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Effect of Ecological Restoration on Water Quality Improvement of Urban Landscape Water—Taking Central Lake of Shanghai Quy-
ang Park as an Example

HAN Lu (Shanghai Water Source Construction Development Co. Lid. , Shanghai 200092)

Abstract
lake water quality, combined with the improvement of water quality and landscape function, the ecological restoration technology of central

Taking Central Lake water of Shanghai Quyang Park as the research object, through analyzing the causes of pollution, pollution and

lake was determined. By creating a lake habitat for aquatic plants and systems, aquatic systems and micro-ecosystem restoration, water bodies
have the ability to self-purification, and maintain the balance of aquatic ecosystems. The results showed that aquatic ecosystems completed af-
ter one year, the central water transparency, chemical oxygen demand (COD) , ammonia nitrogen (NH; — N) , total phosphorus (TP), ete.
than before to build a significant improvement. The results of this study have some guiding significance for the improvement of the water quali-

ty, ecological construction and later management of the urban landscape water.
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Fig.1 Deterioration of water quality in Central Lake of Quyang
Park
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Table 1 Analysis of rainwater quality in China mg/L

oy

Types SS COD TN TP

FARFF 7K Natural rainwater 7.20 19.19 2.98 0.05
J&= HIFR 7K Roof rainwater 102.68 114.06 6.20 0.38
iR 7K Road rainwater 512.55 286. 10 7.84 0.78
MK VEARifE(E Standard  — 40.00 2.00  0.40
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Table 2 Test results of water quality before the restoration in Central

Lake of Quyang Park mg/L
JUH Ttems TN TP COD NH, -N
KM 25 5 Test result 5.0 0.57 52.40 2.44

Hb 267K V245 ME(H Standard 2. 00 0.40

value of surface water V

40.00 2.00
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Fig.2 Habitat creation
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Nitrogen and phosphorus fixation in aquatic ecosystem in
Central Lake of Quyang Park

Table 3

, T EiE=5 e ol

?E%tﬁ'?é . Engineering Nitrogen Phosphorus

ant species quantity /m’  fixation/kg  fixation // kg
HEIK T M AE Y Emergent, 953 10.38 1.12
floating leaved plants
VYL7KAE#) Submerged plant 5812 90.55 13.28
JKAE B Aquatic animals 91.26 5.62
A Total 192.19 20.02

AR KE K SAR R K e AT A 5 U 49. 63 kg, 3%
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Table 4 Water quality test results after water quality restoration in

Central Lake of Quyang Park mg/L
U H 3 JUKAEY)
Sampling date Submerged plant CoD  NH, -N TP
2015 -08 -06 f <10.0 0.174 0.03
Jc <10.0 0.074 0.04
2015 -08 - 10 A <10.0 0.087  0.06
& <10.0 0.087  0.07
2015 -08 - 14 f <10.0 0.246  0.02
¥ <10.0 0.328 0.03
2015 -08 -21 f 18.5 0.152  0.08
7 18.2 0.346  0.05
2015 -08 -31 A <10.0 0.083  0.03
G 13.4 0.148 0.03
2015 -09 - 17 f 12.0 0.18  0.05
o 13.4  0.110 0.04
2015 -10 -20 ¥el 18.8 0.083  0.03
7 17.6 0.119  0.04
2015 -11 -13 Fel <10.0 0.196  0.03
7 <10.0 0.199 0.04
2015 -12 -16 A <10.0 0.162 0.04
P <10.0 0.143  0.04
MK b JIES 150 0.500 0.10

PR{E Limit value of envi-
ronmental quality stand-
ard for surface water

=
b

20.0 1.000  0.20
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Table 4 Effects of different concentrations of HA-Na on winter wheat

germination energy and rate under Cd’* stress

s HA = Na iefi e L3
Treatment HA-Na concentration Germination Germination
pmol/L. energy // % rate // %

Cd +8S, 0 68.8 40.4

Cd +8, 10 77.0 49.0
Cd +8, 30 80.8 60.6

Cd +S, 50 95.2 538

Cd +S, 100 91.2 50.6
Cd +S; 200 64.2 39.2

Cd +S, 500 54.0 29.2
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