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Evaluation of the Purification Effectiveness of the
Contaminated Rural River with Water Quality Indexes

Paris-Honglay Chen Cheng-Feng Hsu’

ABSTRACT

David D.-W. Tsai

This study utilized the ecological engineering measures to treat the

‘heavy-polluted’ river which was contaminated by rural wastewater using ‘river
pollution index’ The water quality indice, water body classification, ‘water quality
indicator’ (WQI) including NSF-WQI, WQI5 and WQI8 and RPI were used to evaluate
the design function. After 18 months monitoring, the system performance was
improved to the condition of ‘medium-polluted’ level in terms of RPI. The effluent
reached to D category based on surface water body classifications and water quality
standards. The results indicate that WQIS is a sensible and practical index. Hence,
this study demonstrates that the water quality monitoring combined with WQI5
evaluation can be an important and convenient method. Meanwhile, the proposed

system is also feasible.
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Fig.1 The studied site of river purification plant
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Fig.2 The layout of water purification plant and location of sampling points
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Table 2 Comparison the water parameters and weights of various WQI
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Fig.4 The influential factors of water quality. (a)
the river surface level control by gate of
downstream. (b) livestock wastewater.
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Fig.5 The abnormal values of pH monitoring from

inlet

RIEAR : Apr-2009~Sep-2010)

Table 3 The statistic values of inlet and outlet water quality (duratlon: Apr-2009~ Sep-2010)
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Table 4 Comparison the WQI and pollution situation after purification
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Table 4 (continues-1)
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Fig.6 Comparison the inlet and outlet of various
WQI based on time series
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Fig.7 The difference of various WQI between raw
and treated surface water based on time
series
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