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Research on the Prediction Model of THMs in Water Supply Network
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Abstract; In this paper, monitoring points were dispatched in the actual water supply pipeline in a southern

city. On the basis of the water quality indicators from these points, three regression prediction models of

THMs which had been established were compared and analyzed to verify the applicability. Thus, multiple

linear and exponent regression was used to establish the prediction model of THMs, which could predict

its formation accurately.
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Table 1 The distribution of the monitoring points
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Table 2 The regression models for THMs
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Table 3 The measured data of the monitoring points
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1 51 7.55 0.3 1.629 1 15.924 72
2 86 7.6 0.27 1.883 2 18.314 93
3 218 7.65 0.2 1.7259 20.491 15
4 348 7.6 0.6 1.134 7 23.350 25
5 446 7.73 0.4 1. 156 2 24.812 23
6 507 7.79 0.35 1.23 28.609 72
7 637 7.85 0. 25 1.1 34.510 39
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Fig. 1 The comparison of predictive value and measure value in model 1
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Fig. 2 The comparison of predictive value and measure value in model 2
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Fig. 3 The comparison of predictive value and measure value in model 3
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Table 4 The comparison of predictive value and measure value in line-

ar model 4
J2 A BRI YixFiR2E MRRE/ %
1 15.924 72 15.401 35 0.523 3 3.28
2 18.314 93 17. 468 65 0. 846 2 4.62
3 20.491 15 21.835 31 —1.344 1 6. 56
4 23.350 25 22.924 79 0.425 4 1. 82
5 24.812 23 26.430 17 —1.617 9 6.53
6 28.609 72 28.734 04 —0.124 3 0.43
7 34.510 39 33.178 59 1.3318 3. 86
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Table 5 The comparison of predictive value and measure value in ex-

ponent model

S T g MXTERE/ %

1 15.924 72 15.957 06 —0.032 3 0. 20
2 18.314 93 18.149 74 0.165 2 0.9

3 20.49115  20.51489  —0.0237 0.12
4 23.35025  16.156 02 7.194 2 30.8
5 24.81223  24.628 92 0.183 3 0.749
6 28.60972  28.854 26 —0. 244 0. 85
7 34.51039  34.350 86 0.159 5 0. 46
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Fig. 4 The comparison of the result of the linear model and the expo-

nent model
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