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Introduction Materials and Methods

 For robust predictions, parameterized crop models need to capture < Different cultivars of silage maize, were grown at sites in Kraichgau and
uncertainty and should be transferable to other sites with different the Swabian Alb, Germany between 2010 and 2016.
environmental conditions. +  Soil-crop-atmosphere model: XN5 (Expert-N 5.0) software (Priesack 2006)

* However, some parameters In the models may have an environment . Bayesian calibration of the SPASS model (Wang 1997) was performed to
dependency. observed phenological development, separately for each site-year.

* This leads to inaccurate predictions at uncalibrated sites. . Posterior parameter distributions obtained after calibration to each site-

year, were used to predict phenology at other site-years.
* Relation between prediction quality and environment were analysed.

Objective Hypothesis
To determine if environmental dependency of crop model parameters has an Cultivars of the same ripening group have similar posterior parameter
Impact on prediction quality. distributions and are good predictors of each other.
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Prediction
 Members of the same ripening group are not always better predictors than those from other ripening groups.
« A spread in the prediction quality is observed within the same ripening group.
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Calibration and prediction of mid-early ripening cultivars | The prediction quality
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» Other parameters that are incorrectly assumed to be known and kept > R n the vegetative phase
constant during modelling? 114 ¢ of development.
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