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Abstract: Twenty-three rainfall events were monitored to determine the characteristics of the
stormwater runoff entering a rain garden facility and evaluate its performance in terms of pol-
lutant removal and volume reduction. Data gathered during the five-year monitoring period were
utilized to develop a deep learning-based model that can predict the concentrations of Total Sus-
pended Solids (TSS), Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), Total Nitrogen (TN), and Total Phosphorus
(TP). Findings revealed that the rain garden was capable of effectively reducing solids, organics,
nutrients, and heavy metals from stormwater runoff during the five-year period when hydrologic
and climate conditions have changed. Volume reduction was also high but can decrease over time
due to the accumulation of solids in the facility which reduced the infiltration capacity and increased
ponding and overflows especially during heavy rainfalls. A preliminary development of a water
quality prediction model based on long short-term memory (LSTM) architecture was also developed
to be able to potentially reduce the labor and costs associated with on-site monitoring in the future.
The LSTM model predicted pollutant concentrations that are close to the actual values with a mean
square error of 0.36 during calibration and a less than 10% difference from the measured values dur-
ing validation. The study showed the potential of using deep learning architecture for the prediction
of stormwater quality parameters entering rain gardens. While this study is still in the preliminary
stage, it can potentially be improved for use in performance monitoring, decision-making regarding
maintenance, and design of similar technologies in the future.

Keywords: deep learning; long short-term memory; rain garden; urban stormwater runoff

1. Introduction

As urbanization progresses around the world, impervious areas created by the rede-
velopment of urban areas and the development of new cities are increasing. As a result,
the natural water cycle has been disturbed and the corresponding changes have led to
urban flooding, increased diffuse pollution, and the impairment of water quality and ecol-
ogy [1–3]. In order to alleviate this problem, Korea has been adapting the concept of Low
Impact Development (LID) which originated in the US and has similar applications, such
as Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) in Australia and Sustainable Drainage System
(SUD) in the UK. LIDs are small, decentralized, typically vegetated systems that manage
stormwater runoff on-site to keep post-development hydrology close to pre-development
conditions. These development techniques aim to manage stormwater at the source through
natural processes, such as infiltration, storage, reduction of pollutants during rainfall, as
well as establish eco-friendly cities. For example, South Korea is developing urban areas
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by designating a water circulation city, China is implementing a variety of projects, and
advanced countries, such as France, the UK, Australia, Germany, and the United States
have been doing research and applying LID techniques for each local government. Starting
with eco-friendly LID techniques in 2004, South Korea has selected several cities for water
cycle management and developing cost-effective technologies for stormwater runoff man-
agement. Among these technologies, the rain garden is a type of bioretention system that
incorporates infiltration functions with vegetation and reduces nonpoint source pollutants
by maximizing various treatment mechanisms. Rain gardens do not only use physical
treatment mechanisms, such as sedimentation, filtration, and adsorption, but also remove
pollutants through chemical and biological treatment mechanisms, such as photosynthesis,
respiration, and denitrification [4,5]. Typically, stormwater runoff is allowed to infiltrate the
surrounding soil in the rain garden to promote groundwater recharge and mitigate urban
flooding. Nitrogen, phosphorus, and organic matter are mainly accumulated due to a large
amount of particulate matter, nitrogen, and phosphorus contained in the runoff. Nitrogen
and phosphorus in the runoff exist in various forms, such as dissolved organic nitrogen,
particulate organic nitrogen, particulate phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus, dissolved
organic phosphorus and soluble reactive phosphorus which are removed by filter media,
plants, and microorganisms [6–8]. However, sediment deposition in the soil media and the
system as a whole due to prolonged usage and aging of the facility causes clogging of the
filter media pores. This can reduce the facility’s pollutant removal efficiency, infiltration
capacity, storage capacity, and its ability to help maintain the natural water cycle in the
surrounding area. In order to prevent this, maintenance of the facility must be performed.
LID facilities are usually built on a small-scales and distributed within the target area, so
maintenance is generally performed all at once. As a result, even the facilities that are still
in good condition are receiving maintenance which can increase costs. In addition, because
the maintenance cycle is not constant, problems, such as low economic feasibility and the
consumption of a lot of manpower can occur.

Generally, nonpoint source pollution and LID monitoring, as well as effectiveness
evaluation, include on-site standby and preparation in case of rain. After on-site monitoring,
the samples were immediately analyzed accordingly in the laboratory. Field monitoring
provides excellent accuracy for data analysis and despite many shortcomings in terms of
manpower, time, costs, and maintenance, on-site monitoring is being continuously carried
out. Meanwhile, due to the recent fourth industrial revolution, handling of extensive
data with the use of deep learning, machine learning, and neural network modeling
has become the new trend for data analysis, time-series forecasting, and water quality
prediction [9–11]. For example, Baek et al. [12] created a combined deep learning approach
by using Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM)
to simulate the water levels and three water quality parameters namely Total Nitrogen
(TN), Total Phosphorus (TP), and Total Organic Carbon (TOC) in the Nakdong River
Basin, South Korea. The Nash–Sutcliffe Efficiency (NSE) for the CNN model was 0.933
while that of the LSTM model was 0.75 which was considered as acceptable and very
good performance. Different deep learning architectures have also been used for weather
forecasting, flooding, and disaster prediction [13,14], as well as in conserving water by
developing a decision-making tool for irrigation [15].

