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Planning and evaluation of urban healthy water environment maintenance
technology: a case study of the core area in Xiong’an New Area
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Abstract: Maintaining a healthy water environment has become an important part of urban
construction and management. Based on domestic and foreign literature on urban healthy water
environment assessment, construction and maintenance, taking the core area in Xiong an New
Area core area as an example, a set of healthy water environment assessment system and simula-
tion method based on SWMM and WASP is established to evaluate the implementation effects of
different maintenance technology schemes and put forward suggestions.
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Tab. 2 Evaluation standard of water environmental health assessment index system
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Tab.4 Major parameter values in WASP model
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Tab.5 Comparison of simulation results and scores before and after circulation
Q,=15m’/s,b=0 Q,=L5m"/s,6=40%
BOD;, NH,-N BOD, NH,-N
0. 29 m 0. 83 m/s 5 92 mg/L 1. 49 mg/L 0. 36 m 1. 01 m/s 5. 89 mg/L 1. 48 mg/L
2.8 4.8 4 4 3.5 4.5 4 4
6

Tab. 6 Oxygenation effect of constructed wetlands of

different scales
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0 8 97 1. 49 3.5
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10 000 6. 03 0. 68 4
0 8 86 1. 45 35
300 250 1 000 7. 44 0. 99 4
2 400 5 99 0. 67 45
0 8 64 1. 37 35
400 250 800 7. 45 0. 99 4
1750 5 99 0. 67 45
0 8 41 1 28 35
500 250 650 7. 41 0. 98 1
1500 5. 98 0. 67 4.5
0 8 17 12 3.5
600 250 450 7. 46 0. 99 4
1300 5. 98 0. 67 4.5
250m,  250~600m
6 b
Fig. 6 Average water quality of river under different upstream (AZ 24 ) ’ 6 °
water quality conditions y
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