TC-30 Vegetated Swale

Maintenance Cost

Caltrans (2002) estimated the expected annual maintenance cost for a swale with a tributary
area of approximately 2 ha at approximately $2,700. Since almost all maintenance consists of
mowing, the cost is fundamentally a function of the mowing frequency. Unit costs developed by
SEWRPC are shown in Table 3. In many cases vegetated channels would be used to convey
runoff and would require periodic mowing as well, so there may be little additional cost for the
water quality component. Since essentially all the activities are related to vegetation
management, no special training is required for maintenance personnel.
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Vegetated Swale

TC-30

Notation:

Provide for scour
protection.

(a) Cross section of swale with check dam.

L =Length of swalo impoundment area per check dam (ft}  (b)
Dg = Dapth of check dam (ft)

Ss = Bottom sipe of swale (ft/ft)

W =Top width of check dam (ft)
Wy = Bottom width of check dam (ft)

ge in swale side slope (ft/ft)

Zy52 = Ratio of horizontal to vertical ch

Dimensional view of swale impoundment area.
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Vegetated Buffer Strip TC-31

Design Considerations

P ) m Tributary Area
s = Slope
@ Water Availability

= Aesthetics

Description

Grassed buffer strips (vegetated filter strips, filter strips, and
grassed filters) are vegetated surfaces that are designed to treat
sheet flow from adjacent surfaces. Filter strips function by

slowing runoff velocities and allowing sediment and other Targeted Constituents

pollutants to settle and by providing some infiltration into Sodimor =
underlying soils. Filter strips were originally used as an B Nt .
agricultural treatment practice and have more recently evolved N

into an urban practice. With proper design and maintenance, M Trash =
filter strips can provide relatively high pollutant removal. In M Metals -
addition, the public views them as landscaped amenities andnot I Baceria ®
as stormwater infrastructure. Consequently, there is little Oil and Grease B
resistance to their use. Organics A
California Experience ERg o )

@ Low B High

Caltrans constructed and monitored three vegetated buffer strips
in southern California and is currently evaluating their A Medium
performance at eight additional sites statewide. These strips were

generally effective in reducing the volume and mass of pollutants

in runoff. Even in the areas where the annual rainfall was only

about 10 inches/yr, the vegetation did not require additional

irrigation. One factor that strongly affected performance was the

presence of large numbers of gophers at most of the southern

California sites. The gophers created earthen mounds, destroyed

vegetation, and generally reduced the effectiveness of the

controls for TSS reduction.

Advantages
= Buffers require minimal maintenance activity (generally just

erosion prevention and mowing).

m If properly designed, vegetated, and operated, buffer strips can
provide reliable water quality benefits in conjunction with
high aesthetic appeal.
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TC-31 Vegetated Buffer Strip

Flow characteristics and vegetation type and density can be closely controlled to maximize
BMP effectiveness.

Roadside shoulders act as effective buffer strips when slope and length meet criteria
described below.

Limitations

May not be appropriate for industrial sites or locations where spills may occur.
Buffer strips cannot treat a very large drainage area.
A thick vegetative cover is needed for these practices to function properly.

Buffer or vegetative filter length must be adequate and flow characteristics acceptable or
water quality performance can be severely limited.

Vegetative buffers may not provide treatment for dissolved constituents except to the extent
that flows across the vegetated surface are infiltrated into the soil profile.

This technology does not provide significant attenuation of the increased volume and flow
rate of runoff during intense rain events.

Design and Sizing Guidelines

Maximum length (in the direction of flow towards the buffer) of the tributary area should be
60 feet.

Slopes should not exceed 15%.
Minimum length (in direction of flow) is 15 feet.
Width should be the same as the tributary area.

Either grass or a diverse selection of other low growing, drought tolerant, native vegetation
should be specified. Vegetation whose growing season corresponds to the wet season is
preferred.

Construction/Inspection Considerations

Include directions in the specifications for use of appropriate fertilizer and soil amendments
based on soil properties determined through testing and compared to the needs of the
vegetation requirements.

Install strips at the time of the year when there is a reasonable chance of successful
establishment without irrigation; however, it is recognized that rainfall in a given year may
not be sufficient and temporary irrigation may be required.

If sod tiles must be used, they should be placed so that there are no gaps between the tiles;
stagger the ends of the tiles to prevent the formation of channels along the strip.

Use a roller on the sod to ensure that no air pockets form between the sod and the soil.
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Vegetated Buffer Strip TC-31

m  Where seeds are used, erosion controls will be necessary to protect seeds for at least 75 days
after the first rainfall of the season.

Performance

Vegetated buffer strips tend to provide somewhat better treatment of stormwater runoff than
swales and have fewer tendencies for channelization or erosion. Table 1 documents the pollutant
removal observed in a recent study by Caltrans (2002) based on three sites in southern
California. The column labeled “Significance” is the probability that the mean influent and
effluent EMCs are not significantly different based on an analysis of variance.

The removal of sediment and dissolved metals was comparable to that observed in much more
complex controls. Reduction in nitrogen was not significant and all of the sites exported
phosphorus for the entire study period. This may have been the result of using salt grass, a warm
weather species that is dormant during the wet season, and which leaches phosphorus when
dormant.

