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A Study on the Relation between CODym and CODc; of each

Industrial wastewater

Water Conservation Division

Yun Churl Jong + Kang Seong Won

Abstract

We investigated the correlation between CODwn and CODcg;, for establishment of effluent

standard. In experiment with 130 effluent from industrial facilities, CODmy/CODc; ratio

were 0.8~16.0 and the relative coefficient was 0.9128. We classified six group by

industry, car-washing, food, hospital, fiber, dyeing, leather. The relative coefficient of
CODwy, and CODc; in each facilities was 0.7103, 0.8940, 0.7828, 0.6522, 0.8189 and

0.8894, and CODwy/CODc; average ratio was 2.3, 2.1, 2.0, 2.2, 2.2 and 1.7 relatively.
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Table 2. The CODw, of artificial sample(glucose)

No. ThOD(mg/L) 10.7 21.4 535 80.3 107.0 214.0

1 6.7 14.1 30.1 44.2 65.4 128.6

2 6.5 13.8 30.3 46.3 64.2 128.6

3 7.0 13.2 29.8 45.7 66.3 127.8

4 6.1 13.8 304 46.9 67.6 129.5

5 7.2 134 29.5 45.6 67.5 129.6

Mean 6.7 13.7 30.0 45.7 66.2 128.8

SD 0.43 0.36 0.37 1.01 1.44 0.74

RSD(%) 6.42 2.62 1.23 2.20 2.18 0.58

Oxidation rate(%) 62.6 63.8 56.1 57.0 61.9 60.2
Table 3. The CODc, of artificial sample(glucose)

o, ThODmg/L) 1 5 214 535 80.3 107.0 214.0

1 14.3 19.7 50.2 72.7 98.6 192.4

2 17.2 18.3 48.1 73.4 96.5 196.4

3 14.3 19.6 474 73.9 97.9 194.5

4 15.7 17.5 48.9 74.2 97.2 1924

5 132 16.5 50.1 722 92.4 191.3

Mean 14.9 18.3 48.9 73.3 96.5 1934

SD 1.54 1.37 1.23 0.83 243 2.04

RSD(%) 10.33 7.49 251 1.13 252 1.05

Oxidation rate(%) 139.6 85.6 91.5 913 90.2 90.4
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Table 4. The CODw, of artificial sample(glucose/glutamic acid)

&

=

__'.1

o, ThODme/L) - g8 17.6 44.0 66.0 88.0 176.0

1 4.0 7.5 17.8 23.8 36.2 73.6

2 4.1 7.2 17.2 26.1 342 72.1

3 4.0 7.4 16.9 259 34.0 71.3

4 39 7.9 17.4 24.0 37.5 69.3

5 3.7 7.0 16.1 234 36.3 68.5

Mean 39 7.4 17.1 24.6 35.6 71.0

SD 0.15 0.34 0.64 1.26 1.50 2.07

RSD(%) 3.85 4.58 3.74 5.12 4.20 2.92

Oxidation rate(%) 44.8 42.0 38.8 37.3 40.5 40.3
Table 5. The CODc, of artificial sample(glucose/glutamic acid)

No. ThOD(mg/L) 8.8 17.6 44.0 66.0 88.0 176.0

1 7.6 18.6 45.4 65.3 86.4 180.2

2 9.8 17.2 423 68.6 92.1 176.8

3 12.0 20.4 41.6 62.4 79.6 170.3

4 114 19.2 43.8 70.4 82.8 173.2

5 8.0 18.6 45.2 62.6 84.5 168.6

Mean 9.8 18.8 43.7 65.9 85.1 173.8

SD 1.97 1.16 1.70 3.57 4.65 4.73

RSD(%) 20.15 6.16 3.89 542 5.47 2.72

Oxidation rate(%) 110.9 106.8 99.2 99.8 96.7 98.8
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Table 6. Comparison of CODy, with CODc, of each industrial wastewater.

Car- . . .
Item Total washing Food Hospital Fiber Dyeing | Leather
) Range | 08~160 | 0.8~8.3 1.1~47 | 09~44 | 1.1~40 | 1.3~26 | 1.1~20
Ratio of

O Mean 23 2.1

20 22 22 1.7 L5

Relative coefficient 0.9128 0.7103

0.8940 0.7828 0.6522 0.8189 0.8894
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