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Fig. 1. Grid structure for the Saemangeum
estuarine reservoir
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Fig. 2. Grid structure for the Saemangeum
estuarine reservoir
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Table 1. Effect of Water quality improvement according to discharge conditions
Site | Concentration Minimum discharge Maximum discharge Improvement
COD(mg/L) 4.744 3.470 1.274
M3 T-N(mg/L) 2.619 1.412 1.207
T-P(mg/L) 0.172 0.097 0.075
Chl-a(mg/m®) 15.816 10.721 5.095
COD(mg/L) 3.274 2.782 0.492
D3 T-N(mg/L) 0.828 0.623 0.205
T-P(mg/L) 0.065 0.056 0.009
Chl-a(mg/m”) 9.846 7.730 2.116
32 ¥FEd B IFHA A5
Pl hE GPUANS AFHAA 257] 7102 Adstel YREIE COD L T-PFE %2 A
WREAS 1EOR WAE o FE WsE ARugT. COD BRI 4§ dFEow 245 £1
T 2 #HAe 71E2 01 mg/L, T-P9 4% 0009 mg/LE A5 o5 v Al U2 2
sttt 1% Figs. 3 and 491 52 F59 WRze) W JFINs Jerisich
COD®F T-PZel tia] e 2319 JFHAE A= AvRH w7k w7 djalo) Al Ajts
S SFRae R of 2kmAH, A4 BAAUMLAA AEE SFREon oF 15km AANA 4%
WIS ol o teht, B F - AFTE A GF vAE Ao vehgrh o= AN
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(c) Maximum discharge condition

Fig. 3. Influence range according to discharge conditions(COD Concentration)

(a) |

(b) 5% discharge condition

Fig. 4. Influence range according to discharge conditions(T-P Concentration)
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(c) Maximum discharge condition

Fig. 4. continuously
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