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Abstract 

Despite the excellent real-world predictive performance of modern machine learning (ML) methods, 
many scientists remain hesitant to discard traditional physical-conceptual (PC) approaches due mainly 
to their relative interpretability, which contributes to credibility during decision-making. In this context, 
a currently underexplored aspect of ML is how to develop “minimally-optimal” representations that 
can facilitate better “insight regarding system functioning”. Regardless of how this is achieved, it is 
arguably true that parsimonious representations better support the advancement of scientific 
understanding. Our own view is that ML-based modeling of geoscientific systems should be based in 
the use of computational units that are fundamentally interpretable by design. 

This paper continues our exploration of how the strengths of ML can be exploited in the service of 
better understanding via scientific investigation. Here, we use the Mass Conserving Perceptron (MCP) 
as the fundamental computational unit in a generic network architecture consisting of nodes arranged 
in series and parallel to explore several generic and important issues related to the use of 
observational data for constructing input-state-output models of dynamical systems. In the context of 
lumped catchment modeling, we show that physical interpretability and excellent predictive 
performance can both be achieved using a relatively parsimonious “distributed-state” multiple-flow-
path network with context-dependent gating and “information sharing” across the nodes, suggesting 
that MCP-based modeling can play a significant role in application of ML to geoscientific investigation. 

 

Plain Language Summary 

Models must be interpretable to be credible during decision-making. Accordingly, excellent real-world 
predictive performance is not enough, due to which scientists remain hesitant to discard traditional 
physical-conceptual (PC) approaches in favor of purely data-based machine learning (ML) methods. 
Since parsimonious representations better support the advancement of scientific understanding, 
there is a need for methods that facilitate discovery of “minimally” representations that provide good 
predictive performance while also facilitating better “insight regarding system functioning”. We 
believe that such methods should be based in the use of computational units that are fundamentally 
interpretable by design. This work uses the Mass Conserving Perceptron (MCP) as the fundamental 
unit in a generic network architecture to explore several issues related to the development of 
dynamical systems models. For lumped catchment systems, we show that parsimonious and 
physically-interpretable models with excellent predictive performance can be achieved using a 
“distributed-state” multiple-flow-path representation with context-dependent gating and 
“information sharing” across the nodes. Our results suggest that MCP-based modeling can play a 
significant role in geoscientific investigation.



  

1. Introduction, Background and Scope 

1.1. Introduction 

[1] The system theoretic (so-called “black box”) approach to catchment-scale rainfall-runoff (RR) modeling 
can represent the dynamical behaviors of such systems without the need to incorporate prior knowledge 
regarding their internal form and functioning (Bunge, 1963). In fact, the Kolmogorov neural network existence 
theorem states that a three-layer feed-forward Artificial Neural Network (ANN) meets the requirements to be 
a universal function mapping, so that any multivariate function can be closely approximated by an ANN having 
only a finite number of nodes in the hidden layer (Kolmogorov, 1957; Hecht-Nielsen, 1987). In this regard, 
modern machine-learning (ML) provides a viable alternative to Physical/Conceptual (PC) modeling for 
simulating RR process, and can do this without explicitly representing the internal hydrologic structures of 
watersheds, while instead focusing primarily on achieving high predictive accuracy (Sorooshian, 1983). 

[2] However, despite the excellent predictive performance of modern ML methods in real-world applications, 
many scientists remain hesitant to replace/discard traditional PC-based approaches due mainly to their relative 
interpretability (model transparency), which contributes to credibility during decision-making (Rudin, 2019). 
This issue has prompted recent research into “explainable AI” using methods such as Local Interpretable 
Model-Agnostic Explanations (LIME; Althoff et al., 2021), Shapley Additive Explanations (SHAP; Yang & Chui 
2021), and the feature-importance-based Expected Gradient and Additive Decomposition method (Jiang et al., 
2022). Meanwhile, Knowledge Guided Machine Learning (KGML; Willard et al., 2022) also provides a potential 
approach to enhanced interpretability (see detailed summary in Varadharajan et al., 2022) by transforming 
the “black box” models into “glass (clear) box” models (Rai, 2020), with the goal of achieving physically 
consistent and generalizable predictions at minimal model development cost.  

[3] In this context, it is our opinion that a currently underexplored aspect is the investigation of “minimally-
optimal” network architectures that can facilitate better “insight regarding system functioning”. This is in 
contrast to models that are based in poorly-interpretable computational units and generic architectures. One 
approach is to implement methods for network pruning/compression that can help to identify efficient low-
rank sub-networks (Schotthöfer et al., 2022; Zangrando et al., 2023) thereby facilitating the quantification of 
information content (Tishby  & Zaslavsky , 2015; Shwartz-Ziv & Tishby, 2017) and potentially enhancing the 
interpretability, and hence credibility, of ML-based approaches used for decision making. An alternative is to 
construct progressively more complex, but still architecturally generic, minimal description length 
representations until a satisfactory level of performance is achieved (Stanley & Miikkulainen, 2002). Our own 
view is that a more productive approach is to base the entire ML-based modeling approach in the use of 
computational units that are fundamentally interpretable by design (Wang & Gupta, 2024a,b). Regardless of 
which strategy is adopted, it is arguably true that parsimonious representations better support the 
advancement of scientific understanding (Weijs & Ruddell, 2020), based on which network architectures can 
be progressively augmented (as necessary and appropriate) during training (Hsu et al., 1995; Chen & Chang, 
2009).  

[4] This paper is third in a series that seeks to explore how the strengths of machine learning can be exploited 
in the service of achieving better understanding via scientific investigation. In Section 1.2, we provide some 
foundational background, after which we discuss the goals and scope of the studies reported here (Section 1.3), 
and the organization of this paper (Section 1.4). 

1.2. Background 

[5] There is a long history to the development of hydrologic models (see Singh, 1988; Clark et al., 2008; Fenicia 
et al., 2011; Gupta et al., 2012).  In this regard, ANNs have been used for hydrologic prediction since at least 
the 1990’s (Daniell, 1991; Halff et al., 1993; Hsu et al., 1995; Smith & Eli, 1995) and have consistently been 
shown to outperform PC-based models as evaluated by a variety skill metrics (Hsu et al., 1995). Such 



  

performance can attributed to the fact that, whereas the architecture of a knowledge-based PC models must 
be pre-specified/designed to be consistent with physical principles/laws (such as mass and energy 
conversation), a data-driven model can “learn” an effective representation of the appropriate internal 
architectural features, via iterative adjustment/training of model weights so as to extract the relevant 
information from data (Xu & Liang, 2021). 

[6] The past few years has seen extremely rapid development and application of machine/deep learning 
(ML/DL) artificial intelligence (AI) by the hydro-geo-scientific community (Shen, 2018). In particular, since its 
early application to RR modeling in the 1990’s (Hsu et al., 1995), the recurrent neural network (RNN) 
architecture has gained considerable attention and popularity. This is particularly true of the Long Short Term 
Memory network (LSTM; Hochreiter & Schmidhuber, 1997) which can learn to model the long-term 
dependencies that characterize storage effects such as snowpack accumulation and melt (Kratzert et al., 2018). 
In terms of predictive accuracy, as well as ability to provide predictions in ungauged basins, the standard LSTM 
formulation remains the “state-of-the-art” for catchment-scale RR modeling (Kratzert et al., 2019b), although 
the recently developed transformer neural network (TNN; Vaswani et al., 2007) also shows promise for 
hydrological applications (Li et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2024b; Koya & Roy, 2024).  

[7] Notably, the LSTM-based approach has consistently been shown to outperform PC-based models for RR 
modeling (Kratzert et al., 2019a; Mai et al., 2022; Arsenault et al., 2023), and to be a viable surrogate for 
traditional data assimilation (Nearing et al., 2022), while enabling the leveraging of multiple sources of data 
regarding various meteorological variables (Kratzert et al., 2021) at multiple time scales (Gauch et al., 2021; 
Feng et al., 2020). Combined with time-efficient computation, these capabilities make LSTM-based modeling 
highly attractive for operational hydrologic forecasting (Harrigan et al., 2023; Sabzipour et al., 2023), especially 
at the global scale (Nearing et al., 2023; Kratzert et al., 2024). 

[8] The exponential rate of development and widespread access to ML technology (and especially the power 
of differentiable programming; Baydin et al., 2018), has spawned considerable innovation in the development 
of modeling strategies and tools that combine physical principles with AI (Shen et al., 2023). One major research 
thread involves the use of data-driven methods for postprocessing the outputs of PC-based models (Nearing 
et al., 2020b; Frame et al., 2021). Post-processing is a relatively simple way to improve predictive accuracy in 
cases where the PC-based model encodes information provided by human knowledge that the ML algorithm is 
unable to extract from data.  

[9] A second major thread aims to enhance model behavioral expressivity by adding functional complexity to 
the PC-based model (Jiang et al., 2020; Feng et al., 2022; Bennett & Nijssen, 2021). The model is improved by 
implementing operational neural network layers to learn improvements to the existing model 
parameterization (Tsai et al., 2021) or to provide substitutes for poorly understood process relationships (Höge 
et al., 2022; Feng et al., 2023).  

[10] A third major thread involves (partially) modifying the internal neural network architecture (Nourani, 2021) 
for the purpose of improving the regionalization ability of the model (e.g., EA-LSTM; Kratzert et al., 2019b). 
This approach encodes physical principles such as mass conservation (MC-LSTM; Hoedt et al., 2021; Frame et 
al., 2022), together with regularization to constrain (for example) evapotranspiration loss (Wi & Steinschneider, 
2024), or to add an attention mechanism that helps to identify important catchment specific features (e.g., 
Hydro-LSTM; De la Fuente et al., 2024a). Overall, such investigations have enlivened the community and 
contributed to rapid advances in the Earth, Environmental, and Geosciences (Fleming et al., 2021). 

1.3. Goals and Scope 

[11] This study builds upon our previous work reported in Wang & Gupta (2024a,b). In the first (Wang & Gupta, 
2024a) we proposed a physically-interpretable computational unit (named the Mass Conserving Perceptron) 
to be used as a component (node) in neural networks that can directly learn the functional nature of physical 
processes from available data (as in machine “learning”) using off-the-shelf ML technologies, while being 



  

regularized to obey conservation principles at the nodal level. The purpose was to explore the behavioral 
expressivity, interpretability, and performance achievable by a single MCP node (a single cell-state model) 
enabled by the learnable gating mechanism, and where all of the architectural complexity was expressed only 
through those gating functions. In particular, we demonstrated how prior knowledge and/or hypotheses 
regarding system dynamics can be progressively encoded into a simple MCP-based single-node model, thereby 
enabling the scientist to test different hypothesis regarding the internal functioning of the catchment (Gong et 
al., 2013; Nearing et al., 2020a). 
[12] Next, in Wang & Gupta (2024b) we showed that the MCP can be used as a building block for constructing 
more complex, but parsimonious, directed graph architectures consisting of node (state variable) and link (flow 
path) subcomponents (Gupta & Nearing, 2014), that obey conservation principles and are conceptually-
interpretable in the traditional PC sense, while achieving comparable performance to purely data-based 
models. The purpose was to show how ML can be used to effectively combine theory-based prior information 
with novel information extracted from data, thereby enabling hypotheses testing regarding appropriate system 
architecture (numbers of dynamical state variables and their interconnectedness) and an examination of how 
information is increased, decreased, or altered during stagewise model development (Fenicia et al., 2008; 
Kavetski & Fenicia, 2011; Nearing & Gupta, 2015; Gharari et al., 2021).  

[13] In this work, we seek to explore a number of generic and important issues related to the use of time series 
data for the construction of dynamical input-state-output models. Accordingly, instead of using physical-
conceptual principles and/or theory to guide specification of the form of the directed graph network 
architecture, wherein the nodes (cell states) and links (pathways) are pre-emptively assigned conceptual 
meaning at the time of model specification based on physical-conceptual understanding/theory (e.g., as was 
done in Wang & Gupta, 2024b), we follow the function approximation paradigm employed by modern ML 
wherein a generic network architecture is implemented consisting of “basis function nodes” arranged in series 
and parallel. By using the MCP node as the fundamental computational unit, we are able to explore (in the 
context of a lumped catchment system) several generic and important modeling issues such as: 

1) How many network “layers”, “nodes” (cell-states) and “links” (flow pathways) are potentially 
necessary/sufficient to accurately model the input-state-output dynamics of a given system? 

2) Is a “distributed-input” or a “distributed-state” representation (or some hybrid combination of the two) 
a more suitable approach to network regularization? 

3) Consistent with physical understanding that water balance closure at the overall catchment-scale is 
typically impossible to assert with any degree of confidence, is there potential benefit to relaxing mass 
conservation at the overall “network” level while maintaining mass-conservation at the “nodal” level? 

4) Is there benefit to allowing the nodal “gates” to be informed about the entire distribution of “moisture” 
across the system when determining what the time-varying (context-dependent) output and loss gate 
conductivities should be at each time step? 

5) How much interpretability can be achieved/maintained by such a network while permitting it to 
pursue the aim of optimal predictive performance? 

6) How does such predictive performance compare to that obtained using “purely data-based” and/or 
conventional “physical-conceptual” models?   

7) Are there potential benefits to “training” and then “pruning” such MCP-based machine-learning 
networks? 

[14] To our knowledge, no similar efforts have been made in this regard. While generic RNN-based networks 
(Nearing et al., 2021; Kratzert et al., 2024) are capable of very high levels of predictive performance, we follow 
Occam’s Second Razor (Domingos, 1998) in suggesting that it is sensible to “think twice” before abandoning 
interpretability in favor of non-understandable complexity. As with our previous work (Wang & Gupta, 



  

2024a,b), our scope here remains restricted to an examination of interpretable architectural complexity at a 
single location, rather than universal applicability across large samples of catchments. Combined with our 
previous findings, the results reported here form the necessary pre-requisite for broader application to 
multiple hydro-climatic regimes (work in progress), and to eventually tackling the problem of interpretable ML-
based modeling for prediction in ungaged basins (PUB; Sivapalan et al., 2003; Hrachowitz et al., 2013). 

1.4. Organization of the paper 

[15] In Section 2 we briefly recap relevant details regarding the physically-interpretable Mass-Conserving 
Perceptron and its analogical relationship to the fundamental computational component of the data-based 
LSTM network. Section 3 outlines the data, methods, and MCP-based network architectures explored in this 
study, and discusses the “overall interpretability” associated with such network architectures.  Sections 4 and 
5 discuss our findings and results. In particular Section 5 explores the value of “information sharing” across 
nodes of the network, a feature that is built-in to the standard LSTM architecture but is not commonly found 
in PC-based representations of geoscientific (e.g., hydrological) systems. Section 6 presents a benchmark 
comparison against both MCP-based models introduced in Wang & Gupta (2024b) and the standard LSTM 
networks, while Section 7 illustrates the interpretability of MCP-based neural networks. Finally, in Section 8, 
we conclude with a discussion of implications and directions for future work. 

2. Methodology 

2.1 The Mass-Conserving Perceptron (MCP) 
[16] In Wang & Gupta (2024a), we proposed the mass-conserving perceptron (MCP) as an ML-based 
physically-interpretable computational unit that is isomorphically similar to a single node of a generic gated 
recurrent neural network, but is different in that it enables mass flows to be conserved at the nodal level.  
Figure 1b illustrates the architecture of the MCP node. The node represents mass-conservative system 
dynamics via the discrete time update equation: 

 𝑋!"# = 𝑋! − 𝑂! − 𝐿! + 𝑈!  (1) 

whereby the mass state 𝑋!"# of the system (node) at time step 𝑡 + 1 is computed by adding the mass of input 
flux 𝑈! that enters the node, and subtracting the masses of output fluxes 𝑂! and 𝐿! that leave the node, during 
the time interval from 𝑡 to 𝑡 + 1. For example, in the context of spatially-lumped catchment-scale RR modeling, 
𝑈! can represent the precipitation mass input flux, and 𝐿! and 𝑂! can represent the evapotranspirative and 
streamflow mass output fluxes from the system control volume represented by the node.  

[17] It is assumed that 𝑂! and 𝐿! depend on the value of the state 𝑋! through the process parameterization 
equations 𝑂! = 𝐺!$ ∙ 𝑋!  and 𝐿! = 𝐺!% ∙ 𝑋! , where 𝐺!$  and 𝐺!%  are context-dependent (see later) time-varying 
“output” and “loss” conductivity gating functions respectively, so that Eqn (1) can be rewritten as: 

 𝑋!"# = 𝑋! − 𝐺!$ ∙ 𝑋! − 𝐺!% ∙ 𝑋! 	+ 	𝑈! (2a) 

 𝑋!"# = 𝐺!& ∙ 𝑋! 	+ 	𝑈!  (2b) 

where 𝐺!& is the “remember” gate, represents the fraction of the state 𝑋! that is retained by the system from 
one time step to the next. To ensure physical realism, we require that the time-evolving values of each of these 
gates (𝐺!$, 𝐺!% and 𝐺!&) remain both non-negative and less than or equal to 1.0 at all times. Further, to ensure 
conservation of mass we require that 𝐺!& + 𝐺!$ + 𝐺!% = 1, which means that the remember gate is computed 
from knowledge of the output and loss gates as 𝐺!& = 1 − 𝐺!$ − 𝐺!% ; this of course places a strict constraint on 
the relative values that 𝐺!$  and 𝐺!%  can take on. Now, assuming knowledge of the initial mass state of the 
system 𝑋', and given the time history of inputs 𝑈#, … , 𝑈!, Eqn (2) can be used to sequentially update the state 
𝑋!  of the system if the time-evolving values of the gating functions 𝐺!$	and 𝐺!%  (and therefore 𝐺!&) are also 
provided. 



