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Abstract: A part of the sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) are used to treat stormwater and must
be tested for their hydraulic performance and the removal efficiency to assess serviceability and
retention of the pollutants efficacy for in situ use. Current test procedures provide a good basis for
laboratory testing SuDS on the test stand. However, the evaluation is not sufficiently representative to
compare different SuDS with each other or for in situ use. The individual steps and specifications of
an applied test procedure in Germany were considered and evaluation and optimizations for the test
substance and sampling methodology of SuDS on the test stand were proposed. A comparison of the
particle size distribution of the test substance Millisil W4 currently in use and total suspended solids
of real road runoff was made, which showed that the presented test substance of real road-deposited
sediments (RDS) provides a better reference for the test conditions and they could be the basis
for more representative test methods. A particle size distribution was proposed for this new test
substance. Furthermore, two methods of sampling were compared, which showed that a full flow
sampling is preferable to a discrete sample. At the same time, it was shown that a separation limit of
20 pum is sufficient for the determination of TSSg3.

Keywords: sustainable drainage systems; lab-scale testing procedures; road-deposited sediments;
particle size distribution; test substance

1. Introduction

In Germany, the legislature has ruled in the Water Resources Act (2009) § 55 that
precipitation water should either be discharged via a sewerage system without mixing,
percolate locally or be discharged directly (in ditches) [1]. However, in order to ensure good
and sustainable water protection, the road runoff of storm water sewers, an underestimate
source of contamination, requires treatment [2—4]. This is usually not the case in Germany,
so that road runoff is usually discharged untreated into surface waters [5]. A set of rules
for the treatment of stormwater runoff for discharge into surface waters “Requirements
for stormwater treatment-DWA A102” (DWA-A 102) [6] has currently been published.
According to this, the stormwater of a traffic area with an annual average daily traffic
(AADT) >2000 is considered to be moderately polluted and generally requires appropriate
technical treatment if it is to be discharged into surface waters or groundwater [6,7].
In the federal state of North Rhine-Westphalia (NRW), the decree “Requirements for
stormwater drainage in the separation process” is already being applied [8]. The basis for
the categorization is the total pollution potential of the traffic area or surface pollution by
pollutants, measured by the content of total suspended solids (TSS) in the road runoff. The
focus is on particulate contamination, with TSSe3 as the guiding parameter, which describes
the solid fraction smaller than 63 pm [9]. Due to the physical and chemical properties of
this fraction, it has a particularly strong tendency to adsorb pollutants [10]. However, a
laboratory determination of the TSS¢3 parameter is still an object of investigation, for which
a detailed sample preparation must be defined [9].
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Road-deposited sediments (RDS) are a complex mixture of materials introduced by
the environment and mainly by human activity [11]. The content and composition of RDS
and TSS in road runoff are strongly influenced by the boundary conditions of the catchment
area and the sources of pollution. TSS originates from dust precipitation, road surface, non-
exhaust emission such as brake and tyre wear, among other things [11-13]. In Germany,
for example, total tyre wear from road traffic amounts to 133,000 t/a, which represents the
largest source of microplastic emissions into the aquatic environment [14,15]. It should be
noted, this estimate is based on mass losses of the vehicle tyre and therefore only considers
the pure rubber component. However, since the wear process is an interaction between the
tread of the tyre, the road surface and the particles on it, the resulting particles are called
tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) [16]. Furthermore, TRWP contain other environmentally
relevant components such as heavy metals (e.g., zinc oxide), soot, silica and plasticizers,
which may contain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) [16-18].

Decentralised and centralised sustainable drainage system (SuDS) are mentioned
in the Code of Practice DWA-A 102 [6] as measures for the removal of TRWP. These are
attributed to the technical SuDS, which operating principle is based on sedimentation and
filtration or chemical processes. Another category is represented by “green” SuDS, whereby
the removal of pollutants is mainly performed by their soil media and vegetation [19]. This
paper will focus on the technical SuDS.

Should the Code of Practice DWA-A 102 be applied in legislation, there will be
a compulsion to act for those subjects to disposal obligations and the demand for the
applications of SuDS will increase.

