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Introduction Performance Monitoring Data Analysis Laboratory testing was conducted to meas-
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and remove pollutants and solids from surface runoff before reaching a and a control station with no bioswale. Hydrologic data was recorded us- of the analysis was to find the runoff volume reduction, peak rate . t P
stormwater sewage system. This low mmpact development 1s beneficial in reduction, peak time attenuation, and filtration efficiency. This was PSSR

ing velocity-level data loggers and from local precipitation gauge sta-
tions. The parameters obtamed by the Stingray data loggers were: level
(height), velocity, and temperature. Level and velocity are crucial in de-

regards to flood management and water quality. A bioswale consists of nat-
ural materials as part of the its design, preferably of native soils that will
make the drainage system eco-friendly, affordable, and feasible.

achieved by using the final data created for each rain event as shown in
Iable 1. Filtration efficiency was found by comparing the turbidity of
water samples from the bioswales to the one from the control station.

Figure 9. Spectrophotometer - testing of water
samples.
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