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Abstract: With on-site continuous sampling, drainage water from expressway runoff of Xi'an-Lintong expressway was
monitored in a period of a wet weather. The results show that the expressway runoff has greater pollution intensity and the
main pollutants are SS and COD with rather low biodegradability. There are better linear relations among the water
quality parameter SS, COD, total Pb and total Zn. The rule of pollutant discharge of the highway runoff and its impact on
water quality of the river were discussed.
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Table 1 Monitoring results of the bridge runoff of Xi'an-Lintong expressway
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Fig.2 Curves of water quality parameters vs. runoff time

SR FH R R 25 56 A S 56 25 kAT 4R A A
ARk :C=325.97 ¢ PR RP=0.0438, 1] WL,
A S0 48 FERFE A5 R AT T ik iy AR A A
W\ R A2 A IR S FH T P28 R i B AR A AN K, FL B R
T R AN FEAT OB TS A N B R W 35 A 0
T e 5 T 3K o 7 AR ol e 2 A A T ¥



448 R

S A 21 %

P N\ W S PR AR B0 A2 3 R S e TS R AN T
B IX BRI BT A 1R R L S R ] R A Y
AT % 15 e T 3 a0 e 0 1) 7 A FR 2 )
) A2 T B T A28 900 1 TR, 224 A N 9 P88 2080 /I~ IF o 1 34
) HE TR 5 G M)A RIS AR ) .
2.3 A H ALK BT ) 5

6 T HE 7K 6 R KA R 75 B 8 T i R AR
77 A AT 0505 G Y W T 75 G o) M 2 KA 1) 52
Wi 4 F B i A 7 T 1149,1990 498 [H] 3¢ Tk 4k
Vo Y A R W2 30% K AR 1975 Y b A
T 0595 G 3 1 ) ). 76 3 TR Yt T A0 35K 1 K 7
T B N SRV AR LT I S 22 1%, E B
5 W I KR R A AR SR R I 106 4510
] D, 1 2R A5 A b e K A K TS e ) 2 BRI
R U B S A T AR A X 3 2R PR 5 0 K
26 I 400 1) B I R IS 7 3] 7 9 2 5500 B AT 1 A
KARHEAHINE 2.

F2 AR R (8] B RE R KBRS AR K AR R BR
Table 2 Comparison of water quality of Chanhe River

with relative standards in dry and wet weathers
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