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Abstract

Concurrent floods and concurrent droughts in nearby catchments pose challenges to risk
assessment and water management. Climate change is affecting extremely high and low
discharge, but the complex interplay between changes in individual catchments and in
the dependence across catchments make it difficult to provide accurate assessments of
the occurrence probabilities of concurrent extremes. In this work, we use a contempo-
rary statistical deep learning model to capture concurrent river floods and droughts in
four catchments in the Upper Danube basin, based on discharge simulated by a hydro-
logical model driven with large ensemble climate model output. The statistical model

is able to accurately capture the tail behaviour of the simulated discharge, which we as-
sess by making use of the large available sample size. We subsequently use our statis-
tical model to study changes in joint tail behaviour of discharge over time, finding that
both compound flooding and drought-like conditions are becoming increasingly likely to-
wards the end of the 21st century under a high-emission scenario. In particular, our re-
sults highlight that changes in the dependence structure of extremes strongly contribute
to the detected changes, an aspect that would be difficult to capture with traditional ap-
proaches. This work paves the way for highly flexible, general inference on compound
extremes in hydrological applications, and demonstrates key advantages of using statis-
tical deep learning in this setting.

Plain Language Summary

Understanding how concurrent droughts or floods in multiple catchments change
with climate change is important for risk assessment but very challenging. There exist
a wide range of statistical techniques for modelling joint extremes, many of which lack
the flexibility to represent observed physical behaviour and/or suffer from various prac-
tical drawbacks. To overcome such limitations, we use a contemporary modelling approach,
whereby statistical deep learning is used to model compound extremes. We show that
this model can accurately capture marginal and joint extremes, while simultaneously re-
specting physical conditions. We find that concurrent floods and concurrent drought-
like conditions become more likely with climate change for four catchments in the Up-
per Danube basin. The method provides an exciting new paradigm for modelling and
understanding compound extremes and their changes in hydrological applications.

1 Introduction

River floods and droughts can endanger lives, damage properties, and seriously dis-
rupt societies. Due to large-scale weather conditions, such as widespread precipitation
extremes (Bevacqua et al., 2021), nearby rivers may experience floods simultaneously (Berghuijs
et al., 2019). Such concurrent river floods can cause overall impacts that surpass the sum
of individual localised flood events (Zscheischler et al., 2018). Widespread concurrent
droughts can also be highly impactful, as they can affect river transport and energy se-
curity (Bevacqua et al., 2024). Both concurrent floods and droughts are of particular con-
cern when limits for emergency response, disaster rescue, and insurance payouts are ex-
ceeded (Kemter et al., 2020; Jongman et al., 2014). In Europe, the spatial extent of floods
has increased over the last 70 years (Fang et al., 2024). At the same time, drought fre-
quency and severity have significantly increased over Central and Southern Europe dur-
ing the last decades, driven primarily by rising temperatures and enhanced evapotran-
spiration (Ionita & Nagavciuc, 2021).

There is growing recognition that climate change is affecting the frequency and in-
tensity of floods and droughts. Changes in spatial dependence due to regionally differ-
ent intensity changes or changes in large-scale weather patterns can make risk assessments
particularly challenging (Zscheischler & Seneviratne, 2017; Zscheischler et al., 2020). For
instance, extremely large floods are projected to increase further in the future (Fang et



al., 2025). This underscores the crucial importance of developing novel techniques to study
the evolving risk posed by such events over time, enabling better adaptation and mit-
igation strategies to reduce societal vulnerability.

Historically, most modelling approaches for extreme river discharge have focused
on univariate techniques, where a statistical model is fitted to observations at an indi-
vidual location (Zhang et al., 2018). Practitioners opt for a peaks over threshold (POT)
approach, which consists of fitting a generalised Pareto distribution (GPD) to the ex-
cesses of data above some high threshold (Coles, 2001). Given an independent and iden-
tically distributed (IID) sequence of random variables X1, ..., X, and a sufficiently large
threshold u, the positive threshold excesses Y; := (X; —u | Xy > u), t =1,...,n, can
be modelled using a GPD, with distribution function
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where z;y = max(0, z), 0 > 0, and £ € R (Balkema & de Haan, 1974; Pickands, 1975).
We refer to o and £ as the scale and shape parameters, respectively. The shape param-
eter dictates the support of the tail distribution, with negative shape values omitting a
finite upper bound (Davison & Smith, 1990). The probability density function associ-
ated with equation (1) is given by
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A wide range of approaches have been proposed for fitting the GPD and selecting the
threshold u; see, e.g., discussions by Davison and Huser (2015); Murphy et al. (2024).

We note that POT approaches are not restricted to data in the upper tail; observing that
(X —u | Xy <) 4 (u— X | —X; > —u), one can equivalently use a GPD to model
observations in the lower tail by taking increments below wu.

In practice, POT approaches are often used to quantify risk associated with extreme
events (Rootzén & Katz, 2013; D’Arcy et al., 2023). A common metric used to summarise
risk is the return level; given some return period of N years, we define the N-year up-
per tail return level, z'~*/Y to be the value one would expect X; to exceed on average
once every N years. Equivalently, one can also define the N-year lower tail return level,
2'/N | as the value one would expect X, to fall below on average once every N years.

Univariate extreme value analysis techniques are useful for quantifying and sum-
marising risk at an individual location or for a single random variable, but provide no
information about the interdependence of extreme events between different locations or
variables. From a practical perspective, taking data across multiple locations or variables
also increases the amount of information available for modelling. This can result in more
robust, intricate, and detailed risk assessments (Boulaguiem et al., 2022) — particularly
if there exist strong interdependencies between different locations, as is almost always
the case on river networks.

Techniques for modelling concurrent floods have been developed for many appli-
cations; for example, flood risk mitigation (Keef et al., 2013), actuarial science (Quinn
et al., 2019), climate change adaptation (Rojas et al., 2011), and catastrophe modelling
(Wing et al., 2020). Assessment of concurrent extremes requires a model for capturing
the dependence between extremes at different locations; this dependence is termed the
extremal dependence structure, and multivariate extreme value theory is the branch of
statistics concerned with the modelling of such structure (Beirlant et al., 2004). In the
context of river discharge, an ‘extreme’ can correspond to both extremely large or small
values at a given location, i.e., flooding and drought-like conditions, respectively.

Traditional models for multivariate extremes rely on the assumption of multivari-
ate regular variation (Resnick, 2002; Beirlant et al., 2004), but such an assumption is un-



tenable for modelling environmental processes, where variables often do not exhibit ex-
treme values at the same times (Heffernan & Tawn, 2004; Opitz, 2016; Huser & Wadsworth,
2019; Huser et al., 2025). Classical modelling of multivariate extreme events is further
complicated by the fact there is no unique definition of a multivariate extreme event due
to the lack of ordering in multivariate data (Barnett, 1976). Focusing only on regions
where all variables are extremely large (or small) simultaneously is too simplistic since
many different combinations can result in high-impact events, including cases when a
subset of variables are not extreme at all (Zscheischler et al., 2020; Murphy-Barltrop et
al., 2023). As the number of variables increases, the number of possible combinations
for which a subset of variables are extreme simultaneously grows exponentially (Simpson
et al., 2020). Developing robust modelling frameworks that can flexibly capture many
combinations of extreme events represents an active area of research.

In this work, we use a contemporary approach that allows flexible modelling of ex-
tremal dependence without strong parametric assumptions. In particular, we apply the
recently proposed semi-parametric angular-radial (SPAR) framework (Mackay & Jonathan,
2023), via a deep extremal regression framework (Richards & Huser, 2026a), and demon-
strate that this technique captures well the joint discharge extremes on a river network
located in the Alpine Foreland region of the Upper Danube catchment. We use simu-
lated discharge from a hydrological model forced with climate simulations from a regional
50-member single model initial-condition large ensemble (SMILE) resulting in a hydro-
SMILE. The use of a hydro-SMILE allows us to evaluate the robustness and sensitiv-
ity of the SPAR model. Furthermore, using climate models allows one to model and in-
fer extremes in future time periods, enabling the study of changes in complex extremal
dependence structures over time.

