BEFORE THE CANTERBURY REGIONAL COUNCIL

UNDER THE Resource Management Act 1991
AND
IN THE MATTER of application CRC190445 by the

Christchurch City Council for a
comprehensive resource consent
to discharge stormwater from
within the Christchurch City area
and Banks peninsula settlements
on or into land, into water and into
coastal environments

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF
MARK JAMES PINNER FOR CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL
Dated 15 October 2018

CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL
PO BOX 73015
Christchurch 8154
Solicitor Acting: Brent Pizzey
Tel 64-3-9415550
Brent.Pizzey@ccc.govt.nz

LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Mark Pinner TRIM Number 18/732638



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LN I T L L I T S 1
SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE .....cootitiiiiii ittt e e e e s n e e e e aeaaeeananaaeneeae s 1
The Purpose of sweeping — directly in the road COrfidor...........cooovieeiiiiee i 3
The Purpose of sweeping — downstream of the road corridor Protecting our Waterways .....5
Councils’ Level of Service (LOS) fOr SWEEPING ...ceeeiiriiiiiiiiiee et 6
Councils’ Performance Requirements fOr SWEEPING .......ocvereeriiieee i 8
Assets and features Council sweeps in the road COrridor...........coovvieiiiie e, 8
Determining the Frequency of road SWEEPING ........ueviiiiiiiieiiiiie e 10
Unique traffic demand and activity criteria for Christchurch ............ccccccoi i 11
AN LT AN 0T VA A o] o L= g To [ RS TPRR 11
APPENTIX A e e 16

LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Mark Pinner TRIM Number 18/732638



INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Mark James Pinner. | have been requested by the Christchurch
City Council (CCC) to give evidence in relation to the application for a

comprehensive stormwater discharge consent.

2. | hold the qualifications of B.Eng. (Honours) Civil Engineering, Southampton
University, United Kingdom. | have been a member of IPENZ since 2004.

3. I am employed as the Transport City Streets Maintenance Manager with CCC. |

have worked in that role for the past three years.

4, Previously | had been employed for 10 years by New Zealand Transport Agency.

During this time, | was State Highway Senior Network Manager for the West

Coast.

5. The Council has asked me to provide evidence about the Council’'s road sweeping
operations.

6. I confirm that | have read and agreed to comply with the Code of Conduct for

expert witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note
(dated December 2014). | confirm that the issues addressed in the statement of
evidence are within my area of expertise. | have not knowingly omitted to consider
facts or information that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. The

Council, as my employer, has agreed to me giving evidence on its behalf.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

7. The purpose of this evidence is to provide an overview of why the Council sweeps
the road corridor, what it is limited to, and what the road sweeping level of service

requirements are.

8. This evidence covers:
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10.

11.

12.

13.

e The purpose of sweeping directly in the road corridor;

e The purpose of sweeping downstream of the road corridor;

e Councils’ Level of Service (LoS) requirements for sweeping;

e Councils’ Performance Requirements for sweeping;

e What Council sweeps in the road corridor;

e Determining the frequency of sweeping;

e Monitoring and auditing;

e CCC’s Operations in context of NIWA Study “Street sweeping: an effective
non-structural Best Management Practice (BMP) for improving stormwater
quality in Nelson?”

Street sweeping is an economic and flexible mitigation option to reduce the
contaminant load downstream of roads, particularly when used in conjunction with
other interventions. It can readily be adapted with changing traffic demands and
patterns or land use, and new technologies can be expected to improve efficiency

and potentially the quality of the operation.

Street sweeping is undertaken within the Council’s Road Maintenance Contracts,
which are Term Maintenance Contracts (up to a 5 years term). There are four of
these contracts that covers Council’'s network. They deliver day to day activities,
such as pothole repairs, inspections, programming, sweeping, line-marking and
sign maintenance, as well as planned surfacing repairs to roads, footpaths,

drainage assets, amongst other adhoc tasks.

The higher level of sweeping in certain areas, such as in the inner CBD, is desired
for amenity and aesthetic reasons rather than for efficient environmental

mitigation.

The road surface itself is only one of many sources of contaminants that may be
discharged in the catchment. In a rain event, discharges from residential and
commercial properties, their driveways and other impervious areas are not able to

be mitigated by any street sweeping activity.

Despite differences in research results, | would consider it likely that NIWA's

conclusion about the effectiveness of street sweeping (Appendix A) in practice is
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14.

15.

16.

17.

approximately correct. There are many other dependencies than can be refined
and improved so that the Council can make the pick-up achievement as it high as
it could feasibly be.

Council monitors the needs of the road network continuously to identify where the
highest potential for mitigation of contaminant load by sweeping or sump cleaning
will be.

Efficient and effective removal of finer particles from the road will also mean that

air quality will likely improve also, as less is re-suspended in the air.

Council inspects and empties, as required, sumps at a six monthly interval. The
Council is recording the frequency that sumps need emptying to build up a good
picture of where the demands are most extensive. As the extent of results
increases we will better understand these demands. Council will consider
scheduling cleaning of specific sumps at pre-determined intervals, in areas of the
highest contaminant loads, where it will enable Council to optimise its

effectiveness and efficiency.

As a result of my recent review of the recommendations in the NIWA report
(Appendix A) I intend to ensure that the Council refines the Contractors’ quality
plans for sweeping to ensure that they record and undertake maintaining and
changing their brushes. | agree with the NIWA report that this will maximise the

potential for pick-up of material.

The Purpose of sweeping — directly in the road corridor

18.

19.

The historic purpose of sweeping is to maintain drainage, safety, prevention of

asset and private property damage, cleanliness and amenity.

Best practice road management aims to ensure that the road carriageway itself
does not pond, hold water, and has a positive means of removing water, often to
a reticulated system. “Positive drainage” is an engineering term that relates to
assets constructed by the asset owner, ie Council for its roads, solely to facilitate

the control water towards a planned collection point, ie not allowing flow to pond
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

or soak away. Positive drainage not only prevents asset damage, it reduces the
risk of creating safety issues such as aqua planning or avoidance which can force
drivers to suddenly deviate from their path.

The road shape is typically designed so that water is quickly moved from the
centre of the road to the outer, lower, edges where it is collected and consequently
efficiently discharged from the road. Thus, keeping positive drainage features, e.g.
kerb and channels or sumps at the low edges of the road free of restrictions is

crucial to this end.

Keeping the drainage channels operating as they should also limits the likelihood
of storm water taking uncontrolled secondary flow paths that could do damage to
adjacent private property, especially on hillside areas where the flow speeds and
volumes may be more considerable. The material that is to be swept would
otherwise quickly build up and, in even a small storm event, could potentially

cause a safety and/or flooding issue.

The gradient of the kerb and channels is often minimal. Even minor volumes of
material can cause a blockage, as the initial block can dam further material behind

it also.

The Council therefore, like many other Territorial Roading Authorities, and New
Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) for the State Highway network, regularly
sweeps its kerbs and channels, dish channels and sumps to ensure that drainage
is maintained. Whilst at times this may not always be successful, doing nothing is

not an option due the secondary flooding, safety or aesthetic concerns.

Further, due to the public’'s expectation for the aesthetics of streets in an urban
environment (ie free of debris and rubbish), it is fully expected that Council will
sweep the kerbs and channels. As well as aesthetics, this very debris could also

pose safety implications, for example glass in the kerb side, near a cyclelane.

Since the earthquakes, due to infrastructure damage or high ground water, many

locations exist where water can pond, often resulting in algae growth along the
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kerb and channel. Sweeping also assists these issues, as otherwise those that

live in the vicinity experience adverse amenity effects.

26. In an urban area, such as Christchurch, the stormwater that is discharged from
the road contains not only the rain that falls onto the road itself, but also the
contribution from residential and various industrial properties that outlet straight
into the road kerb. From the outlet in the kerb and channel the flow from these
adjoining properties is designed to run along the kerb and channel to the outlet,
ie. the road sump. These volumes are at times more considerable than that
generated in the road carriageway footprint itself. There is often no pre-control of
the water discharged in this manner, particularly of residential properties; | believe

this is typical across New Zealand.

The Purpose of sweeping — downstream of the road corridor

Protecting our Waterways

27.  In my experience there is a growing appreciation, both nationally and worldwide,
that sweeping the roads is linked to the quality of stormwater that is discharged
into our natural environment. Whilst sweeping was (historically) largely about what
was visible to the naked eye, ie gross pollutants, such as cans, glass, plastics,
cigarette butts, it is now increasingly also seen as an environmental necessity to
manage water and sediment quality. | can confirm | have been queried on it myself
by Council, for example. The removal of material from the road, aside from the
aim to maintain and sustain positive drainage, is also effective in significantly

reducing the undesired material that accumulates downstream.

28. Street sweepers remove sediment, rubbish, metals, petroleum products and green
waste. Whilst regular street sweeping reduces the extent and likelihood of any of
these pollutants entering our storm water systems, the extent of this removal

varies due to climatic issues, maintenance practices and equipment.

29. Much of the waste from sweeping is high in nitrogen and phosphorus, which is
detrimental to the environment. There are also metal particles and other

hazardous waste products left by passing vehicles or discarded trash.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

Mitigating and managing the effects of contaminant loads in stormwater from

roads on receiving environments is a key issue for Council.

In established urban areas the space to construct and/or readily maintain best
practice structures such as infiltration facilities to control stormwater discharge are
limited. Road sweeping is likely to be one of the most economic and practicable

solution in those areas.

One of the most important determinants in the effectiveness of managing
contaminant loads via sweeping is the time between sweeping relative to the
occurrence of storms. Pollutants off the road or those that adjoin and discharge
into it accumulate until they are washed off in a rain event, unless they are
otherwise swept away. Hence, where the storm interval is fairly large, the benefit
of sweeping is typically greater, particularly as the percentage of the load that will

be removed will in tandem be higher.

Council’'s frequency is increased over the periods of more frequent events, April
to July, as a result of increased levels of sweeping for leaf fall. Council generally
also has higher frequencies for sections that have higher traffic use or commercial
activity, the sources of greater contaminant loads, thereby more likely to capture

these loads in between storms.

