9 uKis 3l 50 (Lad SLAL-095 yuw (SI9rMd alod (Sil e
Sl i 90 hos 2 351 i epdilo (S 5 8L 3T ool b &XCis-dow

ol

=l 0L 2 ol 5o S (sla el Sl (SO ead sladiling ) s (93508 (S5 oden ol
OF edites (6 S o310 Il ol b &uw,&:}yuﬁqéucﬁﬁmjﬂdﬁj
Sl SO bl s e s Gl ol Bds b e ol en Y Coslal pde 5 Olej g L
Sl Kaal 5 AT L i (53500 (Ssskr Colls i Gl il (6530 2 e
ke il e gladlia g, Hl, S b s glaaiy 5 ol JUK ols (G305 5
S bl 5 e bl sla el (suails laesls 5l eslinal b Co s 5 st gladde
S 5ls 0L mls b Sl sl Es e b e 5 Shes B sl axe s Sl
ple Jedow ol sl s /A0 51 VL et s slie Qy:j slaesls 5y Lot Jus
el 3 Jde 3 55 s e Sadoee W o i Aoys 40 Ol (slacil oS 55 Ol Sily cgakas
S sty s Jde s Shes aslie sl don A0 51 Ly e lisl la g sl
S Sl ol JUS a5 sy slaaziy 3 (STssde Colba 2o o 48 01 0L i
GV o omsliel i & 4ty 0305 =B Sl Gl 45 gl S wen g las 5 1 6 ik
Ar sy gls el )l S el Of 51 S conlis o Sl el 218 xS a0
s ($3 g0 Spsder Solla s kSIS Jalse n Sees (di0) sAusls iy Sdo el e
Ll o S555805m 2 o el b edle S0k Gl a8 Aas e 0L syl slaasily
25 Sundad pde Sl 5 Lab gladilag; e (STssde Solla 350 Gl S 63 S,
LS el S5 a s Olallas

Comler o aad galis g, (S grdhs Salds (ndle (6 80kt S SLS



dordo —
i iy ol e e Slaslis 5 Camax (I el Ol ks oS 55 el sLSs
3508 SIasder Culla ol ($55 58 Ghar 3l St b 15 SUSHasdes sladul b 385 S
Ol 0L o3 @S i &S o pl o bl gla el 5l SO (KY) Sl res
el nl .(Bear, 1972) &S o Wil e 5 oo o Blolas 5 Lot VT L5 fam ¢ a2
AL (cl (Sssda 0Ll S VR 5 Ol iy Jla q &) g = =K, VR o )ls Glab dsles s
2L IS e 2L Ok e 2 5 S Ky S e n ) Ol S 5 S s 35
s ol sl 5l cblis o 5 Sl mis eSSl ol gl 4 et VT Oy sale

2ls A
Glagisn Jald) doms oo g |y el pdaw 180 Sl e S (Sitans 5 Si bl 3
Y s 5 (mm Yoo 5l 2eS) oS AVl a5 sl s Olul = Ol asle Ot 51 an s
33 e Lol Ll gl L glaalssy, € Lt Suly & e (mmiyear Yoo 1)
Cs o 1y Olgy a5 G50 ‘@ﬁ slaol = Cdel sl g, ) (Shanafield and Cook, 2014)
— b OF Usl3 (gl (gloslsns (i Alss, jtan . ias o i 1 jteo bl 5 AS o ol
(b meys d5b) bl 5 (PSD? ule) b lolge Lo Ky &5 ol XS o Wil o 0
1) Ar = dso,surf/ds0,subsurf oo 4S ﬁh« 0 Jle (gl .(Datry et al., 2017) 34 o J s
amy) b IS Ao (eaan (Karrabi and Tabatabai, 2025) das o i3l 15 Ky cdas o Lol 590
Rosas etal., ) LS o oS 1) 558 5 &S oo 3 5kee |5 sl (glaliad (mm +/27Y0 51 2aS Dl gy
Shey slailesl wsle Glte Glais, 3503 s3daze sla s Ky it (5 xSe5ll (2015
Len e Loyl ey il 503,03 518 (6,0 iy 5o Lol s o a8, S5 ol sla nSole
03 s Gad gl 4 3L Tl L 5 2ol L S pud s Lguu':iuj (Genereux et al., 2008)
51 eI Ky a3 (Hiscock and Bense, 2021) dizus cowlisl o Saal &by 5l 5 L0
! Kozeny (1953) L Hazen (1892) wile SodS Lasl s, 553 0 5550 s kils, LPSD
Cabalar and ) X5 o G cwy/ oo Slguy 53 bl Klasl anu g 508 od Olguy
Ly o B4 el rl;;,\ Sliass wlul o (Akbulut, 2016; Chandel and Shankar, 2022