2 Data and Methods
2.1 Study area and hydrological simulations

We explore concurrent extremes in the four neighbouring head catchments of the
rivers Ammer, Iller, Lech, and Loisach in the Alpine Foreland region. The river catch-
ments range in size from approximately 600 to 1,400 km? and span an elevation gradi-
ent from about 550 m to over 3,000 m at the highest peak of the Lech Alps (Figure 1).
The southern catchment areas are predominantly forested, whereas the northern parts
are mainly covered by pastures and natural grasslands. Driven by an annual precipita-
tion of approximately 1,500 mm, characterized by a wet summer season, pronounced snow
accumulation in winter and melt dynamics in spring, the rivers exhibit a pluvio-nival to
nivo-pluvial flow regime, with peak mean discharges occurring in April for the Ammer
and Loisach, and in June for the Lech and Iller (Poschlod et al., 2020).

We base our analysis on a hydro-SMILE, i.e., hydrological model discharge sim-
ulations driven by a SMILE of climate model simulations. The forcing data stems from
the Canadian Earth System Model version 2 large ensemble (CanESM2-LE; Fyfe et al.
(2017)) under the high-emission scenario RCP8.5, which was downscaled with the Cana-
dian Regional Climate Model version 5 (CRCM5) at 12 km spatial resolution over a Eu-
ropean domain (Leduc et al., 2019). This dynamical downscaling covers the time period
1955-2099. After a bias adjustment and further statistical downscaling to a resolution
of 500 metres (Willkofer et al., 2018), the climate simulations were used to drive the process-
oriented spatially distributed Water balance Simulation Model (WaSiM; Schulla (2021))
at 3-hourly time steps. The WaSiM setup was calibrated and validated against obser-
vational discharge (Willkofer et al., 2020). The 50 members of the resulting hydro-SMILE
cover 1961-2099, and thus only differ due to internal climate variability, enabling one
to disentangle climate change and climate variability. The hydro-SMILE has been ap-
plied to study floods (Willkofer et al., 2024; Brunner et al., 2021) and river droughts (Poschlod
et al., 2026) under climate change. Within the WaSiM validation (Willkofer et al., 2020),
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Figure 1: Topography of the four neighbouring catchments under study. Elevation is
taken from the GLO30 digital elevation model (European Space Agency (ESA), 2023).

the model setup yields Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE) values of 0.76, 0.76, 0.76, and 0.67,
and logarithmic NSE values of 0.79, 0.75, 0.80, and 0.74 for the Ammer, Iller, Lech, and
Loisach catchments, respectively. We therefore assume that the hydrological simulations
reproduce the characteristics of floods and droughts sufficiently well to serve as a testbed
for the SPAR framework.

To investigate climate change effects on concurrent extremes in the four catchments,
we divide the transient simulations into four 30-year periods: 1980-2009, 2010-2039, 2040-
2069, and 2070-2099. We assume stationarity within each period and take the second
period to represent the modern day. From these periods, we sample weekly maxima to
account for temporal dependence and study upper and lower tail behaviour of the re-
sulting distribution. The resulting series samples the upper-tail behaviours across rivers
and therefore characterises univariate and concurrent flood magnitudes. However, we ac-
knowledge that weekly maxima will not always be appropriate for characterising droughts
as a window size of 7 days will not be large enough to de-cluster the data (i.e., drought
events lasting several weeks or months), resulting in residual temporal dependence within
the series (Poschlod et al., 2026). Nevertheless, we consider 7-day maxima a suitable com-
promise for assessing concurrent floods and droughts in a single coherent modelling frame-
work.

2.2 POT modelling for non-identically distributed data

There exist many extensions of the standard univariate POT approach that account
for cases where data are not identically distributed. For example, many environmental



datasets exhibit temporal non-stationarity, where the statistical properties of variables
change over time. This can result in both seasonal and long-term trends. To capture such
trends with the POT approach, it is common for covariate-dependent functional forms

to be specified for the threshold and GPD parameters, u and (o, ), respectively.

Let {X:}}_; denote a non-stationary time-series indexed by ¢t € {1,...,n} (typ-
ically representing time) and {Z; = (Z14,...,Zp+)}7—1 a covariate process (with p pre-
dictor variables) that influences the marginal tail behaviour of X;. Furthermore, given
some exceedance level a € (0,1) close to 0, let u(-) be the function solving the equa-
tion a = Pr(Xy > u(z¢)|Z; = z¢) for all z;. Applying the POT paradigm, a natural
model for the conditional excesses variable Y; := (Xy — u(2:)) | (Z = z¢, Xt > u(24))
is given by
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where u(-), o(-), and &(-) now denote covariate-dependent threshold, scale, and shape
parameter functions, respectively. A wide range of methodologies, which we term GPD
regression techniques, have been proposed for modelling the functions u(-), o(-), and &(+)
(Davison & Smith, 1990; Chavez-Demoulin & Davison, 2005; Randell et al., 2016; Young-
man, 2019). In particular, approaches based on deep learning (Pasche & Engelke, 2024;
Richards et al., 2023) offer a high degree of flexibility for capturing complex covariate
interactions, and allow a detailed description of marginal tail behaviour. As we show,
such techniques can also be adapted to model multivariate extremes.

2.3 The SPAR framework

Many recent modelling approaches for multivariate extremes decompose data into
radial and angular components (defined relative to some centroid), and fit an asymptot-
ically motivated distribution to the tail of the radial variable conditional on the angle.
Compared to classical modelling approaches, these contemporary techniques offer a more
complete and detailed picture of extremal dependence and can be used for a broader range
of applications (Nolde & Wadsworth, 2022; Murphy-Barltrop, Majumder, & Richards,
2024; Papastathopoulos et al., 2025).

In this work, we use the SPAR model for multivariate extremes, which offers a high
degree of flexibility and practical utility. Mackay and Jonathan (2023) demonstrated the-
oretically that this model accurately approximates joint tail behaviour for a wide range
of popular copulas and marginal scales. The framework has been successfully applied in
many practical applications (Murphy-Barltrop, Mackay, & Jonathan, 2024; Simpson &
Tawn, 2024; Mackay, Murphy-Barltrop, & Jonathan, 2025; Mackay, Murphy-Barltrop,
Richards, & Jonathan, 2025). Furthermore, unlike many approaches to modelling mul-
tivariate extremes, SPAR can be applied without the need for explicit marginal mod-
elling, resulting in decreased estimation uncertainty and fewer modelling assumptions
(Towe et al., 2023; Kakampakou et al., 2024). Remarkably, the SPAR framework can also
be used to approximate the tail distributions of marginal variables, although these dis-
tributions are not modelled explicitly.

Let X = (Xi,...,X4) denote a d-dimensional IID random vector defined on a
subset R C R?\ 0 with continuous density function fx and 0 = (0,...,0). We as-
sume that R is star-shaped, with its star-centre at 0; this implies that for every point
x € R, the line segment from 0 to « is also in R, i.e., {tx |t € (0,1]} C R (De Monte
et al., 2025). For the simulated discharge, this assumption holds under a simple pre-processing,
illustrated in Figure 2a—b, which transforms the discharge magnitudes from R, to R and
centres the random vector around 0; see Appendix Al for further details. Note that for
our discharge data we have d = 4.
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Figure 2: Visual illustration of the pre-processing and SPAR modelling procedures for

d = 2. (a) Bivariate data prior to pre-processing, with a star-centre at (21.3,80.4) (blue).
(b) Bivariate data post-processing with star-centre (0,0) (blue), alongside example angu-
lar (purple) and radial (green) components for a single observation (orange) and the unit
circle (red). (c) The boundary of the quantile set Q, for « = 0.2 (red) and threshold ex-
ceeding observations (green). (d) Example probability regions in R? for which the SPAR
model can be used for inference, with the minimal threshold ¢} defined in Appendix A2.

