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Extended Abstract

Background: Water resource management in semi-arid regions faces major challenges due to
environmental conditions, such as flash floods and intense surface runoff. These areas are prone
to destructive flooding because of high-intensity convective rainfall, uneven precipitation
distribution, high evapotranspiration, sparse vegetation, and fragile soils. Accurate modeling of
hydrological processes—particularly peak discharge and runoff volume—is essential for
designing effective management measures, such as flood control, runoff regulation, and
vegetation restoration. Hydrological models, especially HEC-HMS, are widely used for
simulating rainfall-runoff processes due to their ability to integrate climatic, hydrometric, and
watershed characteristics. Parameter sensitivity analysis further helps identify influential factors,
reduce uncertainty, and improve prediction accuracy. In Iran’s semi-arid regions, flash floods
frequently cause severe damage. This study examines how vegetation restoration influences the
sensitivity of HEC-HMS parameters in two adjacent sub-watersheds of the Gonbad paired
watershed in Hamadan Province—one control (without restoration) and one treated (with
restoration). The main goal is to analyze how restoration affects parameters controlling peak
discharge and runoff volume. The study involves simulating rainfall-runoff processes, calibrating
and validating the model with observed data, and performing sensitivity analysis on key
parameters, such as curve number (CN), maximum retention (S), lag time, channel slope, and
Manning’s roughness coefficient. By comparing results between the two basins, the research
evaluates how vegetation restoration alters model performance and parameter responsiveness,
providing insights for improved water resource management and flood mitigation in semi-arid
environments.

Method: This study was conducted in the paired watershed of Gonbad, located in Hamadan
Province. Two adjacent sub-watersheds with similar physiographic and climatic characteristics
were selected, one as a control watershed (without any restoration interventions) and the other as
a restored watershed (subjected to vegetation restoration activities). The restoration operations in
the restored watershed included planting drought-resistant plant species and implementing
watershed management practices. The HEC-HMS hydrological model was employed to simulate
the rainfall-runoff process. The data required for model simulation included meteorological data
(precipitation, temperature, etc.), hydrometric data (streamflow), soil characteristics, and
watershed physical attributes. Ten years of observed rainfall and runoff data were used for model
calibration and validation, and various statistical indicators, including the Nash—Sutcliffe
Efficiency (NSE) coefficient and the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE), were applied to evaluate
model performance. Sensitivity analysis of the model parameters was carried out using a
percentage variation method (£30%) for key parameters, such as the Curve Number (CN),
maximum retention (S), lag time, channel slope, and Manning’s roughness coefficient.

Results: The vegetation restoration significantly affected soil properties, runoff simulation
accuracy, and parameter sensitivity in the studied watersheds.
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Changes in soil properties: Measurements indicated that both initial and final soil infiltration
rates were significantly higher in the restored watershed than in the control watershed.
Specifically, initial infiltration rates increased from a range of 3.82 to 4.76 mm/h in the control
watershed to a range of 130.2 to 144.4 mm/h in the restored watershed. Similarly, final infiltration
rates rose from 4.2 to 6.8 mm/h in the control watershed to 10.8 to 15.4 mm/h in the restored
watershed. Furthermore, the restored watershed showed approximately 20% higher silt content,
an average of 20% lower bulk density, and about 35% higher soil porosity than the control
watershed. Soil saturation moisture and field capacity also increased in the restored watershed by
approximately 30% and over 10%, respectively. These changes indicate an overall improvement
in soil quality as a result of the restoration activities.