  

[18] Given this nodal architecture, it is clear that the time evolving nature of the gating functions 𝐺!$	and 𝐺!% 
determines the dynamical response of the system to inputs. Since the precise forms of these gating functions 
are, in general, not known a priori, Wang & Gupta (2024a) proposed to parameterize these functions using 
machine learning (ML) architectures so that their functional forms can be learned directly from available data.  
In this study, we begin by parameterizing the output and loss gates as 𝐺!$ = 𝑓(%$ (𝑋!) and 𝐺!% = 𝑓(%% (𝑃𝐸!) 
respectively, where 𝑓(%$ (∙) and 𝑓(%% (∙) are implemented as ML architectures that can ‘learn’ the functional 
forms of the dependence of 𝐺!$  on the system state 𝑋!   and the dependence of 𝐺!%  on potential 
evapotranspiration 𝑃𝐸!. For simplicity, we assume here that these functional forms are simple monotonic non-
decreasing sigmoid functions. However more complex functional forms can also be learned, as discussed by 
Wang & Gupta (2024a). 

[19] Specifically, the output and loss gates are initially represented as 𝐺!$ = 𝜅$ ∙ 𝜎(𝑆!$) and 𝐺!% = 𝜅% ∙ 𝜎(𝑆!%) 
respectively, where 𝑆!$ = 𝑎$ + 𝑏$	𝑋!  and 𝑆!% = 𝑎% + 𝑏%	𝑃𝐸! , and where 𝜎  can be any appropriate ML 
activation function (here chosen to be the sigmoid activation function 𝜎(𝑆) = 1 (1 + exp	(−𝑆))⁄ ), and 𝜅$, 𝑎$, 
𝑏$, 𝜅%, 𝑎%, and 𝑏% are trainable parameters.  Further, to ensure that 𝐺!$, 𝐺!% and 𝐺!& each remain on [0,1] and 
also that 𝐺!$ + 𝐺!% + 𝐺!& = 1, we actually set 𝜅$ = exp	(𝑐$) Ψ⁄  and 𝜅% = exp	(𝑐%) Ψ⁄  where Ψ = exp	(𝑐$) +
exp	(𝑐%) + exp	(𝑐&) (which is equivalent to implementing the SoftMax function on the gates) and instead train 
on the set of seven parameters {𝑎$ , 𝑏$ , 𝑐$ , 𝑎% , 𝑏% , 𝑐% , 𝑐&} all of which can vary on (−∞,+∞). Further, we 
constrain the computed (“actual”) evapotranspirative loss (𝐿! = 𝐺!% ∙ 𝑋! ) to be less than or equal to the 
“potential” evapotranspirative loss 𝐷! by replacing the “unconstrained” loss gate 𝐺!% described above with the 
“physically-constrained” loss gate defined as 𝐺!%

!"# = 𝐺!% − 𝑅𝑒𝐿𝑈(𝐺!%-
)$
*$
). For more details, please see Wang 

& Gupta (2024a).  

[20] Overall, this basic MCP unit has several desirable features that make it suitable for interpretable physical-
conceptual modeling of dynamical systems such as are of interest in hydrology (i.e., rainfall-runoff modeling).  
These features include: 

1)  Recurrence, enabling the dynamical evolution of the system state (memory) to be represented. 

2)  The ability to impose conservation principles at the nodal level, as constraints on system evolution. 

3)  The ability to represent and learn the dynamics of unobserved gains/losses of mass from the system. 

4)  The ability to learn the forms of the process parameterization equations (gating functions) that govern 
the dynamical behaviors of the system based on context (current and past conditions).  

5)  Ease of implementation using off-the-shelf ML technology such as PyTorch in Python (Paszke et al., 
2019). 

[21] In summary, we use the MCP node (Figure 1) as the basic unit for building the various interpretable neural 
networks discussed in this study. 

2.2 Long Short-Term Memory Network (LSTM) 
[22] As a data-driven benchmark to evaluate performance of the MCP-based networks tested in this study 
(Nearing et al, 2020) we use the LSTM network, adapted from code provided by Kratzert et al. (2019). The 
LSTM network is a type of recurrent neural network that includes memory cells that can store information over 
long periods of time, and that uses three gating operations (input, forget, output) as shown in Figure 1c. The 
mathematical formulation of the LSTM network is provided in the supplementary materials. 

[23] Given an input sequence 𝑥 = [𝑥[1], 𝑥[2]…… , 𝑥[𝑇]]  with 𝑇  time steps, where each element 𝑥[𝑡]  is a 
vector containing input features (model inputs) at time step 𝑡	(1 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇), Eqns (3-8) specify a single forward 
pass through the LSTM: 

                                                      𝑖[𝑡] = 𝜎(𝑏+𝑥[𝑡] + 𝑤+ℎ[𝑡 − 1] + 𝑎+)																																																																				(3) 

                                                    𝑓[𝑡] = 𝜎P𝑏,𝑥[𝑡] + 𝑤,ℎ[𝑡 − 1] + 𝑎,Q                                                          	(4) 



  

                                                   𝑔[𝑡] = 𝑡𝑎𝑛ℎ(𝑏-𝑥[𝑡] + 𝑤-ℎ[𝑡 − 1] + 𝑎-)                                                      (5) 

                                                   𝑜[𝑡] = 𝜎(𝑏.𝑥[𝑡] + 𝑤.ℎ[𝑡 − 1] + 𝑎.)                                                            (6) 
                                                   𝑐[𝑡] = 𝑓[𝑡] ⊙ 𝑐[𝑡 − 1] + 𝑖[𝑡] ⊙ 𝑔[𝑡]                                                           	(7) 
                                                           ℎ[𝑡] = 𝑜[𝑡] ⊙ tanh	(𝑐[𝑡])                                                                     	(8) 

where 𝑖(t),	𝑓(t), 𝑜(t) are the input, forget and output gates respectively, 𝑔(t) is the cell input, 𝑥(t) is the 
network input at time step 𝑡	(1 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇), and ℎ(t − 1) is the recurrent input. The terms 𝑐(t) and 𝑐(t − 1) 
indicate the cell states at the current and previous time step. At the first-time step, the hidden and cell states 
are initialized as vectors of zeros. The terms a, 𝑤 and b are learnable parameters for each gate, with subscripts 
referring to which gate the particular weight matrix, or bias vector corresponds to. The sigmoid activation 
function 𝜎	(∙) outputs a value between 0 and 1, while the hyperbolic tangent activation function  tanh	(∙) 
outputs a value between -1 and 1. The symbol ⊙ indicates element-wise multiplication.  

[24] The values of the cell states can be modified by the forget gate 𝑓(t), which can delete states. The cell 
update 𝑔(t) can be interpreted as information that is added, while the input gate 𝑖(t) controls into which cells 
new information is added. The output gate 𝑜(t) controls which of the information, stored in the cell states, is 
output. Note that the cell states 𝑐(t) characterize the memory of the system, and its simple linear interaction 
with the remaining LSTM cell helps to prevent the issue of exploding or vanishing gradients during the back-
propagation step of network training (Hochreiter & Schmidhuber, 1997). The output of the final LSTM layer 
ℎ(t) is connected through a dense layer to a single output neuron, which computes the final output 𝑦(t) 
prediction, as indicated by Eqn 9: 
                                                                          𝑦 = 𝑏/ℎ0 + 𝑎/                                                                                        (9) 

where 𝑏/ and 𝑎/ are learnable weights and bias terms of a dense output layer.  

2.3 Isomorphic Relationship Between Architectures 
[25] As discussed above (Section 2.1), the MCP unit is structurally isomorphic to the representation of a simple 
physical RR system expressed as an RNN. Eqns (10-16) show how the MCP unit is isomorphically similar to that 
of the LSTM: 

                                                   𝑖(t) = 	𝐺!1 = 1.0																																																																																																							(10) 
                                                   𝑓(t) = 𝐺!& = 1.0 − 𝐺!& − 𝐺!%                                                                      		(11) 
                                                   𝑔(𝑡) = 𝑈!                                                                                                      (12) 

                                                   𝑜(𝑡) = 𝐺!$ = 𝜅$ ⊙𝜎(𝑏.𝑐(𝑡) + 𝑎.)                                                            (13) 
                                                   𝑙(𝑡) = 𝐺!% = 𝜅% ⊙𝜎(𝑏%𝑃𝐸𝑇! + 𝑎%)                                                             (14) 
                                                   𝑐(𝑡 + 1) = 𝑋!"# = 𝑓(𝑡) ⊙ 𝑋! + 𝑖(𝑡) ⊙ 𝑔(𝑡)                                             (15) 
                                                   O(𝑡) = 𝑜(𝑡) ⊙ 𝑋!                                                                                        (16) 
[26] Note that whereas the input gate 𝑖(𝑡) = 𝐺!1 (Eq 10) is set to 1.0, thereby indicating that all of the input 
mass enters the cell state, one can also create a “bypass” gate by defining 𝐺!2 = 1 − 𝐺!1 that allows some 
quantity of the input mass to bypass the unit.  The LSTM forget gate 𝑓(𝑡) is re-interpreted (Eqn 11) as a 
“remember gate” 𝐺!& since its value (which varies between 0 and 1) indicates the extent to which the system 
retains water at each time step. Accordingly, the cell update 𝑔(t) is equal to the mass input 𝑈! to the unit at 
any given time (Eqn 12). The output gate 𝑜(𝑡) = 𝐺!$, and the newly proposed loss gate 𝑙(𝑡) = 𝐺!%, are simply 
parameterized here as being dependent on the current timestep cell state and potential evapotranspiration 
respectively (Eqns 13-14); more complex dependencies could also be envisioned and implemented. The mass 
output 𝑂(𝑡) is computed as a fraction 𝑜(𝑡) = 𝐺!$ of the current timestep internal state 𝑋! (Eq 16). Finally, the 
cell state 𝑐(𝑡 + 1) = 𝑋!"#  is updated to represent how much of the mass is retained by the unit, and 
augmented by the incoming input mass at the current time step (Eq 15). As such, given the constraints imposed 



  

on the values of its gating functions (𝐺!& + 𝐺!$ + 𝐺!% = 1 and 0 ≤ 𝐺!$ , 𝐺!% , 𝐺!& ≤ 1), each node of an MCP-based 
network can be understood to function like a mass-constrained version of a node of an LSTM network. 

[27] It is important to note that, compared to the Nash linear reservoir tank (Nash, 1957), the MCP can be 
viewed as a non-linear reservoir with evapotranspirative loss, where the time-constant conductivity parameter 
is replaced by a time-variable gating function. In this context, the mathematical structure of the simple mass-
balance linear reservoir model is isomorphically similar to the MCP (and by extension, LSTM), with adjustments 
to the remember gate (Eq 17) and output gate (Eq 18), and by removing the loss gate. These relationships are 
clearly illustrated in Figure 1a.    

                                                        𝑓(t) = 𝐺!& = 1.0 − 𝐺!& 													                                                               		(17) 
                                                        𝑜(𝑡) = 𝐺!$ = 𝜅$																																																																																																		(18) 

3. Experimental Setup 

3.1 Study Catchment and Data Set 
[28] All of the experiments reported in this study use the Leaf River data set (compiled by the US National 
Weather Service), consisting of 40 years (WY 1949-1988) of daily data from the humid, 1944 𝑘𝑚3, Leaf River 
Basin (LRB) located near Collins in southern Mississippi, USA. The dataset consists of cumulative daily values of 
observed mean areal precipitation (𝑃𝑃; mm/day), potential evapotranspiration (𝑃𝐸𝑇; mm/day), and 
watershed outlet streamflow (𝑄𝑄; mm/day). The dataset has been widely used for model development and 
testing by the hydrological science community.  

3.2 Data Splitting 
[29] As discussed by Shen et al. (2022), it is important to use only a portion of the available data 𝒟 for making 
decisions about the model representation (choices regarding model structure and parameter values), while 
retaining a separate portion for testing the validity of those choices. Here, we follow the data-splitting 
procedure reported in Wang & Gupta (2024a) and adopt the robust data allocation method developed by 
(Zheng et al., 2022) that partitions the data (𝒟) to ensure distributional consistency of the observational 
streamflow records across three subsets of the data to be used for training (𝒟!45+0), selection (𝒟67879!), and 
testing (𝒟!76!). This contributes to ensuring that model performance is relatively consistent across each of 
three independent sets (Chen et al., 2022; Maier et al., 2023), and enables us to reasonably neglect the need 
for procedures such as k-fold cross validation.  

[30] For all experiments, we set the 𝒟!45+0: 𝒟67879! : 𝒟!76!  partitioning ratio to be 2:1:1 respectively. The data 
splitting procedure first sorts the streamflow data based on magnitude. Next, the timestep associated with the 
largest streamflow magnitude is paired with the timestep associated with the smallest streamflow value, 
continuing with the next largest and smallest values and so on, until all time steps have been paired. These 
pairs are then sequentially allocated, in the abovementioned ratio, to the three independent sets (following 
the sequence of 𝒟!45+0 → 𝒟!76! → 𝒟67879! → 𝒟!45+0  etc.) until all pairs have been assigned. Overall, given 
14,610	 time-steps/days in the 40-year LRB dataset, this results in a training subset consisting of 7,306	
timesteps, and selection and testing subsets consisting of 3,652	time-steps each.  

3.3 Metrics Used for Training and Performance Assessment 
[31] The metric used for model training was the Kling-Gupta Efficiency (𝐾𝐺𝐸; Eqn. 19) (Gupta et al., 2009). As 
in Wang & Gupta (2024a,b), each model architecture was trained 10 times with random initialization of the 
parameters, from which the one having the highest scaled 𝐾𝐺𝐸 score (𝐾𝐺𝐸66; Eqn. 20) (Knoben et al., 2019) 
computed on the selection set was retained. Performance assessment was conducted using 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 and the 
components of 𝐾𝐺𝐸 (Eqns 21-23):  

𝐾𝐺𝐸 = 1 −j((𝜌:;< − 1)3 + (𝛽:;< − 1)3 + (𝛼:;< − 1)3)    (19) 

https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1029/2021WR031033?casa_token=baSXes8W1s8AAAAA%3A0M5yAg0d1uyMooAXuFYGhyVFp-kUggT3vQdk050R5DuzoA1Z6V-rlYhl8kfBBRnaa8reteAiC8ZLzm8#wrcr25863-bib-0083


  

𝐾𝐺𝐸66 = 1 − (#>:;<)
√3

         (20) 

𝛼:;< = A%
A"

          (21) 

𝛽:;< = B%
B"

          (22) 

𝜌:;< = C.D%"
A%A"

          (23) 

where 𝜎6 and 𝜎. are the standard deviations, and 𝜇6 and 𝜇. are the means, of the corresponding data-period 
simulated and observed streamflow hydrographs respectively and, similarly,	𝐶𝑜𝑣6. is the covariance between 
the simulated and observed values. Note that 𝐾𝐺𝐸 (and therefore 𝐾𝐺𝐸66) is maximized when 𝛼:;< , 𝛽:;<  and 
𝜌:;<  are all 1.0.  

[32] Although 𝛼:;<  and 𝛽:;<  are both optimal at 1.0, their values can be larger or smaller than this optimal 
value which lead to ambiguity when conducting model comparisons using these metrics. Here, we define 𝛼∗:;<  
and  𝛽∗:;<  as shown in Eqns (24-25) to circumvent this problem through allowing 1.0	to be upper bound value. 

            𝛼∗:;< = 1 − |1 − 𝛼:;<|         (24) 

            𝛽∗:;< = 1 − |1 − 𝛽:;<|         (25) 

3.4 Training Procedures, Algorithm and Hyperparameter Selection 
[33] The training procedures were also adopted from Wang & Gupta (2024a,b). To initialize the model cell-
states, we used a “three-year” spin-up period that sequentially repeats the first water year data (WY 1949) 
three times at the start of the overall 40-year simulation period. This helps to minimize the potential effects of 
state initialization errors (De la Fuente et al., 2023). The gradient-based ADAM optimization algorithm (Kingma 
& Ba, 2014) was used for model training (i.e., to determine optimal values for the parameters of the gating 
functions). The training metric and its gradient were computed using the streamflow values/timesteps assigned 
to the training subset. 

3.5 Basic Network Architectures Tested 
[34] Wang & Gupta (2024a) explored the expressive power of a single MCP node (cell-state) while enabling 
the gating operations to be represented with various levels of functional complexity.  We showed that the basic 
mass-conserving node, represented as 𝑀𝐶{𝑂A𝐿A9.0} , is able to provide the bare minimum amount of 
complexity/flexibility required to achieve good predictive accuracy while also being physically-interpretable. 
This unit uses simple sigmoid activation functions (indicated by subscript 𝜎) for the construction of the output 
and loss gates ( 𝑂A  and 𝐿A  respectively), while constraining (indicated by superscript 𝑐𝑜𝑛 ) the 
evapotranspirative loss flux to be less than or equal to PET.  

[35] Subsequently, Wang & Gupta (2024b) showed how the MCP unit can be used as a basic building block for 
constructing and testing a variety of multi-node (multi-cell-state) conceptually-interpretable representational 
hypotheses (architectures) for the spatially-lumped catchment-scale Leaf River system. As in Wang & Gupta 
(2024a), the models were constructed and trained using readily-available ML technologies. 