Under the SPAR modelling approach, the random vector X is decomposed into a
radial component R, and a vector of (pseudo-)angles W, defined as

R=|X|eRy, W=X/|X|es™

where || - || denotes the Euclidean norm and S¢~1 := {x € R¢ | ||| = 1} is the unit

(d — 1)-hypersphere; see Figure 2b, for example. The joint density function of R and

W, denoted here by frw, is related to fx via the equation fpw(r,w) = ri=1 fx (rw),
r>0,w € S !, where 771 is the Jacobian determinant for the transformation. Note
that the mapping X — (R, W) is one-to-one, implying no information about the stochas-
tic behaviour of X is lost via this decomposition.



Observe that extremely large (absolute) magnitudes in at least one component of
X cause large extremes of the radial variable R; this observation motivates the SPAR
framework (Mackay & Jonathan, 2023). Applying Bayes’ theorem, we decompose the
joint density of (R, W) into the conditional form: frw(r,w) = fw(w)frjw (rlw). In
this way, the problem of modelling multivariate extremes is transformed to that of sep-
arately modelling an angular density, fw, and the tail of the univariate conditional ra-
dial density, frjw. As noted in the Introduction, the GPD is a natural choice for mod-
elling the tail of a univariate random variable. The SPAR framework applies this prin-
ciple to R|(W = w); treating the angle W as a covariate, one can adapt the existing
frameworks for GPD regression, introduced in Section 2.2, to model the tail of the ra-
dial component. In this way, the SPAR framework intuitively links univariate and mul-
tivariate paradigms for modelling extreme events.

First, define the ‘threshold’ function u : S¥=! + R, as the conditional (1 — «)-
quantile of R|(W = w), with @ € (0,1) close to 0, i.e., the solution u(-) of the equa-
tion @« = Pr(R > u(w)|W = w). In direct analogy to equation (3), we assume the
conditional excesses (R — u(w)) | (W = w, R > u(w)) follow a GPD, implying that
for large values of r > u(w),

frw (r,w) = fw(w) friw (rlw) = afw (w)h(r — u(w); o(w), {(w)),

where h is the GPD density in equation (2), and o(w) > 0 and £(w) € R denote angle-
dependent scale and shape parameters, respectively.

Combined with an appropriate model for the angular density fu , the SPAR model
can be used to perform inference on the joint extremes of X. In particular, one can eval-
uate the distribution of X in regions where the radial component is (conditionally) ex-
treme. To see this, first note that restricting attention to the threshold-exceeding radial
observations does not alter the resulting angular density, i.e., (W | R > u(W)) ‘w,
implying standard statistical techniques can be used to model fy (Mackay & Jonathan,
2023; Papastathopoulos et al., 2025). Letting Q, := {z € R? | ||z| < u(z/||z|)} be
the set of non-threshold exceeding observations, the SPAR model is valid on the region
R4\ Q, = Q¢, i.e., the set of points that are (radially) far from the centre of R. Un-
der our modelling assumptions, the joint density of X on Q¢ is given by

fx (@) = (=)' “afw (@/|lzDh ] — u(@/|z]); o (@/|=]), &=/ 2], e Qs,

where (||z]|)1~¢ denotes a Jacobian term. Consequently, the SPAR framework fully de-
scribes the tail behaviour of X on Qf. We henceforth refer to Q¢ as the joint tail of X.

An illustrative schematic for the SPAR framework is provided in Figure 2. One can
observe the joint tail region QS for which the SPAR model is valid, and note that this
region encompasses values in both the upper and lower marginal tails. Figure 2d illus-
trates example tail regions where the SPAR framework is valid, and can thus be used
to there make probabilistic statements. Further details about how the SPAR model can
be used for simulation and probability estimation can be found in Appendix A2.

2.4 Model Fitting
2.4.1 The deep SPAR framework

In this work, we use deep learning to estimate our SPAR model: the so-called deep
SPAR framework (Mackay, Murphy-Barltrop, Richards, & Jonathan, 2025) represents
the GPD threshold and parameter functions via flexible neural networks that are opti-
mised using standard deep learning methods (Kingma & Ba, 2017). The deep SPAR model
builds upon recent work using deep learning to perform GPD regression, which has been
applied to study complex conditional tail behaviours in a variety of applications, includ-
ing wildfire modelling and flood risk management (Richards et al., 2023; Cisneros et al.,



2024; Pasche & Engelke, 2024; Majumder & Richards, 2025); see overview by Richards
and Huser (2026a, 2026b).

We briefly introduce the deep SPAR setup in this section, and refer the reader to
Mackay, Murphy-Barltrop, Richards, and Jonathan (2025) for further details. The ex-
ceedance threshold u(-), scale o(-), and shape £(-) parameter functions are represented
as multilayer perceptrons (MLPs), which are a class of fully-connected, feed-forward neu-
ral networks (Goodfellow et al., 2016). Neural networks offer models a high degree of flex-
ibility and scalability, owing to established approximation theorems (Hornik et al., 1989;
Schmidt-Hieber, 2020; Farrell et al., 2021). This therefore allows one to fit the SPAR model
in a highly flexible and general manner without imposing strong constraints on the thresh-
old and parameter functions. Moreover, deep learning permits the use of the SPAR frame-
work in higher dimensional settings than competing approaches.

Similarly to standard inference for GPD regression models, inference for the deep
SPAR model proceeds in two stages. First, we estimate the threshold function, u(w),
via standard quantile regression techniques (Koenker, 2017). Conditional on u(w), we
subsequently estimate the GPD parameter functions, o(w) and &(w), via maximum like-
lihood estimation with hard parameter sharing (Ruder, 2017; Rothfuss et al., 2019). This
requires two neural network models; one for the threshold u(w) and another for the pa-
rameter vector (o(w),£(w)). Both u(w) and (o(w), £(w)) are modelled by MLPs, which
are composed of multiple hidden layers of ‘neurons’. Each neuron passes a linear trans-
formation of input variables through a nonlinear ‘activation function’, and the output
is then passed to the subsequent layer. In our setting, the MLP defining u(w) takes in
as input w € S9! and provides a single output u(w) € R,. For the second stage of
the modelling procedure, we fit a deep GPD regression model to excesses of R above u(w).
This requires a single MLP which outputs a vector (o(w),{(w)). In this case, we use
an orthogonal reparametrisation of the GPD parameters (Pasche & Engelke, 2024), but
we omit the details for brevity. A flowchart illustrating our modelling procedure is given
in Figure 3. Further details regarding optimisation and parameter estimation can be found
in the Supporting Information.

2.4.2 Architecture selection

Selecting an appropriate architecture is a well-known challenge in the deep learn-
ing literature, as the performance of a model can vary significantly depending on its con-
figuration and the specific dataset being analysed. In this work, we select architectures
by comparing diagnostics (Section 2.5) across different setups and visually identifying
those that demonstrate the best model fit to the discharge data. For discussion on ar-
chitecture choice for deep SPAR models, see also Mackay et al. (2026).

For both MLPs, we take all activation functions to be the rectified linear unit, de-
fined by ReLU(x) = (max{z1,0}, max{x2,0},...). This is a popular choice well-studied
in theoretical contexts (Goodfellow et al., 2016; Schmidt-Hieber, 2020) that has shown
good performance in extremal settings (Richards & Huser, 2026a). Alternative activa-
tion functions (sigmoid, tanh) were considered, but found to provide worse model fits.

The final layers of the MLPs are used to constrain the range of the angular func-
tions: u(w), o(w), and £(w). We use exponential outputs to ensure u(w) and o(w) are
strictly positive for any input angle w. For the shape parameter £(w), we tested a range
of activation functions which place finite bounds on (w). These include: 0.5 tanh(x),
0.75 tanh(x) +0.25, tan(z)/m, (3/2) x (tan(x)/7+0.5) — 0.5, which bound the support
of £(w) to either the interval [—0.5,0.5] or [—0.5,1]. Note that £ must satisfy £ > —0.5
to ensure regularity of the GPD likelihood (Smith, 1985). We found no advantage to al-
lowing &(w) € [—0.5, 1] as opposed to £(w) € [—0.5,0.5], since the outputs for the for-
mer never gave estimates of the shape parameter above 0.5; and that the model fits with
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Figure 3: Flowchart illustrating our implementation of the deep SPAR modelling frame-
work. We take the hydro-SMILE data, threshold exceedance probability «, and MLP
architectures as inputs, and output estimates of the threshold u(-) and GPD parameter
functions, (o(+),&(+)).

the tan-based constraint were marginally better than those constructed using the tanh
function. Consequently, we opt to use tan(z)/m to constrain the range of {(w).