Moreover, the interest in the concept of smart cities has been increasing around the
world [16–19]. In Korea, the establishment of smart water circulation management sys-
tems, such as in Sejong Smart City, Busan Eco Delta Smart City, Daegu National Industrial
Complex Smart Water System paved the way to effective management and information
dissemination. Information related to water and sewage management, flooding, pipe
networks, etc., can be easily available to institutions that perform citizen-tailored adminis-
trative tasks and projects through real-time measurement, analysis, and prediction. This
way, information regarding the status and operation of facilities can be easily available to
citizens anytime and anywhere since the data are provided through automatic measuring
sensors, database construction, remote control, and real-time monitoring.
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However, there are several limitations to these applications. Since LIDs are small and
decentralized and a number of facilities are typically applied over a large area, installing
water quality and soil sensors as well as ready-made (off the shelf) products can be quite
expensive so the economic feasibility and maintenance of the device can be limited. In
addition, LIDs typically consist of an inlet and an outlet, and the treated water is sometimes
detained for a period of time in the facility. Thus, water quality sensors are prone to
corrosion and damage that can result in measurement errors. Despite these limitations,
the idea of incorporating AI-based technologies and developing prediction models for
improving LID monitoring and performance evaluation can be promising. Therefore,
in this study, a rain garden facility was monitored and the long-term monitoring data
collected was utilized in developing pollutant concentration prediction models. This aims
to improve the application, monitoring, maintenance, and design of LID technologies by
using real-time data and analysis.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Description of the Facility, Monitoring, and Analysis

The rain garden facility is located inside Kongju National University, Cheonan Campus
in Cheonan City, South Korea. It was built in 2014 as shown in Figure 1 and consists of a
sedimentation tank for pre-treatment, a filter bed composed of soil, sand, and bottom ash,
as well as an overflow channel. The sedimentation tank was provided to allow the settling
of larger solids and debris in the stormwater runoff. Perforated drainage pipes were also
installed to facilitate infiltration while plants were included to improve pollutant reduction
as well the aesthetics of the facility. In addition, an overflow channel was provided on
one side of the facility to prevent flooding heavy rainfalls. The rain garden receives runoff
from a sidewalk and a bus stop with a parking lot. It has a total area of 476 m2 and is
100% impermeable. During the study period, a total of 23 rainfall events were monitored
from 2014 to 2018 consisting of rainfall events with 5 mm depth or higher. Water quality
samples were collected at the inlet and outlet of the facility at intervals of 0 min, 5 min,
10 min, 15 min, 30 min, 60 min and every succeeding hour until the runoff stops. In
addition, water quality analysis was performed immediately after collecting the samples.
These are conducted according to the Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater [20] and includes particulate matter (Total Suspend Solids, TSS), organic matter
(Biochemical Oxygen Demand, BOD), Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), Total Nitrogen
(TN), Total phosphorus (Total Phosphorus, TP) and heavy metals. In addition, sediment
samples were also collected at different parts of the facility as shown in Figure 1 to be
able to determine the amount of pollutants associated with these accumulated sediments.
The description of the rain garden facility and monitoring procedures are summarized in
Table 1 while the calculation of even mean concentration (EMC) and pollutant removal
efficiency are presented in Equations (1) and (2).

EMC(mg/L) =

∫ T
0 C(t) · QTRu(t)dt∫ T

0 QTRu(t)dt
(1)

Removal efficiency(%) =
Average in f luent EMC− Average o f e f f luent EMC

Average in f luent EMC
(2)
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Figure 1. Study site and schematic diagram of the rain garden facility.

Table 1. Characteristics of the rain garden.

Unit Characterization/Value

Location - KNU-Cheonan campus

Land Use - Road and Parking area

Imperviousness rate % 100

Catchment area m2 476

Surface area to catchment area
ration(SA/CA ration) - 1.05

Water Quality -

Inflow and outflow water
samples were collected for

water quality analyses on 23
rainfall events monitored

from 2014 to 2018.