Councils’ Level of Service (LoS) for Sweeping

34.

35.

The Council’s Contract requirement is for sweeping to remove, and dispose, of
debris by mechanical and/or manual means from the roads kerb and channel,
sump tops, dish channel, and under vehicle crossings. Sweeping is specified at a
pre-determined frequency street by street, accessways, cycleway, mall or other

footpath area. Certain areas are also wet scrubbed (paved areas at malls).

The frequency of the sweep determined by Council is based on the environment
of the streets, such as its use and activity that surrounds it, its topography, the
traffic volume and the type of asset being swept; ie dish channels are typically

swept more regularly than flat channels.
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Council requires its Contractor to inspect each of its sumps twice a year, and at
all times expected to be clear of debris 50mm below the invert of the outlet. If the
sump is fuller than it is to be immediately scheduled to be fully emptied. A record
of this activity is maintained in the Council’'s Road Assessment and Maintenance
Management (RAMM) database. This is an industry wide software system for
Road Controlling Authorities All sumps are to be inspected by the end of March
and September of each year. Council carries out its own random sample checks

of these sumps to make sure that they are meeting the requirements.

Where sumps require regular cleaning Councils requires its Contractors to
increase the inspection cycle of these. A contract expectation between Council
and its Contractors is that Council could inspect a sump at any time and expect
the sump to meet the capacity requirement. Given the number of sumps, over
30,000 across the City, it is not efficient nor economic, to clean all of the sumps

routinely.

From April to July additional requirements exist to ensure that leaf fall is collected
within the street, as it typically collects in the road kerb and channel. This
requirement is both for safety reasons (ie not being able to see the kerb and
channel), and to ensure that the positive drainage is maintained such that the
sumps do not get blocked when it rains; as the leaves flow they invariably trap in

the sump lid and cause stormwater flow to back up.

Areas known to be susceptible to flooding are managed within the Council’'s
RAMM database also. The Council requires the Contractor to sweep specific
areas before and after significant weather events, which is when rainfall is
expected to be >20mm over 2 hours or more, and to monitor through the event
also. At times may also include further wide scale water blasting and/or scrubbing
of the entire road corridor post event, where flood waters have left visible
contaminants. It may also include outlets from sumps being cleaned or water

blasted where they are evidently blocked.

In preparation of planned Community/Sporting or other large scale public events
extra specific road sweeping is occasionally undertaken; prior to the event for

amenity reasons, and after the event to remove waste that is left behind.

TRIM Number 18/732638

LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Mark Pinner 7



Councils’ Performance Requirements for Sweeping

41.

The Council’s current contract requirements for sweeping are that post sweeping
the following result is obtained:

No debris remains immediately after cleaning. This is measured up to 1.0m
from kerb face towards the road;

Vehicle crossings (including under Bridge blocks and ramp/metal plates) are
clear of material;

Sump tops are cleared;

The scheduled frequency scheduled is delivered;

Full network coverage is provided;

GPS information is provided (in real time) of where the operation is
undertaken, including proof when sweeping unit is in use;

Provide feedback of when mechanical sweeping is continually compromised
due to parking issues;

No windrows of detritus remain;

For leaf collection, less than 75 Customer Services Requests are received by
Council from the public per month;

Requested sweeping, originating from the public or Council, is completed
with a 48 hours turnaround;

Specific flood prone areas are cleaned prior to high intensity rainfall (>20mm

in 2 hour period), and cleaned afterwards also.

Assets and features Council sweeps in the road corridor

42.

The main lengths of kerb and channel and dish channel form the bulk length of

what is swept. It also includes abutting areas such as:

The carriageway within the intersection junction head;
Bus Bays;

Kerbing around intersections;

Channels behind the road kerb;

Parking Bays;
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43.

44.

45,

46.

47.

e Median island;

e Pedestrians Island;

e Roundabout.

The lengths of road that is cleaned are in total:

Frequency | Length of | Total Length | Typical feature or location
asset (Km) (Km)/yr

Daily 17.6 6,424 Inner CBD

Weekly 219.5 11,414 Malls/High amenity or commercial
use

Fortnightly | 169.2 4,399 Highly trafficked roads

4 Weeks 463.0 6,019 Mostly dish channel — suburban
areas

6 weeks 1838.2 16,544 (Modern) Kerb and Channel —
suburban areas

Total 2,707.5 44,800

In total 2,707.5km of drainage assets are scheduled to be cleaned and this

equates to 44,800km of cleaning that is undertaken per year.

There are approximately 30,000 sumps across the City. Council’s sumps are
currently inspected twice per year, and cleaned (fully) only when <50mm
freeboard below the invert of the outlet. It is Council’s intention that over the next
few years this frequency is rationalised further to reduce inspections where they
are less critical, being those that do not need cleaning so often. Council can then
turn its focus to those where the benefit to reducing contaminant load has highest
potential (ie those that fill up most quickly). This also, as per sweeping frequency,
recognises that change in use of an area or activity is continually occurring;

Council recognises that the network needs to adapt.

Approximately 8 sweepers are continuously engaged over the entire network,
generally sweeping between 6am and 10pm, the hours reduced to alleviate noise
disturbance. Regional & Arterial roads are not swept between 7.30am to 6pm, to

avoid delays.

The sweeping activities are undertaken as part of a wider road maintenance
contract, for which there are currently four contractors employed currently by
Council. Although the plant is of different age and type across and within the

companies, they all currently use Vacuum sweepers for road maintenance.

TRIM Number 18/732638
LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Mark Pinner 9




48.

49.

50.

Sweeping by hand is required when access is reduced due to parked cars; often
in the dense areas of the inner City. Some of the sweeper units are fitted with
suction snorkel to allow cleaning under the bridge blocks, cleaning the sumps and
the dish channel operation. For smaller, narrower, sections such as cycleways
and footpaths/accessways, where needed, additional bespoke plant is used.

Sweeping is paid as a Lump sum per month. The weight removed is paid in
addition by the tonne at the Transfer Station. In FY1718 (01 July 2017 to 30th
June 2018), the cost of all of these operations across the City was approximately
$3.0m per annum (inclusive of $800k of waste (9,150T)).

Based on the tonnage disposed of and the coverage undertaken, Council’s rate of
removal from sweeping is approx. 206.4 kg/km. (As will be noted later, this is in

the higher end of the expected ranges).

Determining the Frequency of road sweeping

General Principles

51.

52.

53.

The frequency of sweeping a section of a road is largely dependent on the usage
of the area, the terrain and the kerb type. In any road there could be significant
changes of use and many different types of drainage, so different sections of road

can be very specific.

Generally the highest frequency sweeping is undertaken where there is:

¢ high pedestrian or commercial usage areas, such as malls;
¢ high volume, multi lanes roads (large surface area etc);

¢ hillside locations where flow capacity is significant;

¢ flood prone areas;

¢ Significant leaf falls is identified.

The frequency of sweeping is re-adjusted within our Road Maintenance Contracts

every six months, to meet changing activity needs. This is done to balance risk,
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environmental effects and customer experience within the funding that is available

and to ensure that the Council targets resources to areas of highest need.

54. The process utilised by Council to determine frequency of a cycle of sweeping is
similar to how other Local authorities manage their own, or as NZTA do for their
State Highway network, and reflects understood Best Practice.

55.  When the road maintenance contracts for the three Contract urban areas of the
City were prepared in 2017 the Council reviewed other similar local and national
roading authorities’ level of service and contracts requirements. This aimed to
ensure that the Council achieved best practice, obtained value for money for

Council and balanced that against customer expectation.
Unique traffic demand and activity criteria for Christchurch

56. Christchurch has significant and rapid changes with regards to traffic demand and
its distribution since the 2011 earthquakes, which makes it unique in New Zealand
at this current time. The change in distribution of places of work and living are still
stabilising and | believe it will likely take another 5 to 10 years to reach a point
where they are less marked. Council’'s need for adaptability to changing sweeping

regimes is thus more fluid than other urban centres.

NIWA Study? (Appendix A)

57. The purpose of the Report was as a literature review of studies relating to sweeper
efficiency and the potential for sweeping to yield improvements in stormwater

quality.

58. The aim of the Report was to provide recommendations for Nelson to consider
how they may implement Environmental sweeping in certain catchments. This is
therefore equally valid for other road controlling authorities, including Christchurch

City Council, as it aims to summarise best practice.

1 NIWA Studies; Depree April 2011 “Street sweeping: an effective non-structural Best Management Practice (BMP) for
improving stormwater quality in Nelson?”
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

The Report is specific to New Zealand road sweeping activities, and is the most
recent to have been undertaken by an independent and recognised authority with
regards to water research in NZ.

The Report (Executive Summary and 3.4.2) found that despite claimed pick up
efficiencies of >90% by manufacturers (which are carried out [in testing] under
optimised conditions), the reported efficiency of sweepers is typically in the 20-
30% range under real world conditions when measured before and after sweeping.
However, when a swept catchment was compared to an un-swept control
catchment, performance was more favourable, with ranges in the 63-73% by
comparison (regenerative sweeper to vacuum sweeper). This indicates that

Vacuum sweepers are the most efficient sweepers at present.

Council uses vacuum sweepers for the majority of its kerb and channel cleaning
because it understands this to be the most efficient means currently available.
Council will adopt any advances in technology that provide demonstrable benefits

as it re-tenders its future contracts.

The Report (3.4.2 and 4.2.2) found that finer particulates (125 to 250um, or even
smaller) were only effectively able to be picked up by vacuum sweepers. The
report thus suggests it is realistic to expect a significant reduction in runoff
contaminant loads, particularly from within the road itself. It also indicated that on
a catchment scale the contaminant reductions from street sweeping would
combine with other management actions, such as source control and structural
storm-water practices (such as filters and treatment facilities) to provide an holistic

approach.

One of the key findings of the Report (Executive summary and 4.1.3) is that

“The most important parameter determining the effectiveness of sweeping to
reduce storm-water contaminant loads is the time interval between sweeping,
relative to the time interval between storms. This is because street pollutant loads
accumulate with time until the street is cleaned via sweeping or rainfall wash-off —
hence substantial rainfall events between sweeping passes will result in the

majority of the street pollutant mass being entrained in storm-water, as opposed
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64.