[36] Here, we explore the predictive performance achievable by use of basic MCP units as the building blocks 
of “interpretable neural networks” (INN), where the network architectures consist of layers of fully-connected 
“nodes” as is common, for example, when building LSTM models, and where the main hyperparameters to be 
tuned are the numbers of layers and the numbers of nodes in each layer. To achieve additional expressive 
power, we modified the loss gate 𝐿A9.0 so that (in addition to PET) it is also informed by the value of the cell-
state, and refer to this unit using the notation 𝑀𝐶{𝑂A𝐿A"9.0}, where the additional + symbol indicates this 
augmentation. Hereafter, unless otherwise mentioned, all nodes in the MCP-based networks are of the 
augmented 𝑀𝐶{𝑂A𝐿A"9.0} type. In Section 4, we show that this modification results in a significant performance 
improvement.  



  

[37] To describe the resulting MCP-based fully-connected network architectures, we will use ℓ to refer to the 
“layer number” (where ℓ = 1 indicates the hidden layer closest to the system inputs) and use 𝑁ℓ to refer to 
the number of (augmented) MCP nodes in hidden layer ℓ. All nodes in layer ℓ are fully-connected to the nodes 
in the previous layer (ℓ − 1) in the sense that they receive inputs from all of those nodes, except for the first 
layer which is only connected to the system inputs.  To refer to such architectures we will use the notation 
𝑀𝑁(𝑁#, 𝑁3, … ) so that 𝑀𝑁(3) indicates a single-layer network consisting of 3 MCP nodes, while 𝑀𝑁{3,3,2} 
indicates a three-layer network consisting of 3 nodes in each of the first and second layers and 2 nodes in the 
third layer. Clearly, therefore, 𝑀𝑁(1) ≡ 𝑀𝐶{𝑂A𝐿A"9.0}.  

[38] Further, whenever the first hidden layer has more than one node, we need to incorporate a mechanism 
for distributing/allocating the system inputs (here, the incoming precipitation) across the nodes of the layer. 
Similarly, we need a mechanism for aggregating the system outputs from the final layer to obtain the prediction 
of the system output (here, streamflow). To identify these different mechanisms, we will use the notation 
𝑀𝑁GHIJ7(𝑁#, 𝑁3, … )  where superscript 𝑁𝑇𝑦𝑝𝑒  indicates the network type (based on the type of input 
distribution and output aggregation mechanism used), as explained below.  

[39] Overall, we consider five types of networks (see Figure 2) as described below – (i) Distributed-Input, (ii) 
Distributed-State, (iii) Distributed-Input Relaxed, (iv) Distributed-State Relaxed, and (v) ML Benchmark. 

3.5.1 Distributed-Input (DI) Network 

[40] We use the notation 𝑀𝑁)K(… )  to indicate a network where the input distribution weights 𝑤L+0  are 
constrained to all be positive and sum to one (i.e., ∑ 𝑤L+0L = 1, 𝑤L+0 ≥ 0 for all 𝑗), while the output aggregation 
weights are all identically equal to one (i.e., 𝑤M.N! = 1 for all 𝑘).  

[41] This architecture can be interpreted as allocating the total system input (here precipitation) in different 
fractions along different flow paths. For example, we might imagine that different fractions of the rain fall on 
impermeable ground, grassland, and forested portions of the catchment. Accordingly, the nodal cell-states in 
the first layer represent different degrees of surface “wetness” or “moisture storage” associated with each of 
these fractional portions. By setting all the output weights to equal one, we simply aggregate together the 
outputs (flow components) generated by each flow path.  Overall, this network type ensures mass conservation 
at both the individual nodal level and the overall network level. 

3.5.2 Distributed-State (DS) Network 

[42] The notation 𝑀𝑁)O(… ) indicates a network where the input distribution weights 𝑤L+0 are set to all be 
identically equal to one (i.e., 𝑤L+0 = 1 for all 𝑗), while the output aggregation weights are constrained to be 
positive and sum to one (i.e., ∑ 𝑤M.N!M = 1, 𝑤M.N! ≥ 0 for all 𝑘).  

[43] This can be interpreted as a crude way of modeling the system in a probabilistic manner, where the 
“lumped overall average” (single statistic) value of surface “moisture” is inadequate to describe the “state” of 
the system and instead a “distributional description” is required to better represent the dynamics of the system. 
This concept is analogous to that encoded by the Probability Distributed Store component (Moore, 2007) used 
in versions of the HyMod and other conceptual hydrological models (Liang et al., 1994; Boyle et al., 2000).  By 
passing the same (total) amount of precipitation to each node of the first layer, a discrete distribution of 
different magnitudes of surface “moisture” states can be simulated. However, unlike the PDM, the network 
gives rises to a discrete distribution of “flow” magnitudes leaving those nodes, for further processing by 
subsequent layers. By setting the output aggregation weights to be positive and sum to one, we again ensure 
mass conservation at the overall network level. 



  

3.5.3 Distributed-Input-Relaxed (DIR) Network 

[44] The notation 𝑀𝑁)K&(… ) indicates a network similar to the DI type, but where the input distribution 
weights 𝑤L+0  are not constrained to sum to one, while still being required to be positive  (i.e., ∑ 𝑤L+0L ≠ 1, 
𝑤L+0 ≥ 0 for all 𝑗).  

[45] This can be interpreted as allowing for “bias” correction of the magnitude of incoming precipitation, 
thereby relaxing the requirement for mass conservation at the overall network level. 

3.5.4 Distributed-State-Relaxed (DSR) Network  

[46] The notation 𝑀𝑁)O&(… ) indicates a network similar to the DS type, but where the output aggregation 
weights 𝑤M.N! are not constrained to sum to one, while still being required to be positive  (i.e., ∑ 𝑤M.N!L ≠ 1, 
𝑤M.N! ≥ 0 for all 𝑘).  

[47] This can be interpreted as allowing for “bias” correction of the magnitude of outgoing flow, thereby 
relaxing the requirement for mass conservation at the overall network level. 

3.5.5 ML-Benchmark (MLB) Network 

[48] Finally, the notation 𝑀𝑁(%2(… ) indicates a network where neither the input distribution weights 𝑤L+0 or 
the output aggregation weights 𝑤M.N! are constrained to sum up to one, but are only required to be positive  
(i.e., ∑ 𝑤L+0L ≠ 1, 𝑤L+0 ≥ 0 for all 𝑗 and ∑ 𝑤M.N!L ≠ 1, 𝑤M.N! ≥ 0 for all 𝑘). In addition, learnable bias weights 
𝑤'L+0 are included at the input distribution level (so that the input 𝑢L  to node 𝑗 of the first hidden layer is given 
by 𝑢L = 𝑤L+0 ∙ 𝑢 + 𝑤'L+0 where 𝑢 is the system input) and a learnable bias weight 𝑤'.N! is included at the output 
aggregation level (so that the system output 𝑜 is given by 𝑜 = 𝑤M.N! ∙ 𝑜M +𝑤'.N!). 

[49] This can be interpreted as a network where conservation still occurs at each node, but where the 
requirement for mass conservation is completely relaxed at the overall network-level.  

3.6 Additional Network Architectures Tested 
[50] In addition to these five network types, we also explored variations in the kinds of information that are 
provided to the output and loss gates (𝑂A and 𝐿A respectively).  Recall that the aforementioned MCP-based 
architectures are designed such that the output gate 𝐺!$ = 𝑓(%$ (𝑋!) and loss gate 𝐺!% = 𝑓(%% (𝑃𝐸! , 𝑋!) of any 
node in the network have access to only information regarding the magnitude of the cell-state 𝑋! of that same 
node, and not to the magnitudes of the cell-states of other nodes in the network. This property was maintained 
when designing and testing the various multi-node “conceptual” architectural hypotheses tested in Wang & 
Gupta (2024b).  

[51] In contrast, the LSTM architecture typically provides the gating functions at each node with access to the 
cell-state magnitudes of all of the nodes in the same layer.  We will refer to such a situation as the “sharing” 
of cell-state information across nodes of a hidden layer. We therefore also considered the following four types 
of cell-state-information-sharing in our MCP-based networks, to assess their relative value in determining 
performance of the five network types discussed above. 

a) No Sharing (Sharing type “None”): Notation 𝑀𝑁G.07
GHIJ7(… ) is used to indicate that the output and loss 

gates at each node are not provided with access to the cell-state-magnitudes of other nodes. 

b) Sharing-Augmented Loss Gates (Sharing type “SAL”):  Notation 𝑀𝑁OP%
GHIJ7(… ) is used to indicate that 

the loss gates at each node in a layer are provided with access to the cell-state-magnitudes of other 
nodes in that layer (and potential evapotranspiration), while each output gate is only given access to 
the magnitude of its own cell-state. 

c) Sharing-Augmented Output Gates (Sharing type “SAO”):  Notation 𝑀𝑁OP$
GHIJ7(… ) is used to indicate 

that the output gates at each node in a layer are provided with access to the cell-state-magnitudes of 



  

other nodes in that layer, while each loss gate is only given access to the magnitude of its own cell-
state (and potential evapotranspiration). 

d) Sharing-Augmented Loss & Output Gates (Sharing type “SALO”):  Notation 𝑀𝑁OP%$
GHIJ7(… ) is used to 

indicate that both the loss and output gates at each node in a layer are provided with access to the 
cell-state-magnitudes of other nodes in that layer. 

[52] Accordingly, with five network types and four information-sharing types, we have a total of 5x4 = 20 
MCP-based network cases that will be tested. In all cases, the weights associated with contextual information 
accessible by the gates are permitted to be either positive or negative and will typically be close to zero, where 
a zero value means that the associated information is not being used (is not useful) to determine the value of 
the gate-state. 

3.7 Comments about Information Flows and Network Training 
[53] Note, importantly, that in all of these cases (listed in Table 1), while the networks are fed with the same 
area-averaged catchment precipitation as input, they differ in: (i) the manner by which that “input mass” is 
routed through the system, and (ii) the manner by which “information” flows between the gating components 
of that system.  

[54] For training the single hidden layer MCP networks, we initialized all nodes to the same parameter (weight) 
values that were obtained for the single node MCP architecture (𝑀𝐶{𝑂A𝐿A"9.0}) and then added different levels 
of Gaussian random noise to all of the weights. In other words, the trained parameters of the single node 
architecture were treated as “mean” values, and the magnitude (standard deviation) of the noise was chosen 
to be between 2.5%  and 20%  of that mean value (the actual percentage was selected based on how 
significantly the gating functions changed when altering the associated parameters). Further, for the cases with 
information sharing, the 𝑁ℓ × 1 vectors of weights associated with the output or loss gates become 𝑁ℓ × 𝑁ℓ 
matrices, where the diagonal values control information provided by the same node. Accordingly, following 
the same initialization rule mentioned above, the off-diagonal values were randomly initialized with a zero 
mean and 0.025 standard deviation (very close to zero). We found that this training approach converges more 
efficiently than a stagewise approach.  

[55] However, the approach did not perform well for training the multi-layer networks, likely because the 
hidden layer nodes function more as “routing” tanks than as “soil-moisture storage” tanks, leading to incorrect 
parameter initialization. Therefore, we instead followed the Wang & Gupta (2024a,b) approach and 
progressively increased the numbers of nodes in a stagewise manner (on top of the trained single layer network) 
so that only the weights associated with “newly added” nodes were initialized to random values (between -1 
to 1), while the weights associated with previously trained nodes were initialized to their optimal values 
previously obtained.  

[56] Each network architecture was trained 10 times, from different random initializations of the weights, for 
1000 to 3000 epochs using 𝐾𝐺𝐸 as the objective function.  Results are reported for the model that obtained 
the highest selection-period 𝐾𝐺𝐸66.  See supplementary materials for a detailed summary of the performance 
of single-layer cases (Table S1-S7). 

4. Results for MCP-Based Architectures without Information Sharing 

4.1 The Baseline Single-Layer MCP-Based Architectures 
[57] To begin, we restrict our attention to the five basic single-hidden-layer network architectures – distributed 
input (DI), distribute state (DS), distributed input relaxed (DIR), distribute state relaxed (DSR), and machine 
learning benchmark (MLB), described in Section 3.5 – where information-sharing between nodes is not 
permitted, and network complexity is varied by progressively increasing the number 𝑁# of nodes in the layer. 
Of these, the first two (DI and DS) conserve mass at both nodal and network level, while the latter three (DIR, 



  

DSR, and MLB) conserve mass only at the nodal level. We varied 𝑁# from 1 to 5. Results are presented in Figures 
3a-f as distributions (over forty-years) of annual 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 performance. 

[58] The leftmost sub-plot (Figure 3a) shows results for the original (dark grey) and augmented (blue) versions 
of a single MCP node. Recall that the loss gate of the augmented version is provided with access to magnitude 
of the cell-state whereas the original is not. Overall (distributional) performance of the augmented node is 
clearly superior to that of the original. Although median year performance improves only slightly, the 
interquartile range is significantly reduced, mainly due to performance improvements in the lower-quantile 
(drier) years. Further, 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 performance for the worst (driest) year improves dramatically from 0.3 → 0.57. 
Accordingly, all subsequent network architectures are based on use of the augmented MCP node. 

[59] Figure 3b shows results for the distributed input (DI) case, with number of nodes (𝑁#) varying from 1-5. 
This case corresponds to the situation where an adequate description of the dynamics by which precipitation 
is partitioned into storage, evapotranspirative loss, and streamflow output requires that different fractions of 
incoming precipitation be routed along different flow paths. Increasing 𝑁# corresponds to increasing numbers 
of nodes in parallel, corresponding to different fractional distributions of precipitation to different flow paths.  
Figure 3c shows complementary results for the distributed state (DS) case, which corresponds to the situation 
where an adequate description of the “soil moisture state” of the system requires more than one summary 
statistic (the values of the cell-states).  In this case the total amount of incoming precipitation provided to each 
node of the hidden layer is the same. Note that the DI and DS cases with only one node (𝑁# = 1; colored blue) 
are equivalent to the case of a single augmented MCP node.  

[60] Figures 3d&e correspond to the above-mentioned two cases, but where mass-conservation is relaxed at 
the network level. Figure 3d shows results for the distributed input relaxed (DIR) case, where total input mass 
can be adjusted, while Figure 3e shows results for the distributed state relaxed (DSR) case, where total output 
mass can be adjusted.  Finally Figure 3f corresponds to the MLB case where the network-level constraint on 
mass-conservation is relaxed both at the input layer and the output layer.  

[61] For all of these subplots (Figures 3b-f), the dashed blue line indicates median performance of a single 
(augmented) MCP node, while the dashed red line indicates best median performance over all the 
architectures being compared at this stage.  As can be seen, while all of the networks with more than one node 
obtain better median performance (above the blue dashed line), that improvement is not large. For the DI case 
(Figures 3b), no median improvement is obtained beyond two nodes, whereas for the DS case there are fewer 
outlier years (indicated by the dark red + symbols) and worst year performance (indicated by the yellow-filled 
circle symbols) is significantly improved with increasing 𝑁#. 

[62] In contrast, for the DIR case where bias correction of the input is permitted, we see considerable 
improvement in performance for the drier years in the catchment history. And for the DSR case the 
performance distributions become less skewed (fewer outlier years, indicated by the dark red + symbols) and 
worst year performance (indicated by the yellow-filled circle symbols) is significantly improved. Notably, worst 
year performance progressively improves as the number of nodes generally increased. Overall, these dry-year 
improvements persist into the MLB case, where both the input and output can be bias corrected, and best 
median performance is obtained by the MLB case when the number of nodes 𝑁# = 3 − 5. Note, however, that 
removing the input and output mass conservation constraints on the single MCP node (case 𝑀𝑁G.07(%2 (1)) 
results in a considerable deterioration in performance. 

[63] Overall, these results suggest that the “distributed-state” (DS) architecture should be preferred over the 
“distributed-input” (DI) architecture, but that network-level mass relaxation at both input and output layers 
(MLB) is beneficial to overall model performance.  Of course, when adopting the MLB architecture, the ability 
to interpret what is happening is diminished, and the machine-learning benchmark can be interpreted as 
incorporating input and output bias corrections along with a hybrid “distributed-input-state” architecture in 
which the distinction between these notions is made fuzzy. Arguably, this might make sense since it 



  

simultaneously allows for both spatial distribution (and bias correction) of input mass and a distributional 
notion for the state of “moisture” in the system.   

[64] Figure 4a shows the best cases from each of these architectures selected based on median year, below 
median years, and worst year performance, compared with the baseline single-augmented-node case (blue). 
Overall, these cases show some improvement compared to the baseline case. However, drawing upon notions 
of parsimony (minimum description length) to impose an inductive bias on model selection, we might select 
the MLB architecture with three nodes (𝑀𝑁G.07(%2 (3); green color) as displaying the “best” overall distributional 
𝐾𝐺𝐸66 performance, with 𝐾𝐺𝐸66Q+0 = 0.67 and 𝐾𝐺𝐸66R'% = 0.87.  

[65] Figures 4b-d show dry, medium and wet year (note the differing y-axis scaling) hydrograph comparisons 
against observations (red circles) for the DS with 5 nodes (𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5); orange lines) and MLB with 3 nodes 
(𝑀𝑁G.07(%2 (3); yellow lines) cases, selected for their better performance under dry year conditions (most ML 
approaches tend to demonstrate robust performance under wet year conditions). Note that both models (and 
particularly 𝑀𝑁G.07(%2 (3)) demonstrate improved ability to capture high flow peaks compared to the baseline 
single-node model (blue lines), while the DS model (𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5)) tends to perform better under  low-flow 
conditions, such as during the recession period from January to February of 1952 (see also log-y-axis plots 
shown in Figure S1 in the supplementary materials). These results suggests that some more flexible 
combination of the two strategies – a distributed state representation (for its improved low-flow performance) 
with varying degrees of mass relaxation under different wetness conditions (for its high-flow performance) 
might prove to be beneficial in future investigations. Arguably this might make sense given that input data 
errors (at least for this catchment) tend to be more significant at higher magnitudes. 

