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4.0 MODIFIED MODEL CALIBRATION
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4.1 Model Calibration
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4.2 Calibration Results
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4.2.1 Model Fit
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4.2.2 Calibrated Parameters
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Table 4-1
Unweighted Observation Statistics for Modified Numerical Model 

Observation 

Type Unit

Number

of

Samples

Mean 

Error

Mean 

Absolute 

Error

Root 

Mean 

Square 

Error

Standard 

Deviation

Target 

Data 

Range

RMSE/ 

Range

(%)

Expected Error

Size with

Increasing

Target Sizea

Boundary Flux afy 16 1,173 1,707 2,275 2,013 20,000 11 Increasing

Gage Flowb afy 140 255 1,211 1,687 1,674 35,672 5 Increasing

Ground 

Surfacec ft 2,145 -0 0 5 5 --- NA Constant

Regional ET 

Discharge
afy 108 -250 1,765 2,908 2,910 69,431 4 Increasing

Spring Flowd afy 29 -1,146 1,293 2,208 1,921 12,833 13 Increasing

Well Drawdown ft 4,301 -1 4 9 9 238 4 Constant

Well Head ft 2,707 15 45 92 90 6,461 1 Constant

aThe error associated with head would be expected to be constant with elevation. The error associated with spring flow would be

  expected to increase with larger flows.
bAsh, Big Springs, Crystal, and Hiko Spring measurements removed from gage statistics.
cBecause all ground surface measurements were expected to be 0.0 (no mounding), the target data range is 0.0, and RMSE/Range

  cannot be calculated.
dAsh, Big Springs, Crystal, and Hiko Spring measurements added to spring statistics.
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Figure 4-1
Simulated Versus Observed Unweighted Hydraulic Head Values
in Original (ucth814)and Modified (ucth935) Numerical Models

Table 4-2
Comparison of Unweighted Observation Statistics for Original and Modified Models

Observation Type Units

Number of

Samples

Mean

Error

Mean Absolute

Error

Root Mean

Square Error

Standard

Deviation

Target Data

Range

RMSE/

Range

Boundary Flux afy --- -4 -4 -2 0 --- ---

Gage Flow afy --- -0 0 0  0 --- ---

Ground Surface ft --- -0 0 0 0  ---  NA

Regional ET Discharge afy --- -0 4  5 5 --- ---

Spring Flow afy 19 461 -477 -543 -387  194 ---

Well Drawdown ft --- -0 0 0 0 --- ---

Well Head ft --- -0 -0 -0 -0 --- ---
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Figure 4-2
Spatial Distribution of Upper-Valley-Fill Transmissivity 

Simulated by the Modified Numerical Model
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4.2.3 Simulated Discharge
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4.2.4 Water Budgets
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Table 4-3
Simulated Groundwater-Budget Components for 

the Great Salt Lake Desert Flow System in afy for 2004

HA

Number HA Name

 Net 

Interbasin 

Flow

Change 

in 

Storage

Groundwater 

Withdrawals

Constant 

Head

 ET and 

Springs Recharge

 Stream

Flow

184 Spring Valley -5,300 2,000 -5,600 0 -73,700 82,600 0

185 Tippett Valley -1,600 0 0 -4,200 0 5,700 0

194 Pleasant Valley -4,400 0 0 0 0 4,400 0

195 Snake Valley 49,500 3,000 -21,600 -31,900 -105,800 106,900 -100

196 Hamlin Valley -21,500 600 0 0 -200 21,100 0

258 Fish Springs Flat -2,300 0 0 2,200 0 100 0

Totals 14,400 5,600 -27,200 -33,900 -179,700 220,800 -100
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4.2.5 Big Springs Discharge
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Table 4-4 
Comparison Between Water Budget Components as Difference in afy 

Between Values Simulated by Original (ucth814) and Modified (ucth935) Models

HA

Number HA Name

 Net

Interbasin

Flow

 Change 

in 

Storage

Groundwater 

Withdrawals

 Constant 

Head

 ET and 

Springs Recharge

 Stream

Flow

184 Spring Valley 400 0 0 0 -400 0 0

185 Tippett Valley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

194 Pleasant Valley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

195 Snake Valley -900 -200 0 100 1,100 0 -100

196 Hamlin Valley 500 0 0 0 -500 0 0

258 Fish Springs Flat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Great Salt Lake

Desert Totals
0 -200 0 100 200 0 -100


