpW and empirical distributions using the PBJ. For more information, we
refer to the original article where details can be found, as well as an analytical form
of the resulting final CDF.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4: Example of replacement indexes for the fitting of the Stitch-BJ model for a
given location on ERA5L (a) and CERRAL (b) in the reference period (01/ 01/1985
to 31/12/2009).

To easily understand the working mechanism of the Stitch-BJ, a simple example
is given in Figure 4 where the quantile-quantile plot (QQplot) of the fitted EGP and
ExpW distributions against the actual quantiles of respectively ERA5L (panel a) and
CERRAL (panel b) are shown for a selected location. In both panels, the vertical line
indicates an upper and lower rejection index (respectively in blue and green), named
iu and il. These indexes are derived from the Penalized Berk-Jones statistical test and
indicate the point from which the considered parametric distribution is deemed unfit.

On panel (a) of Figure 4, the final distribution can be expressed as :

F (x) =

{
FEGP (x) if x < F−1

EGP (
iu
n )

Fn(x) else,
(4)

with n the number of wet days for the considered time series. The upper tail of the
EGP distribution has been replaced with the empirical distribution. Note that while
the ExpW seems to be well fitted in panel (a) of Figure 4, errors on the upper tail can
be up to 48mm compared to the reference data, which is why it was also rejected on
the upper tail.
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On panel (b), the lower tail of the EGP has been replaced with the ExpW dis-
tribution which resulted in a better fitting distribution. Using the PBJ test, the final
stitch distribution can then be expressed as :

F (x) =

{
FExpW (x) if x < F−1

EGP (
il
n )

FEGP (x) else.
(5)

Note that Equations (4) and (5) are simple illustrations related to specific sit-
uations in panel (a) and (b) of Figure 4. Complete general analytical forms with
monotonicity guarantees are available in Ear et al. (2025).

Using this methodology, we fitted the Stitch-BJ model to the daily precipitation
data of ERA5L and CERRAL. From these fitted models, both a spatial analysis of
the stitching type and a global analysis of the stitching proportion can be obtained in
Figures 5 and 6.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 5: Replacement map for the Stitch-BJ fitted on the reference period of ERA5L
(a, b) and CERRAL (c, d) for DJF and JJA.

For both DJF and JJA season on ERA5L, the vast majority (resp 86.35% and
62.3%) of locations used a pure EGP distribution as shown in Figure 5 panels (a, b).
Considering all fully parametric models, stitch between parametric models included,
the proportion goes up to around 94% for both seasons. This shows that most locations
where able to get a satisfying fit out of purely parametric distributions. The remaining
locations used mainly an empirical lower tail replacement (3.6% and 4.75% of the total
locations respectively), while almost no locations used a purely empirical distribution.
Spatially, most of the locations using the empirical distribution for either the lower or
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upper tail replacement are located in historically complex climate regions such as the
Cévènnes, the Alps or the Corsica (Vautard et al. 2015; Emmanuel et al. 2017; Cortés-
Hernández et al. 2024; Estermann et al. 2025). For the JJA season, these locations are
a bit more spread out but still have a large concentration around the Alps and the
Cévènnes, with some replacement along the Pyrénnées.

Replacement maps for CERRAL in Figure 5 panel (c, d) are similar to those for
ERA5L in panels (a, b) with most of the locations for both DJF and JJA seasons
using pure EGP distributions (88.9% and 84% respectively). The use of an empirical
lower or upper tail is even rarer with respectively 95.39% and 96.5% of locations using
a purely parametric distribution. Use of the empirical distribution for the upper tail
is mainly located around the Cévènnes for the DJF season, while for JJA locations
seems to be spread out on all the study areas. No locations used a fully empirical
distribution for both DJF and JJA season while fitted on the CERRAL dataset.