4.2 The Multi-Layer MCP-Based Architectures  
[66] Results from the previous section suggest that the distributed-state (DS) approach is better suited than 
the distributed-input (DI) approach for representing the hydrologic system of the Leaf River catchment. For 
this next part of the study, we therefore only pursued the DS approach (input weights all equal to 1.0) when 
investigating the performance of a multi-layer network.  

[67] One reason for not pursuing the DI approach further is that adding more layers could be considered 
analogous to creating a more complex representation of flow routing, whereas our experience with the Leaf 
River Basin, supported by decades of modeling, suggests that a fairly simple representation of routing is 
sufficient. In contrast, the DS approach aligns better with the idea of learning a more complex representation 
for functional approximation.  For now, we choose to leave further exploration of such complexities for future 
work.  

[68] In pursuing the DS approach, we next considered three possible configurations for the linear output layer 
– the 𝑀𝑁G.07)O  case where the (positive valued) output weights sum to 1.0, the  𝑀𝑁G.07)O&  case where the 
(positive valued) output weights are not constrained to sum to 1.0, and the 𝑀𝑁G.07)O>(%2 case where the output 
weights are neither constrained to be positive or sum to 1.0, and where an additional bias term is includes in 
both the transformation and output layers. In theory, the added flexibility permitted in the latter architecture 
should increase the learning capability of the network and allow it to better capture the complex dynamics of 
the system. For each of these cases, we examined 36 networks by varying the number of layers from 1 to 3 and 
the number of nodes per layer from 1 to 3 (Table S8). 

[69] Figure 5 presents box plots summarizing all of these cases, along with the corresponding single-layer cases 
where node counts ranged up to 5. The leftmost set of figures corresponds to single layer networks, the middle 
set corresponds to networks with two hidden layers, and the rightmost set corresponds to networks with three 
hidden layers. The top row corresponds to the mass-conserving DS architectures (𝑀𝑁G.07)O ), the middle row to 
the DS-relaxed architectures (𝑀𝑁G.07)O& ), and the bottom row to the least constrained 𝑀𝑁G.07)O>(%2 architectures. 
To facilitate comparison of network complexity, across the top of the Figure we report the numbers of cell-
states for each network.  



  

[70] For the single-layer networks, all three cases lead to the same conclusion, which is that there is marginal 
utility in increasing the number of nodes beyond 2, with best performance (median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 = 0.84) achieved 
by the  𝑀𝑁G.07)O>(%2(2,0,0)	architecture.  For the two-layer networks, performance noticeably improves when 
the first layer contains more than one node. Of these, the (2,1,0) architectures with three cell-states can be 
viewed as analogous to the physical-conceptual HYMOD-like architecture where the subsurface flow path 
merges with the surface flow path before channel routing occurs. This observation supports previous findings 
(see Wang & Gupta (2024b)) that an adequate representation of Leaf River Basin rainfall-runoff dynamics 
requires more than one flow path (quick and slow). Overall, the (3,3,0) architectures with 3 cell states in each 
layer provide the best overall two-layer network performance, supporting the notion that three distributional 
statistics in each layer are required to adequately model this system. Finally, the three-layer network results 
show a clear and significant drop in performance. 

[71] Dry, medium and wet year hydrographs for the different (3,3,0)  architectures are included in the 
supplementary materials (Figure S2).  Small improvements were found in reproduction of timing and flow peak. 
These multi-layer cases were also found to be less biased in their representations of low-flow. In general, the 
MLB case can be removed from consideration due to the fact that it can permit the flow values to become 
negative.  

5. Results for MCP-Based Architectures with Information Sharing 

5.1 Single-Layer MCP-Based Architectures with Information Sharing 
[72] In the DI, DS, DIR, DSR and MLB architectures tested above, the value of the output gate (at each node in 
a layer) depends only on the magnitude of its own cell-state. And similarly, the value of the loss gate (at each 
node in a layer) depends only on that same cell-state, in addition to the magnitude of PET.  In other words, 
there is no direct communication of cell-state information between nodes, so that the dynamic behavior of 
that node cannot be directly influenced by the dynamic behavioral of other nodes, and each node operates 
independently when computing output and loss fluxes.  

[73] In principle, however, one can imagine that the dynamical behavior of a given node could be (at least in 
part) influenced by what is happening at (some or all of the) other nodes in the network. In other words, the 
nodes would not operate independently when computing output and loss fluxes, which would require some 
form of “sharing” of information between nodes. For example, in the case of the output gates this conceptually 
corresponds to the output conductivities of the system being dependent (in some complex fashion) on the 
“overall description” of the soil moisture state of the system (as characterized by the cell-state values of all the 
nodes). Just as the set of cell-states can be thought of as representing an approximate discrete representation 
of the distribution of soil moisture storages in the catchment (a set of “almost sufficient” statistics), the set of 
output conductivities can be considered to represent a corresponding approximate discrete representation of 
the (cell-state conditional) distribution of mass-flow conductivities. A similar conceptual idea applies to the loss 
gates.  

[74] To investigate the potential benefits of such information sharing, we modified the output and loss gating 
functions of all of the nodes in such a manner that they have access to the cell state values of all other nodes 
in the same layer (in addition to their own cell-state value). As with the original gating functions (see Section 
2.1), this cell-state information from the nodes is combined in a linear weighted fashion, such that the output 
gate for the 𝒊th node in layer ℓ can be written as  𝐺!

.&ℓ = 𝜅$&ℓ ∙ 𝜎P𝑏$&ℓ +∑ 𝑎+Lℓ$G
LT# ∙ 𝑋�!

LℓQ, and the loss gate is 
written as 𝐺!

%&ℓ = 𝜅%&ℓ ∙ 𝜎P𝑏%&ℓ + ∑ 𝑎+Lℓ%G
LT# ∙ 𝑋�!

LℓQ  where 𝑎+Lℓ$ , 𝑏$&ℓ , 𝜅$&ℓ , and 𝑎+Lℓ% , 𝑏%&ℓ , 𝜅%&ℓ  are trainable 
parameters.  

[75] In the rest of this section, we test the benefits of information sharing for the five basic network single-
layer architectures (DI, DS, DIR, DSR and MLB) discussed in Section 3.5. Since we have two kinds of gates – 
output and loss – we consider three cases: (i) SAO: information sharing at the output gates only, (ii) SAL: 



  

information sharing at the loss gates only, and (iii) SALO: information sharing at both output and loss gates.  
The results, for different numbers of nodes in the hidden layer, are presented in Figures 6-8. 

5.1.1 Information Sharing at the Output Gate Only   

[76] Figure 6 shows results for the SAO case where information sharing is permitted at the output gate only. 
Across the board, regardless of architecture type (DI, DS, DIR, DSR and MLB), information sharing at the output 
gate improves performance (compare with Figure 3), with overall best median and above median (wet) year 
𝐾𝐺𝐸66  performance achieved by the DSR architecture (𝑁# = 5) and overall best distributional and below 
median (dry) year performance achieved by the MLB architecture (𝑁# = 5).  

[77] Performance improvement for the distributed input (DI) architecture (Figure 6a) saturates at about 𝑁# =
2 with the median and minimum 𝐾𝐺𝐸66  values reaching 0.87 and 0.65 respectively. Permitting input-mass-
adjustments to the DI architecture (DIR) does tend to help a bit (Figure 6c), with narrowing of the distribution 
and performance generally improving for above-median years.  

[78] Performance for the distributed state (DS) architecture (Figure 6b) continues to improve till 𝑁# = 4 with 
the median and minimum 𝐾𝐺𝐸66  values reaching 0.91  and 0.72  respectively. But when output-mass-
adjustments are permitted (DSR: Figure 6d), we see progressive improvement till 𝑁# = 5, (median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 =
0.92)  with significant improvements extending into below median years with minimum 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 reaching 0.70. 

[79] For the MLB architecture (Figure 6e) where mass-adjustments are permitted to both inputs and outputs, 
although single node performance – where the concept of information sharing does not exist – is rather poor 
(see Figure 3), increasing 𝑁# up till 5 results in progressive overall improvement with the minimum (driest year) 
𝐾𝐺𝐸66 reaching 0.76, the best achieved by any of the architectures tested so far. 

5.1.2 Information Sharing at the Loss Gate Only   

[80] Figure 7 shows similar results for the SAL case where information sharing is permitted only at the loss 
gate. In this case, we see almost no improvement, which is perhaps not surprisingly given that runoff fluxes 
strongly dominate over evapotranspirative fluxes in this basin. The main improvement is when input-mass 
adjustments are allowed (DIR; Figure 7c), when we get noticeable improvements in the minimum 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 
(reaches 0.77) especially for 𝑁# = 5. 

5.1.3 Information Sharing at both Output and Loss Gates   

[81] Figure 8 shows results for the SALO case where information sharing is permitted at both the output and 
loss gate. For all architectural cases (DI, DS, DIR, DSR and MLB), we see performance improvements (particularly 
on the below median years) compared with SAO, where sharing is only at the output gates.  Once again, the 
best overall 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 performance is achieved for the distributed state (DS; median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 = 0.92) and mass-
relaxed distributed state (DSR; median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 = 0.92) cases with 𝑁# = 5, with the latter being slightly better 
(similar median, but tighter distribution, better below median performance, and overall best worst year 
performance 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 = 0.76). 

5.2 Multi-Layer MCP-Based Architectures with Information Sharing   
[82] Next, we repeated the multi-layer MCP network experiments summarized in Section 4.2, but allowed the 
cell states to share information at the gates (see Figure 9). For brevity, we report only results for the SALO case 
where cell-state information is shared at both the output and loss gates. Note that this is analogous to modern 
recurrent neural networks, such as LSTMs, where sharing occurs across all gates.  

[83] Unlike in the non-sharing case (Figure 5), overall network performance declines as the number of layers 
is increased, in the sense that no 2-layer network outperforms the best single-layer network, and, no 3-layer 
network outperforms the best 2-layer network. Overall, best performance is obtained by the single-layer 5 
node case (𝑁# = 5) with median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 = 0.92 for the distributed state DS, DSR and MLB architectures. This 



  

suggests that information-sharing helps the model achieve greater architectural parsimony, and is more 
important than increasing network depth. 

5.3 Summary and Discussion   
[84] In summary, incorporating cell-state information sharing at the gates results in significant performance 
improvements.   

1) The distributed state (DS) architectural hypothesis generally performs better than the distributed 
input (DI) hypothesis, supporting the idea that more than one “soil-moisture” statistic is required to 
adequately model the input-state-output dynamics of the Leaf River Basin.  

2) Consistent with conceptual understanding, incorporating sharing at the output gates tends to more 
significantly improve performance on the above median years (which tend to be wetter) while 
incorporating sharing at the loss gates tends to more significantly improve performance on the below 
median years (which tend to be drier).  

3) Further, although mass is conserved at the nodes, there appears to be some (relatively small) benefit 
to allowing for mass-relaxation at the overall network level.  However, most stable performance seems 
to be achieved using the more strongly regularized DSR architecture (where input weights are all 
constrained to be one and all output weights are constrained to be positive) rather than the MLB 
architecture where both the input and output weights are allowed to vary freely. 

4) Overall, best performance is obtained by a relatively parsimonious single-layer distributed state (DS) 
or mass-relaxed distributed state (DSR) architecture when information sharing across the nodes is 
permitted.  

6. Benchmarking against Physical-Conceptual Models and the LSTM Network  

6.1 Benchmark Models  
[85] To complete this part of the investigation, we compare the performance of models developed using the 
proposed MCP-network-based strategy against that obtained using (i) purely data-driven LSTM-based models 
that are not required to conserve mass at either the nodal or network levels, and (ii) several physical-
conceptual mass-conserving model architectures (hereafter referred to as MAs; Wang & Gupta, 2024b) that 
are required to conserve mass at both the nodal and overall architectural levels. 

[86] The latter (physical-conceptual) MA models span four progressively more complex conceptual 
architectural hypotheses regarding system structure, referred to as 𝑀𝐴U, 𝑀𝐴V, 𝑀𝐴R, and 𝑀𝐴W.  The  𝑀𝐴U 
model consists of one flow-path with two cell-states in series, the first interpreted as a lumped-average 
catchment soil moisture storage and the second interpreted as a routing store. The  𝑀𝐴V model consists of 
two flow-path with two cell-states in parallel, with one interpreted as a lumped-average catchment soil 
moisture storage that generates (near)surface flow, and the second interpreted as a subsurface (groundwater) 
store that can sustain baseflow. The  𝑀𝐴R model consists of three cell-states and two flow-paths. It essentially 
extends the 𝑀𝐴V  architecture to include surface/channel routing. The 𝑀𝐴W  model extends the 𝑀𝐴R 
architecture to include an overland flow path that routes overland flow directly to the catchment outlet. 

[87] Given the previous findings of this study that access to information about all of the cell states can improve 
the estimation of hydraulic conductivities computed by the output gates, and thereby the overall performance 
of the model, we investigate two versions of the aforementioned physical-conceptual 𝑀𝐴U −𝑀𝐴W models.  In 
the first, we retain the traditional strategy used in catchment-scale hydrological modeling where the output 
fluxes at each moisture tank (cell-state) do not draw upon on knowledge of the overall distribution of soil 
moisture throughout the system – i.e., information remains local.  In the second, we do allow the output fluxes 
at each moisture tank to depend on the overall distribution of soil moisture throughout the system – i.e., 
information is shared globally.   



  

[88] For the purely data-driven LSTM-based models, we extend upon the results reported in Wang & Gupta 
(2024a) and examine LSTM networks (Hochreiter & Schmidhuber, 1997) with up to 5 nodes per layer and up to 
three layers. Overall, the numbers of trainable parameters for the most complex (three-layer 15-cell-state) 
LSTM network reaches 486. Note that, due to the lack of any physically-conceptual regularizing restrictions on 
its architectural form, the performance of the LSTM network represents an approximate upper benchmark on 
precipitation-to-streamflow conversion performance achievable using the Leaf River data set (Nearing et al., 
2020).  

6.2 Results of Benchmark Comparisons 
[89] Results of the benchmarking study are summarized by Figure 10. The results are grouped into five sets, 
where the pink color represents the traditional physical-conceptual modeling approach (architectures 𝑀𝐴U −
𝑀𝐴W) where there is no global sharing of cell-state information, the red color represents the same architectures 
but where cell-state information is shared globally, the light green color represents various selected MCP-based 
network architectures without sharing of cell-state information, the dark green color represents selected MCP-
based network architectures with sharing of cell-state information, and the blue color represents selected 
LSTM-based networks. 

[90] The MCP-based networks reported here, with or without information sharing, were selected based on 
overall best performance as reported in the previous sections.  The LSTM-based networks reported here were 
also based on overall best performance as reported in the supplementary materials (Table S9-10). 

[91] In summary, we notice the following: 

1)  Best overall distributional, median year, and worst year performance is achieved by the single-layer, 
5-node MCP-based mass-conserving networks with cell-state information sharing (dark green) tested 
in this paper.  

2) For the physical-conceptual modeling approach (pink and red), cell-state information sharing results 
in some degree of performance improvement, suggesting that this strategy might be beneficial to 
adopt more generally in physically-based modeling. 

3)  The distributed-state MCP-based mass-conserving networks (light green) tend to provide better 
below-median and worst-year performance, than the traditional physical-conceptual architectures, 
suggesting that we might be able to learn something from the network-based approach about how to 
construct better physical-conceptual hypotheses.  In particular, the notion of a distributed-state 
(multiple-statistic) surface moisture storage might be worth exploring … this would be an extension of 
the probability distributed moisture (PDM; Moore, 2007) store concept already successfully adopted 
by models such as HyMod (Boyle et al., 2000) and the variable infiltration capacity model (VIC; Liang 
et al., 1994), etc. 

4)  The single-layer, 5-node MCP-based mass-conserving networks with cell-state information sharing 
(dark green) performs comparably to the purely data-driven LSTM-based models (which do not 
incorporate any mass-conservation restrictions) tested here. This is encouraging given that 
the LSTM network can be assumed to represents an approximate upper performance benchmark.  
Interestingly, the more regularized architecture of the MCP-based network tends to result in better 
performance on the below-median and drier years, suggesting that the mass-conserving regularization 
tends to result in more stable model performance. 



  

7. Network Interpretability 

7.1 Internal Functioning of Single-Layer Distributed-State Network 
[92] A major premise of this work is that catchment-scale models constructed using MCP-based networks are 
more readily interpretable than ones constructed using conventional machine learning strategies.  Figures 11 
& 12 illustrate the interpretability of the single-layer distributed-state (𝐷𝑆) models reported in Section 4.1. 

[93]  Figures 11a-e show the forms of the output-gate conductivity functions learned by the single-layer DS 
models as the number of MCP nodes is progressively increased from 1 to 5.  Notice that each gate remains 
“closed” when the cell-state is below some level (e.g., < ~700	𝑚𝑚 in Figure 11a), and then rapidly “opens” 
till it reaches some maximum conductivity level (e.g., ~0.045	𝑚𝑚/𝑚𝑚 in Figure 11a); recall that the minimum 
and maximum possible conductivity levels are 0.0 and 1.0	mm/mm respectively. To facilitate interpretability, 
we have color coded the gating functions according to their maximum conductivity values (y-axis) such that 
blue < red < orange < purple < green. 

