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Designed for Optimum Designed for Optimum

Filtration & Hydraulic-flow Water Absorption &
Plant Growth
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~Urban Environment .
- Storm-Water 101

15%

i 55.70% surface water _si——
surface water runoff detained/
(carries pesticides, infiltrated
silt and animal waste) ™ _ :_Wr

0%
rainfall
detained




» surface water
detamed,flnﬂ Itrated

' - 15%
surface water
runoff

Low Impact Development (LID) approach —
new hydrologic pattern mimics predevelopment patterns




L EG/SIope Stabilization uses*

Crowing I\/IedTa"f#

Compost Storm Water Blan et . | gned
e 1) D|SS|pate energy of
~ rain impact;
. 2) Hold, infiltrate &
| evaporate water
3) Slow down/disperse
energy of sheet
flow;
4) Provide for
optimum vegetation
growth
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= = aluate the short and long term effects
= of compost compared to silt fence and
hydroseed on storm runoff, soil erosion,
nutrient loss, vegetative growth
characteristics and soil quality.
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Blanieis ( 5 )& EEr BErms (17 x2"
rlyrlros d applled Yy local’ professional
PO certified Class A silt fence
59,1196' bermuda grass @ 20 Ibs/ac (GDOT spec)
0% s[ope (cleared & graded)

=D Di' Size = 3" wide x 16’ long
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-e:~Ra|nfaII simulation = 3.1 in/hr for 1 hr = 50-yr/1-hr
~ return for Athens, GA — worst case scenario

-~ ® 3 Storms = immediately after treatment application,
3 months, 12 months

® Soil sampling = day 1, 6 months, 18 months
* No supplemental irrigation
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Compost Hydroseed Bare Soil

Treatment

O 3 months B 12 months




jpvasive Weed Covers =

+ ‘
Hydroseed Bare Soill

—e— 3 months —=— 12 months

*Weed Cover & Biomass positively correlated (r>0.85)
to high inorganic N
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Compost #3 Compost #4 H-seed/Silt Fence Bare Soll
Treatments

O Runoff Start B Runoff at Peak Flow
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~1.50m 'Compost ECBs produced NO runoff
—3 N 0 runoff = little/no erosion (from transport)
3'Greater time until start of runoff = no runoff for small &
- medium storm events
4.Less runoff = smaller storm water management

ponds/design areas = $$$$$
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:ﬁa sult fence VS Compost system
- for 3 storm events
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Compost #3 Compost #4 Hydroseed Hydroseed Sail
#1 #2
Treatment

O Day One B Three Months O Twelve Months
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> EVelltziie ,ur ct of compest particle size on perfermance of
CofnlgosiE rfm
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Cogggelie ‘performance of Compost ECBs to Straw Mulch
WP ANE "-@hventlonal BMP)

o= j,.-“i performance of flocculants added to Compost ECBs
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“sediment reduction
= ’Determlne RUSLE Cover (C) Factors for all treatments

\/ Increased Rainfall Intensity/Duration to 4 in/Zhr
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Note: Straw w/ PAM is
GA DOT standard practice
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Straw/PAM Overs Compost

[ % of Rainwater B Min. to Runoff Commencement
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Note: Straw w/ PAM is
GA DOT standard practice
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Straw/PAM Overs Compost

O Runoff Volume B Peak Flow Rate
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(NTU) during Storm #4..
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Note: Straw w/ PAM is
GA DOT standard practice
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Straw /Pam Overs Compost  C/Silt Stop  C/ProFloxx



rﬁg‘-)- for Stonm #1. :

Bare soil  Straw/Pam Overs Compost



e

e ten B (T -
TN PRE BN B e o R "a.m
g B o AL W o WA | [

S SRt

nks

1
3
£
2






Trelgs edlment In matrix of varying pore

sp --S ‘and sizes

'—i ':Z,:Bmds and adsorbs nutrients/hydrocarbons in
- storm runoff

® Biological

— Degrades various compounds with bacteria
and fungi
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US EPA/NPDES
«Clay removal = 0-20%

Designedto

PondiuEE = _
Suspended % *Silt removal = 50-80%
solids smalle: ‘____-___f___‘_ M

than theI{ ------ : Sand removal = 90%
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sDesigned to flow water faster
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*Mix of particle sizes (SPECS!) = micro & macro pores

Humus = adsorption of soluble pollutants (+ charged)



SilitEenceVsSHElter Berm

M & Water Conservation (Faucetie et alssz005) s

Mean Total Solids Load for 3 Storm Events

v'All Plots used
Hydromulching

Silt Fence Filter Berm

O TotalN OTotal P
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Motor Oil Removal at 1,000-10,000 mg L

I

Filter Filter Filter Filter Filter Filter Filter
Medial Media2 Media3 Mediad4d Media5 Media6 Media7




International Meeting

SABE Paper, 2006

l‘" American Society of
|

e Agricultural and Biological Enmeer
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JBReduction of TSS & Turbidity of
SflisEernice, Filter Soxx, Filter Soxx + Floc
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15l Fénce 67 52
{Filter Soxx /8 63
~liter Soxx + Silt Stop 97 98
-llter Soxx + BioFloxx 97 94

* Total Solids removal efficiency for Filter Soxx = 90%
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SOLEUBLEEPRP

Soluble P Loss Averaged Over 30 min of
Runoff
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Bare Soill Filter Sock




— USDA
=~ Soluple P S

F]flf Soxx + POy = 990% reduction
NP 25-27-5 FerilliZer Agollge et s e gs/zle

Average P loss from Fertilized Soil
(first flush in storm runoff)

ortho P (ppm)

-99%

Soxx w/ P-Loxx

Silt Fence Bare soil
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..-Through Rate & DeS|gn Capacity of OARIO.
SOIMPBSITSOCKS I SIFFERcenrSediment Control
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*Design ca_ H Keener B. Faucette M. Klingman

Filter Sox 3 e
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“sEngineers, L.A.’s, E&SC/SWPPP
‘Designers

Inputs = storm intensity or total rainfall,
storm duration, area of watershed,
potential runoff reduction, slope length &

degree, length of filter,
ht/diameter of filter

«Qutputs = Y/N failure, time to failure
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— 12" Filter Soxx™ > 36" silt fence

SO WHAT?

1. Higher flow rate capacity = greater drainage area;

2. Greater drainage area = less BMP installation/inspection/maintenance
3. Less cost to contractor and/or inspectors

*Based on 30 min. of flow with sediment concentration at 10,000 mg L
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