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Figurel. The Location of Darreh Morid Watershed (the study area) in Kerman Province

I Jgd JB S g (o5 b))l Mg (SKidsken
CJLD wl.wl » [R5 4\3|)| |) dxlllas D)g0 dlibo)'?— u_:‘ fb-’))
J 8l 5d Clasuin (8l e 0y jul Glllas

ol 0as 1)1 Y ol 53 S5 &y oo y5 9 055>

5 S Clogad adlas cids  J5g 58

IS g I ety & cwl gsul S (S35 )ee
Slhogas J JolS b1 s Bl ol oS
conaldl 553 SleMbl g Lol Lo 5 4525 b olyed So 3

(F) 28l 50 009 5l 059> (355158 Mol -) g

Tabel 1. Physiographic characteristics in Darreh Morid Watershed
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Table 2. Land cover condition in Darreh Morid Watershed
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Table 3. Percentage of Clay, Loam, Silt, and Stone in the hillsides and slopes
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Figure 2. Location of conservation measures in Darreh Morid Watershed
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Table 4. Values of MPSIAC model factors before and after conservation measures in sub-watersheds
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Table 5. Erosion and sediment changes in sub-watersheds
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Table 6. Specific Sediment and specific erosion before and after conservation measures
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Table 7. MPSIAC sediment classes changes before and after conservation measures

S an (B3oge) IS Sllos jlan aVlo ogu, I8 20y oK bl lles 1 8 4Vl Ggu, laoien o ol
bl clles ME/km2 sl bl clles Mé/km? PR
v MVFIVA \Y V-a¥/-0 )
1 YASIV - v £av/5. Y
1 YAA/FY v SY-IYD Y
1 FFF/AN v INZZIN ¥
v FEYIVD v ary/ey o5 JS

Mo o g 8 (S &Sl gasge Ko (ggy (S 0jll Pre-Post )b @, clislejl I S i T (905
N8y S 3yS e g (Gblis Sldee pbl) JU8) J1 0 93 Joli il g nl Jl adllae S aBloe (3 5 J)


http://dx.doi.org/10.52547/jwmr.13.25.40
https://jwmr.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-1133-en.html

[ Downloaded from jwmr.sanru.ac.ir on 2026-02-04 ]

[ DOI: 10.52547/jwmr.13.25.40 |

Ol 030> 5 (50l B ¢ 6ane oy

| £ St das gblie ;d MPSIAC 55 Jao 5l ookl b o msogu) (oM g iolwd puds p g b0l Gllas 136 ow)yp

oS sl o pSojlul g ol cunl San oodly 39 0
S0 Sx5oiNl S b cunl 485 )90 S5y £9090 )
() Conl 48 )3 sl ons gulate Clegdge i S

5 yio bolsl g pSike BT sl (6 y8b g
ool Jgd 3)90 o 4 b
Loosllas) cuitly 6yl )68, ST s ©)lea

ooje 105 ogms) sloodl (g9 st T opsesl s A Jpaz

Table 8. Results of paired T-test on sediment data in sub-watersheds
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Extended Abstract

Introduction and Objective: Soil erosion is one of the processes that directly and indirectly
threatens our country's water and soil resources. Although this phenomenon is natural and it is
not possible to prevent it, but it is very important to know all the erosion processes and factors
that are involved in the production of sediment and the rate of erosion of watersheds. Main
objective of this study is to evaluate the effects of conservation operations on the change of
erosion and sedimentation class in Darreh Morid watershed in Kerman province.

Material and Methods: The study area is located in Darreh Morid watershed, as sub-watershed
of Halilrud watershed, near Baft city, Kerman province. In this study, the method of
recalculation of some parameters of the MPSIAC model before and after the implementation of
conservation operations was used. After determining the locations of conservation operations,
maps of experimental model factors were prepared before and after conservation operations, and
then the amount of sediment before and after conservation operations in each sub-watershed
was calculated.

Results: the amount of sediment in sub- watersheds 1, 2, 3 and 4 decreased from 1094.05,
697.60, 670.25 and 576.88 to 516.79, 386.70, 398.47 and 444.81 mkm?, respectively.
Meanwhile the amount of sediment in the whole watershed reduced from 932.42 to 663.35
m3/km?. Regarding sedimentation class, the results showed that in sub-watersheds 2, 3 and 4, it

was reduced from |V to Ill. There is no change in sub-watershed 1 and the whole watershed.

Conclusion: After ensuring the normality of the data by Kolmogorov-Smirnov test using
descriptive statistical indices and paired t-test in SPSS17 software, the results were analyzed and
significant changes were performed. The results indicated that the difference between the means
is not zero and therefore the zero assumption is rejected. In other words, according to the
averages, the implementation of conservation operations had a positive effect on reducing the
sedimentation class and the amount of erosion, and the data had a correlation of 79%.

Keywords: Darreh Morid watershed, Experimental Model, Sedimentation Class, Soil
Conservation


http://dx.doi.org/10.52547/jwmr.13.25.40
https://jwmr.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-1133-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