Test Procedures for SuDS

Only a few countries have developed test procedures for decentralised technical
SuDS (e.g., Austria [20], UK [21], USA [22], Netherlands [23], Germany [24,25], Switzer-
land [26]) [7,19]. All mentioned countries have in common, the testing of SuDS for TSS
retention. The test procedures applied in Germany are given on the one hand by the
regulations in North Rhine-Westphalia for discharges into surface waters and on the other
hand by the approval principles of the German Institute for Construction Technology
(DIBt) for discharges into groundwater, but both are not applied uniformly throughout
Germany [7,19]. The determination of the TSS retention of the regulation in North Rhine-
Westphalia is based on the DIBt test protocol [25]. It lacks in Germany a uniform testing
procedure for SuDS for introduction into surface waters. [13]. The DIBt test protocol inves-
tigates and validates SuDS for hydraulic performance, TSS retention and remobilisation,
removal of total petroleum hydrocarbons, removal of dissolved heavy metal removal
and their remobilisation due to de-icing salt conditions [7,24]. In Addition, the DIBt also
specifies the structural conditions of a SuDS, so that, for example, 100% treatment of the
road runoff is required and no bypass is permitted [24].

Laboratory tests are indispensable in the research and development of such systems,
since in situ tests are only partially possible and very costly. Another objective of a test is
reproducibility, in order to be able to compare different SuDS, and representativeness, in
order to be able to assess the efficiency in situ [9].

The boundary conditions and test parameters for the DIBt test protocol were devel-
oped by Schmitt (2010) [9]. To validate the retention of TSS, a test substance was sought
that would represent pollutants such as PAH and particulate heavy metals as substitute
parameters. The premise was to find a reproducible constant particle size distribution
(PSD) of a substance available on the market [9]. The silica sand material Millisil W4
(Quarzwerke GmbH, Weferlingen (Germany)) was selected, which is a rock flour with a
particle density of 2.65 g/cm? and is used as a concrete aggregate [9].

Millisil W4 provides the DIBt test protocol with the basis for reproducibility, but only
insufficient representativeness. In long-term in situ test series with event-driven automatic
samplers, decentralised SuDS were investigated in an urban road and also in the laboratory
using the DIBt test protocol [27,28]. A comparison of the results shows that no system
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achieved the TSS retention determined in the laboratory in situ, which is also justified by
the in situ test conditions (Table 1).

Table 1. Test stand and in situ results of decentralized filter systems results of the DSWT research Project [28].

Storm Drain +

Removal [%] Storm Drain Leaf Basket System A System B System C
TU Berlin test stand
Millisil W4 mean 49 57 72 61 63
(according to DIBt)
n @) () ©) ) @)
Median 39 57 48 48 35
. . 1
TSS Removal/in situ mean 39 a4 49 41 40
Median 33 46 56 49 36
. . 1
TSSe3 removal/in situ mean 33 m 50 o4 23

! in situ sampling boundary: e.g., min. sampled road runoff 0.3 L./s.

The compared systems are based on the operating principles of sedimentation (System
A) and sedimentation and filtration (System B and System C). According to the manufac-
turer’s specifications, System B and System C can also be used for the retention of dissolved
heavy metals. System B is designed for retrofitting, the other two systems can only be
installed with construction work [28]. As a reference, the road gully without SuDS was
also tested.

To improve the representativeness of the laboratory test and thus reduce the differences
between the in situ and laboratory results, one approach is to consider the choice of test
substance. In the opinion of the State Office for Nature, Environment and Consumer
Protection (LANUYV), the retention efficiency could be determined not only by the test
substance Millisil W4. [29]. Therefore, an alternative test substance will be developed
and tested in this paper. The development of a representative test protocol as well as the
precise investigation of RDS is a very complex procedure. Nevertheless, the aim is to bring
both together.

The use of real fractionated RDS will be examined as an alternative novel test substance.
The developed method for the investigation of RDS is presented, which is also the basis for
the preparation of the test substance. Furthermore, real road runoff will be investigated in
order to compare the results of the RDS investigation. Moreover, the scope also includes
the evaluation of the sampling and the analytical method of the test protocol. From the
knowledge gained, it is possible to design and evaluate a representative test substance.

2. Material and Methods
2.1. RDS Field Study

The solid retention of a SuDS depends on the particle characteristics, such as size,
density, solubility and shape [30]. The properties of the road runoff water itself, such as
temperature or dissolved de-icing salt, have only a negligible effect [31]. The choice of the
test substance Millisil W4 is argued in Schmitt (2010) with a PSD comparison [9]. In this
respect, the question of which particle size fractions are relevant for discharge and how
the PAH and heavy metal loads are distributed among the PSD was investigated. In this
regard, average PSD for RDS [32-36], heavy metals [32,37] and PAHs [32,38] were compiled
based on literature (Figure 1). Furthermore, road sweeping results are in Figure 1 presented
by Gelhardt (2017) [30], who carried out investigations into the representativeness of
Millisil W4 with RDS. Since the reduction in microplastic emissions is currently becoming
increasingly important, the PSD of TRWP is also considered in Figure 1 [39].
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Figure 1. Particle size distributions of Millisil W4 [40], tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) [39], polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) [9], heavy metal [9] and road-deposited sediments (RDS) [9,30].