Regarding depth and width of the MLPs, we found 3 hidden layers and 32 neurons
per layer to be sufficient for our data. Adding additional flexibility did not significantly
improve model fits, while using a shallower or narrower architecture reduced the qual-
ity of model fits.

Finally, our deep SPAR model also requires one to specify an exceedance level, «,
for estimating the threshold function u(-). This selection is critical for obtaining reliable
model fits, representing a bias-variance trade-off (Murphy et al., 2024). We tested a range
of levels, ultimately finding that setting o = 0.15 was sufficient for obtaining reliable
and accurate model fits that represent observed tail behaviour.

We stress here that while our selected model architecture works well for our data,
we do not advocate the general use of the selected architecture. We instead recommend
that practitioners wishing to apply this framework consider a range of possible architec-
tures and use model diagnostics (Section 2.5) to decide upon the most appropriate model
for a given dataset.

2.4.83 Modelling the angular density function

For modelling of the angular density fw (the secondary aspect of the SPAR frame-
work), we opt to use an empirical estimator. In practice, deep learning models could also
be used (De Monte et al., 2025; Wessel et al., 2025; Lhaut et al., 2026). However, best
practices for applying such techniques remain unclear, and we find an empirical estima-
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tor is sufficient. In practice, we resample (with replacement) from the angular observa-
tions when simulating from the SPAR model. Given our data application (Section 2.1)
is relatively low dimensional, empirical sampling suffices for this work; this is backed up
by our strong model performance (Section 3).

2.4.4 Uncertainty assessment

We use non-parametric bootstrapping (i.e., resampling with replacement) to esti-
mate uncertainty in our model fits. Bootstrap techniques are well established and offer
desirable theoretical guarantees in terms of uncertainty quantification under mild con-
ditions (Efron & Tibshirani, 1994). Moreover, similar studies considering deep learning
of multivariate extremes have found non-parametric bootstraps to be sufficient for quan-
tifying uncertainty and providing good coverage (De Monte et al., 2025; Murphy-Barltrop,
Majumder, & Richards, 2024). For a single time window, model fitting takes less than
one hour to run on a machine equipped with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i5-8250U processor
(4 cores, 1.60GHz) and 16 GB RAM running Windows 11. As such, repeated resampling
and fitting of several models is not infeasible or an overly expensive computational chal-
lenge. For our analysis, we use 100 bootstrap samples for each model setup. For all di-
agnostics and computed statistics, we report 95% approximate confidence intervals, com-
puted empirically across the bootstrapped model fits.

2.5 Model evaluation diagnostics

We consider a range of goodness-of-fit diagnostics. When relevant, all diagnostics
are computed on the scale of the data, i.e., after inverting the pre-processing step de-
scribed in Appendix Al.

Quantile-quantile (QQ) plots: In the case of the SPAR model, the model pa-
rameters for the GPD are angle dependent, and therefore deriving stationary QQ plots
is not possible. Consequently, we transform all threshold exceeding observations to the
standard exponential scale via the probability integral transform and equation (3), and
compare these values with quantiles from the standard exponential distribution; see, e.g.,
Coles (2001). We henceforth refer to this diagnostic as the GPD QQ plot.

We further compute QQ plots comparing the observed and model quantiles in each
margin for the tail region Q. This allows us to observe how well the SPAR model recre-
ates the marginal distribution, including the tails, of each variable.

Pairwise extremal dependence coefficients: In the multivariate extremes lit-
erature, it is common to summarise extremal dependence using pairwise summary mea-
sures (Coles et al., 1999). Given two random variables X; and X5, the most common
extremal dependence summary is the upper-tail index x = lim,_,1- x(u) € [0, 1], where

X(U) = PI‘(FQ(XQ) >u | Fl(Xl) > U) S [0, 1],

and F1, Fy denote the marginal distribution functions of X; and X, respectively (Joe,
1997). Higher values of y correspond to stronger positive dependence in the upper tails
of X1 and XQ.

In practice, we cannot evaluate the limit lim,_,;- x(u) unless we know both the
marginal and joint distributions of (X7, X5). We thus estimate x(u) empirically for val-
ues of u close to 1. In our case, we take hydro-SMILE and SPAR-simulated data in the
tail region QF, and consider each pair of variables (resulting in (‘21) = 6 pairs). We then
compute empirical estimates of x(u) for v € {0.8,0.81,...,0.99}. These plots allow us
to assess how well the fitted model captures the extremal dependence in the joint tail

of each pair of variables.
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Return level plots: We estimate return levels empirically by simulating a large
number of observations from the SPAR model in both the joint body Q, and tail QS re-
gions, using the sampling schemes discussed in Appendix A2. In particular, we simulate
[Ptair/(1—a)] and niqq observations in the regions Q, and QS respectively, with nsq: =
2x10%. We found such sample sizes to be sufficient for obtaining smooth estimates of
return levels up to the large return periods considered in Section 3. We compute return
level plots for both the upper and lower marginal tails.

2.6 Joint tail probabilities

For assessing extremal dependence beyond the pairwise summary x, we consider
a range of tail risk regions relevant in the context of flood and drought assessment. Specif-
ically, we define the structure (response) variable S := 3. X;, as the total sum of weekly
maxima across all four catchments. The extremal behaviour of S will be driven by the
marginal extremal behaviour of each X;, as well as the joint extremal dependence struc-
ture (Richards & Tawn, 2022). Extremes in both the upper and lower tail of S can cor-
respond to flood or drought-like conditions, respectively, at one or more locations.

We consider fixed thresholds in the tails of S: for the upper and lower tails, we con-
sider s = 1,000m?/s and s = 30m?/s, respectively, noting that these are relatively
arbitrary choices. We then investigate temporal changes in the probability that the sum
of the discharge rates S over all four catchments is above or below the given thresholds;
see, for example, the yellow area in Figure 2d. We note that the magnitudes of discharges
vary across catchments, and thus larger rivers (e.g., Lech) will contribute more to the
upper tail of S compare to smaller rivers; however, large values of S can be driven by
a wide variety of joint tail events, including cases where extremes are only observed on
smaller rivers. The corresponding tail probabilities take the forms Pr(S > 1,000(m3/s))
and Pr(S < 30(m?/s)).

We also estimate probabilities for concurrent extremes. In particular, we evaluate
joint distribution and survivor functions in the tail, as given by Pr(X; > xll -l N,Vi €
{1,...,4}) and Pr(X; < x}/N,Vi € {1,...,4}), respectively, where x}fl/N and x}/N
denote the marginal upper and lower tail, respectively, N-year return levels of X;,i =
1,...,d. These tail probabilities correspond to cases where all weekly maxima are simul-
taneously extreme, similar to the blue area in Figure 2d. Moreover, these probabilities
are defined such that if the extremal dependence structure remains constant across time
windows, the probabilities will not vary. For our application, we set N = 10 years, find-
ing this to be sufficient for defining extreme probability regions in both the upper and

lower joint tails.

3 Results
3.1 Model accuracy

We fit the deep SPAR model across each time window. Overall, the SPAR model
represents the four-dimensional (d = 4) dataset, including the multivariate extremes,
very well. Here and throughout the remainder of Section 3, we present diagnostics only
for the time period encompassing the modern day (2010-2039), with the plots for the
remaining time periods given in the Supporting Information. Diagnostics for all time pe-
riods are qualitatively similar. The GPD QQ plots show very good agreement in all cases,
indicating validity in the GPD assumption for each time window (Figure 4). Further-
more, we find very good agreement between the generated and observed marginal dis-
tributions and pairwise relationships (Figure 5). The model appears able to recreate well
the physical structure of each pairwise combination. There exists some discrepancy be-
tween marginal quantiles at the most extremes observations, but in general there is good
agreement.
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GPD QQ plot, 2010-2039

SPAR

Theoretical

Figure 4: GPD QQ plot for the 2010-2039 time window. Shading represents 95% confi-
dence intervals computed via bootstrapping.

