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geological complexity

The uncertainty inherent in geological models is

influenced by the geological environment, in

particular the type of depositional processes, the

extent of diagenesis, and the presence of folds or

faults. Greater certainty is inherent in deposits with

more predictable sedimentary histories, such as lake  Unconformities
or marine deposits, whereas the uncertainty is much
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greater when complex, relatively unpredictable Irregular: Summary
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Complexity b) If the geological model is used as input data to a numerical model or as part of a regional decisic

uncertainty assessment needs to be provided for the geological units of interest, to ensure that the
c) If geological models are used for the communication of science, uncertainty is less important tha
d) For all users, it is vital that methodologies employed in geological modelling should be fully ope
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