For locations where Stitch-BJ was used, one might want to know how much of the
original distributions’ the stitching replaced. Overall, the median replacement affected
5% of the distribution for the lower tail, and less than 1% for the upper tail. More
details can be found in Figure 6 with boxplots of the percentage of replacement for
the lower and upper tail per season, for respectively ERA5L (panels a and c) and
CERRAL (panels b and d). The lower replacement index il concerned a larger portion
of the distribution compared to iu but its impact is much smaller due to the small
intensity of rain affected. Overall, il for CERRAL were smaller, both for the median
and outliers, than for ERA5L, throughout all seasons. For the upper tail index iu,
similar observations can be made with CERRAL upper replacement portion being
roughly equal to or lower than for ERA5L.

The Stitch-BJ model is heavily flexible, allowing to automatically replace a portion
of the EGP distribution with other models, either parametric or empirical, using p-
values results from the PBJ goodness-of-fit statistical tests. This allows for a better fit
to precipitation distribution which can be extremely variable depending on the season
and the location chosen.

In the next section, bias correction performance of all methods will be assessed
using the CERRAL validation period.

3 Bias-correction results on the period 2010-2020

In this section, we compare the performance of the newly introduced Stitch-BJ
against classical parametric distributions (EGP, ExpW, Gamma) and the empirical
distribution (referred to as emp).

As explained in Section 2.1, both datasets ERA5L and CERRAL were first mapped
on the same regular longitude/latitude grid (approximately 0.05◦ × 0.05◦) and the
following periods have been used for training and validation:

• Training period: 01/01/1985 to 31/12/2009;
• Validation period: 01/01/2010 to 31/12/2020;

along with a separation using the meteorological seasons. Only the results of the
correction of the validation period are shown in this section as they are similar to the
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 6: Boxplots of percentages of the lower (first row) and upper tail (second row)
being replaced by the stitching algorithm for ERA5L (a, c) and CERRAL (b, d).

ones from the previous study. In this section, the following metrics were computed on
a pixel-by-pixel basis and we noted qni the quantile i

n of the empirical distribution of

the target data i.e. F−1
n ( i

n ), and qFi the same quantile for a given distribution F , i.e.

F−1( i
n ).

Mean Absolute Error

MAEF =
1

n

n∑
i=1

|qFi − qni |.

Mean Absolute Error over the 95th percentile

MAE95supF =
1

n− ⌈95%⌉ × n

n∑
i=⌈95%⌉×n

|qFi − qni |,

where ⌈·⌉ is the ceiling function.
Root Mean Squared Error

RMSEF =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(qFi − qni )
2.

The number of quantiles n was chosen to be 50 to ensure all locations had enough
wet days without giving an artificially high weight to extremes.
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Differences of metrics were also computed to increase visibility on the spatial
improvements of one distribution over another. For two distributional models F and
G respectively, we compute the differences metrics as follows:

MAEdiffF,G = MAEF −MAEG,

MAE95supdiffF,G = MAE95supF −MAE95supG,

RMSEdiffF,G = RMSEF −RMSEG.

Note that in the following sections, Gamma’s error maps will not be shown. We will
display only Gamma’s results in boxplots due to the very high errors. We do include
for some figures the interpolated but non-corrected future model data, referred to as
ERA5L in the legends. Moreover, the colour ranges are fixed between maps of the
same metrics to represent the 99.9th quantile error of the Stitch-BJ method. Finally,
for differences of metrics, the scale is not fixed and may vary from distribution to
distribution.

3.1 Mean Absolute Error

Differences of MAE for the bias correction performance shown in Figure 7 are quite
difficult to assess. Both the spatial pattern and intensity of error are very similar for
all chosen distributions. However, some extreme MAE for the EGP and ExpW models
can be seen for the DJF season (panels b and c), respectively near the Cévènnes and
the Alps region. Those mountainous areas are known to be difficult to model due
to their strong orographic features, paired with intense rain events during the SON
and DJF seasons. Performances for the JJA season (panels e, f ,g and h) are mostly
identical which may be caused by the lower amount of rain and fewer extreme events.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Fig. 7: Maps of MAE for DJF (first row) and JJA (second row) for the following
models: Stitch-BJ panels (panels a,e), EGP (panels b,f), emp (panels c,g) and ExpW
(panels d,h).
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Differences maps in Figure 8 allow us to see how much the extreme errors are
corrected with the Stitch-BJ method, compared to the EGP and ExpW. We refer
to model -season the error maps corresponding to the differences between Stitch-BJ’s
error and model ’s error, for the given season.

