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Bd Cost |Bd _Time |[p i
hidden layer 1 -19812) 13827 Q074353 34803
hidden layer 2 11608 08584 32396 16232
hidden layer 3 -10.493) 081182 -1.719] 0030268
hidden layer 4 41458 -1.8729) 2.3012| 0.0360584
hidden layer 5 S6025] 044026 48094 050571
% 3 LT TEEET R EfR)
Reservoir| Size p q p q p q
1 large 0.744 0.811 0.807 0.779 0.714 0.783
2 large 0.888 0.85 0.772 0.811 0.784 0.758
3 large 0.701 0.796 0.75 0.77 0.728 0.795
4 medium 0.624 0.683 0.763 0.767 0.696 0.687
5 medium 0.798 0.677 0.698 0.698 0.863 0.775
6 small 0.812 0.785 0.702 0.544 0.865 0.704
7 small 0.897 0.637 0.598 0.678 0.792 0.656
8 small 0.555 0.615 0.737 0.704 0.759 0.865
9 small 0.541 0.598 0.631 0.748 0.697 0.644
10 small 0.594 0.527 0.855 0.676 0.719 0.541
Total Budget 30,134,530 29,886,000 29,974,120
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