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It may also be noted that the drainage factor for
%wo days and three dafs is not much different from that
of one day.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The study shows that modified Snyder's écgfficients
predict runoff reasonably accurately for surface

drainage system design. The recommended Ct and C

values are 0.30 and 0.55 respectively.

2 The design capacity of Marh-Chiniot drain was under-
estimated. The drain was over-spilled as a result
of 24 hour rainfall storm of recurrence interval
less than.twn years. For a 24 hour storm of three
years frequency the recommended drainage factor is
B cusecs/square mile.

3. Drainage factor for 48 and 72-hour storms is not
much different from that of 24-hour storm. Hence
24-hour storm gives reasonable value of peak dis-
charge for surface drainage sysﬁem design.

4. There is a need to improve data collection for
reliable drain design. Reasonable length of
accurdte record of rainfall and runoff would ensure
better design of 5urface drainage system.
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FIG.3 COMPARISON OF OBSERVED AND COMPUTED HYDROGRAPHS
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