We also observe very good agreement between the model and empirical estimates
of the return levels in both the upper and lower tails, suggesting the SPAR fits capture
well the marginal tails (Figure 6). There are some cases where we observe slight discrep-
ancies at the most extreme values, in particular for the lower tails, but such discrepan-
cies are typically small relative to the observation scale. Moreover, we observe that the
estimates for the original sample do not lie within the computed confidence intervals in
a few cases; this arises due to the fact such confidence intervals are only approximate and
the fact our model assumes data are independent, which may not be the case in the lower
tails (see Section 4).

Overall, these diagnostics indicate that our model fits well for each time window,
and can accurately capture both the marginal and joint extremes of each catchment. This
provides justification for the architectural choices and modelling assumptions.

3.2 Sensitivity analysis

The dataset introduced in Section 2.1 comprises data combined from 50 transient
hydrological model simulations, resulting in a large sample size (n = 78,250 data points
per time window). However, in practice most environmental datasets will be much smaller.
Yet this large ensemble allows us to test the robustness of the deep SPAR framework in
small sample environments. We take subsamples of the full hydro-SMILE; in particu-
lar, we consider just the first 1, 2, 3, 5, and 10 ensemble members, corresponding to 2%,
4%, 6%, 10% and 20% of the full data sample, respectively, and repeat our analysis on
these smaller sample sizes. The first three subsamples (2%, 4%, 6%) represent realistic
observational periods for discharge datasets (40, 80, and 120 years, respectively).

For each subsample, we re-apply the marginal pre-processing procedure described
in Appendix Al. Considering subsamples of the full sample significantly alters the marginal
and joint behaviour, which requires the values associated with the pre-processing step
to be recomputed. We re-fit the deep SPAR model to each subsample using the same
setup and techniques introduced in Section 2.4.

Reducing the sample size increases estimation uncertainty, resulting in much larger
confidence intervals. For example, see Figure 7, which illustrates the generated and ob-
served marginal distributions and pairwise relationships for the 2010-2039 time period
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Figure 5: Model performance in the joint tail region Q¢ for the 2010-2039 time period.
Marginal QQ plots are shown on the diagonal, the upper diagonal illustrates pairwise
scatterplots and the lower diagonal illustrates empirical estimates of x(u) for a sequence
of u values approaching one. For the former and the latter, we also plot 95% confidence
intervals computed via bootstrapping with grey shading. For the upper and lower diago-
nals, the green and grey represent the data samples generated by SPAR and simulated by
WaSiM, respectively.

with the first 5 ensemble members; figures for other time periods and subsamples are given
in the Supporting Information. Yet the estimated values are generally close to the hydro-
SMILE quantities, especially for the 10% and 20% subsamples, indicating deep SPAR

is still accurate for much smaller sample sizes. Moreover, the computed confidence in-
tervals generally capture the corresponding hydro-SMILE values.

As an additional comparison and check, we compute return level estimates from
the deep SPAR model fits across the range of considered subsample sizes; these are then
compared against the empirical return levels obtained for the full hydro-SMILE, which
allows us to investigate degradation of the quality of fits with decreasing sample size. Fig-
ure 8 shows clearly how the width of the confidence intervals reduces as the sample size
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Figure 6: Return level plots in the lower (left) and upper (right) tails of each marginal
variable for the 2010-2039 time period. In each panel, the black lines give the return lev-
els estimated by SPAR, (with 95% confidence intervals based on bootstrapping), while the
blue points give the corresponding empirical estimates from WaSim. Return periods are
given on the log scale.

increases. Furthermore, the deep SPAR return levels are generally in better agreement
with the empirical estimates as the sample size increases, yet the empirical estimates are
mostly captured within the 95% confidence intervals for every subsample. These results
provide evidence that the deep SPAR setup still provides a useful inference framework
for lower sample sizes. Of course, one needs to consider what level of uncertainty is tol-
erable, which will likely vary depending on a given application.

3.3 Changes in tail probabilities over time

Estimated return periods for the different considered tail probabilities show strong
temporal trends (Figure 9). In particular, the probability of extremes in both the up-
per and lower tails of S appears to increase considerably over time, with the return pe-
riods in the latter time intervals often orders of magnitude smaller than the correspond-
ing return periods for the earlier time intervals (Figures 9a-b). This is especially the case
for the lower tail of S, where the best estimate for the return periods decreases from ~
718 years to =~ 1.6 years. Moreover, a similar trend appears to be present when one con-
siders the joint lower tail of the distribution function, that is, the probability of all lo-
cations exhibiting extremely low discharge simultaneously is increasing substantially over
time (Figure 9d). However, this trend does not appear present when one considers the
joint upper tail of the survivor function, for which there is very little difference between
the estimated return periods (Figure 9c¢). While the marginal return level magnitudes
are increasing over time, the probability of all sites being extremely large simultaneously
does not appear to change much over the considered simulation period, 1980-2099. These
findings illustrate the nuanced and complex nature in which the tail behaviour of Alpine
discharges can evolve over time. In particular, they highlight that changes in the extremal
dependence structure over time are highly relevant for risk assessments and decision mak-
ing. Furthermore, the advantages from modelling joint tail behaviour in a highly gen-
eral and flexible manner, as is enabled via the SPAR method, are immediately appar-
ent.
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Figure 7: Model performance in the joint tail region Q¢, for the 2010-2039 time period
with the 10% subsample equalling 150 years of data for model fitting. See Figure 5 for
details on the interpretation of individual panels.

As an additional check, we test the robustness of the tail probability estimates against
smaller sample sizes. These results are given in the Supporting Information. In general,
the tail probabilities from the full sample size are well captured within the confidence
intervals obtained using the lower sample sizes. Naturally, the uncertainty associated with
the estimates is much higher as the sample size is decreased. We note that there are some
cases with a seemingly clear difference in the tail probability estimates, which is related
to both the sensitivity of such statistics to the fitted GPD model alongside the fact that
subsamples do not always represent the stochastic variability across all ensemble mem-
bers.

4 Discussion

Our application of the deep SPAR framework to simulated discharge from the Alpine
Foreland of the Upper Danube shows that contemporary statistical deep learning tech-
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Figure 8: Comparison of return level estimates and uncertainty intervals (shaded; point-
wise 95% confidence intervals) from deep SPAR models trained with different sample sizes
in the lower (left two columns) and upper (right two columns) tails of each marginal vari-
able for the 20102039 time period. The upper and lower rows represent the smaller (2%,
4%, 6%) and larger (5%, 10%) subsamples, respectively. Blue points denote empirical re-
turn level estimates derived from the full dataset.

niques can provide reliable and interpretable inference for both marginal and joint dis-
charge extremes. The SPAR model accurately reproduces marginal tail behaviours and
pairwise dependence relationships while simultaneously respecting physical properties.
Representing the GPD threshold, scale, and shape functions via MLPs yields a parsi-
monious and flexible non-parametric approximation that avoids restrictive parametric
assumptions and permits inference on marginal and joint tail regions on the data scale,
reducing propagated marginal modelling uncertainty that occurs with most multivari-
ate extreme value techniques. Computational cost for our framework is modest: fits for
a single time window complete within an hour on typical desktop hardware, making ap-
plications of this framework feasible for practitioners. Our work paves the way for fur-
ther applications of the deep SPAR framework in modelling compound extremes.
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abilities of the sum S, respectively. Panels (¢) and (d) illustrate probabilities of all sites
experiencing simultaneously high or low weekly maxima values, respectively.

