IMPACT OF MODEL STRUCTURE SIMPLIFICATIONS ON THE PERFORMANCE OF A DISTRIBUTED
PHYSICALLY-BASED SOIL EROSION MODEL AT THE HILLSLOPE SCALE !
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CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVES

Soil erosion and subsequent sediment delivery to river systems are increasingly studied as a consequence of both on-site and off-site impacts such as net soil and nutrient losses (Pimentel, 2006), turbidity increase in rivers and reservoir filling (Owens et &
al., 2005). Several physically based formulations representing the processes involved in soil erosion and sediment transport have been proposed at small scales in the last decades and implemented in distributed soil erosion models. All these '
formulations require a detailed definition of parameters that are difficult to measure. At the same time, the calibration of distributed soil erosion models with field data is complex for several reasons as the large number of parameters that need to be
estimated, the high non-linearity of the equations, the interaction between input parameters, the scarcity of comprehensive field data available for calibration and the uncertainty in the experimental measurements. In order to make affordable the use

of physically based models in meso-scale watershed studies it is often necessary to reduce the number of parameters or adapt the calibration method to the available data sets. The objective of this study was to analyze how the performance and
calibration of a distributed event-based soil erosion model at the hillslope scale are affected by different simplifications on the parameterizations used to compute the production of suspended sediment by rainfall and runoff (Cea et al., 2016).
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