Another Caltrans study (unpublished) of vegetated highway shoulders as buffer strips also found
substantial reductions often within a very short distance of the edge of pavement. Figure 1
presents a box and whisker plot of the concentrations of TSS in highway runoff after traveling
various distances (shown in meters) through a vegetated filter strip with a slope of about 10%.
One can see that the TSS median concentration reaches an irreducible minimum concentration
of about 20 mg/L within 5 meters of the pavement edge.

Table 1 Pollutant Reduction in a Vegetated Buffer Strip

SR Significance
Constituent Influent Effluent Ren;:val P
(mg/L) (mg/L)

TSS 119 31 74 <0.000
NO;-N 0.67 0.58 13 0.367
TKN-N 2.50 2.10 16 0.542
Total N2 317 2.68 15 -
Dissolved P 0.15 0.46 -206 0.047
Total P 0.42 0.62 -52 0.035
Total Cu 0.058 0.009 84 <0.000
Total Pb 0.046 0.006 88 <0.000
Total Zn 0.245 0.055 78 <0.000
Dissolved Cu 0.029 0.007 77 0.004
Dissolved Pb 0.004 0.002 66 0.006
Dissolved Zn 0.099 0.035 65 <0.000
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Filter strips also exhibit good removal of litter and other floatables because the water depth in
these systems is well below the vegetation height and consequently these materials are not easily
transported through them. Unfortunately little attenuation of peak runoff rates and volumes
(particularly for larger events) is normally observed, depending on the soil properties. Therefore
it may be prudent to follow the strips with another practice than can reduce flooding and
channel erosion downstream.

Siting Criteria

The use of buffer strips is limited to gently sloping areas where the vegetative cover is robust and
diffuse, and where shallow flow characteristics are possible. The practical water quality benefits
can be effectively eliminated with the occurrence of significant erosion or when flow
concentration occurs across the vegetated surface. Slopes should not exceed 15 percent or be less
than 1 percent. The vegetative surface should extend across the full width of the area being
drained. The upstream boundary of the filter should be located contiguous to the developed
area. Use of a level spreading device (vegetated berm, sawtooth concrete border, rock trench,
etc) to facilitate overland sheet flow is not normally recommended because of maintenance
considerations and the potential for standing water.

Filter strips are applicable in most regions, but are restricted in some situations because they
consume a large amount of space relative to other practices. Filter strips are best suited to
treating runoff from roads and highways, roof downspouts, small parking lots, and pervious
surfaces. They are also ideal components of the "outer zone" of a stream buffer or as
pretreatment to a structural practice. In arid areas, however, the cost of irrigating the grass on
the practice will most likely outweigh its water quality benefits, although aesthetic
considerations may be sufficient to overcome this constraint. Filter strips are generally
impractical in ultra-urban areas where little pervious surface exists.

Some cold water species, such as trout, are sensitive to changes in temperature. While some
treatment practices, such as wet ponds, can warm stormwater substantially, filter strips do not
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are not expected to increase stormwater temperatures. Thus, these practices are good for
protection of cold-water streams.

Filter strips should be separated from the ground water by between 2 and 4 ft to prevent
contamination and to ensure that the filter strip does not remain wet between storms.

Additional Design Guidelines

Filter strips appear to be a minimal design practice because they are basically no more than a
grassed slope. In general the slope of the strip should not exceed 15fc% and the strip should be
at least 15 feet long to provide water quality treatment. Both the top and toe of the slope should
be as flat as possible to encourage sheet flow and prevent erosion. The top of the strip should be
installed 2-5 inches below the adjacent pavement, so that vegetation and sediment accumulation
at the edge of the strip does not prevent runoff from entering.

A major question that remains unresolved is how large the drainage area to a strip can be.
Research has conclusively demonstrated that these are effective on roadside shoulders, where
the contributing area is about twice the buffer area. They have also been installed on the
perimeter of large parking lots where they performed fairly effectively; however much lower
slopes may be needed to provide adequate water quality treatment.

The filter area should be densely vegetated with a mix of erosion-resistant plant species that
effectively bind the soil. Native or adapted grasses, shrubs, and trees are preferred because they
generally require less fertilizer and are more drought resistant than exotic plants. Runoff flow
velocities should not exceed about 1 fps across the vegetated surface.

For engineered vegetative strips, the facility surface should be graded flat prior to placement of
vegetation. Initial establishment of vegetation requires attentive care including appropriate
watering, fertilization, and prevention of excessive flow across the facility until vegetation
completely covers the area and is well established. Use of a permanent irrigation system may
help provide maximal water quality performance.

In cold climates, filter strips provide a convenient area for snow storage and treatment. If used
for this purpose, vegetation in the filter strip should be salt-tolerant (e-g., creeping bentgrass),
and a maintenance schedule should include the removal of sand built up at the bottom of the
slope. In arid or semi-arid climates, designers should specify drought-tolerant grasses to
minimize irrigation requirements.