65.

66.

67.

to being removed via sweeping operations. Accordingly, the recommended
sweeping interval should be a maximum of two-times the interval between storms,
which means street sweeping has greater potential where the climate consists of
long pronounced dry spells (i.e., long average inter-storm periods)”.

I consider that the Council’s current practices achieve a good balance of achieving
a sweeping interval that is related to the storm interval. Council adopts an increase
in coverage over its network over the winter months for leaf fall, and it has higher
frequencies scheduled for where there is increased likelihood of contaminant load;
around the busier roads and commercial activities. The desired increase in
frequency at these times, within funding constraints and other expectations and
need for the other reasons for sweeping as suggested (ie aesthetics, safety and

secondary flooding) is always a balance being optimised.

The Report (4.3.1) indicates that the minimum and maximum recommended
sweeping frequencies for arterial streets with high traffic volumes is between
weekly and a fortnight, commercial streets typically between fortnightly and
monthly, whilst residential areas were between monthly and every quarter.
Council’'s frequency range adopts the same principles, and is in line with
established good practice. Council's method of continually reviewing such

frequencies will permit ready adaption to changing needs.

The Report (4.2.1) indicates that the total pollutant mass on street surfaces relative
to the total mass on other catchment surfaces that are not removable via sweeping
(e.g., roof tops, car parks, driveways, and commercial/industrial yards) is another
important factor influencing sweeping effectiveness. The Report suggest that the
greatest benefits from street sweeping will be for catchments where the street
pollutant load makes a large contribution to the total catchment runoff load (e.qg.,
for arterial roads with commercial activity). Council’'s street sweeping approach
targets known areas of commercial activity and where higher loads off the road
itself are expected. Council does not consider the off-street catchment area as a
whole.

Further the Report (4.2.5) suggests even if street loads are a minor contributor,

some industrial areas, particularly in the automotive field (ie car wreckers, repair
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workshops or battery manufacturers) would benefit from increased sump cleaning
from the residual deposits that may be left in the sumps post a storm
event. Council aims to focus its sweeping to where the highest benefit of
contaminant load is, but it acknowledges the network extent, its use, and the
demand in turn on our drainage systems is always changing. | agree that there is
merit in the Council undertaking the street sweeping and sump cleaning
investigation and trials referred to in proposed condition 38.

68. The Report (4.3.2) states that it is estimated that whilst street particulates are not
uniformly distributed over the road, between 80 to 90% of street dirt resides in the
kerb and 300mm further into the road. Council sweep 1.0m back from the kerb
face, so the Council’s practice should capture the majority of contaminants off of
the road.

69. The Report (3.4.2) suggests that removal efficiency is directly linked to street load
and that reached a maximum of 60-80% for loadings greater than 140-210kg/km;
Council’s rate of removal of 206kg/km, in the Year 015t July 2017 to 30" June
2018, would appear to indicate it is in the upper levels of this range, and hence
efficient. However, | would accept that the high widespread level of construction
activity in Christchurch may have contributed to higher levels of sediment being

higher than typical for a “Normal” street load as indicated in this study.

70. The Report (4.3.2) suggested good maintenance of plant and equipment, as well
its application in the field, is necessary to make sure the full extent of the service
that could be obtained. Council is increasing its audits of the work undertaken, in
the field and through desktop analysis, so that failure of plant or operators to
undertake the necessary requirements is picked up more routinely. The failure to
provide the required Level of Service now has meaningful monetary impact to the
Contractors, to illicit the required performance.

71. Council recognises that sweeping performance in the real world is very dependent
on the equipment, particularly the sweeper brush itself, to ensure maximum
potential for pick up. Council will ensure the Contractors’ quality plans for
sweeping record and undertake the necessary maintenance and changing of their
brushes.
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Mark Pinner

15 October 2018
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Appendix A

Depree, C., (2011). Street sweeping: an effective non-structural Best Management
Practice (BMP) for improving storm-water quality in Nelson? NIWA Client Report No.
HAM2011-043
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1. Executive summary

Nelson City Council (NCC) undertakes a wide range of environmental monitoring of
surrounding surface water bodies. This monitoring has identified that stormwater discharges
to some of these water bodies, including the Maitai River, are having detrimental effects on
water and sediment quality. As part of ongoing efforts to mitigate the effects of stormwater on
receiving environments, NCC is faced with the difficult challenge of reducing suspended
sediment, and associated contaminants, in urban runoff from established catchments that
offer limited scope for retrofitting conventional structural best management practices (BMPs).

This is a common problem around the world, especially in the U.S. where the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Phase Il requirements mean many cities are faced with the
challenge of reducing stormwater contaminant loads by 40%. To achieve this, street
sweeping is increasingly viewed as the most cost-effective management option. When street
sweeping operations focus on maximising removal of particulate contaminants (i.e., a non-
structural BMP), the term ‘environmental sweeping’ is used to differentiate from conventional
cosmetic, or aesthetic, sweeping.

Street or road runoff is generally regarded as an important source of pollutants in catchment
runoff, including reticulated stormwater. Typical mass loadings of street particulate material
range between 100 and 250 kg per kilometre of curb (curb-km). Three major factors
influencing the quantity of street particulates are: 1) local meteorology (i.e., frequency and
intensity of storms and wind conditions); 2) use of streets and adjacent areas (e.g., land use,
traffic type and volume); and 3) street surface condition (type and age of pavement, gutters
and curbs).

Despite claimed pick up efficiencies of >90% by manufacturers (carried out under optimised,
non-real world conditions), the reported efficiency of sweepers is typically in the 20-30%
range under real world conditions. Under favourable conditions (explained below), it seems
realistic to expect a 10-30% reduction in runoff contaminant loads. This may still represent an
environmental benefit, given that on a catchment scale the contaminant reductions from
street sweeping would combine with other management actions, such as source control and
structural stormwater BMPs (e.g., retention ponds, filtration and infiltration devices). That is,
street sweeping should be part of an integrated catchment approach in mitigating the
potential impacts of stormwater on aquatic receiving environments.

The most important parameter determining the effectiveness of sweeping to reduce
stormwater contaminant loads is the time interval between sweeping, relative to the time
interval between storms. This is because street pollutant loads accumulate with time until the
street is cleaned via sweeping or rainfall wash-off — hence substantial rainfall events between
sweeping will result in the majority of the street pollutant mass being entrained in stormwater,
as opposed to being removed via sweeping operations. Accordingly, the recommended
sweeping interval should be a maximum of two-times the interval between storms, which
means street sweeping has greater potential as a BMP in areas where the climate consists
of long pronounced dry spells (i.e., long average inter-storm periods).

The total pollutant mass on street surfaces relative to the total mass on other catchment
surfaces that are not removable via sweeping (e.g., roof tops, car parks, driveways, and
commercial/industrial yards) is another important factor influencing sweeping effectiveness.
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Greatest benefits from street sweeping will be for catchments where the street pollutant load
makes a large contribution to total catchment runoff load (e.g., for arterial roads and
motorways). If streets loads are a minor contributor, then other source controls (e.g.,
contaminants from various industrial/commercial operations) or conventional structural BMP
options should be explored.

In summary, street sweeping as a non-structural BMP may provide measurable
improvements (i.e., up to 30%) in stormwater quality. In catchments with limited space for
retrofitting conventional structural BMPs, modifying existing ‘aesthetic’ sweeping
programmes to focus on contaminant removal (i.e., environmental sweeping) is considered
the most cost-effective option for meeting stormwater improvement targets. Accordingly, it is
recommended that NCC implement further studies to explore the potential of environmental
sweeping as an effective non-structural stormwater BMP. As a starting point, any such
studies should incorporate the following key recommendations:

1. implementing a best practice approach to current structural treatment systems by
ensuring regular cleaning of sump traps (6 monthly or annually depending on
catchment)

2. identifying catchments with highest potential for sweeping to contribute to
contaminant loads

3. determine the required sweeping frequency based on an analysis of Nelson’s rainfall
pattern, with a focus on having the biggest reduction in contaminants during the
summer (dryer) months where sweeping effectiveness is less influenced by street dirt
washoff

4. implement an appropriate level of monitoring of the quantity and contaminant
characteristics of the street sweeping material collected.
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2. Introduction

2.1 Background

Stormwater, and the associated contaminants (including faecal microorganisms, nutrients
and suspended solids), have been shown to have detrimental effects to aquatic receiving
environments in the Nelson region. State of the Environment reports (Wilkinson, 2007 and
earlier reports referenced therein) have shown many of the streams draining the catchments
in and around Nelson City to have degraded water quality. Sediment monitoring has
indicated elevated concentrations (relative to ANZECC guidelines) of heavy metals in the
Jenkins (zinc and lead) and York (lead) streams, and both polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHSs) and heavy metals (copper and lead) in the lower reaches of the Maitai River (Bailey
and Conwell, 2010 and earlier reports referenced therein).

Because of its high recreational/social value, there is concern about the impacts of
stormwater discharges on the Maitai River. Sediment contaminant concentrations in the
lower reach of the Maitai River are reportedly high enough to cause adverse ecological
effects (Crowe et al. 2004). As part of continuing efforts to mitigate the potential impacts of
stormwater on aquatic receiving environments, P. Sheldon and P. Ruffell from Nelson City
Council (NCC) approached NIWA to look at feasible options to improve stormwater quality in
the largely commercial subcatchments discharging into the Maitai River. Because of the
limitations of retrofitting additional stormwater treatment devices (SWTDs) in commercial
subcatchments (i.e., lack of space), the focus of this report was on the effectiveness of street
sweeping as a best management practice (BMP) for improving the quality of stormwater
discharged to the Maitai River. Improved sweeper technology allowing efficient collection of
fine particulates, combined with need for cost effective BMPs (driven by new EPA regulations
in the U.S. that require significant reductions in stormwater contaminants) in developed
catchments has seen renewed interest in sweeping as means to reduce contaminant loads in
urban runoff (Selbig and Bannerman, 2007; DiBlasi, 2008; Horwatich and Bannerman, 2009).