For the EGP-DJF (panel a), we see an important increase in performance around
the Cévènnes region, with a difference of more than 10mm in terms of MAE, while
the EGP is at most 1.46mm of MAE better than the Stitch-BJ. For EGP-JJA (panel
d), performances are relatively similar between the Stitch-BJ and the EGP models.

For the ExpW-DJF (panel c), improvements cover a greater area but are less
important with at most an improvement of the MAE of 5mm. As for the emp-DJF and
emp-JJA (panels b and e), improvements are much less important and performance
is relatively equal with no models improving significantly over the other. The only
exception may be with the ExpW-JJA (panel f) where the Stitch-BJ was able to
improve the MAE of more than 5mm in some areas.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 8: Maps of MAEdiffStitch−BJ,G for DJF (first row) and JJA (second row) with
G being the following models: EGP (a,d), emp (b,e) and ExpW (c,f). Note that value
ranges are specific to each map.

Boxplots of Figure 9 show how extreme errors are reduced for both the DJF and
JJA seasons by using the Stitch-BJ model to replace misfitted portions of the EGP and
ExpW distributions. For the DJF season (panel a), the Stitch-BJ was able to improve
on the extremes error of both the EGP and ExpW distributions, but fail to reduce the
maximum error against the empirical distribution. However, the bulk of the outliers are
essentially identical for the Stitch-BJ and empirical distribution. Moreover, in terms
of median MAE, the Stitch-BJ and EGP are improving against both the ExpW and
empirical models (with an MAE of 0.61, 0.61, 0.64 and 0.67 for the Stitch-BJ, EGP,
emp and ExpW respectively). For the JJA season (panel b), conclusions are similar
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to the DJF season but at a lesser extent with much less extreme outliers produced by
the EGP and ExpW distributions. All models are relatively competitive for the JJA
season and the Stitch-BJ and EGP still produce very slightly lower median MAE than
other models.

Fig. 9: Boxplots of MAE for DJF (a) and JJA (b) for all models. Note that the y-axis
is in log10-scale.

3.2 Mean Absolute Error over the 95th percentile

MAE95sup maps in Figure 10 are very similar to the MAE maps of Figure 7. However,
for the DJF season, the Stitch-BJ was able to improve against all other shown models
significantly in some regions: Cévènnes and Corsica regions for both EGP and ExpW
(panels a and c) and Alps and Corsica regions for the empirical model (panel b).
However, for the JJA season (panels d, e and f), no significant improvements are easily
noticeable.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Fig. 10: Maps of MAE95sup for DJF (first row) and JJA (second row) for the following
models: Stitch-BJ panels (panels a,e), EGP (panels b,f), emp (panels c,g) and ExpW
(panels d,h).
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Differences of MAE95sup in Figure 11 clearly show the advantages of the Stitch-
BJ against all other methods for the DJF season, mainly focused on the Cévènnes
and Corsica region, with errors differences ranging from 30mm to 162mm (panels a,
b and c). However, some locations show poor performance from the Stitch-BJ com-
pared to other models, especially in the Eastern Pyrenees where other models produce
MAE95sup 17mm to 21mm lower. For the JJA season, performance is equivalent for
most models (panels d and e), with only against the ExpW (panel f) where the Stitch-
BJ can show higher improvements than the opposite with a maximum improvement
of 32mm against 20mm for the ExpW.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 11: Maps of MAE95supdiffStitch−BJ,G for DJF (first row) and JJA (second
row) with G being the following models: EGP (a,d), emp (b,e) and ExpW (c,f). Note
that value ranges are specific to each map.