In terms of particle size and the TSS¢3 parameter, Millisil W4 is close to TRWP and
represents over 80% of the fractions for PAHs and heavy metals. It also shows that retention
of TSSe3 alone is not sufficient to improve water quality, but that fractions >63 pm are
also relevant.

Although Gelhardt (2017) [30] was able to show a comparable settling rate of Mil-
lisil W4 with a real RDS particle composition, nevertheless, through interactions in the
overall matrix, the real behaviour is not sufficiently reproduced, which contributes to the
differences between the in situ and laboratory results [29,41].

In the context of this work, RDS will be investigated for a representative PSD. For
this purpose, road sweepings were sampled and analysed at various locations in Berlin
throughout the year.

The aim is to collect a general statistical average of the PSD of RDS. It is not the scope
of the work to investigate or evaluate the RDS samples for the different environmental
and seasonal influences. This would require a much more detailed consideration of
the influencing parameters, such as the actual speeds and volumes of traffic, weather
conditions (dry periods, humidity), roughness of the road surface, surrounding vegetation,
road cleaning, etc.

As shown in Table 2, diverse locations were chosen to represent as many different
types of urban topography as possible Initially, 40 m? (position A) were sampled, but then
it turned out that aliquot sampling has the similar distribution. It is more important where
the sample is taken on the roadway. Therefore, an area of 1.5 m along the kerb and 0.8 m
towards the road centre was chosen (position B-I).

Table 2. Road sweeping field study/catchent loactions, sampling months, maximum permitted speed (vimax) and annual
average daily traffic (AADT).

Straight Road

Straight Road Traffic Light Curve Gradient

Motorway Round-About Resident Area Bus Loop 2

Location Slip Road
A B C D E F G H I
Month 3/4/5/6/7/8/9 2/7/8/9 2/7/7/8/9 2/7/8/9  2/7/8/9 2/7/8/9 2/7/8/9 2/7/8/9 2/8/9
n 7 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3
Vmax [km/h] 50 50 50 50 50 70 50 30 50
AADT! 29,600 9362 12,780 9362 8949 48,510 8460 11,430 8910

1[42] 2 access road sampled.
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RDS are not homogeneously distributed on the road surface. According to Sieker and
Grottker [43], in the area 2.2 m from the kerbstone >90% of the total RDS of roads with
kerbs (i.e., mainly in urban areas) is located [43]. This means that for a representative RDS
sample, it is not necessary to investigate the entire road, but it is sufficient to look at the
side area. In order to confirm this insight, a three-lane road in Berlin was divided into
8 areas and sampled.

The RDS Samples are collected with a hand brush and dustpan (Figure 2a), as has
been done by many authors in RDS studies [44—46]. For this method, depending on the
pavement surface, a recovery rate of 97% for concrete and 91% for asphalt was determined.
The main prerequisite for possible sampling is a dry road surface. Even slight moisture
causes the particles to adhere to the broom and does not allow representative samples
to be taken. The broom must be carefully cleaned off before sampling with the broom
begins. Special attention must be paid to depression where the pavement meets the kerb
because particles are difficult to retrieve from these areas. The sample is then transferred
from the dustpan into the sample container using a funnel and brush. Figure 2b shows a
before/after close-up of a sampling.

1: brooms

2: hand brushes
3: dustpan

4: brushes

5: funnel

6: sample

7: container

8: measuring tape

9: safety waistcoat

(b)

Figure 2. (a) RDS sample equipment (b) before/after close-up of a RDS sampling.

The RSD are then fractionated by a sieve analysis according to DIN 66165. The
standard specifies two ways of sieving: dry and wet sieving [47]. With wet sieving and
subsequent drying, there is a risk of changing the particle properties with regard to the
material properties and agglomeration behaviour. As the RDS are not only analysed but
also serve as test substance, dry sieving is therefore primarily suitable. According to DIN
66165, wet sieving is suitable for particles smaller than 20 pm, but since the material is not
suitable as test substance after wet sieving, the smallest fraction 0-63 um is not further
subdivided [47].