Maintenance
Filter strips require mainly vegetation management; therefore little special training is needed
for maintenance crews. Typical maintenance activities and frequencies include:

= Inspect strips at least twice annually for erosion or damage to vegetation, preferably at the
end of the wet season to schedule summer maintenance and before major fall run-off to be
sure the strip is ready for winter. However, additional inspection after periods of heavy run-
off is most desirable. The strip should be checked for debris and litter and areas of sediment
accumulation.

= Recent research on biofiltration swales, but likely applicable to strips (Colwell et al., 2000),
indicates that grass height and mowing frequency have little impact on pollutant removal;
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consequently, mowing may only be necessary once or twice a year for safety and aesthetics
or to suppress weeds and woody vegetation.

m Trash tends to accumulate in strip areas, particularly along highways. The need for litter
removal should be determined through periodic inspection but litter should always be
removed prior to mowing.

= Regularly inspect vegetated buffer strips for pools of standing water. Vegetated buffer strips
can become a nuisance due to mosquito breeding in level spreaders (unless designed to
dewater completely in 48-72 hours), in pools of standing water if obstructions develop (e.g.
debris accumulation, invasive vegetation), and/or if proper drainage slopes are not
implemented and maintained.

Cost

Construction Cost

Little data is available on the actual construction costs of filter strips. One rough estimate can be
the cost of seed or sod, which is approximately 30¢ per ft= for seed or 70¢ per ft= for sod. This
amounts to between $13,000 and $30,000 per acre of filter strip. This cost is relatively high
compared with other treatment practices. However, the grassed area used as a filter strip may
have been seeded or sodded even if it were not used for treatment. In these cases, the only
additional cost is the design. Typical maintenance costs are about $350/acre/year (adapted
from SWRPC, 1991). This cost is relatively inexpensive and, again, might overlap with regular
landscape maintenance costs.

The true cost of filter strips is the land they consume. In some situations this land is available as
wasted space beyond back yards or adjacent to roadsides, but this practice is cost-prohibitive
when land prices are high and land could be used for other purposes.

Maintenance Cost

Maintenance of vegetated buffer strips consists mainly of vegetation management (mowing,
irrigation if needed, weeding) and litter removal. Consequently the costs are quite variable
depending on the frequency of these activities and the local labor rate.
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Water Quality Inlet TC-50

Design Considerations

Description
Water quality inlets (WQISs), also commonly called trapping m Area Required
catch basins, oil /grit separators or oil/water separators, consist

of one or more chambers that promote sedimentation of coarse

materials and separation of free oil (as opposed to emulsified or

dissolved oil) from stormwater. Some WQISs also contain screens

to help retain larger or floating debris, and many of the newer

designs also include a coalescing unit that helps promote

oil/water separation. A typical WQI, as shown in the schematic,

consists of a sedimentation chamber, an oil separation chamber,

and a discharge chamber.

These devices are appropriate for capturing hydrocarbon spills,
but provide very marginal sediment removal and are not very
effective for treatment of stormwater runoff. WQIs typically
capture only the first portion of runoff for treatment and are
generally used for pretreatment before discharging to other best

management practices (BMPs). Targeted Constituents

California Experience Sediment g
Caltrans investigated the use of coalescing plate oil/water M Nutrients .
separators at maintenance stations in Southern California. Trash A
Twenty-two maintenance stations were originally considered for Metals e
implementation of this technology; however, only one site B Bacteria o]
appeared to have concentrations that were sufficiently high to B Oiland Grease A
warrant installation of an oil-water separator. Concentrations of Organics PY

free oil in stormwater moﬁ observed during t];e course qf the Legend (Removal Effectiveness)
study even from this site were too low for effective operation of

this technology, and no free oil was ever captured by the device. @~ @ Low B High

A Medium
Advantages
m  Can provide spill control.

Limitations

m  WQIs generally provide limited hydraulic and residuals
storage. Due to the limited storage, WQIs do not provide
substantial stormwater improvement.

m Standing water in the devices can provide a breeding ground
for mosquitoes.

m Certain designs maintain permanent sources of standing
water where mosquito and other vector breeding may to
ocCur.

Design and Sizing Guidelines
m  Water quality inlets are most effective for spill control and
should be sized accordingly.

CALTFORNIA STORMWATER
JWWALITY ASSOCTIATION
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TC-50 Water Quality Inlet

= Designs that utilize covered sedimentation and filtration basins should be accessible to
vector control personnel via access doors to facilitate vector surveillance and controlling the

basins if needed.

Performance

WQIs are primarily utilized to remove sediment from stormwater runoff. Grit and sediment are
partially removed by gravity settling within the first two chambers. A WQI with a detention time
of 1 hour may expect to have 20 to 40 percent removal of sediments. Hydrocarbons associated
with the accumulated sediments are also often removed from the runoff through this process.
The WQI achieves slight, if any, removal of nutrients, metals and organic pollutants other than
free petroleum products (Schueler, 1992).