The hydrological interpretation of the fitted SPAR models highlights notable changes
in joint extreme behaviour over time. Tail probability estimates indicate substantially
increased probabilities of certain concurrent extremes in later time windows, implying
greater likelihood of compound flood and drought-like conditions in the simulated fu-
ture climate. The greater likelihood of compound floods might be driven by the increas-
ing intensity (Poschlod & Ludwig, 2021) and increasing spatial extent (Matte et al., 2022)
of heavy rainfall events in a warmer climate over Central Europe. This is somewhat con-
sistent with Fang et al. (2025), who find that very large floods are projected to increase
across Europe with climate change and pose challenges to hydrological risk management.
The estimated probabilities that all four catchments exhibit drought conditions simul-
taneously also strongly increase under climate change (Figure 9d). Poschlod et al. (2026)
find, for the Ammer river, that the river drought type shifts from dominating winter low-
flow until the 2010s, to dominating summer low-flow in the future. Winter low-flows in
the Alpine Foreland are governed by snow dynamics, which depend on catchment ele-
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vation profiles and thus exhibit a limited degree of synchrony across basins. Summer low-
flows, by contrast, are primarily driven by large-scale hot-and-dry conditions, where the
dependence between heat and drought is projected to increase in the driving climate of
the CRCM5-LE (Bohnisch et al., 2025; Felsche et al., 2024). Poschlod et al. (2026) fur-
ther project a strong increase in summer low-flow event durations. These processes un-
derpin the observed increases in probabilities associated with spatially coherent river droughts.
At the same time, the estimated probabilities of all sites being simultaneously high ex-
hibit little systematic change over time, despite increasing marginal return levels; this
suggests a complex evolving dependence structure rather than uniform magnification of
synchronous extremes. Such nuanced behaviour underscores the value of the SPAR model;
one can assess a wide variety of extreme scenarios, including where only subsets of catch-
ments are extreme. Such cases are of high practical importance for emergency response
and infrastructure resilience.

While deviations between the SPAR and the hydro-SMILE are to a limited extent,
we observe some discrepancies for extreme lower tail quantiles. As noted in Section 2.1,
the de-clustered time series in such cases still exhibit some residual temporal dependence
due to long intervals of consecutive low discharge (Poschlod et al., 2026). This invali-
dates our modelling assumptions and helps to explain why the GPD fits in such cases
exhibit slight deviations. Another possible reason for this observation is the GPD loss
surface; as noted in the Supporting Information, this loss surface is highly irregular and
can be difficult to optimise, especially for bounded variables (i.e., the lower tails of dis-
charge data).

While the weekly maxima series (Section 2.1) is best suited for characterising com-
pound flooding events, our analysis also provides insight into the evolving behaviour of
concurrent drought events which are broadly consistent with other findings in the lit-
erature. Our work demonstrates that the SPAR model provides a highly accurate and
flexible framework for characterising compound extremes, capturing marginal and joint
behaviour in both upper and lower tails; therefore, this framework could also be used
to model other datasets that better represent drought events (e.g., monthly or seasonal
minima series).

Reduced sample sizes (subsamples of the ensemble) inflate uncertainty as expected,
but the SPAR model diagnostics remain broadly comparable with results obtained for
the full sample, indicating practical utility for the proposed framework even in lower data
settings. Nevertheless, all of our results are conditional on the hydrological and climate
models used for forcing, and structural or forcing biases in those simulations will prop-
agate. Focusing on subsets of ensembles can significantly alter tail behaviour, implying
model fits for smaller subsamples may not represent the full stochastic behaviour across
all ensembles. Expert judgement is therefore advisable when using, for instance, extrap-
olated probabilities for high-stakes decision making. Future work could further validate
our modelling approach on observational data, and compare those model fits with the
simulated discharge.

Finally, we note that while the deep SPAR framework works well here in a four-
dimensional setting, higher dimensional applications of the model will require more com-
plex formulations and model fitting procedures. This is especially true for the angular
density, for which empirical estimation is not viable in high dimensional settings (Wessel
et al., 2025). This represents an open area of research, and recent work by Kakampakou
and Wadsworth (2025) and Papastathopoulos and Wadsworth (2026) provide the first
attempts at extending the angular-radial modelling paradigm to high-dimensional spa-
tial and graphical settings, respectively.
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5 Conclusions

The deep SPAR framework offers a flexible, accurate, and computationally feasi-
ble approach to joint extreme inference on river networks. Applied to simulated discharge
in the Alpine Foreland from a 50-member hydro-SMILE, the method reproduces marginal
and multivariate tail behaviour and reveals meaningful temporal changes: aggregate ex-
treme discharge (both high and low) becomes substantially more probable in later time
windows, while concurrent floods change less, reflecting complex evolving dependence.
This unified marginal and multivariate tail inference, together with quantifiable uncer-
tainty and practical scalability, makes deep SPAR a promising tool for compound flood
and drought risk assessment. Future work should prioritise validation against observa-
tions and multi-model forcings, adaptation of the deep SPAR framework for higher di-
mensions, and systematic propagation of forcing and structural uncertainties into down-
stream impact assessments.
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Appendix
A1l Marginal pre-processing

Let X°:= (X7,...,X]7) denote the hydro-SMILE discharge data described in Sec-
tion 2.1 with d = 4. As negative discharge values are infeasible, we have X? > 0 for
all i € {1,...,d}. The SPAR model requires that data be centred around the origin 0,
which is clearly not the case for non-negative data. Owing to these features, pre-processing
of the data is required prior to using the SPAR framework.

The aim of pre-processing is to define an invertible map for each marginal variable
that ‘centres’ the data at 0 while preserving non-negativity. While fitting on the observed
scale of data is possible, this would run the risk of generating physically-implausible neg-
ative observations from the fitted SPAR model. We stress here that this step is differ-
ent from statistical modelling of the margins since our pre-processing procedure is de-
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terministic and does not require one to specify a probabilistic model for the marginal tail
behaviour.

To begin, we set X = log(exp(X?/v;) — 1), = 1,...,d, where v; > 0 denotes
the standard deviation of X?. This step serves three purposes. First, division by the stan-
dard deviation standardises the scale across margins, i.e., Var(X?/v;) = 1 for all i =
1,...,d. Next, evaluating exp(X?/v;) rather than exp(X?) prevents numerical overflow,
which is a problem that could otherwise arise for observations with large magnitudes.
Finally, the transformation ¢(z) := log(exp(z)—1) provides an invertible mapping from
RT to R, which does not alter the marginal upper tail behaviour of X°, as ¢(z) ~ =z
as ¢ — oo (Cooley & Thibaud, 2019). However, it does make the marginal lower tails
heavier, as ¢(x) ~ log(z) as ¢ — 0. This latter feature is useful when the data have
a natural lower bound (as in the case for our discharge data), as deep GPD models can
be numerically difficult to estimate in this case (Richards & Huser, 2026b).

To centre the data at 0, we must specify a star-centre for X* = (X7,...,X})
and subtract this from the data. This step is non-trivial, especially as the dimension d
increases, and selecting an appropriate star-centre is vital to ensure the accuracy of the
SPAR approach. Following Murphy-Barltrop, Mackay, and Jonathan (2024) and Mackay,
Murphy-Barltrop, Richards, and Jonathan (2025), we tested vectors of componentwise
means and medians of X*, but found the resulting model fits to be unreliable, with few
observations in portions of the hypersphere S*~!. For a robust model fit, we desire that
mass be placed on all orthants of the hypersphere to ensure accurate extrapolation in
all directions.

We thus propose to use the geometric median, or Fermat—Weber point (see, e.g.,
Minsker (2015)), as the star-centre for X*. Given observations x%, ...,z € R the
geometric median m* is defined as

n
m”* = arg min Z —x;
g min 2 ly — 7],

which is the minimiser of the sum of pairwise Euclidean distances across all sample points.
This ensures that m* lies in the region of maximal overall attraction of the data and there-
fore tends to fall in the interior of the point cloud, thus providing adequate angular ob-
servations over the hypersphere. A popular method for computing m* is Weiszfeld’s it-
erative algorithm (Weiszfeld & Plastria, 2009), which guarantees convergence under mild
conditions. Using this algorithm, we estimate the geometric median and use this as our
star-centre, setting X = X* — m™, i.e., centring observations around 0. We proceed

to fit the deep SPAR model to X.