In Figure 12, boxplots for the DJF season (panel a) show the clear improvement of
the Stitch-BJ against the EGP and ExpW models. At first glance, the ExpW model
produces lower outliers than the Stitch-BJ but this is only true for the three most
extreme outliers produced by the Stitch-BJ. The rest of the outliers are much more
condensed and generally lower than both the ExpW and empirical models’ outliers.
Median errors are also slightly lower for the EGP and Stitch-BJ models compared to
all other models for the DJF season. Models over the JJA season (panel b) produce
very similar extreme outliers, and median errors are also very close and higher than
for DJF.
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Fig. 12: Boxplots of MAE95sup for DJF (a) and JJA (b) for all models. Note that
the y-axis is in log10-scale.

Additional figures for the RMSE results are available in Appendix A.

3.3 Impact of seasonality on performance

In the following figures, all seasons are shown on the same boxplot to assess the
performance of the different methods season-wise. For the dry days’ probability in
Figure 13, we show the difference between the target dry days probability and the
modeled one: a positive value means a dry bias, while a negative one implies a wet bias.

Fig. 13: Multi-season dry days probability difference between CERRAL and Stitch-
BJ, EGP, emp, ExpW and uncorrected model ERA5L data.

In Figure 13, the impact of the SSR method is very noticeable for all seasons, with
a large reduction in differences in dry days probability for all methods using the SSR
correction. The method performed best for the DJF and MAM season, while a small
wet bias remains in JJA season and a dry bias in the SON season. Since the underlying
model has almost no impact on the SSR correction, all models corrected with the SSR
produce similar dry days probability.

For all metrics boxplots in Figures 14 and 15, the MAEdiffStitch−BJ,mod,
MAE95supdiffStitch−BJ,mod and RMSEdiffStitch−BJ,mod (see Section 3) are shown
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with the EGP, ExpW and empirical distributions as competing models. A positive
value means the competing model performed better while a negative one means the
Stitch-BJ performed better.

Fig. 14: Multi-season MAE (a), MAE95sup (b) and RMSE (c) difference of Stitch-
BJ, against emp, ExpW and uncorrected ERA5L. Note that outliers are not shown in
these boxplots for readability.

In Figure 14, we have seasonal boxplots of respectively the MAE, MAE95sup and
RMSE differences in panels a, b and c. For the MAE differences in panel (a), the
median differences are always negative and the first quartile is consistently lower than
the third quartile for all seasons for the empirical and ExpW models. This means that
the Stitch-BJ resulted in a lower median MAE for all seasons compared to all the
other competing distributions. However, improvements on MAE are marginal with the
highest median improvement being for the SON season over the empirical distribution
with an improvement of approximately 0.05mm. As for the uncorrected model ERA5L,
improvements are more noticeable with a median MAE differences being much lower
than the others. We have similar observations in panel (b), with an improvement
over the MAE95sup for all seasons over the empirical distribution. The ExpW model
produces a median MAE95sup almost identical to the Stitch-BJ model for all seasons.
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This may be due to the ExpW being a flexible model as well, being able to model
both light and heavy tails distributions. Results are constant throughout the seasons,
with JJA and SON producing the most variations when comparing with the empirical
distribution. The empirical and uncorrected model were both outperformed in terms
of median MAE95sup by the proposed model.

Similarly to Figure 14 (panels a and b), an improvement can be seen over the
empirical method for the median differences in panel c. A small improvement on the
MAM season is noticeable against the ExpW, while performances are similar for all
other seasons. The first and third quartiles are once again asymmetric, favouring the
Stitch-BJ method slightly over the two others.

Fig. 15: Multi-season RMSE difference between Stitch-BJ and EGP.

In Figure 15, we show the RMSE difference between the Stitch-BJ and EGP
models, including outliers in the boxplot. We separated the EGP from the other distri-
butions from Figure 19 to show the extent of the errors of the EGP without impacting
the y-axis scale. For the MAM and JJA season, differences are quite symmetrical.
This is expected due to the low replacement rate of the EGP for these seasons (see
Figure 5). However, for DJF and SON seasons, improvements provided by the Stitch-
BJ model over the EGP model are much more noticeable. Many locations produced
RMSE 100 to 600mm higher than the Stitch-BJ respective location. This shows that
even though most of the locations used the EGP to model the upper tail, the model
cannot be used on all the study area at the risk of producing extremely high errors.
This emphasize the importance of the considered stitch model.