Model simulation results: The HEC-HMS model demonstrated acceptable performance in
simulating watershed outflows, with NSE values exceeding 0.6 and RMSE values below 0.5. The
match between observed and simulated hydrographs was stronger in the restored watershed,
particularly at the peak discharge segment. Simulation accuracy in the restored watershed was
higher than in the control watershed, consistent with findings from previous studies. Deviations
in the hydrograph, especially during peak and recession phases, were more pronounced in the
control watershed, likely due to insufficient vegetation cover and increased surface runoff.
Sensitivity analysis results: The sensitivity analysis showed that the maximum retention (S) and
Curve Number (CN) parameters had the greatest influence on peak discharge. Specifically, a 30%
increase in CN led to an approximate 25% increase in peak discharge in the control watershed,
while this increase was about 15% in the restored watershed. Likewise, a 30% increase in
maximum retention resulted in a reduction of runoff volume by nearly 35% in the control
watershed, whereas the reduction was limited to around 20% in the restored watershed. These
findings suggest that the model’s sensitivity to these parameters was lower in the restored
watershed, which could be attributed to improved soil infiltration, greater water storage capacity,
and enhanced hydrological resilience. Other parameters, such as channel slope, lag time, and
Manning’s roughness coefficient, also affected peak discharge; however, their impact diminished
at higher levels of variation. For example, a 30% increase in Manning’s coefficient in the control
watershed resulted in only about a 5% reduction in peak discharge.

Conclusion: The results of this study indicate that vegetation restoration can have a substantial
impact on improving soil properties, enhancing runoff simulation accuracy, and reducing the
sensitivity of hydrological models to parameter variations. Improved soil infiltration capacity and
water storage potential in the restored watershed played a key role in reducing surface runoff and
increasing the reliability of hydrological predictions. These findings highlight the importance of
vegetation restoration as a practical and effective strategy for watershed management. They can
be applied to the design and implementation of water resources management and watershed
rehabilitation programs in similar semi-arid regions.

Keywords: Curve Number (CN), Hydrological modeling, Peak discharge, Runoff volume,
Watershed restoration
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Figure 1. Location of the study area
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Figure 3. Pictures of field and laboratory data collection
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Table 1. Different methods of implementing the model and the investigated parameters
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Table 2. Average physical and hydraulic soil properties in the sub-watersheds of the control and restored watersheds
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Table 3. Average vegetation cover and surface indices of cover types in the control and restored basins
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Figure 4. The land use map of the control and restored watersheds
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Figure 5. The soil hydrological group map of the control and restored watersheds

o ylie] 0y9d 5 .cably )18 < JAF B /YA o3l ) ol
Gy o tIEY B+ [0F s dals ases (ol sl opl 50
polie b )55 IVE L /P g oad Lal ases
AL /FD e Jals dde> )d ¢ oximly 050 DRMSE
i ylisl 080 33 9 [FF B o /Fr o odilal Asgs 13 g
Egode ) .Cudld HI\E Ases 93 a0 +/FAL /¥
i)l pigecals; adss 93 a3 Jae gilwand €8
Silotend (2 O ebe Gl Sy )bl @l 9

UV L;:L\ALG.A sWoodls 5 o

239,00 Jso (8l a3
sy zs lp HEC-HMS Juo (gilwand gls
sbolis)) (il g (pgw b ol glaslis)) (oeinly
Ao B F Joda 9 Vg & S5 55 w2y 9 prlex
Wi 9> > & amd e (Ui LS )y
Fod LB il Shanlie sbodd b b (23 jlwdnd
55 RMSE o NSE wile (o)l (slajasli .canl azils
5 Zowls 0)8d 93 o ;3 HEC-HMS Juao o5 wioly L
)lJ..O.A cW‘? 0)93 ).) .CA»Z].) L;..J»Ln D)&L@C W)L;&‘
aog> gl g IV B BV o3l 55 sald ases (5| JNSE


http://dx.doi.org/10.61882/jwmr.2025.1305
https://jwmr.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-1305-fa.html

[ Downloaded from jwmr.sanru.ac.ir on 2025-12-31 ]

[ DOI: 10.61882/jwmr.2025.1305 ]

