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 SWAT+ model performance: was satisfactory for Betsiboka, Mahavavy,

ABSTRACT: This study aims to improve the Soil and Water Assessment S _
Tsiribihina, Mangoro, and Mangoky basins (NSE = 0.40-0.70;

Tool (SWAT) model performance across the Major River Basins in

Study Area: 12 MRBM (Area>10,000 km?)
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the lateral flow, evapotranspiration (ET), and groundwater flow. The results FP »jﬂ?’ e i basins (1530 -
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simulation performance in the MRBM compared to single-site calibration. sal’ ‘ =R except for the
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CHIRPS or CSFR datasets. Further study is still required to address this issue. SWAT+ A SWAT 2012 vs. SWAT+ Model:

e SWAT+ produced greater
surface runoff.

e SWAT 2012 resulted in
higher groundwater flow.

1252 mm/yr)
for both

datasets.
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*  SWAT model: a semi-distributed river basin model, widely used in SWAT  CSFR Data Impact: ' e +3
water resources assessment and climate change impact studies. = e CSFR data exhibited higher a2 = ma

* Rainfall input data: plays a crucial role in simulating streamflow in
hydrological modeling.
* Challenge: data scarcity and climatic variability across regions.

precipitation compared to . o
CHIRPS. * Northern and Eastern basins: abundant precipitation (1769- 3141

mm/yr) for both CFSR and CHIRPS data.

o ) e Better performance noted
with CHIRPS data. * Southern basins: less precipitation (344 - 431 mm/yr for both datasets.

E OBJECTIVES o -l N * Western basins: CSFR data showed a high value of precipitation

Comparison of calibrated streamflow across the MRBM (1007- 3141 mm/yr).
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* SWAT+ algorithms, availability of observed discharge data, objective

3 Toolbox: . . .
* Precipitation Data: CSFR and CHIRPS datasets; v R chowed function, and influential parameters.
 Model set-up: SWAT 2012 and SWAT+ Model; RS
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