One of the benefits of street sweeping is that all municipalities undertake some type of street
sweeping maintenance. With the exception of leaf removal in autumn to prevent drain
blockage, sweeping is largely for aesthetic reasons with any benefits from the removal of
particulates and associated contaminants being secondary. When street sweeping
operations focus on maximising removal of fine particulate contaminants (i.e., a non-
structural BMP), the term ‘environmental sweeping’ is used to differentiate this from
conventional cosmetic/aesthetic sweeping. Unfortunately at the time of writing this report, no
information was available about NCC sweeping operations in the catchments of interest.
Accordingly, it was not possible to compare current practice with recommended practice, and
estimate what reductions in catchment loads might be expected from an optimised
environmental sweeping programme.

2.2 Purpose of the report

The purpose of this report is to provide a literature review of studies relating to sweeper
efficiency and the potential for this technology to yield improvements in stormwater quality
(i.e., reduced contaminant loads). Then, based on the relative merits/potential of sweeping
as a non-structural stormwater BMP, provide recommendations that will advance NCC’s

Street sweeping: effective best management option for improving stormwater quality? 9
30 May 2011 9.24 a.m.



Version

evaluation and potential implementation of an environmental sweeping programme in
selected sub-catchments.

Although stormwater contaminants include faecal microorganisms and particle-associated
nutrients, this report is limited to suspended sediments and associated chemical
contaminants (i.e., heavy metals and hydrocarbons) and their potential removal by sweeping
technologies. It is acknowledged that there are other types of structural BMPs that are
relevant to well developed urban catchments where space is limited; however these were
beyond the scope of this report.

This report does not provide a comprehensive review of stormwater characterisation,
stormwater treatment and/or street sweeping technologies, or the effectiveness of sweeping
to mitigate contaminant loads in stormwater discharges. This would require inclusion of site-
specific data related to the detailed characteristics of the Nelson catchments.

Contaminant concentrations vs loads

Although not critical to this report, which uses the terms ‘loads’ and ‘concentrations’
interchangeabily, it is emphasized that for understanding stormwater management issues, it
is important to distinguish between concentrations and loads of potentially toxic contaminants
in stormwater. This is because contaminant concentrations are relevant to meeting water
quality guidelines (concentration-based), while the total loads of contaminants are relevant
for meeting sediment quality criteria (load-based).

Thus the stormwater management may include requirements for both meeting water quality
guidelines (concentration-based) and sediment quality guidelines (load-based).
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3. Street sweepers

3.1  History

Street sweeping, either manual or mechanical, has been carried out hundreds of years.
Historically, street sweeping has been used for aesthetic (litter removal) cleaning of streets,
as well as for safety reasons, like removing broken glass and other potentially harmful
materials from the street. The first motorised sweeper was developed in the late 20" century
and today (at least in the U.S.) the mechanical sweeper remains the most commonly used
piece of equipment for removing gross pollutants. Gross pollutants are defined as debris
greater than 5 mm in size, which includes litter (e.g., cans, glass, plastic), car parts and plant
material.

3.2 The evolving role of the sweeper

With growing environmental awareness about the ecotoxic nature and concentration of
contaminants in urban stormwaters, together with the potential for adverse effects of aquatic
receiving environments, there have been developments of sweeping technologies as a
source control measure to improve stormwater quality. While traditional mechanical
sweepers efficiently remove gross pollutants, they are relatively ineffective at removing the
contaminated fine sand and silt-sized particulates (i.e., <250 ym). However, new sweepers
based on regenerative air, or high-efficiency vacuum-assisted systems, provide overall
pickup efficiencies as high as 98% (Bannerman, 2000), and very high efficiencies for fine
particulates (including <63 ym fraction; Giles, 2009). With improved performance, a growing
number of field and modelled studies (Schilling, 2005a; Sutherland and Jelen, 1997; DiBlasi,
2008; Selbig and Bannerman, 2007) are challenging the findings of the comprehensive U.S.
nationwide urban runoff programme (NURP, U.S. EPA, 1983), undertaken in the 1980’s with
older generation mechanical sweepers, which found street sweeping to be an ineffective
technique for improving stormwater quality.

Basically, with the ability to efficiently remove the fine contaminated material from streets
before it is carried into the stormwater system, street sweeping has the potential to make
significant reductions in stormwater contaminant loads, and thus be used as a non-structural
BMP to mitigate the effects of stormwater on receiving environments. This is discussed
further in Section 4.

3.2.1 Driving force for ‘environmental sweeping’ in the U.S.

In the U.S. the major driving force behind the interest in street sweeping as a BMP for
stormwater management has been the introduction of U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase Il permits.
In short, this requires municipalities to file for stormwater permits and implement stormwater
management controls that respond to six critical BMP’s. Street sweeping (or vacuuming)
technologies reportedly offer cost effective ways for municipalities (and hence communities)
to meet their Phase Il obligations. In the State of Wisconsin, to meet Phase Il permit
obligations, approximately 200 cities will need to meet new performance standards for
established urban areas, which include reducing the annual total suspended solids (TSS)
load by 40% (Selbig and Bannerman, 2007).
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Although several structural BMPs have been designed to reduce TSS (and associated
contaminants), such as wetlands, ponds, infiltration and filtration devices, the implementation
of one or more of these structural BMPs in established urban catchments is often limited by
available space, and cost of infrastructure installation and maintenance. Sweeping provides
an alternative and non-structural BMP to improve the quality of street runoff as it permits the
removal of particulates before becoming entrained in runoff. In addition, a distinct benefit of
sweeping as a stormwater BMP is that it is already undertaken by all municipalities; hence
implementation largely involves modifying an existing sweeping program to optimise
stormwater improvement goals. That is, shifting from largely aesthetic-driven sweeping to an
environmental sweeping regime where the focus is on reducing contaminant loads in
stormwater.

3.3 Sweeper types

The major sweeper manufacturers are Elgin, Tymco, Johnston (United Kingdom) and
Schwarze, and to a lesser extent, Tennant and Sweeprite, all of whom produce mechanical
broom, regenerative air and vacuum models. Schilling (2005a) has reviewed the various
sweeper models available in the U.S. from the above manufactures.

3.3.1 Mechanical broom sweepers

Although probably not that common in New Zealand (author personal observation),
mechanical brooms are the most popular type of sweeper used in the U.S (probably related
to cost). They generally consist of gutter brooms which sweep the debris rear-ward into the
path of a pick-up broom (Figure 1, left). The pick-up broom sweeps the material moving
upwards via a conveyor system into the hopper (Figure 1, right). Advantages include low
cost, and highly efficient pick-up of gross pollutants. The main disadvantage is their lower
efficiencies for picking up fine particulates, which limits effectiveness for reducing
contaminant loads in storm water.

Figure 1: Left image, example of mechanical street sweeper (from Wayne Sweepers, LLC website,
www.waynesweepers.com); right, a schematic showing conveyer belt system for transferring the
pavement sweepings into the hopper (from Elgin website www.elginsweeper.com).
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3.3.2 Regenerative air sweepers

The regenerative-air process blows air into one end of a horizontal pick-up head which
typically runs approximately width of truck (Figure 2). This is directed onto the pavement,
dislodging particulate materials and carrying them to the end of the pick-up head (curb-side).
A vacuum hose attached to the pick-up head vacuums up the material into a hopper. For
gutter cleaning, they are equipped with a rotating gutter brush that directs debris into the
vacuum end of the pick-up head. The main advantage of regenerative air is that it efficiently
removes fine particulates from flat surfaces, and they are reportedly the sweeper of choice
for flat surfaces with minimal debris, such as airports and car parks (Elgin, 2008).

Figure 2: Schematic showing operating principles of regenerative air sweeper (from Tymco website
www.tymco.com).

The main disadvantages of regenerative air are the relatively high cost, and that they use a
gutter broom to clean the curb, and hence they are no more effective than a mechanical
sweeper at picking up curb-side fines. Sartor and Boyd (1972) estimated that 70-80% of
street debris lies within 150 mm of the curb-side and 90% within 300 mm. Although despite
this, the latest regenerative air sweeper from Elgin, the Crosswind (NX), was the best
performing sweeper (within Elgin’s model range) removing 97.5% of particulate material
under the test conditions (Giles, 2009).

3.3.3 Vacuum (high efficiency) sweepers

Pure vacuum sweepers use an impeller (or fan) to create suction and airflow that draws
road-deposited sediment (RDS) into a nozzle, which is located just above the pavement
surface. The vacuum nozzle sits directly behind the gutter brush and sucks up any
particulate material removed by the rotating brush head. Vacuum sweepers are generally
regarded as the most efficient way to remove particulate fines off the street surface before
they can be conveyed to the stormwater system. In addition they are able to operate in dry
mode without producing fine dust emissions, which is important with modern sweepers
having to be ‘PM10’ (particles <10 ym) certified. Disadvantages include high cost, relatively
ineffective at removing wet vegetation or large debris, and that the sweeping action of the
gutter broom may expose fine silts for easy wash-off into the stormwater system (although
this limitation is more pronounced for mechanical and regenerative air sweepers).
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Figure 3: Schematic showing operating principles of vacuum sweeper (from Elgin website
www.elginsweeper.com).

3.3.4 Indicative capital and running costs

Sweepers typically cost in the range of ca. $100,000 for mechanical sweepers through to
$250,000 (USD) for high-efficiency vacuum and regenerative air sweepers (Schilling,
2005a?). The higher costs of the latter are, however, offset by lower running costs, with the
cost per pound of street dirt removal being approximately US$5-10 for mechanical sweepers
compared to US$2-5 for regenerative air and vacuum sweepers (Sutherland and Kidwell-
Ross, 2010). Furthermore, regenerative air and vacuum sweepers typically have a life of 8
years compared to only 5 for mechanical sweepers (Schilling, 2005b). Schilling (2005b)
indicated operation and maintenance costs (2005 USD values) for mechanical and vacuum
sweepers of US$40 and $20 per curb mile, respectively.