olie 5o Dl a5 Ll pl bl sl s Ky adsl Lol sl 0,08 sladse b
Gl 3L e Ky Sl i SIVL 505 b gla o 5 4525 510 s coddarlons Ky (Sl
axllls 5 (Vienken and Dietrich, 2011) waeos slazel LB 318 o 5101 4 (JUSl L 0L > (g3l
L osleldy Jad glaailsgy 3 Ky gl Ldr o 2 JAe K Karrabi and Tabatabai (2025)
i 5 bt Ly 5l Olomen Jie cpl odbm b oS o 5o Ly dio s my Ay elge oS
okl S8 (s iy 5 " Slol JUE) (S350 50 Slaes S 05 sl 5 AS e it SIS
Sliswy & e S Ol (ol JUE 53 i)ls e s L6 AB e S5 ol
SIS sy pmy iy 53 o8 Jb 3 iy (S ad eVt ) 258 0 SVLKG 5 S
S S 5 Dlsw; Solus 4 5, ol (Korus etal., 2020) das o JialS 15Ky o S5 58 5 5,
g gzee S (S psdon Solda OILL D2 g oS e 5 35 atisls 505 0L

5 omnd ke L3 el Lals) s3ledie gl s 1l Olge 4 TML) adle (585
= De Rijk et al. (2025) asllzs ;3 (Tahmasebi et al., 2020) ol sds ol (55405 0n
s g e slaen Sl LS LT s 5 A5 slizad PSD GIK oy i sl 2 ML o2, S
CAzes op Sele Sw e @l (XGBoost) sl o s 0LslS 5 U RE) islas Ko aile
il s Sllas 5 Sy Cuatl 4 3500 Canlis Lo 535 PSD2 LG50 55 a5 Ll
S50l alib S sl oble 5 8L gla S5 5 5l 4 g0 YV o v Araya and Ghezzehei (2019)
0L 0T ol b S IO Ks e Sln o308 mile (5,830 2 e sl PTF® x4l
Aol U dolas Ko sladie &5 pile (6,850 Lgu&)ﬁ\ ple 4 o BRTH gladus s
el g3 Shas Laily sl 48 655 o Lal OUT ails (g 2 3 ,Shas (dils )3 LT 5l Ly oS
LS Sl a5 e oo Sadibe 53 155 o 1 aladie i 45 dins o OLES |
Olge 0) St gl W] 5 Sl ks 4 ol Ol 5 358 oo 85 L5 53 gl s
S eslial (e b T slse o Jle

(e su 35 O game S 5 A 53) cpadle (6,850 ST S a8 Lsls oLis Jorda et al. (2015)
Sss s bl (Spodes Sola gl St JUl ol 5 gt > Skes 3 e 5 BB 158
e lzel & il s amen OBT e o a1yl esle 0l Jast (Gla0 s S 5 40 Connsd gLl 4
Aol o586 S Jml w5 i 3 Ses 5l 6lasly Glapmesss o oliws lp ‘°¢¢;ﬁ

o S Nes (Lsd b gl W)lfxol)wijyfdum\: 48 gaze 33 5,4 o313 thﬂ slaosls



ilisee Jde o 5l Granata et al. (2022) .55 o 033 cpass A 51 i DA w oLl slade
sl oS 31 sl sl (slassls s gazme 51 asliiad b gLl (Spodn Solls it 8l
S i s il (slaedsS ey ol ladie s S eslinl S Of 358 Sler
05 Ldg 3 aw gladde ulul 5 A s e sl 3luesly p-‘i)}is‘ wﬁb— Ldde a
walital 2550 3 jiin pile (580l Glapn s SN din gy Laliss sladis ol 5 ¢ 58 0l 8 Jb
e Jde L5 s V(SVM) oy Sl slassle 5 dslas J<.>- JY(MLP) Yo O3 fam 2
badde plad o ol odle A ba oo 0 G380 4 amie el co fy sl o 2l 5
Ol Jlap Osmm 55 5 Bl Rz oS 5 S S 5 o) S e oS 5 gad S
SBSLE s S Culds do 1t e & _hled a8 amn oJlm ol b sy oy 5 G
Lol OLaS wel oS s (Sosdes Culia &S