A 1993 MWCOG study found that an average of less than 5 centimeters (2 inches) of sediments
(mostly coarse-grained grit and organic matter) were trapped in the WQIs. Hydrocarbon and
total organic carbon (TOC) concentrations of the sediments averaged 8,150 and 53,900
milligrams per kilogram, respectively. The mean hydrocarbon concentration in the WQI water
column was 10 milligrams per liter. The study also indicated that sediment accumulation did not
increase over time, suggesting that the sediments become re-suspended during storm events.
The authors concluded that although the WQI effectively separates oil and grease from water,
re-suspension of the settled matter appears to limit removal efficiencies. Actual removal only
occurs when the residuals are removed from the WQI (Schueler 1992).

A 1990 report by API found that the efficiency of oil and water separation in a WQI is inversely
proportional to the ratio of the discharge rate to the unit's surface area. Due to the small
capacity of the WQI, the discharge rate is typically very high and the detention time is very
short. For example, the MWCOG study found that the average detention time in a WQI is less
than 0.5 hour. This can result in minimal pollutant settling (API, 1990). However, the addition
of coalescing units in many current WQI units may increase oil/water separation efficiency.
Most coalescing units are designed to achieve a specific outlet concentration of oil and grease

(for example, 10-1 5m/L oil and grease).

Pollutant removal in stormwater inlets can be somewhat improved using inserts, which are
promoted for removal of oil and grease, trash, debris, and sediment. Some inserts are designed
to drop directly into existing catch basins, while others may require extensive retrofit
construction.

Siting Criteria

Oil/water separation units are often utilized in specific industrial areas, such as airport aprons,
equipment washdown areas, or vehicle storage areas. In these instances, runoff from the area of
concern will usually be diverted directly into the unit, while all other runoff is sent to the storm
drain downstream from the oil/water separator. Oil/water separation tanks are often fitted with
diffusion baffles at the inlets to prevent turbulent flow from entering the unit and resuspending

settled pollutants.

Additional Design Guidelines

Prior to WQI design, the site should be evaluated to determine if another BMP would be more
cost-effective in removing the pollutants of concern. WQIs should be used when no other BMP is
feasible. The WQI should be constructed near a storm drain network so that flow can be easily
diverted to the WQI for treatment (NVPDC, 1992). Any construction activities within the
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drainage area should be completed before installation of the WQI, and the drainage area should
be revegetated so that the sediment loading to the WQI is minimized.

WQIs are most effective for small drainage areas. Drainage areas of 0.4 hectares (1 acre) or less
are often recommended. WQIs are typically used in an off-line configuration (i.e., portions of
runoff are diverted to the WQI), but they can be used as on-line units (i.e., receive all runoff).
Generally, off-line units are designed to handle the first 1.3 centimeters (0.5 inches) of runoff
from the drainage areas. Upstream isolation/diversion structures can be used to divert the
water to the off-line structure (Schueler, 1992). On-line units receive higher flows that will likely
cause increased turbulence and resuspension of settled material, thereby reducing WQI

performance.

Oil/water separation tanks are often fitted with diffusion baffles at the inlets to prevent
turbulent flow from entering the unit and resuspending settled pollutants. WQIs are available
as pre-manufactured units or can be cast in place. Reinforced concrete should be used to
construct below-grade WQIs. The WQIs should be water tight to prevent possible ground water
contamination.

Maintenance

Typical maintenance of WQIs includes trash removal if a screen or other debris capturing device
is used, and removal of sediment using a vactor truck. Operators need to be properly trained in
WQI maintenance. Maintenance should include keeping a log of the amount of sediment
collected and the date of removal. Some cities have incorporated the use of GIS systems to track
sediment collection and to optimize future catch basin cleaning efforts.

One study (Pitt, 1985) concluded that WQIs can capture sediments up to approximately 60
percent of the sump volume. When sediment fills greater than 60 percent of their volume, catch
basins reach steady state. Storm flows can then resuspend sediments trapped in the catch basin,
and will bypass treatment. Frequent clean-out can retain the volume in the catch basin sump

available for treatment of stormwater flows.

At a minimum, these inlets should be cleaned at least twice during the wet season. Two studies
suggest that increasing the frequency of maintenance can improve the performance of catch
basins, particularly in industrial or commercial areas. One study of 60 catch basins in Alameda
County, California, found that increasing the maintenance frequency from once per year to twice
per year could increase the total sediment removed by catch basins on an annual basis (Mineart
and Singh, 1994). Annual sediment removed per inlet was 54 pounds for annual cleaning, 70
pounds for semi-annual and quarterly cleaning, and 160 pounds for monthly cleaning. For
catch basins draining industrial uses, monthly cleaning increased total annual sediment
collected to six times the amount collected by annual cleaning (180 pounds versus 30 pounds).
These results suggest that, at least for industrial uses, more frequent cleaning of catch basins

may improve efficiency.

BMPs designed with permanent water sumps, vaults, and/or catch basins (frequently installed
below-ground) can become a nuisance due to mosquito and other vector breeding. Preventing
mosquito access to standing water sources in BMPs (particularly below-ground) is the best
prevention plan, but can prove challenging due to multiple entrances and the need to maintain
the hydraulic integrity of the system. BMPs that maintain permanent standing water may
require routine inspections and treatments by local mosquito and vector control agencies to
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TC-50 Water Quality Inlet

suppress mosquito production. Standing water in oil/water separators may contain sufficient
floating hydrocarbons to prevent mosquito breeding, but this is not a reliable control alternative
to vector exclusion or chemical treatment.