The test material composition is divided into six fractions: 2000-1000 pm/1000-
500 um/500-250 um/250-125 pm/125-63 um and 63-0 pm. The RDS samples are placed
on the top sieve of the sieve set and sieved with an analytical sieve shaker. The sieve shaker
runs twice for 5 min at maximum intensity. Between the two runs, a 2 min break must
be observed to allow the particles to settle [47]. The fractions are then weighed in the
laboratory and a grading curve is plotted.

2.2. Road Runoff Study

To determine the RDS washed off with the stormwater into the aquatic environment
via road runoff, additional samples must be taken and analysed during precipitation events.
The washing-off behaviour of RDS depends on the catchment area, as well as the connection
area, AADT, surface condition, interval of street cleaning, but also, in particular, with regard
to an inhomogeneous distribution of the RDS on the road surface. For constructive reasons,
the rainwater often accumulates in the gutter, where the RDS also accumulate to a larger
amount. Accordingly, the particles are also exposed to a higher flow than only directly
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through precipitation [43]. There are several methods of investigating the washing-off
behaviour that thus describe the entry into the road runoff. These include, for example,
observations of the solids loading of the road surface before and after real rain events [48],
wash-off experiments with simulated precipitation [49], computer-aided modelling [50] or
direct sampling of the road runoff [28,51-53].

The latter is usually implemented by partial flow sampling, which, however, can have
a high error rate in relation to TSS determination and the uncertainties are unknown [28].
Due to the heterogeneous distribution of the solids in the entire water phase, errors occur,
which are, however, avoided by full flow sampling [28]. For this reason, a sampling basket
(SB) was developed within the RAU research project, which can be placed into a gully
pot (Figure 3) [54]. The SB basically consists of a stack of sieves having mesh sizes to any
microns, technically down to a separation limit of 10 um. However, for the investigations
carried out, a separation limit of 20 um is used. It can be assumed that finer particles
can also be separated within the framework of filter cake formation. This is particularly
relevant with regard to the guiding parameter TSSe;3.

(a) (b)

Figure 3. (a) Road runoff sampling basket (full flow sampling) and (b) in situ use.

For the road runoff sampling, an intersection area in Berlin with AADT of 10,000-30,000
was chosen [42]. The SB is inserted into the gully pots in dry weather and recovered after a
single rain event. The rain data were provided by the local weather service. The samples
were then fractionated and analysed using the wet sieving method, as explained in the
next section. Two SB were used in relation to the studies presented here, so that two gully
pots of the intersection area could be sampled simultaneously. A total of three rain events
could be captured, so that six samples could be collected.

2.3. Sampling Methodology for the Evaluation of SuDS on the Test Stand

The investigations on the test stand are presented in the following. The test stand of
the Department of Urban Water Management at the TU of Berlin meets the requirements of
the “DIBt Approval Principle for Precipitation Water Treatment Plants Part 1: Plants for the
connection of motor vehicle traffic areas up to 2000 m? and treatment of the wastewater for
subsequent infiltration into the soil and groundwater” [24].

The test stand consists of a feed tank (10 m?), a centrifugal pump, two measuring
sections, each with a magnetic flow meter (MFM) and electrical control valve, a dosing
station, a static mixer, a road gully (with a decentralised technical SuDS) and an interme-
diate tank for the discharge. The measuring sections consist of a main line in DN 100 for
conveying the flows of 3 L/s to 16 L/s and a secondary line in DN 25 for conveying the
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o —— DN25 W[ DN100O

3
MFM1| [MFM2| &=
—y — il B
/ |
Feed Tank 3 Flow Control
10 m?
1 Road Gully

flows <3 L/s. The Set up can therefore simulate any precipitation dynamics of connecting
surfaces from 250 m? to 1000 m?. The flow rate at the test stand is regulated by an MFM
and a software-controlled valve (Figure 4).

|
_>I/_ @——  Dosing Test Material |

/ : [sustainable Drainage System |
N

<31L/s 3-16 L/s

Figure 4. Test stand of the Department of Urban Water Management at the TU of Berlin according to DIBt requirements.