3.4 Efficiency of street sweepers

3.4.1 Controlled testing conditions

As mentioned above, modern high-efficiency street sweepers are capable of removing up to
98% of particulate material under controlled conditions. The most detailed report of pick-up
efficiency of different sweepers was a study undertaken by Pacific Water Resources (PWR)
for the sweeper manufacturer, Elgin (Giles, 2009). Although an industry-funded study, PWR
are reportedly one of the most recognised independent experts on stormwater control in the
U.S. Although it was limited to Elgin sweepers, the usefulness of the study was that it
compared five sweepers (2 regenerative air, 2 mechanical and 1 vacuum) under
standardised, reproducible conditions. Briefly, the testing involved a 50 ft section of curbed
test track (under a tent) that was set up on a car park surface. Dirt used for the pick-up trial
had a similar particle size distribution (PSD) similar to the average PSD observed from
hundreds of samples as part of the National Urban Runoff Project (NURP), and was applied
to the test track at a rate of 225 g/meter (225 kg/km or 792 Ib/mile) across a track width of ca.
60 cm. At a maximum test speed of ca. 5 mph, the sweeper performed a single pass over the
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test track, after which an industrial vacuum cleaner was used to collect any remaining
particulate material. This material was weighed and sieved into 8 size fractions (in mm, these
were <0.063, 0.063-0.125, 0.125-0.25, 0.250-0.6, 0.6-1, 1-2, 2-6.4) to determine overall
efficiency, and the sweeper’s removal efficiency for specific size fractions of particulates.
Results of that study (Giles, 2005) are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1: Removal efficiencies of different types of sweeper manufactured by Elgin Sweeper
(adapted from Giles 2005).
Sweeper model Type Overall removal Removal efficiency of
efficiency (%) silt (<63 pm) (%)

Crosswind (NX) regenerative 97.5 90.8
Crosswind regenerative 96.4 89.4
Waterless Eagle (FW) mechanical 91.5 78.1
Waterless Eagle (FW) with water mechanical 81.0 68.2
Whirlwind (MV) vacuum 93.5 93.5

While the results indicate relatively high total and silt removal efficiencies, even for the
mechanical sweepers, a number of factors contributed to these results probably over
estimating the real world efficiency of the sweepers. These included the following: smooth
and uniform ‘road’ sweeping surface (i.e., concrete car park surface); absence of gutter
channel making sweeping easier; loose material applied to surface behaves differently to real
street dirt, which can form sediment ‘cakes’ from wetting and drying cycles (i.e., more difficult
for sweeper to pick up); uniform application of test material over the length and width of the
test section (in reality, the distribution of street dirt is much more heterogeneous); the test
material did not contain gross debris like litter and vegetation, which can be problematic for
some sweeper types (i.e., vacuum); favourable weather conditions (e.g., no rain prior to or
during sweeping trials); and finally, real street sweeping performance is hindered by vehicles
parked on the street, with every car preventing the sweeping of approximately three car
lengths of curb channel. Accordingly, the applicability of these optimised sweeping
efficiencies to real world conditions are limited.

Breault and workers (2005) undertook sweeping efficiency tests (vacuum vs. mechanical)
using a test dirt mix, but applied this to a real street in New Bedford, Massachusetts. The
overall total pick up efficiencies ranged between 60-92% and 20-31% for the vacuum and
mechanical sweepers, respectively. For the very fine sand fraction (63-125 ym), the
respective pick up efficiencies ranged between 9-10% and 31-93% for mechanical and
vacuum sweeper trucks, respectively. The lower efficiency values for the vacuum sweeper
were attributable to windy conditions during the test. The performance of the mechanical
sweeper under these test conditions was considerably lower than the 80-90% range in Table
1.

3.4.2 ‘Real world’ testing conditions

Overall pick up efficiency

In ‘real world’ field studies where the amount of particulate material is determined before and
after street sweeping, the pick up efficiency of modern sweepers is considerably less than
the values reported in Table 1. In residential catchments in Madison, Wisconsin, the reported
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mean pick up efficiency for regenerative air, high efficiency vacuum and mechanical
sweepers was 25, 30% and 5%, respectively (Selbig and Bannerman, 2007). The authors
indicated that obstruction by parked cars was not a significant issue in the residential study
catchments; presumably due to abundant off-street parking. With respect to load reduction in
a swept catchment compared to an un-swept control catchment, performance was more
favourable with reported values of 76%, 63% and 20% for regenerative air, vacuum and
mechanical sweepers, respectively. The authors proposed that the higher removal rates
were the result of sweeper action generating (discussed below) or exposing fine particulates,
which facilitated dirt removal via rain and/or wind action (Selbig and Bannerman, 2007).

In a study using a new generation Elgin Whirlwind sweeper (DiBlasi, 2008), removal
efficiencies based on the mean amount of material present before and after sweeping was
ca. 20%. A potential limitation of the study, however, was the very short accumulation period
(ca. 24 hours) for street particulate material prior to collection. In a recent study, Horwatich
and Bannerman (2009) reported removal efficiencies of 25 to 77%, with a median of 32%
using high-efficiency vacuum sweepers. Interestingly, the authors showed that the removal
efficiency was positively correlated with street load and reached a maximum of 60-80% for
loadings greater than about 140-210 kg/curb-km. For lower street loadings of between 40
and 100 kg/curb-km, the removal efficiency ranged between 20 and 40%. Hence frequent
street cleaning, whether by rain or sweeping, means short accumulation times, low street dirt
loads and therefore lower removal efficiencies by sweepers.

Pick up efficiency of fine material

Street pick up efficiencies of various sweeper types can be further differentiated by
undertaking a particle size analysis. Numerous studies have concluded that mechanical-
broom sweepers are largely ineffective at removing the fine fraction of street dirt, namely the
fraction of particulates smaller than 250 um (U.S. EPA, 1983, Bender and Terstriep, 1984;
Pitt, 1985). In contrast, and as already discussed in section 3.4.1, modern high efficiency
vacuum and regenerative air sweepers have claimed efficiencies for fine particulate material
of ca. 90% under controlled, or more accurately, optimised sweeping conditions.

The ability of sweepers to effectively remove particulates under real world conditions is
obviously an important parameter in determining the relative merits of sweeping as a
stormwater BMP. For environmental sweeping, efficient pick up of fine material (e.g., <250
pm) would be advantageous since this material typically contains the highest concentrations
of contaminants (particular heavy metals) and because it is the fine fraction that is most
easily entrained in runoff to contribute to the TSS load. Pitt (1985) reported that much of the
sediment washed-off street surfaces is <125 ym, with only ca. 10% of wash-off material
being >500 ym.

Despite the promising pickup efficiencies shown in Table 1, Selbig and Bannerman (2007)
found that the mechanical broom and regenerative air sweepers were unable to adequately
pick up particles <250 ym and <125 ym, respectively. This data has been reproduced in
Figure 4, which shows the mechanical broom and regenerative air sweeper efficiencies
moving into the ‘red zone’ as the particulate material gets finer. The negative efficiency
values in the ‘red zone’ represent net generation of particles by the sweeper (i.e., more fines
present on the surface after sweeping than before). Vaze and Chiew (2002) and Horwatich
and Bannerman (2009) similarly reported increased fines from sweeping activities. Of the
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three sweepers, only the vacuum sweeper maintained some ability to remove the fine
particulate material from the street surface. However, the 10-20% efficiency for particulates

<125 pym is almost an order of magnitude lower than the optimised values reported in Table
1.

fine particle removal

30 VACLIAM Swesper

removal efficiency (%)

Figure 4:  Average removal efficiencies of fine particulate material for three different types of
sweepers operating in residential catchments in Madison, Wisconsin. Green and red regions denote
net particulate removal, and net particulate generation, respectively, by the sweepers. Figure adapted
using data, with permission, from Selbig and Bannerman (2007).
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4. Sweepers as a non-structural BMP

Industry-based reports and commentaries indicate a number of potential benefits (or at least
claims) of environmental sweeping as a BMP for stormwater quality (Pacific Water
Resources, 2006). The following bullet points provide a summary of these industry claims,
they are not necessarily supported by actual studies or field trials.

* Cost effective: street sweeping is the most cost-effective BMP based on cost per
pound of pollutant removed from stormwater. Structural BMPs run at between
US$10-60 (not including land purchase), compared to US$2-5 for
vacuum/regenerative air sweepers.

* Most effective: based on the fact that 2/3 of all rain that falls on impervious surfaces
in the urban landscape involves pavement, which can be swept, and hence
potentially have the broadest impact on reducing stormwater pollutant concentrations.

* Most immediate impact: While it takes decades to retrofit catchments with structural
BMPs, street sweeping on catchment-wide scales can be implemented immediately
(or at least in relatively short time frames).

* Most flexible: Once a structural BMP is constructed it cannot be moved and is
difficult to modify. In contrast, environmental sweeping programmes can be altered to
reflect shifts in sweeping technology, budgets and changes in traffic patterns and
landuse (and hence pollutant loadings).

* Secondary benefits: Air quality benefits from high efficiency sweeper reducing the
amount of fine material on streets that can be resuspended in the air, and therefore
potentially improving urban air quality via a reduction in PM10 particulate material.

4.1 Measuring the effectiveness of street sweeping

4.1.1 Mass of street particulate material collected

The success of an environmental sweeping programme depends on a number of factors, for
example; sweeper pick up efficiency, sweeping frequency, catchment type (commercial vs
residential vs industrial), amount and nature of the roads (i.e., surface condition, traffic
volume, numbers of parked vehicles) in the catchment, and local weather conditions
(frequency/intensity of rainfall events). One way to measure the benefits of sweeping is to
determine the mass (tonnage) of material picked up by the sweeper, and therefore effectively
‘removed’ from stormwater system. Furthermore, by analysing the contaminant contents of
the particulate material (e.g., heavy metals, petroleum hydrocarbons and nutrients), roading
managers/municipalities/community groups can calculate the actual amount of specific
contaminants that sweeping has prevented from potentially ending up in rivers, streams and
estuaries (refer to Section 4.2).
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To highlight this approach, without determining any percentage improvement in stormwater
quality from sweeping, the city of New Bedford (Massachusetts) has reportedly removed 3.8
million kilograms (38,000 tonnes) of street dirt and associated heavy metals and PAHs via its
street sweeping programme. These contaminants (including TSS) would otherwise end up in
the city’s catch pits, other structural BMPs, and the streams and rivers that ultimately receive
urban runoff (Breault et al. 2005).