b g 02 eile (6 50L Gl )8 gl Gl IS Ol 4 e s LG
3 dbe s 5 4 slael sl 6l b s i Sl ) (S Sl Soo 15l 03 S
S 03 ol amr pdle 63k i slas S o (05 0 SO Sl Bkl e
SS s Sl p3Y Sl Bl LSl ol o s VL R S35 @il b 4 &S
Al slaT js s dEC L Suid Jseel LaS s S ol oo e Gl (e g s wdige
51 L MSHAP) s sl Sl 0305 & oJoe 51 Js (5508 o Sl A s
6L ks Jsol L5l bim yad ool gla iun h 53 35 Sl S5s g oS S
G M0 Sl Siean (Salih et al., 2025) el 03 5 G b s 1y s s ol ¢3S Le
Hastie ) Lo a5l oLl 53 5 daes oS (Glas, 5 (o o 1) 7 ol 5 (o L2l
(et al., 2009

3 4l Sl ekt et ey e 5 5l L T CV) blise il
et (51 (K-fOld) VK (sla 5, (Hastie etal., 2009) S sl S50 glaesls 53
Gl S s sUSS Bolal sl (55l 1 (Monte Carlo) 51,15 g ( Silates
oS 1y bl uilsls a8 o5l e eslized o 3ole b Mol (5,84 5e0 gl (Bootstrap)
ady slaes S 55 Wil O3lsmb b S S slaesls 5 (Efron and Tibshirani, 1994) .5 .
e b S e LTl el (g5leainge s o 2alS | Uat s gy ol (JUIST g s
Chen and Guestrin, (2016)) > 35 < 5 Sas 5 358 (5,8 sl sass i 516 ol (555 ,5



s Slas— Sy s (scikit-learn I, Pedregosa et al. (2011) ¢odicy 5&5 OLsl S sl 5
tr s Jle sl (s (ANNP) o sime me claeSiid 1, High LR (sl Low L)
(Russell and Norvig, 2021) <.
(kad gadilra g, Dl SGds Crll e s Slosl s pe Jlides OIS xS L
ol gla 5 S S5 i s SLSU sl slaslty 55 5 ol adlil sl 15 36 o oS
3 (K) oses (Sooder Sols g sdamy bals) (s 4 addls pl (sl o Sloday
S, 3l GSe e b s daaly cl 53 5503 5 0 aailn g, b i 53 gy gla S
O oy St ol o5 5 B3kl S 03> (Srs Conal SHAP als 60 coles o
338 o ST Ky b ol o 8 Jails) 5 ol (s gy SIS Sl S35 (ol 5
(P i ol S o 05 S5 Jold il (555 02 S S Shes Ol
2 ST 5 Al (latig b o pemn ae 4 5 ey 8 LS bty s O S5
wnty 5 Jool JUS (S 05 S v a Laosls SCSB L (s 35800 2L 31 aosls Sl oy ke
Al a5 e o iy Smdad il 5 (oML ey Bline bl G s sl 5 nse
Ole 3l Jdoss 5 Wadie s Shas avulie L (ulg 53 050 o0 odeamins JEs j5ba (SO 50585 50
sl )8 gl e las S i Dldlae boacglin 5 o i S (P“‘i)}ij‘ S e
238 gr sl G
b 95 9 3ge ¥
e 3 g0 dikio —1-Y

e Bl Ol 3 ek 53 o 2 kS VPR VAA o 5 Eimlis b (5505 0Ll Ol

.(Error! Reference source not found.\ J.igz) Sl



57"E “E " E " E 1"E
bt EEI 59[ SUI 8 2 N

WN

Study Area

3TN

EN

BN

egend
*  Measurment Sites

Afghanisea,,

River
DEM

4 value s
e High: 3245 outhy Kh;;,-as_m

Low: 233 0 25 50 100 150 200
-—— Kilomelers

Figure 1. Location of the study area and measurement sites
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of different bed layers (Bunte and Abt, 2001)
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Figure 3. Schematic diagram showing in situ permeameter tests for measuring Kv in study area (Karrabi and
Tabatabai, 2025).
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Figure 4: Research methodology flowchart for predicting streambed hydraulic conductivity (K,) using machine learning.
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Table 1. Statistical Summary of Streambed K, Armor Ratio, and Mud Percentage in Bars vs. Main Channels