3.4 Local analysis on a selected location

While Figure 4 gave an idea of how the stitching procedure worked, let’s take a cor-
rected location for a finer analysis. In Figure 16, we have quantile-quantile plots of the
fitting procedure on both ERA5L and CERRAL data in panels (a, b), and the result-
ing bias-corrected data in panel (c). In the PBJ test, p-values ki are produced and are
used in the Stitch-BJ model to detect misfitted quantiles. When they cross a given
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threshold (red dashed line), we consider the corresponding quantile misfitted and we
reject it. In the first two panels, dark green and light green stars correspond to the ki
and rejected ki respectively. The green and blue vertical lines correspond to the lower
and upper rejection index il and iu introduced in Section 2.3, and any quantiles lower
(resp. higher) than the index are replaced with ones from another distribution.

Fig. 16: Local analysis for location (Lon 9.3 , Lat 41.96). Panel (a): Fitting perfor-
mance of the EGP and ExpW on ERA5L. Panel (b): Fitting performance of the EGP
and ExpW on CERRAL. Panel (c): Bias correction performance for Stitch-BJ, EGP,
ExpW and empirical model.
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In Figure 16 (panel a), we have a local analysis where a full ExpW model has been
used on ERA5L data. While the ExpW performed globally worse on high quantiles,
the extreme errors of the EGP distribution (50mm on the last quantile) resulted in the
selection of the ExpW distribution as the final distributional model. Note that while
rejected ki can be seen in the figure, since we completely replaced the distribution
with an ExpW, no lower and upper stitching indexes are shown with vertical lines,
meaning that the adopted model is a pure ExpW for this ERA5L’s location. In Figure
16 (panel b), a stitch distribution has been used for this location for CERRAL data.
This specific stitch model is composed by an empirical distribution in the lower tail,
an EGP distribution in the centre of the law and an ExpW distribution in the upper
tail. The notation associated is EMP-EGP-ExpW (see Figure 5).

This resulted in the bias-correction qqplot in panel (c), where the Stitch-BJ is the
best fitting model over all contenders. Moreover, we can see the impact of the stitch: if
left as is, the EGP produced a large overestimation of almost 1000mm for the highest
quantile.

To put into perspective, for this location, the MAE is at respectively 1.1, 3.3, 4.1
and 25.6mm for the Stitch-BJ, empirical, ExpW and EGP models. When considering
the MAE95sup which is more focused on the extremes, the errors are 6.3, 29.5, 17
and 440 mm respectively. For differences metrics as shown in Figures 8, 11 and 18,
the MAE differences are then respectively -2.2, -3 and -26.5mm against the empirical,
ExpW and EGP models. MAE95sup differences exhibit similar results with -23.2, -10.6
and -433.5 mm respectively.

The analysis of Figure 16 shows how the stitching procedure can prevent extremely
large errors from a misfitted EGP, and even improve upon the bias-corrected data
using and ExpW or the empirical distribution.

4 Conclusion and discussion

In this study, our objective was to seasonally bias correct daily precipitation data
from ERA5-Land with CERRA-Land data using out-of-sample validation. We applied
the Stitch-BJ (Ear et al. 2025) model along with other distributions (see Section 2.3)
combined with the Singularity Stochastic Removal method from Vrac et al. (2016) for
dry days probability correction. This allowed to show the potential of parametric and
semi-parametric bias correction methods against the classical empirical model.

We first showed the necessity of introducing a seasonal separation of our datasets
in Section 2.1 and correcting the probability of dry days in Section 2.2. If left as is,
residual bias would be left in the final result, which may worsen the performance of
all models. To correct the dry-day probabilities of our models, we adapted the SSR
methodto apply it to semi and fully-parametric models. This allowed us to obtain
well-calibrated dry-day probabilities compared to uncorrected models, with medians
of differences with the target dry-day probabilities for the validation period of less
than 0.01 across all seasons.