4.1.2 Measured or modelled decreases in stormwater loads

The impact of street sweeping on receiving water quality should be measured in terms of
effectiveness in reducing end-of-pipe pollutant concentrations and loads in runoff, rather than
being inferred from the mass of street particulates removed via sweeping operations (Sator
and Gaboury, 1984). Although there are a number of studies reporting the ability of sweepers
to remove large amounts of particulate material from a catchment, no studies have reported
a statistically significant reduction in stormwater contaminant loads post sweeping treatment
(Pitt, 1985; Selbig and Bannerman (2007); DiBlasi, 2008). A major problem is the high
variability in stormwater loads. For example, Selbig and Bannerman (2007) reported
coefficients of variation (COV) values for TSS in stormwater from residential catchments of
between 1.0 and 2.9. Even with COV of 1.5, assuming a 95% confidence level and power of
0.5, approximately 200 paired samples would need to be collected to detect a 25% difference
between the two data sets. Therefore, unless street sweeping has a large effect on
stormwater contaminant loads; it is difficult to determine any statistically significant
improvement in stormwater quality arising from sweeping BMPs using these simple sampling
and statistical designs.
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Figure 5: Average expected reductions in stormwater loads (TSS) for different sweeping scenarios
for a 'single family residential' catchment using the SIMPTM model (Sutherland and Jelen, 1997).
Figure generated using data provided in web published article (Minton and Sutherland, 1998) available
at http://www.worldsweeper.com/Environmental/mintonvol4No4.html.
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Most studies reporting stormwater load reductions are based on modelling (Sutherland and
Jelen, 1997; Minton et al. 1998; Livonia, City of, 2001), including the basis of sediment
accumulation, resuspension, removal (e.g., sweeping/catchpits) and washoff to predict
contaminant concentrations in runoff. An example of one such model is the Simplified
Particulate Transport Model (SIMPTM) developed by Sutherland and Jelen (1997).
Sutherland and Jelen (1997) reported ‘average expected reductions’ (in loads) from twice-
monthly sweeping of a ‘single family residential’ catchment of ca. 25%, 55% and 65% for
mechanical, regenerative air and vacuum sweepers, respectively. When increased to weekly
sweeping, the respective ‘average expected reductions’ increased to ca. 30%, 65% and 80%
(Figure 5). Interestingly, when the model was applied to ‘major arterials’, weekly sweeping
yielded ‘average expected reductions’ of ca. 5%, 25% and 75% for mechanical, regenerative
air and vacuum sweepers, respectively. No explanation was provided for the lower predicted
performance of regenerative air sweepers on major arterial versus residential catchments.

The other interesting ‘take home’ point shown by Figure 5 is that large gains can be made by
carrying out more frequent (i.e., weekly over monthly) sweeping. Although potential
reductions in stormwater loading continue to occur with increased sweeping frequency, it is a
case of rapidly diminishing returns (i.e., flattening region of the curves) after weekly
sweeping, suggesting a cost benefit analysis should be undertaken for each scenario.

The SIMPTM model was also used by the City of Livonia to evaluate the most effective use
of street sweeping and catch pit sediment cleaning regimes to optimise contaminant loadings
in runoff (Livonia, City of, 2001). The modelling results predicted TSS reductions of 76-81%
with weekly sweeping and annual catch pit cleaning from residential areas (increased to 89%
for commercial catchments). The current cleaning regime was predicted to be removing only
20-33%.

The SIMPTM model uses ‘optimised’ pick up efficiencies (similar to those in Table 1) to
derive average expected reductions in stormwater loads. For example, the term that defines
the ‘base residual’ amount of particulate material (material not picked up by sweeper) is
defined as 0.0 Ibs per paved acre for particulates <125 ym when using either a vacuum or
regenerative air sweeper. This default value is not consistent with the data shown in Figure 4
(Selbig and Bannerman), and indicates that the model likely over estimates real world
removal of accumulated street dirt, and in doing so, over estimates reductions in stormwater
contaminant loads.

A 3 year study by Pitt (1985) included a regenerative air sweeper, along with a mechanical
sweeper, which collected over 400 street dirt samples. Pitt concluded that intensive street
sampling resulted in about a 25-50% reduction in street surface loadings and calculated that
if a street surface contributes about half of the total runoff yield for a specific pollutant (e.g.,
zinc), then street sweeping may remove ca. 10 to 20% of the contaminant discharge (Pitt,
1985). The author indicated that if pick up efficiencies were low for runoff mobilised fine
particulates, then this may result in sweeping having <6% improvement in runoff quality. The
regenerative air sweeper used in the study by Pitt was about 1.3-times more effective than
the mechanical sweeper for reducing runoff yields.

Sweeping removes street dirt that would otherwise, potentially, enter the stormwater system.
The ability to reduce contaminant concentrations in urban runoff is dependent on the removal
of fine particulates because these make the greatest contribution to stormwater contaminant
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loads. Currently, there is a disparity between street sweeper efficiency under optimised
conditions compared to real world performance, with the latter being significantly lower. On
the basis of field performance and the inability to detect sweeping-induced improvements in
stormwater quality, it is reasonable to assume that realised benefits of environmental
sweeping are markedly less than the 60-80% removals estimated by models such as
SIMPTM. The Windows Source Load and Management Model (WinSLAMM) developed by
Pitt and Voorhees (2002), which is used routinely by the U.S. Geological Survey in major
sweeping projects, is therefore a more realistic tool for estimating reductions in stormwater
pollutants via sweeping (Horwatich and Bannerman, 2009). Based on real world
performance, it seems reasonable to assume that reductions in contaminant
concentrations/loads are more likely to be in the vicinity of 10-30% (Pitt, 1983; Sartor and
Gaboury, 1984).

4.1.3 Real world factors that influence the effectiveness of sweeping

End of pipe contaminant concentrations in catchment runoff (i.e., stormwater) are a function
of three factors: 1) accumulation of contaminants on street surfaces, 2) rainfall/runoff washoff
of contaminants, and (3) sweeper removal of contaminants (Sartor and Gaboury, 1984). In
the absence of external disturbance factors, mass loads of street dirt would be expected to
increase linearly with time. In reality, the rate of accumulation would decrease due to traffic
and wind, resulting in the street dirt mass loading approaching a maximum value; however at
any point along this accumulation curve, the mass of particulate material is reduced by
cleaning events — which including rain wash-off and sweeping. The importance of rainfall as
a ‘competing’ street cleaning mechanism, and how the relative ‘timing’ of sweeping vs.
rainfall wash-off largely determines the effectiveness of street sweeping as a BMP for
improving stormwater quality and is illustrated in Figure 6.

rain 1a
rain 1b
oY gweep 1
Swigep 2

Total street dirt load on street

Time

Figure 6: Schematic showing hypothetical street contaminant accumulation and removal by rain
wash-off and street sweeping (adapted from Sartor and Gaboury, 1984. Solid vertical lines represent
contaminant removal via wash-off, while dashed vertical lines represent removal by street sweeping. .
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The hypothetical schematic in Figure 6 shows that for three sweeping intervals of the same
duration, the amount of contaminants (or street dirt) removed by sweeping is dependent on
the frequency, intensity and timing (relative to sweeping event) of rainfall events. In simple
terms, the relative success of sweeping at removing street contaminants is the ratio of
vertical black lines to vertical dashed lines. Hence, in sweeping interval 2 (middle), with no
rainfall event, all accumulated material on the street is removed via sweeping (down to a
‘threshold’ loading value), and, in this instance, the street sweeping efficiency (i.e., measure
of material remaining before and after sweeping) would be relatively high. In contrast,
sweeping interval 3 (right) shows two rain events (3b larger than 3a), resulting in a low street
dirt loading at the time of sweeping. Consequently, the measured street sweeper efficiency
for “sweep 3” would be relatively low assuming a constant threshold value for the street
surface. This is consistent with sweeper efficiencies being in the range 20-30% for low
loadings and increasing to 70-80% when the initial loading was high (Horwatich and
Bannerman, 2009).

The importance of establishing a sweeping frequency based around the average interval
between rainfall events is discussed in Section 4.3.1.

From Figure 6, it is apparent why Sartor and Gaboury (1984) concluded that the dominant
influence on the effectiveness of sweeping is time interval; that is, the period between street
sweeping compared to the average interval between storms. Basically, to be effective (i.e.,
30% modelled removal), the street sweeping interval can be no more than 2-times the
average interval between storm events. Other secondary influences include: 1) total mass on
street surface compared to mass load on other catchment surfaces not swept; 2)
comparative removal efficiency of sweepers vs storm wash-off for the material (i.e.,
contaminant, particle size) of interest; 3) rate of pollutant accumulation on street surfaces;
and 4) partition of pollutants between street dirt particle sizes (Sartor and Gaboury, 1984)

4.2 Street sweeping particulates: sources, quantity and quality

4.21 Sources

Street sweeping, in theory, has the potential to remove street particulate material before it is
entrained by runoff. While it is easy and informative to measure the total mass of street dirt
collected, it is difficult to know the significance of this particulate removal with respect to the
total runoff loads coming from the catchment. To be able to do this, the contribution that
street dirt makes to total runoff suspended sediment loads (and other contaminants) needs to
be determined. Catchment surfaces consist of a variety of different pervious (e.g., lawns,
reserves, construction sites) and impervious surfaces (e.g., roads, car parks, driveways,
footpaths and roofs), all of which are sources of particulate material that, depending on the
catchment, contribute to varying extents to the sediment/contaminant loads in runoff. As
such, reducing street particulate material load through sweeping is only reducing one of
multiple sources of stormwater sediment (and associated contaminants) within the
catchment. A conceptual picture of the various sources and processes contributing to runoff
pollutant loads is shown in Figure 7, which is discussed in more detail in Section 4.2.2.