[94] Meanwhile Figure 12 shows plots of dynamically evolving time series values for a dry-year (WY 1952; left 
column), median-year (WY 1953; middle column), and wet-year (WY 1974; right column). Here, for brevity, we 
focus our discussion primarily on the specific case of the three-node DS architecture ( 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (3) ).  
Corresponding results for all five cases (𝑀𝑁G.07)O (1)  to 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5)) are presented in the supplementary 
materials (Figures S4-S11).  

[95] Each row of Figure 12 shows a different variable.  The top row shows the observed streamflow hydrograph. 
The second, fourth and sixth rows show the corresponding cell states, output gate states, and the accumulated 
components of streamflow, color coded to correspond to Figure 11c (blue, red and orange for the nodes with 
lowest, intermediate and largest maximum output conductivity values respectively). Meanwhile, the third, fifth 
and seventh rows show the same values as in rows two, four and six, but plotted as fractions of their total 
values.  

[96] Wang & Gupta (2024a) previously discussed the behavioral expressivity of the single-node case 
(𝑀𝑁G.07)O (1))  in great detail; its cell state value varies between ~375 − 700	𝑚𝑚 (Figures S4d-i), and the 
output gate activates when the cell state reaches ~600	𝑚𝑚. In contrast, the two-node 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (2) case has 
two cell states and two flow-paths. From Figure 11b we see that the output gate for the first node (blue) 
activates at a smaller cell state value (~577	𝑚𝑚) than for the second node (red; ~707	𝑚𝑚), and is therefore 
a more active contributor to streamflow during the dry periods.  In contrast, the second node activates during 
wetter periods, when the cell-state value is larger, whereupon it becomes the more dominant contributor to 
total streamflow (Figures S10g-i). 

[97] In several ways, however, the 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (3) case is more interesting (Figures 11c & 12) because the three 
flow paths can be loosely interpreted as representing a slowly responding groundwater flow path (blue color; 
lower maximum conductivity), moderately responding interflow path (red color; intermediate maximum 
conductivity), and quickly responding surface flow path (orange color; higher maximum conductivity). Node 1 
(blue) can be interpreted as representing the behavior of the groundwater system and storing the largest 
fraction of water in the system (Figures 12d-i).  Its output gate activates at ~585	𝑚𝑚 but reaches a relatively 
low maximum output conductivity value of 0.055	𝑚𝑚/𝑚𝑚 (Figure 11c), so that it contributes the smallest 
total volume to streamflow (~12%; Figures 12p-u), but remains active during the non-raining periods and 
thereby sustains baseflow throughout the year.  

[98] Meanwhile, given that the LRB is a perennial stream, the second (red) and third (orange) nodes can be 
interpreted as both generating significant rapid contributions to streamflow in response to pulses of rainfall. 
The second node (red) starts to generate contributions to streamflow when its cell-state becomes larger than 
~496	𝑚𝑚, while the third node (orange) activates when its cell-state becomes larger than ~226	𝑚𝑚 (Figure 
11c). Overall, these two nodes correspond to smaller cell-state values but generate the largest proportions 



  

(~44%  each) of overall streamflow by becoming active/responsive during the rainfall-driven periods, 
consistent with an interpretation of corresponding to shallower depths of soil-moisture storage located closer 
to the surface. 

[99] Finally, it is interesting to note that Node 1 of the four-node 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (4) case also behaves in a manner 
representing a groundwater flow path (Figure S4m-o) in that it contributes to streamflow only during very dry 
periods (Figures S10m-o), with its cell state exhibiting only very mild variations. Meanwhile, the other three 
output gates behave very similarly to those of the three-node 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (3)  case. This suggests the possibility 
that two groundwater flow components – faster and slower – may be required in the Leaf River Basin (a feature 
that is built into the SACSMA conceptual rainfall-runoff model used by the National Weather Service for 
streamflow forecasting). However, when investigating the five-node case (subplots p to r in Figures S4-11), 
although “metric-based” performance clearly improves, interpretability becomes increasingly more 
ambiguous/difficult, with the results allowing for multiple possible explanations. 

7.2 Pruning Flow Paths 

[100] The analysis conducted in Section 7.1 indicates that the five-node 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5) network may contain 
redundant flow paths. This hypothesis is supported by two observations: (1) multiple gating functions (red and 
orange in Figure 11e) exhibit very similar functional behavior, and (2) several flow paths make very similar 
contributions to total streamflow (Figures S10p–r). To gain further insight into how these internal mechanisms 
may be functioning, we investigated how the predictive performance of the “five-node” models is affected by 
successive pruning (removing) of nodes from the networks.  We do this for the single-layer distributed state 
𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5) network, as well as the single-layer distributed state 𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5) network that has been enhanced 
to incorporate Sharing-Augmented Loss and Output (SALO) into the gates (Table S11).  

[101] The strategy for removing nodes that we followed was to systematically prune different numbers of 
nodes (1, 2, 3 and 4) from the optimized 5-node configuration and, for each pruning case, identify the pruned 
case having the best possible performance. Note that, at this stage, no further re-training (fine-tuning) of the 
networks was conducted. So, to be clear, pruning one node results in five different cases, from which the case 
with the best median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 performance was selected. Similarly, pruning two, three, and four nodes yields 
ten, ten, and five possible cases, respectively. For each pruning scenario, we select and report only the case 
having the best median 𝐾𝐺𝐸66 performance (without re-training).  

[102] For ease of comparison, Figure 13a presents the results (𝐾𝐺𝐸66 boxplots) showing how performance 
of the “non-information sharing” 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (𝑁) networks varies for 𝑁 = 1 → 5, while Figure 13b shows the 
(best) results obtained as successive numbers of nodes (from one to four) were pruned from the 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5)  
architecture. So, the results labeled as 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5) − 𝐷1(𝑃)  correspond to removing one node from 
𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5), and so on, where the notation "P" indicates that the corresponding flow "paths" have been 
removed from the output layer of the network. 

[103] It is interesting to note that some aspects of the distribution of 𝐾𝐺𝐸66  skill have improved when 
comparing the “pruned” four-cell-state 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5) − 𝐷1(𝑃)  case to its parent “un-pruned” five-cell-state 
𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5) case. Specifically, we note a small increase in 𝐾𝐺𝐸OOQ5X (from 0.93 → 0.94), and a larger increase 
in 𝐾𝐺𝐸OO3R% (from 0.78 → 0.82) and in the lower quartiles, while 𝐾𝐺𝐸OOR'% remains essentially unchanged (at 
0.86). This improvement is also observed when compared to the four-cell-state 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (4) case. Meanwhile, 
a small loss in performance is observed for the very “driest” (outlier) year. However, when more than one node 
is removed from 𝑀𝑁G.07)O (5), performance significantly declines.  

[104] Similarly, Figures 13c & d presents corresponding results for the “information sharing” cases. Note, as 
reported before (Section 5.1), that overall performance improves (Figure 13c) compared to the non-sharing 
case (Figure 13a) for 𝑁 ≥ 3.  However, as “flow paths” (not nodes, see discussion below) are progressively 
pruned (Figure 13d), removing 1 or 2 paths has little or no apparent impact on distributional performance, 
while removing 3 paths has a small impact and removing 4 paths has a significant impact.  Specifically, removing 



  

1 and 2 paths (cases 𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5) − 𝐷1(𝑃)  and 𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5) − 𝐷2(𝑃) ) results in only small declines of 
𝐾𝐺𝐸OOR'% = 0.92 → 0.91  and 𝐾𝐺𝐸OOQ+0 = 0.73 → 0.71  compared to the un-pruned 𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5)  network. 
Meanwhile the pruned two-path 𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5) − 𝐷3(𝑃) network maintains very similar predictive accuracy to 
the unpruned 𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5) network. 

[105] To be clear, in these “information-sharing” cases (and unlike in the “non-sharing” cases), removal of 
output flow paths does not correspond to removal of nodes.  In fact, the corresponding cell-states remain active 
and continue to provide (discrete distributional) cell-state information that is used by the output and loss gates 
of the nodes corresponding to the “non-pruned” flow pathways. Again, these results support the hypothesis 
that three flow paths are required to model the dynamics of the LRB, even though the desirable number of 
(information sharing) cell-states may be larger (as many as 5). Since there is no obvious need to account for 
snow accumulation and melt dynamics in the LRB, these three flow paths can again be interpreted as 
corresponding to slow, intermediate and fast flow pathways. 

[106] For completeness, we finally examine an alternative approach to pruning the five-node/pathway 
𝑀𝑁OP%$)O (5) network, wherein we effectively remove both the “pathway” and its associated “node”, so that the 
information regarding cell-state of node corresponding to the removed pathway is not shared with the gating 
functions of the other (non-pruned) nodes. This is easily done by setting the associated “weights/parameters” 
to zero.  Results are shown in Figure 13e, where “F” refers to "Full" (as opposed to partial) removal of shared 
information. Clearly, performance declines significantly as flow paths and associated cell-states (nodes) are 
removed.   

[107] Overall, from these experiments, we can conclude that maintaining sufficiently many cell-states (here 
3 − 5) to represent the distributional properties (minimal sufficient statistics) of the “moisture” dynamics of 
the catchment is critical, while also ensuring that the fast, intermediate and slow flow pathways are properly 
represented.   

8. Discussion and Future Directions 

8.1. Discussion  

[108] To recap, this study adopted the function approximation “network” paradigm employed by modern 
ML wherein a generic network architecture is implemented consisting of basis function nodes arranged in 
series and parallel. By adopting the physically-interpretable MCP computational unit as the fundamental 
computational unit, we were able to explore a variety of generic and important modeling issues, as listed in 
Section 1.3. 
[109] Overall, for the humid Leaf River Basin, the results support a single-layer, three-to-five-nodes-in-
parallel, “distributed-state” (DS) multiple-flow-path architecture with “information sharing” across the nodes.  
While mass-relaxation at the network level did slightly improve overall performance, it came with some loss in 
overall conceptual interpretability. Whereas adding depth (increasing from 1 to 2 layers) improved 
performance when nodal-information-sharing was not permitted, significantly better overall performance was 
achieved using a single layer with inter-nodal-information sharing. Further, a suitable balance between 
performance and overall conceptual interpretability was achieved by a network having three context-
dependent-gating-controlled flow pathways (conceptually interpretable as slow, intermediate and fast) that 
“activate” at different times during the water year (with the slow pathway remaining active all year round) in 
response to different “cell-state” and “hydroclimatic” conditions.  Meanwhile the results suggest that three-
to-five cell states are required to adequately track the time-varying dynamics of moisture accumulation and 
release within the system.   
[110] An interesting finding is that, as in data-based LSTM architectures, sharing of information across the 
gating mechanisms of the cell-states (rather than allowing them to operate in local isolation) helps to 
significantly improve performance across the full range of hydroclimatic conditions (dry, medium and wet 



  

years).  Sharing at the output gates enhances above-median (wetter) year performance, while sharing at the 
loss gates improves below-median (drier) year performance; see Section 5 for a more nuanced discussion.  In 
this regard, by tracking, reporting and examined the “distributions” of annual performance metrics (rather than 
the conventional approach of reporting only the average performance over the entire testing period) we were 
able to explore better understand which aspects of model performance were sensitive to variations in network 
architectural design – a practice that we strongly recommend be adopted by other model development and 
evaluation studies. Finally, in Section 6 we show that information sharing can also be potentially beneficial if 
incorporated in the context of traditional physics-based models. Overall, this finding is consistent with recent 
advances in understanding regarding the modular processing of information (Boyd et al., 2018). 

8.2. Related Work 

[111] The MCP node can be considered to essentially be an enhanced version of the Nash linear reservoir 
(Nash, 1957), with the time-fixed conductivity function being replaced by time-variable gating. Alternatively, it 
can be viewed as a simplified form of gated recurrent unit, as forms the basis for LSTM networks (Hochreiter & 
Schmidhuber, 1997). Our results suggest that the distributed-state (DS) form of the network architectures 
examined here can potentially serve the role of a universal function approximator (Hornik et al., 1989) for 
geoscientific time series prediction. In contrast, the distributed-input (DI) network architecture more closely 
resembles conventional semi-distributed hydrological modeling wherein the incoming precipitation is 
partitioned into alternative flow pathways by means of and input-distribution function, in a manner analogous 
to the Nash Cascade network proposed by Frame et al. (2024). Although not explored here, MCP-based neural 
network architectures have the flexibility to incorporate spatially-distributed hydrologic data, allowing 
different aspects of the watershed to be represented with varying levels of complexity. In other words, the 
watershed can be treated as an interconnected system, leveraging downstream flow information to constrain 
and improve upstream flow estimates (Molina et al., 2024).  

8.3. Future Directions 

[112] Several directions towards enhanced modeling of conservative geoscientific systems suggest 
themselves.  Future work could benefit from drawing upon ideas encoded by the recently proposed Hydro-
LSTM network architecture (De la Fuente et al., 2024a) which demonstrates the value of using time-series 
information provided by recent hydroclimatic history to improve the performance of context-dependent gating, 
and by the complementary idea of latent space encoding recently proposed by Yang & Chui, (2023a,b) to 
facilitate the development of interpretable regional models (De la Fuente et al., 2024b). Another possibility is 
the use of Kolmogorov-Arnold Network theory combined with symbolic regression to construct/learn the forms of 
gating functions so as to gain additional physical interpretability (Klotz et al., 2017; Feigl et al., 2020; Udrescu & 
Tegmark, 2020; Liu et al., 2024b; Liu et al., 2024c). 

[113] In this regard, an underutilized potential approach to improving physical interpretability of ML-based 
models (explored only briefly in Section 7) is through carefully designed strategies for network pruning (Blalock et 
al., 2020). In contrast to “neural architecture search”, as suggested in our previous work (Wang & Gupta, 2024b), 
the pruning strategy would begin with “large” networks and then progressively apply penalty regularization to the 
loss function with the goal of discovering more parsimonious “optimal” architectures (in the sense of balancing both 
performance and interpretability).  

[114] In conclusion, due to its parsimonious architecture and physical interpretability (rooted in the principles 
and language of modern recurrent neural network theory), we believe that the interpretable Mass Conserving 
Perceptron can provide effective support for scientific inference and discovery. Overall, we anticipate that MCP-
based modeling can play a significant role in the future of machine learning and its applications to geoscientific 
investigation. 
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Table 1. Summary of Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Network (𝑀𝑁!) architectural hypothesis in this study 
 

Model Name MCP Basic Kernal Input Distribution Gate Linear Output Layer  Information (Internal State) Sharing 
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑰 (𝑵𝟏) 

𝑴𝑪{𝑶𝝈𝑳𝝈)𝒄𝒐𝒏} 

Linear layer with weights 
sums equal to 1 

Sum operation (combining all 
the output from each node) 

No Sharing 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑶

𝑫𝑰 (𝑵𝟏) Output gate only  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳

𝑫𝑰 (𝑵𝟏) Loss gate only 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑰 (𝑵𝟏) Output and Loss gate  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏) 

Unity Linear layer with weights sums 
equal to 1 

No Sharing 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏) Output gate only  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳

𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏) Loss gate only 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏) Output and Loss gate  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑰𝑹 (𝑵𝟏) 
Linear layer (without bias) 
with weights to be positive 

Sum operation (combining all 
the output from each node) 

No Sharing 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑶

𝑫𝑰𝑹(𝑵𝟏) Output gate only  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳

𝑫𝑰𝑹(𝑵𝟏) Loss gate only 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑰𝑹 (𝑵𝟏) Output and Loss gate  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑺𝑹 (𝑵𝟏) 

Unity Linear layer (without bias) with 
weights to be positive 

No Sharing 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑶

𝑫𝑺𝑹(𝑵𝟏) Output gate only  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳

𝑫𝑺𝑹(𝑵𝟏) Loss gate only 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺𝑹 (𝑵𝟏) Output and Loss gate  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑴𝑳𝑩 (𝑵𝟏) Linear layer (w/o bias term) 
without constraints on 

weights and bias 

Linear layer (with bias term) 
without constraints on weights 

and bias 

No Sharing 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑶

𝑴𝑳𝑩(𝑵𝟏) Output gate only  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳

𝑴𝑳𝑩(𝑵𝟏) Loss gate only 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑴𝑳𝑩 (𝑵𝟏) Output and Loss gate  
 



Table 2. 𝐾𝐺𝐸!! scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  
 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.55 0.36 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.70 0.70 0.68 0.66 0.42 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.80 0.64 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.85 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.88 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 

PNs 8 8 9 9 11 PNs PNs PNs 
  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.53 0.60 0.55 0.57 0.63 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.48 0.63 0.56 0.54 0.65 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.65 0.58 0.59 0.67 0.61 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.61 0.56 0.63 0.63 0.68 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.60 0.67 0.62 0.64 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.55 0.66 0.67 0.63 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.68 0.63 0.65 0.69 0.70 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.62 0.63 0.66 0.68 0.71 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.79 0.79 0.82 0.77 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.78 0.79 0.83 0.76 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.80 0.76 0.81 0.81 0.81 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.77 0.82 0.80 0.82 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.85 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.86 0.88 0.86 0.88 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.94 0.92 0.95 0.93 

PNs 18 18 18 18 21 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 22 22 22 22 25 
 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.52 0.62 0.55 0.58 0.67 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.47 0.49 0.53 0.49 0.62 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.68 0.58 0.71 0.63 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.72 0.50 0.74 0.72 0.68 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.59 0.69 0.62 0.62 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.55 0.64 0.57 0.56 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.66 0.75 0.64 0.73 0.67 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.75 0.66 0.76 0.75 0.71 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.78 0.79 0.82 0.78 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.78 0.82 0.78 0.80 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.86 0.81 0.85 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.82 0.84 0.83 0.85 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.85 0.90 0.87 0.89 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.88 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.92 0.90 0.91 0.92 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.96 0.93 0.96 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.95 