Cost

A typical pre-cast catch basin costs between $2,000 and $3,000; however, oil/water separators
can be much more expensive. The true pollutant removal cost associated with catch basins,
however, is the long-term maintenance cost. A vactor truck, the most common method of catch
basin cleaning, costs between $125,000 and $150,000. This initial cost may be high for smaller
Phase II communities. However, it may be possible to share a vactor truck with another
community. Typical vactor trucks can store between 10 and 15 cubic yards of material, which is
enough storage for three to five catch basins. Assuming semi-annual cleaning, and that the
vactor truck could be filled and material disposed of twice in one day, one truck would be
sufficient to clean between 750 and 1,000 catch basins. Another maintenance cost is the staff
time needed to operate the truck. Depending on the regulations within a community, disposal
costs of the sediment captured in catch basins may be significant.

References and Sources of Additional Information

American Petroleum Institute (API),1990. Monographs on Refinery Environmental Control -
Management of Water Discharges (Design and Operation of Oil-Water Separators).
Publication 421, First Edition.

Aronson, G., D. Watson, and W. Pisaro. Evaluation of Catch Basin Performance for Urban
Stormwater Pollution Control. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC.

Berg, V.H, 1991. Water Quality Inlets (Oil/Grit Separators). Maryland Department of the
Environment, Sediment and Stormwater Administration.

Lager, J., W. Smith, R. Finn, and E. Finnemore. 1977. Urban Stormwater Management and
Technology: Update and Users' Guide. Prepared for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

EPA-600/8-77-014. 313 pp.

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG), 1993. The Quality of Trapped
Sediments and Pool Water Within Oil Grit Separators in Suburban Maryland. Interim Report.

Metzger, M. E., D. F. Messer, C. L. Beitia, C. M. Myers, and V. L. Kramer. 2002. The Dark Side
Of Stormwater Runoff Management: Disease Vectors Associated With Structural Bmps.

Stormwater 3(2): 24-39.

Metzger, M. E., and S. Kluh. 2003. Surface Hydrocarbons Vs. Mosquito Breeding. Stormwater
4(1): 10.

Mineart, P., and S. Singh. 1994. Storm Inlet Pilot Study. Alameda County Urban Runoff Clean
Water Program, Oakland, CA.

Northern Virginia Planning District Commission (NVPDC) and Engineers and Surveyors
Institute, 1992. Northern Virginia BMP Handbook.

Pitt, R., and P. Bissonnette. 1984. Bellevue Urban Runoff Program Summary Report. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Water Planning Division, Washington, DC.
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Pitt, R., M. Lilburn, S. Nix, S.R. Durrans, S. Burian, J. Voorhees, and J. Martinson. 2000.
Guidance Manual for Integrated Wet Weather Flow (WWF) Collection and Treatment Systems
Jfor Newly Urbanized Areas (New WWF Systems). U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Research and Development, Cincinnati, OH.

Schueler, T.R., 1992. A Current Assessment of Urban Best Management Practices.
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.

U.S. EPA, 1999, Stormwater Technology Fact Sheet: Water Quality Inlets, EPA 832-F-99-029,
Office of Water, Washington DC.
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Multiple System Fact Sheet TC-60

Design Considerations

Description _
A multiple treatment system uses two or more BMPs in series. = Area Required
Some examples of multiple systems include: settling basin = Slope

combined with a sand filter; settling basin or biofilter combined & Water Availability
with an infiltration basin or trench; extended detention zone on a

wet pond. m Hydraulic Head

) . . m Environmental Side-effects
California Experience
The research wetlands at Fremont, California are a combination
of wet ponds, wetlands, and vegetated controls.

Advantages

m BMPs that are less sensitive to high pollutant loadings,
especially solids, can be used to pretreat runoff for sand
filters and infiltration devices where the potential for
clogging exists.

m BMPs which target different constituents can be combinedto  Targeted Constituents
provide treatment for all constituents of concern. e

Nutrients

Trash

Metals

Bacteria

Oil and Grease

Organics

Legend (Removal Effectiveness)

m BMPs which use different removal processes (sedimentation,
filtration, biological uptake) can be combined to improve the
overall removal efficiency for a given constituent.

m BMPs in series can provide redundancy and reduce the
likelihood of total system failure.

RERRRARAE
EE>EEmON

Limitations
m Capital costs of multiple systems are higher than for single ® Low B High
devices. A Medium

m Space requirements are greater than that required for a
single technology.

Design and Sizing Guidelines
Refer to individual treatment control BMP fact sheets.

Performance

m Be aware that placing multiple BMPs in series does not
necessarily result in combined cumulative increased
performance. This is because the first BMP may already
achieve part of the gain normally achieved by the second
BMP. On the other hand, picking the right combination can
often help optimize performance of the second BMP since the
influent to the second BMP is of more consistent water quality,
and thus more consistent performance, thereby allowing the
BMP to achieve its highest performance.