In Section 3, we show the bias correction performance of all models for the DJF and
JJA season across multiple metrics. We showed that the Stitch-BJ model produced
performance similar to the empirical model in terms of MAE, with a slight reduction
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in the median error across the study area. For more extreme focused metrics such as
the MAE95sup or the RMSE, the Stitch-BJ model was able to show a reduction in
extreme errors against all models for the DJF season, while performance were mostly
equivalent for the JJA season. Again, median errors were lower for the Stitch-BJ
compared to the empirical model, and error outliers were globally lower, or similar to
the empirical model’s.

Comparing all seasons together, we do not see an impact on the relative perfor-
mance of models against the Stitch-BJ, with the latter outperforming the ExpW and
empirical models for all seasons.

While this study shows promising results for the Stitch-BJ and demonstrates its
flexibility compared to other models, performances could be improved by considering
other distributions. All metrics from this study were also solely based on quantiles of
wet days intensity distribution, and on the proportion of dry days. Interesting results
may arise from studying the impact of such models on climate indicators, which often
consider the temporality of such variables.

Moreover, the present analysis shows a high sensitivity to extreme events. Indeed,
depending on the user, one could want to produce the worst-case scenario and would
rather produce extremes too high than potentially miss them, and in this case, the
presented models can be used as such. However, some users might want to be con-
servative and avoid sending alarming signals and results as much as possible. In this
case, multiple methods exist to reduce the sensitivity of the fitting procedure to the
few highest data:

• The few highest data points may be removed, either completely from the dataset
(right-truncation) or only the information on their intensity (right-censoring), since
outliers are known to cause misfitting in some cases as in Berg et al. (2024). Some
variation can be found where extreme outliers are not corrected and left as is in
(Gutjahr and Heinemann 2013);

• Adding a more robust model for the upper tail modelisation such as the EQM-LIN
from (Holthuijzen et al. 2022) which uses a linear correction for extremes above a
selected threshold. This allows the smoothening of the upper tail and ignores very
high outliers produced by the very few last data quantiles.

Finally, this study’s validation and training periods were all historical periods
that could be compared with station data. However, climate projections such as data
from CMIP6 also need to be bias-corrected. Such data are influenced by green gas
emission scenarios which may greatly impact the probability of more extreme events.
Such settings may be better suited for parametric distributions for their ability to
extrapolate to new extremes and would be an interesting future study to pursue, as
in Andrade-Velázquez and Montero-Mart́ınez (2023) or Enyew et al. (2024).

A RMSE results for the bias correction of ERA5L on
the 2010-2020 period using CERRAL data

Maps from Figure ?? are very similar to the one for the MAE95sup in Figure 10, with
mostly similar results for the DJF season except for the Cévènnes, Corsica and Alps
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region where the Stitch-BJ may perform better than the other models. For the JJA
season, performance are very similar among all models.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 17: Maps of RMSEdiffStitch−BJ,G for DJF (first row) and JJA (second row)
with G being the following models: EGP (a,d), emp (b,e) and ExpW (c,f). Note that
value ranges are specific to each map.

In Figure 18, spatial patterns and intensity of errors match the ones from Figure 11
for both seasons. The Stitch-BJ method offers an advantage over the DJF season for
all methods, while the JJA season shows very close performance for all models. With
similar observations to previous figures, conclusion from RMSE boxplots of Figure 19
are almost identical to Figure 12 with a slight improvement over median error for
the Stitch-BJ and EGP models, and an improvement on extremes for the Stitch-BJ
compared to the EGP and ExpW models for both seasons.

(a) (b)

Fig. 19: Boxplots of RMSE for DJF (a) and JJA (b) for all models. Note that the
y-axis is in log10-scale.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 18: Maps of RMSEdiffStitch−BJ,G for DJF (first row) and JJA (second row)
with G being the following models: EGP (a,d), emp (b,e) and ExpW (c,f). Note that
value ranges are specific to each map.
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G., Södling, J., Thuresson, J., Wilcke, R., Yang, W.: Robust handling of extremes
in quantile mapping – “Murder your darlings”. Geoscientific Model Development
17(22), 8173–8179 (2024) https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-17-8173-2024 . Accessed
2025-01-21
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