PNs 27 27 27 27 31 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 39 39 39 39 43 
  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.59 0.62 0.55 0.58 0.65 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.53 0.63 0.57 0.46 0.64 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.72 0.55 0.69 0.73 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.71 0.49 0.71 0.74 0.62 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.61 0.67 0.63 0.63 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.56 0.71 0.60 0.62 0.71 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.64 0.74 0.64 0.72 0.79 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.73 0.70 0.73 0.82 0.68 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.80 0.79 0.82 0.77 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.83 0.80 0.81 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.87 0.83 0.86 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.88 0.84 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.84 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.87 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.85 0.91 0.89 0.90 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.91 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.87 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.91 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.91 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.97 0.93 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.97 0.95 

PNs 36 36 36 36 41 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 60 60 60 60 65 
  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.53 0.63 0.57 0.58 0.63 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.55 0.59 0.77 0.55 0.64 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.61 0.61 0.57 0.71 0.76 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.73 0.76 0.76 0.70 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.59 0.66 0.59 0.62 0.68 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.63 0.72 0.79 0.67 0.68 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.64 0.70 0.67 0.77 0.78 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.74 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.77 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.78 0.78 0.80 0.77 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.80 0.81 0.84 0.79 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.85 0.83 0.87 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.87 0.85 0.88 0.87 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.85 0.87 0.89 0.85 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.91 0.88 0.92 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.92 0.89 0.92 0.90 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.88 0.89 0.90 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.93 0.91 0.94 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.91 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.94 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.90 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.91 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.96 0.93 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.97 0.94 0.96 0.96 

PNs 45 45 45 45 51 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 85 85 85 85 91 



Table 3. 𝐾𝐺𝐸!! Statistics and Numbers of Parameter for the single-layer Mass-Conserving Networks and the single-layer LSTM Networks 
 

Model Names 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (2) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (3) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (4) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (5) 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (2) 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (3) 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (4) 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) 
𝐾𝐺𝐸**+,# 0.60 0.62 0.62 0.63 0.56 0.50 0.49 0.73 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**-% 0.67 0.69 0.66 0.66 0.63 0.66 0.70 0.78 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**/-% 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.77 0.75 0.83 0.84 0.88 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**+$0,1# 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.89 0.92 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**2-% 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.95 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**3-% 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.96 
Par No. 18 27 36 45 22 39 60 85 

 Model Names 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&4 (2) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&4 (3) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&4 (4) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&4 (5) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&4 (2) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&4 (3) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&4 (4) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&4 (5) 
𝐾𝐺𝐸**+,# 0.57 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.63 0.72 0.74 0.76 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**-% 0.64 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.68 0.75 0.81 0.80 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**/-% 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.80 0.82 0.88 0.88 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**+$0,1# 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.88 0.91 0.92 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**2-% 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.92 0.93 0.94 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**3-% 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.95 
Par No. 18 27 36 45 22 39 60 85 

 Model Names 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&56(7(2) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&56(7(3) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&56(7(4) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&56(7(5) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&56(7(2) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&56(7(3) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&56(7(4) 𝑀𝑁&'()%&56(7(5) 
𝐾𝐺𝐸**+,# 0.57 0.56 0.55 0.57 0.70 0.69 0.71 0.76 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**-% 0.61 0.61 0.58 0.59 0.74 0.73 0.80 0.80 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**/-% 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.79 0.84 0.84 0.88 0.88 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**+$0,1# 0.86 0.85 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.89 0.92 0.91 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**2-% 0.90 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.93 0.94 0.93 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**3-% 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.97 
Par No. 19 28 37 46 23 40 61 86 

 Model Names 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(2) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(3) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(4) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(2) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(3) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(4) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5) 
𝐾𝐺𝐸**+,# 0.68 0.66 0.69 0.66 0.68 0.66 0.69 0.66 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**-% 0.72 0.75 0.76 0.78 0.72 0.75 0.76 0.78 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**/-% 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.85 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.85 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**+$0,1# 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.90 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.90 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**2-% 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 

𝐾𝐺𝐸**3-% 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.98 
Par No. 43 76 117 166 43 76 117 166 

 



Table 4. 𝐾𝐺𝐸!! Statistics and Numbers of Parameter for cases used for the benchmark comparison 
 

Model 
Names 𝑀𝐴! 𝑀𝐴" 𝑀𝐴# 𝑀𝐴$ 𝑀𝐴!%&'(  𝑀𝐴"%&'(  𝑀𝐴#%&'(  𝑀𝐴$%&'(  𝑀𝑁)*+,-& (2,0,0) 𝑀𝑁)*+,-& (3,0,0) 

𝐾𝐺𝐸../0+ 0.30 0.58 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.59 0.65 0.57 0.60 0.62 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..#% 0.46 0.60 0.59 0.62 0.59 0.61 0.66 0.59 0.67 0.69 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..2#% 0.75 0.79 0.77 0.81 0.80 0.81 0.82 0.83 0.78 0.78 
𝐾𝐺𝐸../,304+  0.82 0.86 0.84 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.86 0.86 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..5#% 0.87 0.90 0.88 0.91 0.90 0.91 0.90 0.92 0.89 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..6#% 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.92 0.92 
Par No. 11 14 18 21 13 16 24 27 18 27 
Model 
Names 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (3,3,0) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&' (2,1,0) 𝑀𝑁!"#$%&' (3,1,0)  𝑀𝑁!"#$%&()*+(2,3,0) 𝑀𝑁&,*-%& (5,0,0)  𝑀𝑁&,*-%&' (5,0,0)	 𝑀𝑁&,*-%&()*+(5,0,0)	 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(6) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5,5,5) 

𝐾𝐺𝐸../0+ 0.72 0.72 0.65 0.75 0.73 0.76 0.76 0.66 0.68 0.59 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..#% 0.74 0.73 0.69 0.77 0.78 0.80 0.80 0.78 0.78 0.66 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..2#% 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.80 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.85 0.84 0.87 
𝐾𝐺𝐸../,304+  0.87 0.85 0.86 0.84 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.90 0.90 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..5#% 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.89 0.95 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
𝐾𝐺𝐸..6#% 0.94 0.93 0.94 0.92 0.96 0.95 0.97 0.98 0.96 0.97 
Par No. 60 27 36 50 85 85 86 166 223 486 

 



 

Figure 1: Direct graph representa.on and mathema.cal formula.on of the modeling network 
used in this study, including (a) linear reservoir, (b) mass-conserving perceptron, and (c) long 
short-term memory network.



Figure 2: Illustra.ve representa.ons of various types of Mass-Conserving Networks (MNs) u.lized in this study.



 
Figure 3: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGE scores for network performance, including (a) single MCP nodes, 
and the single-layer network cases: (b) Distributed Input (DI), (c) Distributed State (DS), (d) Distributed Input Relaxed (DIR), and (e) 
Distributed State Relaxed (DSR), with the number of nodes varying from 1 to 5.



 
 
Figure 4: Comparison of selected single-layer Mass-Conserving Network performance using (a) box and whisker plots showing the 
distribu.ons of annual KGE scores, and the associated hydrographs for selected dry, median, and wet years in subplots (b) to (d).



 
 
Figure 5: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGEss values for the performance of Single- and Mul.-Layer Networks, including (a) 
Distributed-State (DS), (b) Distributed-State Relaxa.on (DSR), and (c) Distributed-State Machine Learning Benchmark. Each network architecture 
includes 41 cases, with the number of nodes in the first layer varying from 1 to 3, and in the second and third layers from 0 to 3. Single-layer cases 
with 4 and 5 nodes are also included for comparison. 



 
 
Figure 6: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGEss values for single-layer Sharing-Augmented Output Gates (SAO) networks, including 
(a) Distributed Input (DI), (b) Distributed State (DS), (c) Distributed Input Relaxed (DIR), (d) Distributed State Relaxed (DSR), and (e) Machine-Learning 
Benchmark (MLB). The number of nodes varies from 1 to 5



. 
 
Figure 7: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGEss values for single-layer Sharing-Augmented Loss Gates (SAL) networks, including 
(a) Distributed Input (DI), (b) Distributed State (DS), (c) Distributed Input Relaxed (DIR), (d) Distributed State Relaxed (DSR), and (e) Machine-Learning 
Benchmark (MLB). The number of nodes varies from 1 to 5. 



 
 
Figure 8: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGEss values for single-layer Sharing-Augmented Loss & Output Gates (SALO) networks, 
including (a) Distributed Input (DI), (b) Distributed State (DS), (c) Distributed Input Relaxed (DIR), (d) Distributed State Relaxed (DSR), and (e) Machine-
Learning Benchmark (MLB). The number of nodes varies from 1 to 5. 



 
 
Figure 9: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGEss values for the performance of Single- and Mul.-Layer Sharing-Augmented Loss & 
Output Gates Networks, including (a) Distributed-State (DS), (b) Distributed-State Relaxa.on (DSR), and (c) Distributed-State Machine Learning 
Benchmark Case. Each network architecture includes 41 cases, with the number of nodes in the first layer varying from 1 to 3, and in the second and 
third layers from 0 to 3. Cases with a single layer and 4 or 5 nodes are also included for comparison. 



 
Figure 10: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGE scores, comparing (a) Mass-Conserving Architectures (MAs) reported in Wang & 
Gupta (2024b), (b) associated MAs with Sharing-Augmented Output Gates, (c) several selected mass-conserving neural networks (MNs) developed in 
the current study, and (d) the associated architectures with Sharing-Augmented output or loss gates (or both), also developed in this study, along 
with LSTM networks with varying numbers of layers and nodes. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 11: The output gate func.on for the distributed-state (DS) case (𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (𝑁)) is shown, with subplots (a) to (e) illustra.ng the varia.on in the 
number of nodes (𝑁) from 1 to 5. The color coding represents the peak value of each gate. 



 
 
 
Figure 12: Time series plots of streamflow observa.ons for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The results for the single-layer 
three-node distributed case (𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (3)) are presented with these three years including cell state in subplots (d) to (f), cell state ra.o in subplots (g) 
to (i), output gate series in subplots (j) to (l), output gate ra.o in subplots (m) to (o), streamflow accumulated from each node in subplots (p) to (r), 
and the ra.o for the streamflow accumulated from each node in subplots (s) to (u). Q=streamflow 
 



 
Figure 13: Box and whisker plots of the distribu.ons of annual KGEss values for (a) single-layer distributed state (DS) case (𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (𝑁)) with node 
number (𝑁) varies from 1 to 5, (b) the 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (5) network with pruning 1 to 4 flow paths (𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (5) − 𝐷1(𝑃) to 𝑀𝑁!"#$%& (5) − 𝐷4(𝑃)), (c) single-
layer distributed state (DS) Sharing-Augmented Loss & Output Gates (SALO) networks with node number (𝑁) varies from 1 to 5, (d) the 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) 
network with pruning 1 to 4 flow paths (𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) − 𝐷1(𝑃) to 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) − 𝐷4(𝑃)), and (e) the 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) network with pruning 1 to 4 flow 
paths (𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) − 𝐷1(𝐹) to 𝑀𝑁&'()%& (5) − 𝐷4(𝐹)) 
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Contents of this supplementary material:  

Table S1 to S11 
Figures S1 to S11 

Introduction  

This Supporting Information provides 8 supplementary tables, and 11 supplementary figures to 
support the discussions in the main text. The contents of these supplementary materials are as 
follows. 

Table S1. 𝛼∗"#$  scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs) 

Table S2. 𝛽∗"#$  scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

Table S3. 𝛾"#$scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs) 

Table S4. 𝐾𝐺𝐸%%  scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural 
Networks (MNs)  

Table S5. 𝛼"#$  scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks 
(MNs)  

Table S6. 𝛽"#$scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks 
(MNs)  

Table S7. 𝑟"#$scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks 
(MNs)  

Table S8. Summary of Multi-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Network (𝑀𝑁%) architectural 
hypothesis in this study 

Table S9. Summary of benchmark models in this study 

Table S10. 𝐾𝐺𝐸%% statistics and numbers of parameter for the benchmark LSTM network 
used in this study 

Table S11. Summary of the pruned network models in this study 

 

Figure S1. Comparison of selected single-layer Mass-Conserving Network performance 
using hydrographs in log-scale for selected dry, median, and wet years in subplots (a) to 
(c). 

Figure S2. Comparison of selected single-layer Mass-Conserving Network performance 
using the hydrographs for selected dry, median, and wet years in subplots (a) to (c). 

Figure S3. Box and whisker plots of the distributions of annual KGE scores, comparing the 
(a) 1-layer, (b) 2-layer, and (c) 3-layer long short-term memory (LSTM) networks, with the 
number of nodes varying from 1 to 5. 



Figure S4. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are 
shown in subplots (a) to (c). The cell states for the distributed case (DS) are presented with 
1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-
node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S5. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are 
shown in subplots (a) to (c). The output gate series for the distributed case (DS) are 
presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in 
subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node 
in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S6. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are 
shown in subplots (a) to (c). The streamflow components for the distributed case (DS) are 
presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in 
subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node 
in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S7. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are 
shown in subplots (a) to (c). The cumulative streamflow components for the distributed 
case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-
node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 
5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S8. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are 
shown in subplots (a) to (c). The cell states ratio for the distributed case (DS) are presented 
with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 
3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S9. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are 
shown in subplots (a) to (c). The ratio of output gate series for the distributed case (DS) 
are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in 
subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node 
in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S10. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years 
are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The ratio of streamflow components for the distributed 
case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-
node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 
5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 

Figure S11. Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years 
are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The ratio of cumulative streamflow components for the 
distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet 
years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to 
(o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r).



Table S1. 1 − |1 − 𝛼!"#| (𝛼∗!"#) scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.57 0.40 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.73 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.51 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.83 0.74 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.90 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.97 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 

PNs 8 8 9 9 11 PNs PNs PNs 
  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.58 0.61 0.56 0.59 0.67 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.59 0.65 0.58 0.61 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.60 0.62 0.61 0.70 0.65 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.63 0.60 0.69 0.68 0.73 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.66 0.70 0.67 0.69 0.71 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.59 0.68 0.71 0.68 0.73 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.73 0.66 0.69 0.72 0.70 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.70 0.67 0.70 0.71 0.74 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.79 0.82 0.82 0.79 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.79 0.82 0.82 0.77 0.84 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.82 0.80 0.84 0.85 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.80 0.85 0.85 0.85 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.91 0.90 0.89 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.91 0.91 0.90 0.91 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.91 0.91 0.90 0.91 0.92 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.97 0.96 0.94 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.94 0.97 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.97 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.99 

PNs 18 18 18 18 21 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 22 22 22 22 25 
 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.58 0.65 0.56 0.62 0.67 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.58 0.57 0.55 0.55 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.64 0.70 0.61 0.73 0.64 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.70 0.48 0.71 0.75 0.64 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.64 0.69 0.67 0.65 0.73 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.59 0.64 0.63 0.68 0.72 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.69 0.76 0.66 0.76 0.73 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.74 0.65 0.77 0.78 0.77 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.79 0.82 0.82 0.78 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.80 0.84 0.80 0.80 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.89 0.80 0.88 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.86 0.83 0.87 0.86 0.87 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.88 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.89 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.93 0.94 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.97 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.96 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.98 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 

PNs 27 27 27 27 31 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 39 39 39 39 43 
  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.54 0.63 0.56 0.61 0.66 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.60 0.64 0.59 0.52 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.74 0.59 0.69 0.70 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.54 0.75 0.76 0.61 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.66 0.67 0.68 0.65 0.71 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.61 0.72 0.63 0.66 0.74 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.68 0.76 0.64 0.76 0.79 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.79 0.71 0.79 0.80 0.71 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.80 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.84 0.81 0.84 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.89 0.85 0.90 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.91 0.86 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.88 0.90 0.89 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.91 0.90 0.90 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.92 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.96 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.97 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.96 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.95 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 

PNs 36 36 36 36 41 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 60 60 60 60 65 
  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.58 0.63 0.60 0.61 0.66 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.62 0.77 0.61 0.65 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.76 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.68 0.71 0.72 0.73 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.65 0.67 0.65 0.65 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.72 0.71 0.81 0.72 0.72 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.66 0.71 0.68 0.74 0.80 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.72 0.75 0.81 0.79 0.76 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.79 0.82 0.80 0.79 0.81 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.85 0.90 0.81 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.89 0.84 0.87 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.87 0.89 0.88 0.90 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.88 0.92 0.89 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.89 0.93 0.89 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.96 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.92 0.96 0.92 0.95 0.95 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.97 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.91 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.97 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.97 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.97 0.97 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 

PNs 45 45 45 45 51 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 85 85 85 85 91 



Table S2. 1 − |1 − 𝛽!"#|	 (𝛽∗!"#) scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.60 0.36 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.74 0.72 0.74 0.70 0.41 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.64 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.96 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 

PNs 8 8 9 9 11 PNs PNs PNs 
  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.50 0.61 0.56 0.57 0.62 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.44 0.63 0.57 0.50 0.63 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.64 0.60 0.60 0.67 0.60 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.57 0.60 0.60 0.62 0.66 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.58 0.67 0.60 0.62 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.53 0.64 0.64 0.59 0.66 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.69 0.66 0.63 0.69 0.70 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.61 0.63 0.63 0.68 0.70 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.83 0.84 0.81 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.82 0.85 0.80 0.81 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.84 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.83 0.82 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.87 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.91 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.89 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.97 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.99 