(asi] GuxSoo o) Ul (4si] uxSoo y20) Ul

(4l] caSo o) SUilg

WY Ol 38 2gj adg> > HEC-HMS s 5l eolatnl b Cllg,y 0 5ge (glajiel )l cnmslus Julos

sawlsl asgs

Restored watershed

Yo ln|n||||||””””I||”|||”|H|””|H|”|“|I|IIIIIIII|IIIII|l|m
Y Jol olas

)
ne First event
Y
o 7

U = -
e 44 S=o
Y OONA YO )Y FIA A YG[Y NYA YYD
(cols) pb)
JYe o
|II||l||||||”|||““|”|“||||||||||IIIII|III|I||
AR pod ol
Yo
Second event
Y

Y OONA Y 8 RN A VY

(celo) oloj

/e """muI|||||lll|||||||||”|||||||IIIIIII""”“'"""""‘
Y.

po A3,

Jre

N Third event v

o ¥
e _‘__./\._ o e

OIS e 5 (69) K (el pliacd i M (o 485 (5550 Loy

4
(oslee) (552t
(&b aSn yin) ol
=

¥ o
o s
ARV
. JYa
) SRV
=2 -~
Y ‘3‘3 %‘./w
A ! 3.0,
i )
N
Al /A
JYe
\ Y

Y

(siokso) (St

(4] uxSen o) Ul
-

Y OONA XS Y FIA A NN Y VYA JY VA

(celw) gl

ol gilwand Bl Fs a0 Slhalie G5, 0

Y/

Simulated hydrograph . Observational hydrograph

Control watershed

IARERZS

-mn|]|]|”|”””||||H”””|||”“H”””HIIIIIIIH|l|m|r|v..

Jsl 31,

First event

S

AS YA /Y AVA Y/

(celw) oo

" —

Second event

YA

FIA A NAY

(celw) oo

oY

""""HHnlnnlllllllllmul|IIIIIIHI“"“"""""""'

po 33,

Third event

FIA NS Ye/Y VYA

(celo) boj

>

S, —

Precipitation g

)93 dl)-f ol doe> g alid g > HEC-HMS  Jawe n_'9|)§5).k:.€b St guls - S
Figure 6. The results of the HEC-HMS model hydrograph simulation in the control and restored watersheds for the

periods of calibration

(tonbno) (Sl

(rasleo) (S

(yroulro) (Swiyl


http://dx.doi.org/10.61882/jwmr.2025.1305
https://jwmr.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-1305-fa.html

[ Downloaded from jwmr.sanru.ac.ir on 2025-12-31 ]

[ DOI: 10.61882/jwmr.2025.1305 ]

OIS e 5 (69) K (Gl pliacd i Mo (o )4iE5 (5550 LSy

W VEF /Y oyles /el Jlo ul 0595 o pde asl g}
ouwi Ll 259 Al 039>
Restored watershed Control watershed
Yo |||||”||| | ||I...... Yo .
IIII Illll-'
I LTI
LT Vo
) _ >
e YoMy e S Forth ewent"y
Fortheven/.gj %
Y YO& . v 3
e ¥ feo ¥
e 5 e >
Y /A Y/o o/¥ A VA v/o Al
(celw) oloj (celw) oo
AR I T LI . Yo 01| [rpreee==-
I e
AR AR Wbl.\;)
mblb“) 3 e =S v 3
e X \
/ :‘o > Fifth event:'o
O Fifth event AR v i
e R e "
e » oo 5
X V/A /o /% §/A AJD A VA /e ofY I Ao
(L) oo (celw) bojy
odd (gilwdds BT g 00— laslis G S0 —mam SN, —
Simulated hydrograph = Observational hydrograph ———-. Precipitation =

iwyliiel 090 (gly oaiilinl 059> g Aol 05> 0 HEC-HMS Jao GB1Sg 50 (¢5lwdud golbs -Y S
Figure 7. The results of the HEC-HMS model hydrograph simulation in the control and restored watersheds for the
periods of validation

Table 4. Model evaluation results
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Figure 8. The sensitivity of parameter changes to peak runoff flow for (a): control and (b): restored watersheds
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