Variables K, (m/d) Armor ratio Mud percentage
Location Bar Main- All Bar Main- All Bar Main- All
channel channel channel
Total tests 150 150 300 150 150 300 150 150 300
Average 27.1 23.5 253 2.55 2.56 2.55 0.60 0.74 0.67
Minimum 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.01 0.01 0.01
Maximum 125.6 96.0 125.6 6.20 6.20 6.20 6.05 7.80 7.80
St. dev 26.9 20.7 24.07 1.01 1.05 1.03 1.06 1.41 1.25
Coefficient of | 99 (g8 0.95 0.40 0.41 0.40 1.77 1.89 1.86
variation (CV)
Skewness 1.20 0.85 1.16 0.92 0.88 0.90 3.12 3.29 3.35
Kurtosis 0.90 0.16 1.09 0.88 0.50 0.65 10.52 11.22 12.13
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Table 2. Comprehensive performance metrics of the Boost model across different data groups and cross-validation

methods.
Best Model ~ Train R (Mean  Test R? (Mean 2 0c0 Win Rate

CV Method  Data Group + Std) + Std) Test R295% CI %)
All Boost 0.971 +0.004 0.903 +0.018 0.874-0.933 93.3

KFold Channel Boost 0.984 + 0.003 0.872 +0.039 0.792 - 0.920 70.0
Bar Boost 0.980 + 0.003 0.865+0.019 0.828 —0.898 93.3
All Boost 0.971 +0.003 0.900 +0.018 0.856 —0.924 100.0

MonteCarlo Channel Boost 0.985 +0.002 0.872 £0.031 0.808 —0.922 90.0
Bar Boost 0.980 + 0.004 0.862 £ 0.025 0.807 — 0.900 86.7

All Boost 0.983 +0.003 0.877 +0.022 0.829-0.918 96.7

Bootstrap Channel Boost 0.993 +0.002 0.842 +0.047 0.732-0.919 90.0
Bar Boost 0.991 £ 0.003 0.818 & 0.043 0.701 — 0.876 73.3
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Figure 5. Model comparison bar charts (Test R* (a), Win Rate (b) and c:uncertainty (c)) for K-Fold cross-validation
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Figure 6. Model comparison bar charts (Test R? (a), Win Rate (b) and c:uncertainty (c)) for Monte Carlo cross-validation
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Figure 7. Model comparison bar charts (Test R? (a), Win Rate (b) and c:uncertainty (c)) for Bootstrap cross-validation
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Figure 8. Diagnostic plots for the best-performing Boost model (selected repetition) under K-Fold cross-validation. (a—d) All data; (e-h)
Main channel; (i-1) Bar. (a, e, i) Scatter plot of observed vs. predicted logi(Ky). (b, f, j) Residual plot (observed — predicted) vs. observed
logio(Ky). (c, g, k) Histogram of residuals. (d, h, 1) Bar chart of performance metrics (R? train/test, RMSE train/test, MAE train/test).
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Figure 9. Diagnostic plots for the best-performing Boost model (selected repetition) under Monte Carlo cross-validation. (a—d) All data;
(e—h) Main channel; (i-1) Bar. (a, e, i) Scatter plot of observed vs. predicted logi(Ky,). (b, f, j) Residual plot (observed — predicted) vs.

observed logio(Ky). (c, g, k) Histogram of residuals. (d, h, 1) Bar chart of performance metrics (R? train/test, RMSE train/test, MAE
train/test).
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Figure 10. Diagnostic plots for the best-performing Boost model (selected repetition) under Monte Carlo cross-validation. (a—d) All data;
(e—h) Main channel; (i-1) Bar. (a, e, i) Scatter plot of observed vs. predicted logi(Ky,). (b, f, j) Residual plot (observed — predicted) vs.

observed logio(Ky). (c, g, k) Histogram of residuals. (d, h, 1) Bar chart of performance metrics (R? train/test, RMSE train/test, MAE
train/test).
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predictor and method.
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Table 3. A comparison of RMSE values between the validated data analysis in previous research and the values obtained from Boost model

Rosas | Wan, Kozeny- Karrabi Boost
Statistics & Hazen Slichter Terzaghi Beyer zeny Chapuis and
et al. et al. Carman . model
Tabatabai
RMSE 30.7 30 48 28.8 27.4 55.1 21.9 35.1 5.1 2.8
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