PNs 18 18 18 18 21 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 22 22 22 22 25 
 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.49 0.62 0.56 0.58 0.66 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.43 0.46 0.53 0.46 0.62 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.64 0.67 0.54 0.68 0.65 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.72 0.56 0.71 0.67 0.64 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.57 0.69 0.60 0.60 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.53 0.68 0.55 0.51 0.66 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.67 0.74 0.62 0.73 0.66 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.78 0.68 0.74 0.71 0.76 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.83 0.84 0.81 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.82 0.79 0.81 0.81 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.85 0.84 0.83 0.80 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.83 0.85 0.83 0.84 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.92 0.90 0.88 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.92 0.90 0.91 0.89 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.97 0.96 0.95 0.98 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.95 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 

PNs 27 27 27 27 31 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 39 39 39 39 43 
  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.57 0.62 0.56 0.57 0.63 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.50 0.69 0.57 0.43 0.61 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.63 0.71 0.57 0.69 0.76 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.67 0.50 0.67 0.72 0.65 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.63 0.67 0.61 0.61 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.53 0.72 0.59 0.62 0.71 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.65 0.76 0.66 0.71 0.79 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.80 0.67 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.83 0.84 0.80 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.84 0.80 0.83 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.86 0.84 0.87 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.88 0.85 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.92 0.90 0.92 0.93 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.97 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.97 0.96 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.99 1.00 

PNs 36 36 36 36 41 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 60 60 60 60 65 
  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.49 0.62 0.55 0.57 0.59 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.54 0.64 0.78 0.54 0.68 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.64 0.65 0.54 0.73 0.75 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.72 0.80 0.73 0.79 0.69 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.57 0.66 0.58 0.61 0.71 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.60 0.73 0.79 0.63 0.70 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.67 0.69 0.67 0.78 0.77 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.74 0.82 0.81 0.81 0.81 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.83 0.82 0.80 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.82 0.82 0.87 0.82 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.87 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.86 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.87 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.89 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.90 0.94 0.87 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.91 0.91 0.90 0.93 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.95 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.95 0.96 0.94 0.97 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.98 0.97 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.99 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 

PNs 45 45 45 45 51 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 85 85 85 85 91 



Table S3. 𝛾!"#scores for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

 
 
 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.71 0.70 0.71 0.69 0.56 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 

  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.72 0.71 0.72 0.71 0.69 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.78 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 

PNs 8 8 9 9 11 PNs PNs PNs 
  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.80 0.77 0.78 0.80 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.79 0.80 0.79 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.79 0.73 0.76 0.75 0.81 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.70 0.75 0.76 0.77 0.82 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.81 0.80 0.82 0.80 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.79 0.80 0.81 0.81 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.83 0.75 0.82 0.79 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.79 0.76 0.81 0.79 0.84 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.85 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.86 0.82 0.84 0.83 0.85 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.86 0.83 0.85 0.84 0.87 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.88 0.88 0.90 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.93 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.92 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.96 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.96 0.94 

PNs 18 18 18 18 21 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 20 20 20 20 23 PNs 22 22 22 22 25 
 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.78 0.77 0.79 0.76 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.79 0.77 0.78 0.76 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.73 0.82 0.81 0.82 0.73 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.77 0.78 0.80 0.78 0.78 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.82 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.84 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.79 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.84 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.78 0.85 0.83 0.83 0.84 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.82 0.80 0.83 0.82 0.84 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.84 0.85 0.85 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.89 0.86 0.88 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.88 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.88 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.94 0.89 0.93 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.93 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.96 0.92 0.95 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.95 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.95 0.97 0.94 0.98 0.97 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.97 0.98 

PNs 27 27 27 27 31 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 33 33 33 33 37 PNs 39 39 39 39 43 
  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.64 0.80 0.77 0.79 0.78 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.77 0.78 0.76 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.72 0.86 0.79 0.82 0.82 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.78 0.76 0.78 0.85 0.82 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.70 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.84 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.79 0.79 0.82 0.80 0.84 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.77 0.87 0.82 0.86 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.81 0.79 0.81 0.88 0.86 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.82 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.86 0.85 0.85 0.87 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.85 0.90 0.87 0.90 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.87 0.89 0.87 0.92 0.89 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.86 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.88 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.95 0.90 0.94 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.94 0.90 0.95 0.92 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.96 0.93 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.96 0.94 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.96 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.94 0.98 0.94 0.98 0.96 

PNs 36 36 36 36 41 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 48 48 48 48 53 PNs 60 60 60 60 65 
  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.75 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.78 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.77 0.76 0.79 0.79 0.72 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.71 0.82 0.80 0.85 0.80 𝐾𝐺𝐸--./! 0.72 0.86 0.80 0.88 0.83 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.81 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.81 0.83 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.77 0.85 0.83 0.86 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--0% 0.81 0.88 0.85 0.90 0.85 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.84 0.86 0.86 0.85 0.86 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.86 0.91 0.88 0.92 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--20% 0.86 0.92 0.89 0.92 0.91 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.89 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.88 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.89 0.95 0.90 0.95 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--03% 0.90 0.95 0.90 0.95 0.94 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.90 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.91 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.96 0.93 0.96 0.96 𝐾𝐺𝐸--40% 0.93 0.97 0.93 0.96 0.95 
𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.98 0.98 𝐾𝐺𝐸--50% 0.97 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.97 

PNs 45 45 45 45 51 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 65 65 65 65 71 PNs 85 85 85 85 91 



Table S4. 𝐾𝐺𝐸%% scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

 
*Note that the 1st group represents the flows within the lowest 20th percentile and the 5th group represents the flows within the highest 20th percentile. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.20 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.06 167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

267"89!;  -1.04 -1.04 -0.99 -0.93 -0.18 267"89!;  267"89!;  267"89!;  
367"897;  -1.58 -1.58 -1.58 -1.52 -0.79 367"897;  367"897;  367"897;  
467"89:<  -0.63 -0.63 -0.66 -0.61 -0.41 467"89:<  467"89:<  467"89:<  
567"89:<  0.87 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.83 567"89:<  567"89:<  567"89:<  

  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  -0.07 0.02 -0.13 0.17 -0.48 167"89-:  -0.04 0.16 0.09 0.18 -0.13 167"89-:  0.09 0.11 0.19 0.00 0.03 167"89-:  -0.06 0.17 0.18 0.01 -0.11 
267"89!;  -1.55 -1.46 -1.42 -1.11 -2.44 267"89!;  -1.38 -1.13 -0.80 -1.05 -1.99 267"89!;  -1.24 -1.40 -0.94 -1.79 -1.84 267"89!;  -1.39 -1.28 -0.85 -1.62 -2.06 
367"897;  -1.22 -1.08 -0.96 -1.08 -1.40 367"897;  -1.14 -1.09 -0.66 -1.04 -1.26 367"897;  -1.09 -1.38 -1.01 -1.47 -1.29 367"897;  -1.16 -1.37 -0.99 -1.44 -1.25 
467"89:<  -0.36 -0.35 -0.32 -0.43 -0.38 467"89:<  -0.34 -0.40 -0.24 -0.42 -0.32 467"89:<  -0.28 -0.55 -0.32 -0.50 -0.33 467"89:<  -0.27 -0.53 -0.30 -0.48 -0.22 
567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 567"89:<  0.89 0.90 0.89 0.91 0.89 567"89:<  0.89 0.91 0.89 0.91 0.89 

 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  -0.07 0.13 -0.12 0.18 -0.94 167"89-:  -0.03 0.15 0.09 0.22 -0.45 167"89-:  -1.14 -0.20 0.00 -0.65 -1.78 167"89-:  -0.42 -0.12 0.13 -0.12 -0.85 
267"89!;  -1.56 -1.33 -1.41 -0.95 -2.55 267"89!;  -1.36 -1.06 -0.99 -1.00 -2.26 267"89!;  -2.29 -1.21 -1.44 -1.51 -2.50 267"89!;  -1.31 -1.18 -1.02 -1.51 -1.98 
367"897;  -1.22 -1.14 -0.94 -0.98 -1.30 367"897;  -1.13 -1.02 -0.83 -1.00 -1.25 367"897;  -1.08 -0.64 -1.07 -0.58 -0.88 367"897;  -0.66 -0.74 -0.85 -1.11 -1.00 
467"89:<  -0.35 -0.40 -0.31 -0.40 -0.27 467"89:<  -0.34 -0.36 -0.28 -0.39 -0.27 467"89:<  -0.10 -0.01 -0.24 0.03 0.02 467"89:<  -0.06 -0.11 -0.18 -0.35 -0.08 
567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.89 567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 567"89:<  0.90 0.94 0.90 0.93 0.93 567"89:<  0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 0.94 

  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.11 0.18 -0.11 0.19 -0.90 167"89-:  -0.05 0.09 0.09 0.15 0.09 167"89-:  -1.99 -0.20 -0.01 -0.92 -1.20 167"89-:  0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.09 -0.92 
267"89!;  -1.23 -1.05 -1.41 -0.95 -2.55 267"89!;  -1.40 -1.14 -0.98 -1.13 -1.29 267"89!;  -2.61 -1.14 -0.77 -1.27 -1.96 267"89!;  -1.22 -1.62 -1.22 -0.82 -1.99 
367"897;  -1.59 -0.97 -0.94 -0.97 -1.33 367"897;  -1.14 -1.04 -0.83 -1.02 -0.98 367"897;  -1.04 -0.46 -0.51 -0.45 -0.82 367"897;  -0.89 -1.38 -0.89 -0.44 -0.79 
467"89:<  -0.61 -0.36 -0.31 -0.40 -0.25 467"89:<  -0.32 -0.36 -0.27 -0.39 -0.24 467"89:<  -0.08 0.18 -0.05 0.10 0.03 467"89:<  -0.20 -0.30 -0.20 0.11 0.02 
567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.89 567"89:<  0.90 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.94 567"89:<  0.90 0.92 0.90 0.94 0.93 

  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  -0.06 0.15 0.05 0.18 -1.35 167"89-:  -0.05 0.15 0.22 0.19 -1.11 167"89-:  -1.41 -0.22 0.21 -0.25 -2.16 167"89-:  -1.14 0.27 -0.51 -0.55 -1.68 
267"89!;  -1.55 -1.13 -1.29 -0.96 -2.36 267"89!;  -1.35 -1.01 -0.75 -0.95 -2.89 267"89!;  -2.15 -1.08 -0.77 -0.93 -2.33 267"89!;  -2.02 -0.45 -1.13 -1.12 -1.46 
367"897;  -1.21 -0.97 -0.94 -0.96 -1.18 367"897;  -1.17 -0.98 -0.65 -0.99 -1.47 367"897;  -0.97 -0.58 -0.55 -0.41 -0.92 367"897;  -1.02 -0.30 -0.75 -0.46 -0.57 
467"89:<  -0.35 -0.36 -0.27 -0.39 -0.21 467"89:<  -0.33 -0.36 -0.15 -0.37 -0.33 467"89:<  -0.12 0.16 -0.08 0.16 0.05 467"89:<  -0.19 0.24 -0.18 0.11 -0.02 
567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.90 567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.88 567"89:<  0.90 0.94 0.91 0.95 0.94 567"89:<  0.91 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.94 



Table S5. 𝛼!"# scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  
 

 
 
*Note that the 1st group represents the flows within the lowest 20th percentile and the 5th group represents the flows within the highest 20th percentile. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  1.11 1.11 1.09 1.03 0.50 167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

267"89!;  3.74 3.74 3.67 3.58 2.27 267"89!;  267"89!;  267"89!;  
367"897;  4.60 4.60 4.60 4.51 3.43 367"897;  367"897;  367"897;  
467"89:<  3.19 3.19 3.24 3.16 2.88 467"89:<  467"89:<  467"89:<  
567"89:<  0.96 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.93 567"89:<  567"89:<  567"89:<  

  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  2.09 1.96 2.23 1.41 2.72 167"89-:  2.02 1.48 1.81 1.41 2.00 167"89-:  1.68 1.74 1.35 1.94 1.60 167"89-:  2.02 1.53 1.31 1.90 1.97 
267"89!;  4.53 4.40 4.33 3.87 5.79 267"89!;  4.28 3.91 3.44 3.79 5.15 267"89!;  4.07 4.30 3.62 4.88 4.92 267"89!;  4.29 4.13 3.48 4.63 5.26 
367"897;  4.09 3.89 3.71 3.89 4.34 367"897;  3.96 3.89 3.29 3.83 4.15 367"897;  3.90 4.31 3.79 4.43 4.19 367"897;  4.00 4.30 3.76 4.39 4.13 
467"89:<  2.80 2.79 2.76 2.92 2.83 467"89:<  2.78 2.87 2.65 2.90 2.75 467"89:<  2.70 3.07 2.76 3.00 2.77 467"89:<  2.68 3.04 2.73 2.97 2.60 
567"89:<  0.97 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.95 567"89:<  0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.95 567"89:<  0.98 1.01 0.98 1.01 0.97 567"89:<  0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.96 

 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  2.08 1.57 2.22 1.29 3.51 167"89-:  2.00 1.55 1.76 1.29 2.68 167"89-:  3.91 2.52 1.94 3.22 4.84 167"89-:  2.86 2.37 1.53 2.19 3.43 
267"89!;  4.54 4.19 4.31 3.63 5.95 267"89!;  4.25 3.81 3.71 3.72 5.54 267"89!;  5.61 4.07 4.37 4.50 5.91 267"89!;  4.19 4.03 3.75 4.48 5.16 
367"897;  4.08 3.96 3.69 3.74 4.20 367"897;  3.96 3.80 3.52 3.77 4.12 367"897;  3.87 3.24 3.87 3.16 3.58 367"897;  3.27 3.40 3.56 3.92 3.76 
467"89:<  2.80 2.88 2.75 2.88 2.69 467"89:<  2.78 2.81 2.70 2.86 2.68 467"89:<  2.43 2.28 2.65 2.22 2.25 467"89:<  2.37 2.43 2.57 2.79 2.39 
567"89:<  0.97 0.97 0.99 0.96 0.95 567"89:<  0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.95 567"89:<  1.05 1.02 0.99 1.05 1.01 567"89:<  1.03 1.02 0.99 1.00 1.02 

  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  1.55 1.48 2.20 1.29 3.44 167"89-:  2.06 1.72 1.72 1.58 1.40 167"89-:  5.17 2.53 2.28 3.64 3.99 167"89-:  1.90 2.13 1.90 2.41 3.55 
267"89!;  4.04 3.80 4.32 3.64 5.95 267"89!;  4.31 3.93 3.69 3.91 4.13 267"89!;  6.05 3.97 3.42 4.15 5.13 267"89!;  4.05 4.12 4.05 3.49 5.18 
367"897;  4.61 3.73 3.68 3.73 4.24 367"897;  3.97 3.82 3.54 3.80 3.75 367"897;  3.80 3.00 3.06 2.96 3.49 367"897;  3.61 3.51 3.61 2.96 3.47 
467"89:<  3.17 2.81 2.75 2.87 2.66 467"89:<  2.76 2.81 2.69 2.86 2.63 467"89:<  2.40 2.03 2.36 2.14 2.23 467"89:<  2.59 2.36 2.59 2.11 2.26 
567"89:<  0.97 0.97 0.99 0.96 0.95 567"89:<  0.97 0.97 0.98 0.96 0.97 567"89:<  1.04 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.01 567"89:<  0.99 1.03 0.99 1.03 0.98 

  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  2.08 1.53 1.87 1.31 4.18 167"89-:  2.06 1.49 1.55 1.37 3.78 167"89-:  4.34 2.53 1.85 2.61 5.37 167"89-:  3.92 1.83 2.96 3.12 4.74 
267"89!;  4.51 3.90 4.14 3.65 5.69 267"89!;  4.24 3.73 3.39 3.64 6.45 267"89!;  5.40 3.89 3.43 3.67 5.65 267"89!;  5.22 2.99 3.91 3.92 4.41 
367"897;  4.07 3.73 3.69 3.71 4.02 367"897;  4.02 3.74 3.27 3.75 4.44 367"897;  3.71 3.16 3.12 2.92 3.65 367"897;  3.77 2.76 3.41 2.98 3.14 
467"89:<  2.79 2.82 2.69 2.86 2.60 467"89:<  2.77 2.82 2.51 2.83 2.76 467"89:<  2.45 2.06 2.41 2.06 2.20 467"89:<  2.55 1.93 2.56 2.14 2.32 
567"89:<  0.97 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.98 567"89:<  0.97 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.94 567"89:<  1.05 1.02 1.01 1.03 1.02 567"89:<  1.05 1.03 1.03 1.02 1.01 



Table S6. 𝛽!"#scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

 
 
*Note that the 1st group represents the flows within the lowest 20th percentile and the 5th group represents the flows within the highest 20th percentile. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.03 167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

267"89!;  0.43 0.43 0.41 0.40 0.19 267"89!;  267"89!;  267"89!;  
367"897;  0.97 0.97 0.97 0.95 0.62 367"897;  367"897;  367"897;  
467"89:<  1.25 1.25 1.27 1.24 0.97 467"89:<  467"89:<  467"89:<  
567"89:<  0.98 0.98 0.99 0.96 0.87 567"89:<  567"89:<  567"89:<  