Millisil W4 is added by means of a twin-screw feeder. The quantity added is controlled
by the motor speed of the twin screw feeder and is adjusted in advance according to the
specifications. A variation in dosage of up to 0.76% was observed and is neglected in the
following. The advantage of this process is the precisely adjustable dosing and continuous
feeding without intervals. However, the unit is only suitable for fine-grained materials
and not for road sweepings (particles > 0.5 mm). Therefore, a rotary valve is used for the
addition of road sweepings. The bulk material is fed into the chambers via an inlet area by
gravity. Due to rotation, the material contained in the cells is transported in the direction of
the outlet. The conveying capacity is determined by the speed of the cellular wheel and by
the predefined size of the chambers, which has been specially made for the test procedure.
In the outlet area, the dosed bulk material falls into the inlet flow due to gravity. The rotary
valve, unlike a vibratory conveyor otherwise used, works vibration-free and thus prevents
segregation of the test substance.

In the DIBt test protocol, discrete samples by scooping are provided at the outlet at
specified times to assess the TSS retention. The TSS is determined according to DIN 38409-2
with a separation limit of 0.45 pm [55]. An alternative method for discrete sampling is
the continuous sampling of the full flow, whereby the entire outlet volume flow is passed
through a stainless steel sieve (full flow sampling). Which is the appropriate method for the
test procedure with RDS shall be decided by determining the recovery. For this purpose, a
constant volume flow of 0.51/s is set on the test stand for 30 min and a constant volume
flow of 277 mg/1 RDS is constantly dosed (250 g in total). The qualified random samples are
taken by hand according to DIN 38,402 [56]. Each qualified sample consists of 5 individual
samples with a volume of 400 mL, which were taken a total of 5 times at an interval of
5 min. The volume of each qualified sample is therefore 2 litres. For each qualified random
sample, the TSS determination is carried out three times, each time through a dried and
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balanced filter with a pore size of 0.45 um. The filter with residue is then dried in a drying
oven at 105 °C and balanced again. The TSS concentration can then be deduced from the
two mass values and the sample volume. The same procedure is used for the full flow
sampling. Since the hydraulic flow rate must be guaranteed without interruption, a lower
separation limit of 20 um is selected. The mass balance is determined gravimetrically after
the sieve residue has been washed back into a weighed beaker and dried until the mass
is constant.

In the test procedure, a fractional analysis of the sample can be carried out in a
complete flow sampling. For process-related reasons, dry sieving (input) and wet sieving
(output) are compared. The effects on the respective fractions for the test material RDS are
to be examined. The assessment of the retention capacity of a SuDS results from the added
test substance mass minus the determined discharge in relation to the input.

Formula: Calculation of the retention efficiency (1)

p=(1— Deutrut ) 00 )
Minput
According to ISO 11352, the determination of the recovery rate of TSS of discrete and

full flow sampling is repeated eight times [57]. The same applies to the comparison of dry
and wet sieving.

3. Results and Discussion

In the following section, the RDS results are presented, first the distribution of the
particles on the road surface and then the field study on the PSD. Subsequently, the
investigations of the real road runoff are shown and compared with the RDS results.
Finally, the validation of the sampling methodology for the evaluation of SuDS on the test
stand is presented

3.1. RDS Field Study

Figure 5 shows the results of the PSD of the RDS across the road surface. RDS are not
homogeneously distributed on the road surface. On the middle of the road (area 5) almost
no particles are detectable, which corresponds to the results of Sieker und Grottker [43].
The majority of the particles are found in the area near the kerb (area 1). Apparently, the
particles are repeatedly stirred up by the traffic until they are deposited on the side area.

@
Y
2 60%
@
2
g 40%
@ 77%
s 20% " 86%
. ™ 9%
r
>1000 pm . N Ll - - il
500-1000 pm > @ © - LN N .
250-500 pm - - -
125-250 pm r - - - -— - r
Fraction
63-125 um F -— -— -— - -—
0-63 um - - - -— - - L
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 al

Figure 5. Particle size distribution across a road. Total width: 11.8 m (area 1: 0.8 m; area 2-7: 1.6 m; area 8: 1.4 m).
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The small increase in area 8 is explained by a natural barrier of the slightly raised
central reservation. For representative investigations, it is therefore sufficient to sample
only the lateral roadway area at the kerb (area 1).

The aim is to propose a method for determining a generally applicable PSD to create a
test substance made of real RSD. Figure 6 shows the average of 39 RDS particle distribution
from the data in Figure 1 in comparison to the literature. The fraction <63 um varies
between <1% and 13%. The total RDS mass load ranged from 8.78 g/m? to 411 g/m?, with
a mean value of 63 g/m?. For a uniform comparison with the literature and to reduce the
influence of very coarse particles (e.g., litter), all RDS graphs are normalised to 1 mm. This
means that 1 mm corresponds to 100% and larger particles are not considered.