CALIFORNIA STORMWATER
QUALITY ASSOCIATION
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TC-60 Multiple System Fact Sheet

= When addressing multiple constituents through multiple BMPs, one BMP may optimize
removal of a particular constituent, while another BMP optimizes removal of a different
constituent or set of constituents. Therefore, selecting the right combination of BMPs can
be very constructive in collectively removing multiple constituents.

Siting Criteria
Refer to individual treatment control BMP fact sheets.

Additional Design Guidelines
m  When using two or more BMPs in series, it may be possible to reduce the size of BMPs.

m Existing pretreatment requirements may be able to be avoided when using some BMP
combinations.

Maintenance
Refer to individual treatment control BMP fact sheets.

Cost
Refer to individual treatment control BMP fact sheets.

Resources and Sources of Additional Information
Refer to individual treatment control BMP fact sheets.
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Vortex Separator

MP-51

Description

Vortex separators: (alternatively, swirl concentrators) are gravity
separators, and in principle are essentially wet vaults. The
difference from wet vaults, however, is that the vortex separator
is round, rather than rectangular, and the water moves in a
centrifugal fashion before exiting. By having the water move in a
circular fashion, rather than a straight line as is the case with a
standard wet vault, it is possible to obtain significant removal of
suspended sediments and attached pollutants with less space.
Vortex separators were originally developed for combined sewer
overflows (CSOs), where it is used primarily to remove coarse
inorganic solids. Vortex separation has been adapted to
stormwater treatment by several manufacturers.

California Experience
There are currently about 100 installations in California.

Advantages
m May provide the desired performance in less space and
therefore less cost.

m May be more cost-effective pre-treatment devices than
traditional wet or dry basins.

m Mosquito control may be less of an issue than with traditional
wet basins.

Limitations
m  Assome of the systems have standing water that remains
between storms, there is concern about mosquito breeding.

m Itislikely that vortex separators are not as effective as wet
vaults at removing fine sediments, on the order 50 to 100
microns in diameter and less.

m The area served is limited by the capacity of the largest
models.

m As the products come in standard sizes, the facilities will be
oversized in many cases relative to the design treatment
storm, increasing the cost.

m The non-steady flows of stormwater decreases the efficiency
of vortex separators from what may be estimated or
determined from testing under constant flow.

m Do not remove dissolved pollutants.

Design Considerations

m Service Area

m Settling Velocity

= Appropriate Sizing
& Inlet Pipe Diameter

Targeted Constituents

Sediment A
Nutrients )
Trash

Metals (]
Bacteria

Oil and Grease

Organics

Legend (Removal Effectiveness)

@ Low B High

A Medium

REAE™

B E

CALIFORNIA STORMWATER
QUALITY AS50CIATION
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MP-51 Vortex Separator

= Aloss of dissolved pollutants may occur as accumulated organic matter (e.g., leaves)
decomposes in the units.

 Design and Sizing Guidelines

The stormwater enters, typically below the effluent line, tangentially into the basin, thereby
imparting a circular motion in the system. Due to centrifugal forces created by the circular
motion, the suspended particles move to the center of the device where they settle to the bottom.
There are two general types of vortex separation: free vortex and dampened (or impeded)
vortex. Free vortex separation becomes dampened vortex separation by the placement of radial
baffles on the weir-plate that impede the free vortex-flow pattern

It has been stated with respect to CSOs that the practical lower limit of vortex separation is a
particle with a settling velocity of 12 to 16.5 feet per hour (0.10 to 0.14 cm/s). As such, the focus
for vortex separation in CSOs has been with settleable solids generally 200 microns and larger,
given the presence of the lighter organic solids. For inorganic sediment, the above settling
velocity range represents a particle diameter of 50 to 100 microns. Head loss is a function of the
size of the target particle. At 200 microns it is normally minor but increases significantly if the
goal is to remove smaller particles.

The commercial separators applied to stormwater treatment vary considerably with respect to
geometry, and the inclusion of radial baffles and internal circular chambers. At one extreme is
the inclusion of a chamber within the round concentrator. Water flows initially around the
perimeter between the inner and outer chambers, and then into the inner chamber, giving rise
to a sudden change in velocity that purportedly enhances removal efficiency. The opposite
extreme is to introduce the water tangentially into a round manhole with no internal parts of
any kind except for an outlet hood. Whether the inclusion of chambers and baffles gives better
performance is unknown. Some contend that free vortex, also identified as swirl concentration,
creates less turbulence thereby increasing removal efficiency. One product is unique in that it
includes a static separator screen.

m Sized is based on the peak flow of the design treatment event as specified by local
government.

= If an in-line facility, the design peak flow is four times the peak of the design treatment
event.

m If an off-line facility, the design peak flow is equal to the peak of the design treatment event.

m Headloss differs with the product and the model but is generally on the order of one foot or
less in most cases.

Construction/Inspection Considerations
No special considerations.