  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.23 0.24 0.26 0.14 0.14 167"89-:  0.22 0.16 0.24 0.15 0.08 167"89-:  0.17 0.22 0.15 0.20 0.07 167"89-:  0.19 0.18 0.13 0.18 0.09 
267"89!;  0.60 0.65 0.62 0.51 0.61 267"89!;  0.59 0.53 0.60 0.52 0.54 267"89!;  0.54 0.61 0.50 0.66 0.52 267"89!;  0.56 0.57 0.45 0.62 0.56 
367"897;  1.03 1.06 0.99 0.98 1.05 367"897;  1.02 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.08 367"897;  1.00 1.09 0.98 1.14 1.04 367"897;  1.03 1.08 0.95 1.13 1.10 
467"89:<  1.24 1.26 1.23 1.25 1.34 467"89:<  1.24 1.25 1.22 1.25 1.34 467"89:<  1.23 1.32 1.24 1.30 1.31 467"89:<  1.24 1.31 1.23 1.30 1.32 
567"89:<  0.99 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.01 567"89:<  0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.01 567"89:<  1.00 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 567"89:<  0.99 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.01 

 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.22 0.16 0.26 0.13 0.23 167"89-:  0.22 0.18 0.20 0.15 0.14 167"89-:  0.56 0.52 0.22 0.61 0.49 167"89-:  0.87 0.46 0.16 0.21 0.36 
267"89!;  0.60 0.54 0.62 0.47 0.64 267"89!;  0.59 0.55 0.56 0.51 0.59 267"89!;  0.99 0.90 0.60 1.01 1.10 267"89!;  1.00 0.86 0.51 0.67 0.83 
367"897;  1.03 1.00 0.99 0.95 1.02 367"897;  1.02 1.01 0.98 1.00 1.04 367"897;  1.19 1.14 0.99 1.19 1.25 367"897;  1.13 1.19 0.94 1.12 1.20 
467"89:<  1.24 1.24 1.23 1.24 1.30 467"89:<  1.24 1.24 1.23 1.25 1.33 467"89:<  1.20 1.17 1.22 1.19 1.25 467"89:<  1.15 1.27 1.18 1.26 1.25 
567"89:<  0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.01 567"89:<  0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.01 567"89:<  0.95 0.96 0.99 0.96 0.96 567"89:<  0.96 0.94 1.00 0.97 0.97 

  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.14 0.19 0.26 0.13 0.22 167"89-:  0.23 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.07 167"89-:  0.88 0.54 0.79 0.75 0.44 167"89-:  0.21 0.29 0.21 0.98 0.40 
267"89!;  0.46 0.54 0.62 0.48 0.66 267"89!;  0.61 0.56 0.54 0.55 0.43 267"89!;  1.21 0.91 0.95 1.03 0.94 267"89!;  0.59 0.76 0.59 1.01 0.90 
367"897;  1.01 0.99 0.99 0.96 1.05 367"897;  1.03 1.01 0.97 1.00 0.99 367"897;  1.24 1.16 1.11 1.12 1.22 367"897;  0.98 1.18 0.98 1.12 1.16 
467"89:<  1.28 1.24 1.23 1.24 1.30 467"89:<  1.24 1.24 1.23 1.24 1.27 467"89:<  1.20 1.17 1.19 1.13 1.23 467"89:<  1.18 1.26 1.18 1.13 1.26 
567"89:<  0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.01 567"89:<  0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.01 567"89:<  0.94 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.97 567"89:<  0.98 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.98 

  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.22 0.16 0.24 0.13 0.41 167"89-:  0.23 0.15 0.23 0.15 0.25 167"89-:  0.82 0.43 0.57 0.74 0.75 167"89-:  0.78 0.72 0.84 0.90 0.86 
267"89!;  0.60 0.54 0.62 0.48 0.73 267"89!;  0.62 0.50 0.63 0.50 0.68 267"89!;  1.08 0.86 0.83 0.95 0.89 267"89!;  1.04 0.93 0.84 1.03 1.06 
367"897;  1.02 0.99 1.00 0.96 0.98 367"897;  1.05 0.97 1.04 0.99 1.04 367"897;  1.15 1.14 1.12 1.11 1.14 367"897;  1.12 1.13 1.03 1.08 1.11 
467"89:<  1.24 1.24 1.23 1.24 1.21 467"89:<  1.25 1.23 1.21 1.25 1.34 467"89:<  1.18 1.19 1.22 1.15 1.23 467"89:<  1.17 1.15 1.18 1.12 1.19 
567"89:<  0.98 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 567"89:<  0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.01 567"89:<  0.94 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.97 567"89:<  0.96 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96 



Table S7. 𝑟!"#scores of flow magnitude for the Single-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Networks (MNs)  

 
*Note that the 1st group represents the flows within the lowest 20th percentile and the 5th group represents the flows within the highest 20th percentile. 

  1-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.29 0.33 0.30 0.31 0.19 167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

167"89-:  

  

267"89!;  0.32 0.35 0.32 0.35 0.28 267"89!;  267"89!;  267"89!;  
367"897;  0.40 0.41 0.42 0.42 0.41 367"897;  367"897;  367"897;  
467"89:<  0.39 0.41 0.42 0.40 0.44 467"89:<  467"89:<  467"89:<  
567"89:<  0.82 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.84 567"89:<  567"89:<  567"89:<  

  2-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.29 0.33 0.30 0.31 0.19 167"89-:  0.29 0.32 0.35 0.33 0.16 167"89-:  0.29 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.18 167"89-:  0.35 0.31 0.27 0.29 0.17 
267"89!;  0.32 0.35 0.32 0.35 0.28 267"89!;  0.34 0.36 0.41 0.36 0.34 267"89!;  0.36 0.34 0.38 0.35 0.33 267"89!;  0.35 0.36 0.35 0.37 0.35 
367"897;  0.40 0.41 0.42 0.42 0.41 367"897;  0.41 0.42 0.48 0.42 0.43 367"897;  0.42 0.42 0.44 0.38 0.42 367"897;  0.41 0.38 0.42 0.45 0.42 
467"89:<  0.39 0.41 0.42 0.40 0.44 467"89:<  0.40 0.40 0.43 0.40 0.45 467"89:<  0.41 0.36 0.42 0.35 0.43 467"89:<  0.36 0.36 0.40 0.42 0.46 
567"89:<  0.82 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.84 567"89:<  0.83 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.84 567"89:<  0.85 0.87 0.84 0.88 0.85 567"89:<  0.87 0.88 0.85 0.85 0.85 

 3-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.29 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.19 167"89-:  0.30 0.33 0.32 0.36 0.19 167"89-:  0.33 0.43 0.30 0.39 0.34 167"89-:  0.42 0.31 0.25 0.27 0.28 
267"89!;  0.32 0.34 0.33 0.36 0.27 267"89!;  0.34 0.37 0.38 0.37 0.31 267"89!;  0.32 0.42 0.34 0.40 0.36 267"89!;  0.42 0.37 0.34 0.36 0.34 
367"897;  0.40 0.41 0.42 0.44 0.39 367"897;  0.41 0.43 0.45 0.43 0.42 367"897;  0.36 0.42 0.41 0.42 0.38 367"897;  0.47 0.41 0.42 0.45 0.44 
467"89:<  0.39 0.40 0.42 0.41 0.46 467"89:<  0.40 0.40 0.43 0.41 0.47 467"89:<  0.41 0.41 0.43 0.41 0.44 467"89:<  0.40 0.37 0.42 0.43 0.40 
567"89:<  0.82 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.84 567"89:<  0.83 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.85 567"89:<  0.88 0.92 0.85 0.92 0.90 567"89:<  0.90 0.89 0.89 0.87 0.92 

  4-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.26 0.33 0.31 0.31 0.19 167"89-:  0.30 0.32 0.31 0.32 0.19 167"89-:  0.32 0.42 0.41 0.43 0.36 167"89-:  0.30 0.37 0.30 0.30 0.29 
267"89!;  0.32 0.36 0.33 0.36 0.29 267"89!;  0.35 0.36 0.37 0.36 0.36 267"89!;  0.29 0.44 0.40 0.36 0.36 267"89!;  0.32 0.36 0.37 0.37 0.37 
367"897;  0.40 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.39 367"897;  0.41 0.43 0.46 0.43 0.48 367"897;  0.34 0.47 0.46 0.42 0.43 367"897;  0.41 0.46 0.42 0.42 0.44 
467"89:<  0.35 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.47 467"89:<  0.40 0.40 0.43 0.40 0.44 467"89:<  0.42 0.47 0.44 0.44 0.46 467"89:<  0.39 0.44 0.42 0.42 0.50 
567"89:<  0.82 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.84 567"89:<  0.83 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.85 567"89:<  0.88 0.93 0.89 0.93 0.93 567"89:<  0.89 0.93 0.86 0.86 0.90 

  5-Node 
 𝑀𝑁!"!#$%  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&  𝑀𝑁!"!#$%'  𝑀𝑁!"!#$&'  𝑀𝑁!"!#()*   𝑀𝑁&+)$%  𝑀𝑁&+)$&  𝑀𝑁&+)$%' 𝑀𝑁&+)$&' 𝑀𝑁&+)()*  𝑀𝑁&+,$%  𝑀𝑁&+,$&  𝑀𝑁&+,$%' 𝑀𝑁&+,$&' 𝑀𝑁&+,()*  𝑀𝑁&+),$%  𝑀𝑁&+),$&  𝑀𝑁&+),$%'  𝑀𝑁&+),$&'  𝑀𝑁&+),()*  

167"89-:  0.29 0.31 0.33 0.31 0.22 167"89-:  0.30 0.30 0.44 0.34 0.21 167"89-:  0.33 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.08 167"89-:  0.43 0.33 0.33 0.43 0.08 
267"89!;  0.32 0.36 0.35 0.37 0.27 267"89!;  0.37 0.36 0.44 0.36 0.24 267"89!;  0.29 0.44 0.44 0.40 0.31 267"89!;  0.44 0.40 0.29 0.44 0.31 
367"897;  0.40 0.44 0.42 0.44 0.36 367"897;  0.41 0.43 0.49 0.44 0.39 367"897;  0.36 0.46 0.48 0.48 0.41 367"897;  0.46 0.48 0.36 0.48 0.41 
467"89:<  0.39 0.41 0.43 0.41 0.46 467"89:<  0.40 0.40 0.43 0.41 0.45 467"89:<  0.41 0.48 0.45 0.48 0.45 467"89:<  0.48 0.48 0.41 0.45 0.45 
567"89:<  0.82 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.85 567"89:<  0.83 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.85 567"89:<  0.88 0.93 0.89 0.93 0.93 567"89:<  0.93 0.93 0.88 0.89 0.93 



 
 

Table S8. Summary of Multi-Layer Mass-Conserving Neural Network (𝑀𝑁!) architectural hypothesis in this study 
 
 

Model Name 
Input 

Distribution 
Gate 

Linear  
Transformation Layer 

Information 
(Internal State) 

Sharing 
Node Number in Each Layer 

𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆
𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟐, 𝑵𝟑)  Unity  Weight sum to 1.0  No (1 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁, ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁- ≤ 3  

𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆
𝑫𝑺𝑹 (𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟐, 𝑵𝟑) Unity Positive Weight No 1 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁, ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁- ≤ 3  

𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆
𝑴𝑳𝑩 (𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟐, 𝑵𝟑) Unity Real values weight & bias No 1 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁, ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁- ≤ 3  

𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶
𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟐, 𝑵𝟑) Unity Weight sum to 1.0 Yes 1 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁, ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁- ≤ 3  

𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶
𝑫𝑺𝑹 (𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟐, 𝑵𝟑) Unity Positive Weight Yes 1 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁, ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁- ≤ 3  

𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶
𝑴𝑳𝑩 (𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟐, 𝑵𝟑) Unity Real values weight & bias Yes 1 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁, ≤ 3; 0 ≤ 𝑁- ≤ 3  

𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆
𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎) Unity Weight sum to 1.0  No 4 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 5 

𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆
𝑫𝑺𝑹 (𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎) Unity Positive Weight No 4 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 5 

 𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆
𝑴𝑳𝑩 (𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎)  Unity Real values weight & bias No 4 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 5  

𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶
𝑫𝑺 (𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎) Unity Weight sum to 1.0 Yes 4 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 5 

𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶
𝑫𝑺𝑹 (𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎) Unity Positive Weight Yes 4 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 5 

𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶
𝑫𝑺4𝑴𝑳𝑩(𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎) Unity Real values weight & bias Yes 4 ≤ 𝑁+ ≤ 5 



 
Table S9. Summary of benchmark models used in this study 

 
Model Name Model Description 

𝑳𝑺𝑻𝑴(𝑵𝟏, 𝟎, 𝟎) Single-Layer LSTM network with node number 𝑁+ varies from 1 to 6 
𝑳𝑺𝑻𝑴(𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟏, 𝟎) Two-Layer LSTM network with node number 𝑁+ varies from 1 to 5 
𝑳𝑺𝑻𝑴(𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟏, 𝑵𝟏) Three-Layer LSTM network with node number 𝑁+ varies from 1 to 5 

𝑴𝑨𝟑(𝑺𝑨𝑶) Two Cell-state Single Flow path Mass-Conserving-Architecture with Share Augmented Output gate 
𝑴𝑨𝟒(𝑺𝑨𝑶) Two Cell-state Two path Mass-Conserving-Architecture with Share Augmented Output gate 
𝑴𝑨𝟓(𝑺𝑨𝑶) Three Cell-state Two Flow path Mass-Conserving-Architecture with Share Augmented Output gate 
 𝑴𝑨𝟔(𝑺𝑨𝑶)  Three Cell-state Three Flow path Mass-Conserving-Architecture with Share Augmented Output gate 



 
Table S10. 𝐾𝐺𝐸!! Statistics and Numbers of Parameter for the benchmark LSTM network used in this study 

 
Model 

Names 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(1) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(2) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(3) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(4) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(6) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(1,1,0) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(2,2,0) 

𝐾𝐺𝐸!!"#$ 0.41 0.68 0.66 0.69 0.66 0.55 0.64 0.70 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!%% 0.46 0.72 0.75 0.76 0.78 0.68 0.72 0.75 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!'%% 0.74 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.85 0.81 0.84 0.86 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!"()#*$ 0.77 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.90 0.86 0.89 0.90 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!+%% 0.84 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.91 0.92 0.94 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!,%% 0.91 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.96 
Par no. 16 43 76 117 166 223 32 83 
Model 

Names 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(3,3,0) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(4,4,0) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5,5,0) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(1,1,1) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(2,2,2) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(3,3,3) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(4,4,4) 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀(5,5,5) 

𝐾𝐺𝐸!!"#$ 0.76 0.71 0.66 0.70 0.62 0.62 0.59 0.73 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!%% 0.76 0.72 0.66 0.72 0.67 0.69 0.66 0.78 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!'%% 0.83 0.82 0.80 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.87 0.88 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!"()#*$ 0.88 0.90 0.84 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.92 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!+%% 0.93 0.94 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.95 
𝐾𝐺𝐸!!,%% 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.97 0.96 
Par no. 148 229 326 48 123 220 341 486 

 



Table S11. Summary of the pruned network models in this study 
 

Model Name Model Description 
 𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟏(𝑷) Pruned (one flow path) four-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁123456 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟐(𝑷) Pruned (two flow path) three-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁123456 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟑(𝑷) Pruned (three flow path) two-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁123456 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑵𝒐𝒏𝒆

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟒(𝑷) Pruned (four flow path) one-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁123456 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟏(𝑷) Pruned (one flow path) four-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟐(𝑷) Pruned (two flow path) three-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟑(𝑷) Pruned (three flow path) two-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟒(𝑷) Pruned (four flow path) one-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5)  
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟏(𝑭) Pruned (one flow path) four-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5) (Full removal of shared information) 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟐(𝑭) Pruned (two flow path) four-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5) (Full removal of shared information) 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟑(𝑭) Pruned (three flow path) four-cell-state case to its parent Un-Pruned five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5) (Full removal of shared information) 
𝑴𝑵𝑺𝑨𝑳𝑶

𝑫𝑺 (𝟓) − 𝑫𝟑(𝑭)   Pruned (four flow path) four-cell-state case to its parent “un-pruned” five-cell-state 𝑀𝑁6:;<56 (5) (Full removal of shared information) 
 
 
 



 

Figure S1: Comparison of selected single-layer Mass-Conserving Network performance using hydrographs in 
log-scale for selected dry, median, and wet years in subplots (a) to (c).



 
Figure S2: Comparison of selected single-layer Mass-Conserving Network performance using the hydrographs 
for selected dry, median, and wet years in subplots (a) to (c). 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure S3: Box and whisker plots of the distributions of annual KGE scores, comparing the (a) 1-layer, (b) 2-layer, 
and (c) 3-layer long short-term memory (LSTM) networks, with the number of nodes varying from 1 to 5.



 

 

Figure S4: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The cell states for the distributed 
case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node 
in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 
 

 



 

 

Figure S5: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The output gate series for the 
distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) 
to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 



 

Figure S6: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The streamflow components 
for the distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in 
subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 



 
Figure S7: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The cumulative streamflow 
components for the distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-
node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). Q=streamflow 



 

Figure S8: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The cell states ratio for the 
distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) 
to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 



 

Figure S9: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The ratio of output gate series 
for the distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-node in 
subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 



 

Figure S10: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The ratio of streamflow 
components for the distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots (g) to (i), 3-
node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). 



 

Figure S11: Time series plots of streamflow observations for dry, median, and wet years are shown in subplots (a) to (c). The ratio of cumulative 
streamflow components for the distributed case (DS) are presented with 1-node in subplots (d) to (f) (dry, median, and wet years), 2-node in subplots 
(g) to (i), 3-node in subplots (j) to (l), 4-node in subplots (m) to (o), and 5-node in subplots (p) to (r). Q=streamflow 
 

 

 


