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Analysis of Water Quality Change in Xiao River Wetland

WEI Sa' ,GUO Ze-zhong® ,XING Chen-xi® et al (1. Hebei Provincial Academy of Water Resources , Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050057 ; 2. He-
bei Institute of Water Resources and Hydropower Resources and Design, Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050021 ; 3. Shijiazhuang Hydrology and Water
Resources Survey Bureau,Hebei Province , Shijiazhuang , Hebei 050051 )

Abstract [ Objective ] Xiao River artificial wetland was selected as the research object to analyze the change of water quality index after the
water body flows through the wetland. [ Method ] The changes of pH,COD,NH;~N,TN and TP of the river section from the inlet to the outlet of
the wetland were analyzed. [ Result ] After the wetland ,the pH would appear relatively stable,the degradation of COD,NH;=N, TN and TP was
obvious,but TN and TP were still at a high level. Biological regulation technology should be taken to improve wetland water ecosystem,to in-
crease ecological restoration measures to reduce the risk of eutrophication of water bodies in rivers. [ Conclusion ] After water quality evaluation,
the water quality of the wetland outlet reached Class II,which also shows that constructed wetlands have a significant role in improving water
quality.
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Fig.1 Sampling point layout
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Fig.3 Change of COD concentration along the path
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Table 1 Water quality assessment results
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