Performance

Manufacturer’s differ with respect to performance claims, but a general statement is that the
manufacturer’s design and rated capacity (cfs) for each model is based on and believed to
achieve an aggregate reduction of 90% of all particles with a specific gravity of 2.65 (glacial
sand) down to 150 microns, and to capture the floatables, and oil and grease. Laboratory tests of
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Vortex Separator MP-51

two products support this claim. The stated performance expectation therefore implies that a
lesser removal efficiency is obtained with particles less than 150 microns, and the lighter,
organic settleables. Laboratory tests of one of the products found about 60% removal of 50
micron sand at the expected average operating flow rate

Experience with the use of vortex separators for treating combined sewer overflows (CSOs), the
original application of this technology, suggests that the lower practical limit for particle
removal are particles with a settling velocity of 12 feet per hour (Sullivan, 1982), which
represents a particle diameter of 100 to 200 microns, depending on the specific gravity of the
particle. The CSO experience therefore seems consistent with the limited experience with
treating stormwater, summarized above

Traditional treatment technologies such as wet ponds and extended detention basins are
generally believed to be more effective at removing very small particles, down to the range of 10
to 20 microns. Hence, it is intuitively expected that vortex separators do not perform as well as
the traditional wet and dry basins, and filters. Whether this matters depends on the particle size
distribution of the sediments in stormwater. If the distribution leans towards small material,
there should be a marked difference between vortex separators and, say, traditional wet vaults.
There are little data to support this conjecture

In comparison to other treatment technologies, such as wet ponds and grass swales, there are
few studies of vortex separators. Only two of manufactured products currently available have
been field tested. Two field studies have been conducted. Both achieved in excess of 80%
removal of TSS. However, the test was conducted in the Northeast (New York state and Maine)
where it is possible the stormwater contained significant quantities of deicing sand.
Consequently, the influent TSS concentrations and particle size are both likely considerably
higher than is found in California stormwater. These data suggest that if the stormwater
particles are for the most part fine (i.e., less than 50 microns), vortex separators will not be as
efficient as traditional treatment BMPs such as wet ponds and swales, if the latter are sized

according to the recommendations of this handbook.

There are no equations that provide a straightforward determination of efficiency as a function
of unit configuration and size. Design specifications of commercial separators are derived from
empirical equations that are unique and proprietary to each manufacturer. However, some
general relationships between performance and the geometry of a separator have been
developed. CSO studies have found that the primary determinants of performance of vortex
separators are the diameters of the inlet pipe and chamber with all other geometry proportional

to these two.

Sullivan et al. (1982) found that performance is related to the ratios of chamber to inlet
diameters, D2/D1, and height between the inlet and outlet and the inlet diameter, H1/D1, shown
in Figure 3. The relationships are: as D2/D1 approaches one, the efficiency decreases; and, as
the H1/D1 ratio decreases, the efficiency decreases. These relationships may allow qualitative
comparisons of the alternative designs of manufacturers. Engineers who wish to apply these
concepts should review relevant publications presented in the References.

Siting Criteria
There are no particularly unique siting criteria. The size of the drainage area that can be served
by vortex separators is directly related to the capacities of the largest models.
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MP-51 Vortex Separator

Additional Design Guidelines

Vortex separators have two capacities if positioned as in-line facilities, a treatment capacity and
a hydraulic capacity. Failure to recognize the difference between the two may lead to significant
under sizing; i.e., too small a model is selected. This observation is relevant to three of the five
products. These three technologies all are designed to experience a unit flow rate of about 24
gallons/square foot of separator footprint at the peak of the design treatment event. This is the
horizontal area of the separator zone within the container, not the total footprint of the unit. At
this unit flow rate, laboratory tests by these manufacturers have established that the
performance will meet the general claims previously described. However, the units are sized to
handle 100 gallons/square foot at the peak of the hydraulic event. Hence, in selecting a
particular model the design engineer must be certain to match the peak flow of the design event
to the stated treatment capacity, not the hydraulic capacity. The former is one-fourth the latter.
If the unit is positioned as an off-line facility, the model selected is based on the capacity equal
to the peak of the design treatment event.

Maintenance
Maintenance consists of the removal of accumulated material with an eductor truck. It may be
necessary to remove and dispose the floatables separately due to the presence of petroleum

product.

Maintenance Requirements
Remove all accumulated sediment, and litter and other floatables, annually, unless experience
indicates the need for more or less frequent maintenance.

Cost
Manufacturers provide costs for the units including delivery. Installation costs are generally on
the order of 50 to 100 % of the manufacturer’s cost. For most sites the units are cleaned

annually.

Cost Considerations

The different geometry of the several manufactured separators suggests that when comparing
the costs of these systems to each other, that local conditions (e.g., groundwater levels) may
affect the relative cost-effectiveness.