100

80

60

40

20

—@— o PAH [9]
——h—— & Heavy metal [9]
—@— 2 RDS USA/EUI9]

—&— 2 RDS TU Berlin

Millisil W4 [40]
TRWP [39]

RDS urban [30]
RDS rural [30]

+1 standard deviation

Single sample

T
10 100 1000

Particle diameter [um]

Figure 6. The RSD (n = 39) in comparison to Millisil W4 [40], tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) [39], polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) [9], heavy metal [9] and road-deposited sediments (RDS) [9,30]. RDS graphs are normalised to 1 mm
and larger particles are not considered.

As the parameters such as actual speed, actual traffic, detailed weather conditions,
roughness of the road surface, etc. were or could not be recorded, it is not possible to make
a statement on the influences on PSD and was not the aim of this study. A comparison
with the literature in Figure 6 shows that the results of the RDS field study are in the same
order of magnitude as those of Gelhardt [30] and Schmitt [9]. However, the RDS is much
coarser in comparison to Millisil W4. Thus, 95% of Millisil W4 passing 200 pm, covers only
40% of RDS.

The sampling basket was used to sample three different “road runoff events”, with
samples obtained in all fractions (Figure 7). For comparison, the PSD of Millisil W4 and
TRWP is also shown in Figure 7.

The three rainfall events were sampled in the spring at two gully pots each. The total
amount of precipitation (and duration) was 4.4 mm (6 h)/5.9 mm (10 h)/6.7 mm (7 h). The
collected mass per gully pot was 47-152 g. The PSD of the road runoff is comparable to
the PSD of the RDS and becomes slightly finer. The investigations show that the particles
of the fine and coarser fractions deposited on the road are washed into the road runoff.
For more precise statements, more parameters would have to be included, such as road
runoff volume. Nevertheless, it is clear that the majority of the rinsed particles (~ 45%) are
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between 125 pum and 500 pm. Millisil W4 covers of that range only about 20%. Overall,
Millisil W4 has a much higher proportion of fine fractions, which is why the grading curves
differ widely and only represent 60% of the total road runoff.

100

80

60

40

20

—®— @ Road runoff
—@®— ( RDS TU Berlin

Millisil W4 [40] TSSq;
TRWP [39] © 20 %

T
\
\
\
\
I
|
\
\
Road runoff samples }
\
\

T T T
10 100 1000

Particle diameter [um]

Figure 7. Road runoff PSD (n = 6) in compare to RSD, Millisil W4 [40], tyre and road wear particles (TRWP) [39].

If, with regard to DWA-A 102, the retention of parameter TSS¢; of a SuDS is to be
evaluated more precisely, the fraction <63 um could be enriched. Nevertheless, it is clear
that the consideration of >63 um is also relevant for the evaluation of a SuDS. This is
because the majority of the load is >63 pm and potentially contributes to the reduction in
the retention performance.

3.2. Sampling Methodology for the Evaluation of SuDS on the Test Stand

Figure 8a shows the recovery rates for the discrete sampling and full flow sampling
methods. As expected, the recovery rate of 95% for full flow sampling is significantly
higher than for discrete sampling (26%). In addition to the accuracy, the precision (standard
error) is also improved by a factor of 10.

A disadvantage of the complete flow sampling compared to the discrete sampling is
that the separation limit of 0.45 pm cannot be realised. Therefore, it was investigated to see
how far the loss caused by the separation limit of 20 um was relevant for the significance
of the parameter TSS¢3. Furthermore, the recovery of the TSS43 fraction with 10 pm and
20 pum sieves was determined (Figure 8b). Processed road sweep samples <63 pm were
divided into the fractions 63-20 pm and 20-10 pm by wet sieving. As shown in Figure 8b,
a lower separation limit of 20 um is sufficient for the determination (84%) of the TSS43
for RDS.
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Figure 8. (a) Recovery of discrete sampling and full flow sampling (n = 8) (b) Road-deposited sediments (RDS) <63 um (n = 8).

The RDS are processed as individual fractions by dry screening. For a fractional
analysis of the rinsed test material, dry sieving (input) and wet sieving (output) of the test
material RDS are compared for process-technical reasons. Both methods were used for the
same road sweep samples, which were pre-sieved to <1 mm. With wet sieving, the PSD
shifts slightly into the finer range (Figure 9), presumably due to the mobilisation of finer
particles by the rinsing process. Both methods yield comparable results and can be used as
a reliable basis for a fractional analysis of the results.
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