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Fig (1): Location of the studied watersheds include Khonche subbasin and Sok Cham subbasin
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Fig (6): Comparison of the measured and predicted daily stream flow during the calibration Period (2008-2010)
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Fig (7): Comparison of the measured and predicted daily stream flow during the validation Period (2011-2012)
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Fig (9): Annual flow continuity curve of Suk Cham river
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