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Table 1. Comparison of individual treatment with joint treatment on comstruction

cost
Methods Individual treatment CA) . {?ég%_ (A—(B

Ttems Ale|c|D]|E G | H | 1 | J [Total10[™fEy |profit
A 5 |67 [180 (280|280 30 480 (560 (700 [3,322 3,322
BOD conc.” _ _

(mg/ £)
B e 248 | %0.2 |81 |16 |16 167 |216 (%2 [315 [1,496 1,496
Equivalent flow a

o dayy? 165 201 |50 |80 840 1,110 1,440 1,608 (2,100 [9,966 |9,966
e o ™" 1109.66(120.08189.19[231.83 231,83 256.89|263.54| 97.06{312.53(353.36 2,365.97 | | 723.3011,642.67

1
1) average concentration for textile-dye waste water

2) equivaleat flow rate for BOD 150mg %
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Table 2. Analytical data of raw waste water

Dyeing No Flow (n/Day) Water quality (ppm)

Material of 5

Methoq  [Plants [Dyeing C‘i";;' Sewage| Total| pH [CcOD|BOD|sS.s | 0il |cr*s
Poly ester 22 | 8,344 12,110 693|21,147|10-14 | 540 | 890 | 156 | - | 0.1
Nylon 13 | 1,116| 520{ 219| 1,855[11~-13]336| 586 | 128 | - | o0.15
Acryl 4 210 45 22| 277| 7-85| 482|810 | 274 | - -
Cotton 229 518 68| 815[7-12.5|360 | 619 | 132 - | 1.2
Tie Dyeing 6 | 1,197 360 60| 1,617(3.5-10 | 624 {1,008| 136 | - -
Blended ' -
fabriser /0| 10 903| 660 52| 1,615(7.7-10 | 460 | 818 | 188 | - | o0.02
Total 63 111,999 |14,213] 1,114|27,136]{ 11.1 | 500 | 850 | 150 |9-100{ 0.11
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Fig. 2. Amounts of chemical deose on

the COD removal at various coagulants
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