Bannerman et al. (1993) found that streets were the most important source area for
pollutants in urban runoff when compared to lawns, driveways, rooftops and car parks.
Streets were found to be the main contributor of suspended solids, faecal micro-organisms
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and heavy metals, with these inputs, in many cases, being 4-8 times higher than the other
catchment surfaces (pervious and impervious). This was supported by Waschbusch et al.
(1999), who reported that streets contributed 70-80% of the total amount of suspended solids
in urban runoff.

The actual contribution street particulates make to stormwater pollutant loads (i.e., TSS and
associated contaminants) are catchment dependent. That is, street particulates would be
expected to contribute more to total runoff in a commercial (i.e., CBD) catchment with high
traffic volume roads making up ca. 30% of area, than a low-density residential catchment
with low traffic volume roads making up <10% of the area. This is supported by Pitt (1985)
who, for residential catchments, attributed 9% of the total TSS load to street surfaces and 6%
to driveways. By comparison, TSS contributions from front and back yards were 44% and
39%, respectively.

Erosion of local soils via wind and/or rain is typically one of the largest sources of street
particulates (Sartor and Boyd, 1972, Pitt 1979). Soil inputs contribute to TSS and nutrient
loadings, but are only minor contributors to chemical contaminant loads. For example, Pitt
(1985) reported that residential yards (back and front) contribute >80% of TSS load but only
4% and <1% of the total zinc and lead loads in runoff. In contrast, street particulate matter
originating directly from vehicles (brake/tyre/road surface abrasion, and exhaust emissions)
contributes only a small percentage of the total mass, but because of the high contaminant
concentrations, this material contributes a much greater fraction of the total contaminant load
(of particular heavy metals). For example, in the residential catchment mentioned above (Pitt
1985), street runoff contributed 9% of the total TSS, but 60% and 44% of the total runoff
loads of lead and zinc, respectively. Street sweeping, therefore, has the greatest potential to
reduce stormwater concentrations of contaminants for which streets are a major source
(DiBlasi, 2008), such as heavy metals and, depending on the catchment, suspended solids
(TSS).

4.2.2 Conceptual picture

Figure 7 summarises the many different sources of urban runoff pollutants (represented as
particulate material) in a catchment, and the major sources of street sediment, which include:
run-on from adjacent land areas (both pervious and impervious surfaces); vehicle emissions;
abrasion of street surface; atmospheric deposition and grit/sand application (in cold
climates). The white arrows indicate sources of particulates that could potentially be removed
by sweeping. These include atmospheric deposition of particulates on the street, vehicle-
derived particulates, and particulate material via run-on from adjacent land surfaces. The
gray-shaded arrows indicate sources of urban runoff particulates that would not (at least
directly) be reduced by sweeping, which include, atmospheric deposition outside street
corridor, roof runoff and runoff from adjacent land areas (including contaminated
industrial/commercial sites). Run-on is shown as both white and grey arrow. This is because
dry deposition, and material deposited on the street via run-on (i.e., not conveyed to the
stormwater system) can be removed via sweeping, whereas pollutants that are washed onto
streets (run-on) and conveyed to drain inlets (i.e., not deposited on the street) contribute to
total runoff loads (crossed-hatched arrows) but are not removable via street sweeping.

Another potential source contributing to total load is resuspension of sediment already in the
stormwater system, namely particulate material in catch pits (sumps) and pipe bed load
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(black arrows, Figure 7). The contribution of this source to total load is dependent on the size
of the runoff event and state of sedimentation within the stormwater system. That is, a large
storm event, combined with full catch pits will potentially mobilise a significant amount of
sediment, which is independent of any street sweeping activities. For a residential catchment
in Bellevue, Washington, it was found that nearly a full year was required for sediment to
reach a stable volume in catch pits, which equated to about 60% of the physical sump
volume. At higher storage levels (>60%) rain effectively removed the excess sediment via
resuspension. The author concluded that cleaning inlets and catch pits about twice a year
would reduce TSS concentrations in runoff by 10 to 25% (Pitt, 1985).

Non-street catch pits, and the surfaces they drain (e.g., driveways, car parks and various
industrial and commercial yards) are sources of stormwater pollutants (particularly sediment
containing high concentrations of heavy metals and/or hydrocarbons) that are largely
unaffected by street sweeping. Both suspended sediment entrained in runoff water from
these surfaces, and resuspension of sediment from poorly maintained sumps/pipes can
contribute to the total pollutant load in catchment runoff.

In addition to street sweeper pickup efficiencies and sweeping frequency, the ability of an
environmental sweeping programme to result in significant stormwater quality improvement
is dependent on the relative contribution of street runoff to the total pollutant load in the
catchment runoff. As such, sweeping has the highest potential to reduce stormwater
concentrations of contaminants for which streets are the major source; for example, copper
and zinc from vehicle emissions (brake and tyre abrasion). However, based on the numerous
sources indicated in Figure 7, to maximise benefits of environmental sweeping, a holistic
approach to catchment ‘source control’ should also be taken in order to mitigate
contaminants from other sources, in addition to street dirt removal via sweeping.
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4.2.3 Quantity

In general, the quantity of material on a street surface depends primarily on the length of time
since last cleaning, either by sweeping or rainfall, with numerous other factors also having an
influence. The main factors controlling street particulate accumulation fall into the following
three major groups (Sartor and Boyd, 1984):

* local weather consisting of rainfall frequency, as well as secondary factors such as
storm intensity and wind conditions

* use of streets and adjacent areas including land use, traffic types and quantity, and
parking conditions

» street surface conditions, such as type and age, of pavement, gutters and curbs.

In the U.S. the mean amount of material removed during sweeping is typically between 400-
800 pounds (Ibs) per curb mile, which corresponds to 112-225 kg/curb-km. The nationwide
average for the U.S. in a 1971 publication (Sartor and Boyd, 1971) was 391 pounds per curb
mile or ca. 110 kg/curb-km. At the higher end, Sartor and Gaboury (1984) indicated typical
street particulate material loadings of 250-300 kg/curb-km (890-1060 Ibs/curb-mile).

At the time of writing this report, NCC was not able to provide any information regarding
tonnages from Nelson’s existing sweeping maintenance programme. Figure 8 shows street
sweeping removal data for Auckland City (1146 km of swept road), where the average street-
dirt yield was 116 kg/curb-km/month (or 410 pounds per curb mile/month). Assuming
sweeping was monthly; the Auckland values are comparable to typical U.S. street dirt yields
(which do not specify a time period).

Pitt (1985) reported street dirt accumulation rates of between 1 and 6 kg/curb-km/day, with
an average value of about 3 kg/curb-km/day in residential areas in Bellevue, Washington.
Horwatich and Bannerman (2009) reported a median street dirt accumulation rate on
highways (Madison, Wisconsin) of 2.5 kg/curb-km/day. These are comparable to the
Auckland accumulation rates (based on monthly collected tonnages) which ranged from 2.8
to 5.5 kg/curb-km/day, with an average of 3.8 kg/curb-km/day.
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Figure 8:  Street sweepings removed per month from Auckland City (2292 curb km), dashed line
indicated mean value of 116 kg/km of curb swept. Data (2004-2005) provided by Auckland City

Council.

4.2.4 Quality (typical contaminant concentrations)

A NZ Transport Agency report that included 33 street particulate samples (15 street
sweepings and 18 catch pit sediments) from Auckland, Hamilton and Christchurch provides
an indication of the typical contaminant concentrations that can be expected in street
particulate material (Depree, 2008). The median concentrations for total petroleum
hydrocarbons and PAHs were 1220 and 6.3 mg/kg, respectively. For heavy metals, the
respective median concentrations (and lower and upper quartile values) of lead, copper and
zinc were 122 (57-170) mg/kg, 67 (41-119) mg/kg and 422 (302-555) mg/kg. Leaching
studies showed the street particulate material to be potentially toxic to aquatic life because of
relatively high concentrations of copper and/or zinc (Figure 9). Leachate toxicity was
subsequently confirmed using a fresh water algal assay, with the most toxic inhibiting 50% of
algal growth at 2% of the original leachate concentration (i.e., 50-fold dilution) (Depree,
2008).
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Figure 9: Freshwater leachate concentrations from street particulate material from Auckland,
Christchurch and Hamilton (n=8) compared to aquatic hazardous concentration values at the 50%
species effects level (HCsq, Verbruggen et al. 2001). Note: the HCs, values have been used here to
provide an indication of the potential toxicity of leachates associated with street dirt - after reasonable
mixing in the receiving environment, U.S. EPA acute water quideline values would be more relevant.

Figure adapted from Depree (2008).

4.2.5 Potential mass of contaminants removed by sweeping: zinc

Based on Auckland City’s average annual street dirt removal of ca. 1400 kg/curb-km, the
estimated amount of zinc removed per km by sweeping in Nelson is between 0.4 and 0.8 kg.
This amount can then be multiplied by the total amount of curb-km swept to generate a total
quantity of zinc (or any other contaminant of interest) removed via sweeping. Although not all
of the mass removed by sweeping would end up in the receiving environment, the material
(and associated contaminants) removed can no-longer contribute to catchment runoff loads
or burden existing stormwater infrastructure (e.g., catch pits and other structural BMPs).

However, street catch pit sediments in industrial areas, particularly those with automotive
(e.g., car wreckers, repair workshops, battery manufacture) and metal processing industries,
can contain thousands to tens or thousands of mg/kg of zinc (e.g., sediment from a street
catch pit in Auckland contained ca. 60,000 mg/kg of zinc in the <1mm fraction). Accordingly,
targeted street sweeping (and catch pit cleaning) in industrial areas has the potential to
remove a major source of catchment contaminants. That is, catchments may yield similar
amounts of street dirt, but in certain catchments the street dirt may be markedly more
contaminated, and hence make a much great contribution to the total runoff contaminant
load.
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4.3 Industry recommended sweeping practice

4.3.1 Frequency

There are numerous industry-based articles on how to implement a cost effective,
environmental sweeping programme (Sutherland and Kidwell-Ross, 2010, Pacific Water
Resources, 2006). With respect to sweeping frequency the general guidelines seem to apply:

1) arterial streets with high traffic volumes: weekly (minimum fortnightly)

2) commercial streets with moderate traffic volumes: optimum fortnightly (minimum
monthly)

3) residential streets with low traffic volumes: ideally monthly (minimum quarterly).

