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Figure S1. A scatterplot of the MAESS vANSE scores for the different combinations of the diérent individual modelling chains.
The shaded quadrants denote the respective areassill for the different scores.
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Figure S2. Bootstrapped (N = 10000) FY+, MAESS, antINSE scores for MEgys with respect to HE for all subbasins in the cluster
S'. Each subplot is a histogram of the medians of thbootstrapped validations scores for each initialisgon month. Above the
histograms are six related statistics: (left of theed line) the maximum, mean, and minimum of the viidation scores shown in the
histograms; (right of the red line) percentages ofhe subbasins where MRy performed better than HE (n, ), the percentage of
subbasins where MEgys performed better than HE (ng ) at the significance level 0.1, and lastly the peentage of subbasins where
ME n4s performed worse than HE @ ;) at the 0.1 level.
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Figure S3. Bootstrapped (N = 10000) FY+, MAESS, antINSE scores for MEgs with respect to HE for all subbasins in the cluster
S%. Each subplot is a histogram of the medians of thbootstrapped validations scores for each initialisgon month. Above the

histograms are six related statistics: (left of theed line) the maximum, mean, and minimum of the vidation scores shown in the
histograms; (right of the red line) percentages ofhe subbasins where MEys performed better than HE (n};,), the percentage of
subbasins where MEgys performed better than HE (ng,) at the significance level 0.1, and lastly the peentage of subbasins where
ME n4s performed worse than HE ;) at the 0.1 level.
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Figure S4. Bootstrapped (N = 100000ROCSS for the lower, middle, and upper terciles beteen the ME,ys and HE for subbasins
in the cluster S. Each subplot is a histogram of the medians of theootstrapped validation score’s ensembles for eadhitialisation

month. Above the histograms are six related statigts: (left of the red line) the maximum, mean, andninimum of the validation

scores shown in the histograms; (right of the redre) percentages of the subbasins where ME performed better than HE (n,;),

the percentage of subbasins where Mg performed better than HE (n¢ ;) at the significance level 0.1, and lastly the peentage of
subbasins where MEgs performed worse than HE ;) at the 0.1 level.
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Figure S5. Bootstrapped (N = 100000ROCSS for the lower, middle, and upper terciles beteen the ME,ys and HE for subbasins
in the cluster S. Each subplot is a histogram of the medians of tHeootstrapped validation score’s ensembles for eachitialisation

month. Above the histograms are six related statigts: (left of the red line) the maximum, mean, andninimum of the validation

scores shown in the histograms; (right of the redre) percentages of the subbasins where M performed better than HE (n};),

the percentage of subbasins where Mg performed better than HE (n¢ ;) at the significance level 0.1, and lastly the peentage of
subbasins where MEgs performed worse than HE ;) at the 0.1 level.