A2 Simulation and probability estimation via the SPAR model

For estimating marginal tail and multivariate probabilities using the SPAR model,
we require a scheme for simulating an observation «® in the joint tail of X, i.e., X given
[IX]] > u(X /|| X]|). This is achieved using the following procedure:

1. Draw an angle w from the density fyw of the angular variable W. In our case,
where we use the empirical density, we randomly sample from the observed an-
gles in the joint tail, i.e., W | R > u(W).

2. Draw an observation y from a GPD with parameters o(w), {(w), and add u(w)
to obtain a sample r := y 4+ u(w) from the tail of R | W = w.

3. Set ° := rw.

The last step transforms the sample from the angular-radial scale back to Cartesian co-

ordinates. This results in a sample from the joint tail region QS. We refer to Murphy-
Barltrop, Mackay, and Jonathan (2024) for further details about this sampling scheme.
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Suppose now we have a probability region A4 that is of practical interest (e.g., a fail-
ure region) for which we wish to evaluate the probability Pr(X € A). Applying the law
of total probability, we have

Pr(XcA)=Pr(XcA|XecQ,)Pr(XecQ,) +Pr(XcA| X cQ)Pr(X € Q).

Furthermore, one can show that Pr(X € Q,) =1 —a = Pr(X € Q) = o (Papastathopoulos
et al., 2025), hence

PriXeA)=Pr(XeA|XeQ,)1-a)+Pr(XeAd|X cQ)a. (A1)

Both probabilities on the RHS of equation (Al) can be approximated using Monte-Carlo
techniques. For the first probability Pr(X € A | X € Q,), we require a sample from
Qu- By construction, @, represents the joint body of X (see Figure 2¢), and thus it is
reasonable, given a sufficiently large sample size n, to empirically approximate proba-
bilities in this region. Suppose {x;}; denotes a sample of size n from X, where n is
large. Setting Z := {t € {1,...,n} | |l&|| < w(z¢/||2])}, i-e., the indices of non-
threshold exceeding observations, we have that

Pr(X € A| X € Qu)~ (1/|T) ) 1z € A),

teT
where |Z| denotes the cardinality of Z.

For the latter probability Pr(X € A| X € Q), sample m realisations, denoted
{w;‘ 7=q, from the fitted SPAR model. For large m, we have, under our modelling as-
sumptions, Pr(X € A | X € QF) = (1/m)} ., L(z; € A). Thus, the resulting
estimator of Pr(X € A) is given by

Pr&?A)zl“Tla‘Zn(mteAH%Zn(m;eA).

tel j<m

In many cases, we are likely to have ANQ, = 0, i.e., the tail region does not in-
tersect with the joint body of the data. On such occasions, probability estimates are com-
puted solely from the fitted SPAR model (i.e., no empirical sampling from Q, is required).
For example, setting ¢M = max,,cga-1 wiu(w) and ¢ = min,,cgs—1 w;u(w) for each
i=1,...,d, i.e., the coordinate-wise maxima and minima of the quantile set QQ,,, one
can consider the regions given by A" := Rx---xRx (h;,00) xRx---xR and Al := Rx
s xRx (=00,l;) xRx -+ xR for any h; > ¢ and I; < ¢/. By construction, we have
that A? NQ, = AL N Q, = 0, implying Pr(X € A?) = Pr(X € A" | X € Q%)a and
Pr(X € Al = Pr(X € Al | X € Q%)a. Moreover, we have Pr(X € A?) = Pr(X; >
h;) and Pr(X € Al) = Pr(X; < I;), thus demonstrating how the SPAR framework
can be used to construct a model for marginal tail probabilities. Three examples of fail-

ure sets A satisfying AN Q, = 0 are illustrated in Figure 2d.

We remark that unlike some competing approaches to modelling multivariate ex-
tremes (e.g., Heffernan and Tawn (2004); Wadsworth and Tawn (2013)), we can define
the region A in full generality, thus increasing the scope of possible applications. We also
note that the ability to simulate from the model is not just relevant from a probability
estimation perspective; many environmental applications require large stochastic extreme
events sets for performing risk assessments (Keef et al., 2013; Gouldby et al., 2017; Quinn
et al., 2019; Jane et al., 2020). Unlike competing approaches, our proposed framework
can generate very general events sets encompassing both upper and lower tail behaviour,
and does not require specification of a conditioning site. To demonstrate this, Figure A
illustrates a range of example event sets that can be generated from a fitted SPAR model.
Such sets are applicable across a broad range of applications.
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Figure A: Example event sets in R? that one could generate from the SPAR model. See
also Figure 2.
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Supplementary Information

This Supplementary Information contains additional supporting figures and details
about the methods used for neural network parameter estimation. Section S1 describes
the optimisation techniques used to estimate both the threshold and GPD parameter
functions, the choices of optimisation tuning parameters, and the numerical problems
that can arise when optimising the log-likelihood associated with the GPD. Section S2
illustrates the remaining diagnostic plots for the full sample size model fits (i.e., those
not in the main article). Section S3 illustrates the remaining diagnostic plots for smaller
subsample sizes, and the comparisons of return level estimates across sample sizes. Fi-
nally, Section S4 illustrates tail probability estimates across sample sizes and time win-
dows.

S1 Optimisation and parameter estimation for neural networks

Let W, and W, ¢) denote the parameter sets for the MLPs associated with the
threshold function u(w) and GPD parameter functions (o(w), {(w)), respectively. These
parameter sets are estimated through empirical minimisation of appropriately chosen loss
functions.

Let {(ry,w;);t = 1,...,n} denote radial and angular observations, with sample size
n. By definition, u(w) is the quantile of R|(W = w) at exceedance probability o close
to zero. Thus, we can estimate the parameter set W, associated with u(w) using quan-
tile regression techniques (Koenker, 2017). In this case, the appropriate loss function for
u(w) is the tilted loss function

LuWa) =D proafre —u(wi)}, (S1)

where p1_4(t) :=t(1 —a — 1{t < 0}) and 1 is the indicator function. For ease of no-
tation, dependency of u(w) on W, has been suppressed.

Given an estimate 4(w) of u(w), we let I, := {t € {1,....,n} : ry > G4(w:)}, i.e.,
the set of indices for which the radial observation exceeds the estimated threshold func-
tion. To estimate the MLP corresponding to the GPD parameter functions, we minimise
the negative log-likelihood function associated with the GPD. This corresponds to a ‘con-
ditional density estimation network’, for which a wide range of literature is available —
see the review by Rothfuss et al. (2019). In this case, the loss function is given by

LarWiee) = — Y log [l (ry — i(wy); o (wy), E(wy))]. (52)

tel,

Hard-parameter sharing is employed, whereby all hidden layers are shared between
the parameter functions. This reduces the risk of over-fitting while maintaining task-specific
heads for each parameter (Ruder, 2017).

Both loss functions, equations (S1) and (S2), are optimised via stochastic gradi-
ent descent using the Adam optimisation algorithm (Kingma & Ba, 2017), which is widely
adopted, well-studied, and has demonstrated strong empirical performance and conver-
gence in non-convex optimization problems. Further, to mitigate overfitting, data are
split into training (90%) and validation (10%) sets, with the validation set used to mon-
itor out-of-sample performance and assess convergence of Adam during training.

Adam requires specification of a learning rate which controls the step size of the
parameter updates during optimisation and balances stable convergence against com-
putational efficiency. In addition, training is performed over multiple epochs, where each
epoch corresponds to a full pass through the training data, using mini-batches of fixed
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size to compute stochastic gradient updates. Selection of these tuning parameters is non-
trivial and typically involves some degree of trial and error. Training is initiated with

a learning rate of 1073, which is a standard choice in the deep learning literature, and
early stopping with a patience of five epochs is employed to identify convergence of the
optimisation algorithm. The learning rate is then progressively reduced in small incre-
ments down to 5x107° to allow for potential further reductions in the empirical loss.
Regarding the number of epochs and batch size, we use 500 and 1024 for the threshold
MLP u(+), respectively, and 750 and |Z,| for the GPD parameter MLP; such values ap-
peared sufficient for ensuring convergence of the Adam algorithm in our application.