Schilling (2005b) defined a set of minimum and maximum sweeping frequencies for various
catchment types which recommended fortnightly (maximum) to monthly (minimum) sweeping
frequencies for arterials, commercial and industrial areas. Minimum and maximum
recommended sweeping frequencies for residential areas were between 6 (bimonthly) and
14 times (> monthly) per year. Twice weekly sweeping of the CBD was recommended,
although presumably this is driven by aesthetic reasons, as opposed to improving
environmental outcomes. These recommendations were based on modelled TSS removal
rates of 30%, 50% and 68% for respective sweeping frequencies of bimonthly, monthly and
biweekly (refer to Section 4.1.2 for discussion on SIMPTM model).

Importance of considering the average interval between storms

Since the amount of street dirt on surfaces depends largely on the length of time between
cleaning (whether by sweeping or rain), when the average time between rainfall events is
much less than the sweeping interval most of the street particulate material that accumulates
will be washed away by the rain — hence street sweeping would be relatively ineffective. As
such, Sartor and Gaboury (1984) concluded that rainfall statistics are central to the
effectiveness of sweeping programmes. Based on modelled results, to be effective (i.e., 30%
removal under model assumptions) the street sweeping interval must be, at the most, two
times the average interval between storms. Increasing the sweeping frequency to one or two
times during the average interval between storms has the potential to remove 50% of street
particulate matter. For four U.S. cities, the average time between storms range from 2.8 days
for Boston, Massachusetts, to 21 days for San Francisco, California (Sartor and
Gaboury,1984). Hence to achieve 50% modelled removal of street particulates would require
a sweeping frequency of every 2-3 days in Boston, and yet only 10-20 days in San
Francisco, respectively. Environmental sweeping to achieve 50% removal is therefore going
to be far more cost effective in locations like San Francisco with ‘semi-arid’ climates resulting
in long pronounced dry spells that limit street dirt removal by wash-off (Sartor and Gaboury,
1984).

Even if it were economically feasible to sweep 2-3 times per week (as calculated for Boston),
Horwatich and Bannerman (2009) indicated the sweeper efficiency is related to street dirt
loads, therefore, very high frequency sweeping means low street dirt loads and
correspondingly, low sweeper removal efficiencies. When considering the relationship
between dirt accumulation, wash-off interval and sweeper efficiencies, it becomes apparent
how the effectiveness of sweeping as a BMP is dependent on climatic conditions.
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Given the low rainfall in Nelson, this approach of optimising sweeping frequency based on
the average dry period between storms to maximise pollutant removal, particularly over the
summer period when receiving waters are most sensitive to contaminant loads, would have
to be an essential component of any optimised environmental sweeping programme.

Regular maintenance of the currently installed catch pits will assist in the catchment-wide
management of contaminants. The recommended clean out frequency for catch pits (sumps)
is between once and twice yearly, depending on the catchment (Pitt, 1985).

4.3.2 Sweeping industry ‘top tips’
The following is a summary of the U.S. sweeping industry’s ‘top tips’ for ensuring a more

environmentally-focussed and cost-effective street sweeping programme (Sutherland and
Kidwell-Ross, 2010). Some additional points have been added by the author.

1) Make sure sweepers are well maintained and the brooms are changed regularly
based on manufacturers recommendations.

2) Utilise modern, high efficiency sweepers, which are thought to remove 30-50% more
street particulates than mechanical broom sweepers (Note: vacuum and regenerative
air sweepers appear common-place in NZ, hence capital investment in new sweepers
is probably not required).

3) Only sweep curbed streets (or streets with barriers) and focus on high traffic volume
streets. Shaheen (1975) found that street loadings increase with curb height.

4) Street particulate material is not uniformly distributed over the road. Sartor and Boyd
indicated that 90% of street dirt lies within 300 mm of the curb. Pitt (1979) and Selbig
and Bannerman (2007) reported that up to 80% of street dirt resides within the curb
lane. Accordingly, there is no requirement to sweep areas other than the curb lane of
streets.

5) Commit to sweeping in the speed range of 5 to 7 km/h, depending upon specific
conditions.

6) Implement and enforce parking restrictions where parked cars are making it difficult to
reach the curb (one car = 3 car lengths of unswept curb).

7) Implement GPS monitoring on all sweepers to keep track of the day-to-day
operations of each sweeper (including linking GPS to actual engagement of sweeping
mechanism to enable determination of actual sweeping operations).

8) Divide municipality into sensible sweeping sectors; for example, by drainage water
shed, by general roadway usage type (industrial, residential, commercial) and/or by
road traffic volume.

9) Implement (or contract out) monitoring of street dirt accumulation (i.e., keep track of
the amount of street particulates removed from all sweeping sectors).

10) Implement (or contract out) analysis of street dirt for relevant contaminants to
determine what sweeping sectors are yielding the highest contaminant loads, and
hence may benefit from increased/optimised sweeping regimes.
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11) Implement (or contract out) testing to evaluate pickup performance of existing and/or
new sweeper models (this should involve real world testing conditions).
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5. Recommendations for moving ahead

At the time of writing this report, there was no information provided about the current NCC
sweeping programme (e.g., tonnages, curb-km swept, type of sweepers, frequency of
sweeping). Therefore it is not possible to make recommendations on how to optimise the
existing sweeping programme for contaminant removal in order to evaluate sweeping as a
non-structural BMP for stormwater in selected Nelson catchments. The following broad
recommendations are suggestions for areas that could be further developed and
implemented as part of an ongoing effort to determine the contribution sweeping can make
towards improved stormwater quality, which, in-turn, will have positive implications for
aquatic receiving environments, namely the Maitai River and downstream estuary.

Phase 1: Catchment identification and street dirt characterisation

a) Review existing sweeping programme in Nelson and determine information (where
available) such as: sweeping sectors, curb-km swept, sweeping frequency, tonnage,
contractors vs NCC sweeping, sweeper-types, annual budget and sweeper operation
(i.e., speed).

b) Review of relevant climatic conditions, namely frequency and intensity of rainfall
events. This particularly applies to the summer season, when receiving water benefits
from improved stormwater quality would be greatest.

c) Identify potential catchments (sub-catchments) of concern. This may be largely a
desktop exercise based on catchment type (industrial/commercial), road vehicle
traffic (high), aquatic receiving environment (Maitai River) and/or where historic data
indicates high contaminant loads are associated with a particular catchment.

d) Collect a range of street sweepings and catch pit sediments (possibly pipe bed load)
from catchments identified in c) and analyse for particle size distribution (PSD) and a
suite of relevant urban contaminants — including the heavy metals copper, zinc and
lead, PAHs. Additionally, some marker compounds/elements could be included to
enable some source identification (e.g., hopanes for PAHs, and aluminium and/or
lithium for normalising anthropogenic heavy metal concentrations).

e) Analyse receiving environment sediment from the Maitai River (and downstream
estuary) along gradients in the vicinity of stormwater outlets from the selected
catchments. Analyse for PSD, heavy metals, PAHs and marker compounds/elements
to enable comparisons with street particulates — this should enable a preliminary
estimate of the contribution of contaminants attributable to street particulate material
that is removed by sweeping.

f) Investigate sources of contaminants, other than street dirt, that may be significant
contributors to catchment stormwater loads. For example, sediments sampled from
catch pits/sumps located on industrial sites that drain into the stormwater system. If
found that industry are contributing significant amounts of contaminants to
stormwater, then improved BMP for managing stormwater is necessary. Such
industrial sites may also be responsible for high concentrations of contaminants in
street dirt via wind transport and/or vehicle tracking. This would be part of an
integrated approach to catchment source control — that is, non-structural BMPs that
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prevent or remove contaminants prior to being washed into the stormwater system
and receiving environment.

Use a simple street particulate accumulation-wash-off model (for example Windows
Source Load and Management Model (WinSLAMM) software) to determine estimated
reductions of suspended sediments in runoff from Nelson catchment as a result of
different sweeping scenarios.

Phase 2: Environmental sweeping field trials

This trial assumes access to a modern, well maintained high efficiency sweeper — based on
literature; preference would be for waterless vacuum-based sweeper, although regenerative
air would also be suitable.

h)

K)

From phase 1 data, select comparable paired catchment with relatively similar land
use, size and hydrodynamic properties. One would be used as a control where the
existing sweeper frequency is used — presumably at the low end for environmental
sweeping = LOW. The other catchment would be used to test the benefits of
increasing sweeping frequency (i.e., to a maximum of weekly) —i.e., HIGH. Ideally,
the study would be long-term, with a ‘baseline’ period (i.e., one year) where low
frequency sweeping was carried out in both catchments, after a year, the test
catchment would switch to high frequency sweeping to determine potential beneficial
outcomes. Prior to initiating the baseline period, and the test period, all catch pits in
the study and control catchment would be cleaned (if any end-of-pipe stormwater
sampling was to be done, then pipe bed load should also be cleaned out to remove
all *historic’ sediment prior to baseline and test periods).

Because stormwater sampling of events is relatively expensive, especially given the
number of samples required to observe a statistically significant improvement in
stormwater contaminant concentrations, it is unlikely that this would be a feasible
approach. Thus a cost-effective programme would focus on assessing sweeping
tonnage of material removed (and hence accumulation/removal rates) and
accumulation of sediment in catch pits. Periodically, samples of road sweepings
would be analysed to determine the mass of contaminants removed.

First flush sampling to determine if the amount of particulate material washed of the
road is reducing should also be determined. This would be done using simulated
rainfall on a relatively small scale (Herngren et al. 2005). Wash-off during average
rain events would be too variable and introduce considerable logistical issues
regarding timing of sampling.

Determine sweeper pick up efficiency for range of particle sizes under real world
operating conditions — including chip seal vs asphalt. This would involve vacuuming
(with power hand held commercial vacuum) the street surface before and after
sweeping, with sweeper efficiency measure as:

mass(before) — mass(after) 100

removal _efficiency(%) =
-l y(%) mass(before)
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