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Abstract

Based on water quality monitoring data, the status of water quality in the main stream of Fuhe river was
assessed by using single factorial evaluation and trend test method. The change tendency and effects on
river pollutions were analyzed. Results show that Fuhe River’s water quality is generally better than lev-
el III in most years. As the fast development of economy, the industrial waste water, rural residential liv-
ing waste water and agricultural non-point sources pollution are entering into Fuhe River by means of
rainfall and runoff, which makes the water quality deteriorate obviously. At the same time, the indexes of
ammonia nitrogen and permanganate are rising. All of these should get attention of relevant government
departments.
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Figure 1. The diagram of water system and water quality monitoring
site at Fuhe river
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Table 1. Water quality evaluation results at Fuhe River during 2010-2013
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Figure 2. Change of ammonia nitrogen along Fuhe River in

%)120. AT 2010 SEER B IAAIEELE
ETWORBR TR, X5 AO SF R AU . BRI 1T 3R, AT Tk,
IR AR, 7 CAT5 ARt
4.3. SERREHEH D

AR (NH;-N) =R R £ 15 20 (CODwn) /& S P K BUR DL AT 2 NS E 2, b #vb1Us . R B
B 4 AN/ Dt 1987~2013 4Rk 27 A7 i I B RLREAT K B AR AL A I #

146



Pk BT P 5 B 3 A

04 r

L (mg/L)

01

00 C e a4 :
R TE fE R OBEE TR RS R AR

Figure 3. Change of ammonia nitrogen along Fuhe River
in 2013
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Figure 4. Change of total phosphorus along Fuhe River
in 2010
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Figure 5. Change of total phosphorus along Fuhe River
in 2013
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Figure 6. Change of permanganate index along Fuhe

River in 2013
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Figure 7. Change of dissolved oxygen (Do) along Fuhe
River in 2011
B 7. TR 2011 FiRRE SN TILE

Table 2. The variations of ammonia nitrogen at monitoring stations along Fuhe River
= 2. AT REENREFET L RSE

w4 WFIg eSS B B TS
1987~2013 4F 27 £E#4{H (mg/L) 0.187 0.139 0.182 0.161
1987~2003 4= 17 F#41H (mg/L) 0.154 0.111 0.113 0.128
2004~2013 4 10 £ 1E (mg/L) 0.249 0.187 0.298 0.218
¥ 1.617 1.685 2.637 1.703
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Figure 8. Inter-annual change of ammonia nitrogen at Sha-
ziling station
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Figure 9. Inter-annual change of ammonia nitrogen at Liaojiawan station
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Table 3. The variation of permanganate index at monitoring stations along Fuhe River

73 NP REESSERBRBIEREHET LB R

w4 i ER 2R B
1987~2013 4F 27 4EH)f (mg/L) 212 1.90 214 2.04
1987~1995 4F 9 4E#ft(mg/L) 1.63 1.74 172 1.78
1996~2013 4F 18 4E ¥t (mg/L) 237 1.98 235 217
1K AB (m/L) 3.10 2.40 3.10 2.60
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Figure 10. Inter-annual change of permanganate in-

dex Shaziling station
FEl 10, TSR FUA S R S PR L

&) L
o 9

AR IR 5 H(mg/L)
n

20

1:5 [

1.0

05 r

0.0

1987 1992 1997 2002 2007 2012
£ @

Figure 11. Inter-annual change of permanganate in-
dex at Nancheng station
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Table 4. The comparison of main parameters and flow discharges at Gandongdagiao station in the Fuhe River
4 AT RABRBSRATLNETESHERETHELRE

V=K A (mg/L) (0.1 x mg/L) T B R Eh 4R H (/L) (250 x m¥/s)
1 0.32 0.49 193 0.90
2 0.15 0.33 1.27 0.87
3 0.16 0.35 157 143
4 0.35 0.81 213 1.56
5 0.68 0.47 147 2.04
6 0.40 0.55 1.83 2.06
7 0.37 0.49 1.63 0.75
8 0.06 0.31 2.03 0.32
9 0.29 0.32 197 0.24
10 0.25 0.13 197 0.22
11 0.18 0.28 2.00 0.20
12 0.23 0.26 2.50 0.34
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Figure 12. The comparison of ammonia nitrogen and
flow discharge at Gandongdagiao station
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Figure 13. The comparison of total phosphorus and flow
discharges at Gandongdagiao station
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