References and Sources of Additional Information
Field, R., 1972, The swirl concentrator as a combined sewer overflow regulator facility, EPA/R2-
72-008, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

Field, R., D. Averill, T.P. O’Connor, and P. Steel, 1997, Vortex separation technology, Water
Qual. Res. J. Canada, 32,1, 185

Manufacturers technical materials

Sullivan, R H., et al., 1982, Design manual — swirl and helical bend pollution control devices,
EPA-600/8-82/013, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

Sullivan, R.H., M.M. Cohn, J.E. Ure, F.F. Parkinson, and G. Caliana, 1974, Relationship between
diameter and height for the design of a swirl concentrator as a combined sewer overflow
regulator, EPA 670/2-74-039, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.
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Sullivan, R.H., M.M. Cohn, J.E. Ure, F.F. Parkinson, and G. Caliana, 1974, The swirl
concentrator as a grit separator device, EPA670/2-74-026, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Washington, D.C.

Sullivan, R.H., M.M. Cohn, J.E. Ure, F.F. Parkinson, and G. Caliana, 1978, Swirl primary
separator device and pilot demonstration, EPA600/2-78-126, U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency, Washington, D.C.
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Drain Inserts MP-52

Design Considerations

Description :
Drain inserts are manufactured filters or fabric placed in a drop m Use with other BMPs
inlet to remove sediment and debris. There are a multitude of m Fit and Seal Capacity within Inlet

inserts of various shapes and configurations, typically falling into
one of three different groups: socks, boxes, and trays. The sock
consists of a fabric, usually constructed of polypropylene. The
fabric may be attached to a frame or the grate of the inlet holds
the sock. Socks are meant for vertical (drop) inlets. Boxes are
constructed of plastic or wire mesh. Typically a polypropylene
“bag” is placed in the wire mesh box. The bag takes the form of
the box. Most box products are one box; that is, the setting area
and filtration through media occur in the same box. Some
products consist of one or more trays or mesh grates. The trays
may hold different types of media. Filtration media vary by
manufacturer. Types include polypropylene, porous polymer,
treated cellulose, and activated carbon.

California Experience Targeted Constituents

The number of installations is unknown but likely exceeds a
thousand. Some users have reported that these systems require
considerable maintenance to prevent plugging and bypass.

Sediment
Nutrients
Trash
Metals

Advantages Bacteria
= Does not require additional space as inserts as the drain T T a—
inlets are already a component of the standard drainage Grgaries
L Removal Effectiveness

: - : See New Development and
m Easy access for inspection and maintenance. Redevelopment Hindiook Saclions.

s As there is no standing water, there is little concern for
mosquito breeding.

RE RRERRA

m Arelatively inexpensive retrofit option.

Limitations

Performance is likely significantly less than treatment systems
that are located at the end of the drainage system such as ponds
and vaults. Usually not suitable for large areas or areas with
trash or leaves than can plug the insert.

Design and Sizing Guidelines

Refer to manufacturer’s guidelines. Drain inserts come any
many configurations but can be placed into three general groups:
socks, boxes, and trays. The sock consists of a fabric, usually
constructed of polypropylene. The fabric may be attached to a
frame or the grate of the inlet holds the sock. Socks are meant
for vertical (drop) inlets. Boxes are constructed of plastic or wire
mesh. Typically a polypropylene “bag” is placed in the wire mesh
box. The bag takes the form of the box. Most box products are o —
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MP-52 Drain Inserts

one box; that is, the setting area and filtration through media occurs in the same box. One
manufacturer has a double-box. Stormwater enters the first box where setting occurs. The
stormwater flows into the second box where the filter media is located. Some products consist
of one or more trays or mesh grates. The trays can hold different types of media. Filtration
media vary with the manufacturer: types include polypropylene, porous polymer, treated
cellulose, and activated carbon.

Construction/Inspection Considerations

Be certain that installation is done in a manner that makes certain that the stormwater enters
the unit and does not leak around the perimeter. Leakage between the frame of the insert and
the frame of the drain inlet can easily occur with vertical (drop) inlets.

Performance
Few products have performance data collected under field conditions.

Siting Criteria
It is recommended that inserts be used only for retrofit situations or as pretreatment where
other treatment BMPs presented in this section area used.

Additional Design Guidelines
Follow guidelines provided by individual manufacturers.

Maintenance
Likely require frequent maintenance, on the order of several times per year.

Cost
m  The initial cost of individual inserts ranges from less than $100 to about $2,000. The cost of
using multiple units in curb inlet drains varies with the size of the inlet.

= The low cost of inserts may tend to favor the use of these systems over other, more effective
treatment BMPs. However, the low cost of each unit may be offset by the number of units
that are required, more frequent maintenance, and the shorter structural life (and therefore

replacement).

References and Sources of Additional Information
Hrachovec, R., and G. Minton, 2001, Field testing of a sock-type catch basin insert, Planet CPR,
Seattle, Washington

Interagency Catch Basin Insert Committee, Evaluation of Commercially-Available Catch Basin
Inserts for the Treatment of Stormwater Runoff from Developed Sites, 1995

Larry Walker Associates, June 1998, NDMP Inlet/In-Line Control Measure Study Report
Manufacturers literature

Santa Monica (City), Santa Monica Bay Municipal Stormwater/Urban Runoff Project -
Evaluation of Potential Catch basin Retrofits, Woodward Clyde, September 24, 1998

“
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Woodward Clyde, June 11, 1996, Parking Lot Monitoring Report, Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint
Source Pollution Control Program.
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