Equation (S2) is sensitive to the value of the shape parameter, as the GPD sup-
port is dependent on this parameter: for any w satisfying £(w) < 0, the tail of R|(W =
w) will have the finite upper endpoint u(w)—o(w)/£(w). This results in a highly ir-
regular loss surface, and training schemes that permit negative shape parameters can there-
fore be computationally troublesome (Richards & Huser, 2026a). To circumvent this is-
sue, we follow Mackay, Murphy-Barltrop, Richards, and Jonathan (2025) and use a be-
spoke training scheme which requires a judicious choice of initial values and an iterative
decay of the learning rate. We initialise the MLP for (o(w), {(w)) to ensure that the shape
parameter is non-negative for all angles. This ensures at the outset of the training pro-
cedure that the loss function is guaranteed to be finite for all threshold exceeding ob-
servations. If the gradient descent algorithm becomes unstable (i.e., we observe an in-
finite value for the loss in equation (S2)), we restart training at the previous finite loss
value and reduce the learning rate. For our application, this allowed for negative values
of the shape parameter function on certain parts of the hypersphere without optimisa-
tion issues arising. We stress here that this issue occurs for all GPD regression-based pro-
cedures, and is not a problem specific to our approach.

S2 Additional diagnostic plots

Figures S1-S7 illustrate the remaining diagnostic plots for the full sample size model
fits.

GPD QQ plot, 1980-2009 GPD QQ plot, 2040-2069 GPD QQ plot, 2070-2099
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Figure S1: GPD QQ plots for sequential time windows, ordered chronologically from left
to right. Grey shading represents 95% confidence intervals computed via bootstrapping.
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Figure S4: Model performance in the joint tail region QS for the 2070-2099 time period.
See Figure 5 in the main manuscript for details on the interpretation of individual panels.
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S3 Diagnostic plots for smaller sample sizes

Figures S1-S10 illustrate the diagnostic plots obtained for the model fits on smaller
subsamples. Figures S11-S13 compare the return level estimates from each sample size
for each time window besides the third.

GPD QQ plot, 1980-2009 GPD QQ plot, 2010-2039 GPD QQ plot, 2040-2069 GPD QQ plot, 2070-2099
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Figure S1: GPD QQ plots for sequential time windows, ordered chronologically from left
to right, for the subsample containing 2% of the full data.
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Figure S2: GPD QQ plots for sequential time windows, ordered chronologically from left
to right, for the subsample containing 4% of the full data.
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Figure S3: GPD QQ plots for sequential time windows, ordered chronologically from left
to right, for the subsample containing 6% of the full data.
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Figure S4: GPD QQ plots for sequential time windows, ordered chronologically from left
to right, for the subsample containing 10% of the full data.
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Figure S5: GPD QQ plots for sequential time windows, ordered chronologically from left
to right, for the subsample containing 20% of the full data.
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Figure S6: Model performance in the joint tail region Q¢ for the subsamples containing
2% of the full data sample. See Figure 5 in the main manuscript for details on the inter-
pretation of individual panels.
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Figure S7: Model performance in the joint tail region Q¢ for the subsamples containing
4% of the full data sample. See Figure 5 in the main manuscript for details on the inter-
pretation of individual panels.
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Figure S8: Model performance in the joint tail region Qf for the subsamples containing
6% of the full data sample. See Figure 5 in the main manuscript for details on the inter-
pretation of individual panels.

—41—



10% subsample, 1980-2009 10% subsample, 2010-2039

s Ammer 7 R R = Ammer @
E s t ¢ ¢ i € 8 8
5, e d 8 1 5 8
A 2 g g g H g8 8
g i, s s s 8
z & 5 s = H 5 8 &
Qe E o ° ° Qe E o o
2 e m m o 0 o o A L R o o a0 om0
SPAR discharge (m’/s) Le Pls) L °/s) SPAR discharge (m’/s) ’ls) L °/s)
H z H 2 g
3 . T O] a T 8
g & g 13 s
3 H & 3 g g &
= 3 s B X = s
3 5 s g s
& s &1 . & H 37
3 o 5 . o 3 ° 5 o
080 085 030 035 00 0 1m0 o0 20 400 60 800 o w0 20 W w0 080 085 030 035 o e oo 1500 o 10 20 30 40
u u
o Lech - o Lech -
& = H =g
H] H 1 N, £ H H i o/ | E
X I TN—| Y 8] g 1 3 3 1 - .
1 LR 71 a4
080 085 00 095 om0 oss 0% 0ss om0 a0 o o w0 20 W w0 08 0ss 0% oss ot 085 om0 s om0  wo  om o w0 20 w0
u u u u
Loisach Loisach
R
H] H 2 H] H 2 g S
- - - 4 1 o - - - 4 2
%‘\;‘\%_V g z, %‘\4;, g
3 3 3 iy 3 3 3 hy
080 085 00 095 om0 oss 0% 0ss om0 oes om0 0ss o w0 20 ;w0 080 085 02 095 om0 oss 0% 0ss om0 oes 0% 0ss o i w0 W
u u u u u u
10% subsample, 2070-2099
"E § Ammer 2
e e 8
g Sl
&
5§ g g
i i
3 & 3 H
Z . H °
2w m m T o e o wo o W w0 w0 @
SPAR discharge (m"/s) ler */s) Le *ls) [ /s)
ler _
# z 8 §
H] e E 8
3 \_< i s 8 H
X3 2
° § g 8 §
°
g o 5 o -
080 085 090 095 o w0 w0 o W 20 ;0 4
u
Lech -
H] H “] o §
s 5 Je——f|  E] -]
E s Y s 8] g
4 -
3 = 3 s o ~ § ° v
080 085 0 095 om0 oss 0% 0% o a0 w0 0 o W 2 ;o 4w
u u
Loisach
_c \ P —~|c 31 LR
3 H 3 N
080 085 0 095 om0 oss 0% 095 om0 oes 0% 095 o 1w 20 w0 a0
u u u

Figure S9: Model performance in the joint tail region Q¢ for the subsamples containing
10% of the full data sample. See Figure 5 in the main manuscript for details on the inter-
pretation of individual panels.
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Figure S10: Model performance in the joint tail region Qf for the subsamples containing
20% of the full data sample. See Figure 5 in the main manuscript for details on the inter-
pretation of individual panels.
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Figure S11: Comparison of return level estimates from different sample sizes in the lower
and upper tails of each marginal variable for the 1980-2009 time period. See Figure 8 in
the main manuscript for details on the interpretation of individual panels.
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Figure S12: Comparison of return level estimates from different sample sizes in the lower
and upper tails of each marginal variable for the 2040-2069 time period. See Figure 8 in
the main manuscript for details on the interpretation of individual panels.
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Figure S13: Comparison of return level estimates from different sample sizes in the lower
and upper tails of each marginal variable for the 2070-2099 time period. See Figure 8 in
the main manuscript for details on the interpretation of individual panels.
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S4 Probability plots for smaller sample sizes

Figures S1-S4 compare the estimated tail probabilities across different subsample
sizes and time windows.
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Figure S1: Comparison of Pr(S > 1,000(m?/s)) estimates over different subsample sizes
for each time window, ordered chronologically from left to right.
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Figure S2: Comparison of Pr(S < 30(m3/s)) estimates over different subsample sizes for
each time window, ordered chronologically from left to right.
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Time period: 1980-2009 Time period: 2010-2039 Time period: 2040-2069 Time period: 2070-2099
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Figure S3: Comparison of Pr(X; > .I‘}_l/N,VZ' € {1,...,4}) estimates at N = 10 over dif-
ferent subsample sizes for each time window, ordered chronologically from left to right.
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Figure S4: Comparison of Pr(X; < xg/N,‘v’i € {1,...,4}) estimates at N = 10 over differ-
ent subsample sizes for each time window, ordered chronologically from left to right.
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