Water quality sampling time Min 0, 5, 10, 15, 30, 60, and
every succeeding 60 min

Water quality parameters - TSS, COD, BOD, TN, TP and
Heavy metal

Sediment analysis -

Particle size, pH,
Conductivity, TN, TP, Org-P,

Adsorbed-p, NAI-P,
Appatite-P, Heavy metal

2.2. Water Quality Prediction Model through LSTM

A recurrent neural network (RNN) model was built and analyzed using PyTorch.
In addition, a long short-term memory (LSTM) model, which is s a type of RNN was
developed for comparison. Rainfall and atmospheric characteristics namely rainfall depth,
antecedent dry days (ADD), air temperature, and fine dust were selected as input parame-
ters as they were found to have a significant impact on pollutant accumulation on paved
surfaces during dry days and subsequent wash off during rainy days [21,22]. Rainfall data
and ADD were obtained from the weather forecasting website (weather.go.kr (accessed on
23 August 2021)) while air temperature and fine dust data were gathered from Air Korea
(airkorea.or.kr/eng (accessed on 23 August 2021)), both created by the Korean Ministry of

weather.go.kr
airkorea.or.kr/eng
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Environment, selecting the nearest station from the facility. Nonpoint source pollutants
usually appear in particle form [23] which accumulate on urban surfaces and directly affect
the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater runoff. The rain garden is considered
as a nonpoint source pollution reduction facility and the factors considered influencing
this facility include air temperature, solar radiation, temperature, fine dust, vehicle traffic,
sidewalk traffic, etc. Since there are many uncertain variables, the items with a high corre-
lation to water quality were selected and analyzed to improve the accuracy of the model.
Using the five-year monitoring data, prediction models for TSS, COD, TN, and TP, which
are water quality parameters, were developed.

LSTM, a special kind of RNN, was constructed by repeatedly connecting memory
blocks (Figures 2 and 3). Each memory cell is composed of one or more repeatedly con-
nected memory cells and three component devices (Input data, Output data, and Forget
gate). In this configuration, the Forget gate determines whether the previous data is
reflected or not; the Input data puts new data in, and the Output data is reflected and
transferred to the next cell [12]. Equations (3)–(8) were used where Cc

<t> is the cell state
vector, Ct−1 is the activation function at time step t, xt is the input at current step t, δ is an
element-wise non-linear activation function, τi is the input gate, τf is the forget gate, τo is
the output gate, and Ct is a cell state at current step t. The bias and weight matrices are
represented as b and W, respectively.

C〈t〉C = tanh
(
Wc
[
at, xt]+ bi

)
(3)

τi = δ
(

Wi

[
Ct−1, xt

]
+ bi

)
(4)

τf = δ
(

W f

[
Ct−1, xt

]
+ b f

)
(5)

τ0 = δ
(

W0

[
Ct−1, xt

]
+ b0

)
(6)

Ct = τi·C
〈t〉
C + τt·C〈t−1〉

C (7)

at = τi·tanhCt (8)
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The data set was divided so that 90% was used for model development and calibration
while the remaining 10% was used for validation. In addition, the time series was set at a
30-min interval. The hyperparameters used for the RNN and LSTM models were set as
shown in Tables 2 and 3. Both the LSTM and RNN model has a batch size of 30, a time
window of 30, and input parameters. Linear was set to 64,4 to be able to analyze TSS, COD,
TN, and TP. Mean squared error (MSE) shown in Equation (9) was used as a loss function to
evaluate the accuracy of the models [24]. It measures the average of the squared difference
between the original and predicted values in the data set.

MSE =
1
N

N

∑
n=1

(
Yn − Ŷn

)2 (9)

Table 2. Overview of the LSTM model hyperparameters.

LSTM Dimensions Main Parameters Activation

Input size
LSTM

(30,30,4)
(2,30,64)
(2,30,64)

(30,30,64)

number of layers = 2
hidden size = 64

cell state size = 64
classes = 4

Tanh

Linear (64,4) Flatten

Table 3. Overview of the RNN model hyperparameters.

RNN Dimensions Main Parameters Activation

Input size
RNN

(30,30,4)
(2,30,64)

(30,30,64)

number of layers = 2
hidden size = 64

classes = 4 Tanh

Linear - Flatten

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Rainfall Characteristics and Air Temperature in the Study Site

The distribution of rainfall in the rain garden site during the monitoring period is
shown in Figure 4 and was divided into different groups in terms of the rainfall depth. The
lowest annual rainfall observed was 728 mm in 2015 while the highest was 1305 mm in 2017
with the number of events ranging between 81 and 110 per year. Rainfall that is 10 mm or
less constituted 14–31% of the total annual rainfall with the highest cumulative percentage
observed during the lowest rainfall year. Meanwhile, the highest annual rainfall observed
was due to events that are greater than 50 mm even though these types of events occurred
only three to six times a year. Among the rainfall groups, events between 10.1–30 mm
constituted the highest percentage of the annual rainfall representing up to 58%. However,
in terms of the frequency, the majority of the events are 10 mm or less which occurs up to
87 times per year accounting for 65–77% of the rainfall events per year. Most of these small
events occurred during the summer season from June to August averaging 48% of the
annual rainfall during the monitored period. Thus, stormwater management technologies
in Korea are designed to capture and treat these low but more frequent rainfall events.

In terms of temperature, the average monthly values within a 20-yr period were
found to be similar to the temperatures observed in 2020 (Figure 5). However, summer
temperatures in 2020 increased by about 2.2 ◦C as compared to that in 2000 while winter
temperatures increased by 1.2 ◦C. Air temperatures can affect bioretention technologies,
such as rain gardens because the microbial biomass of carbon (MBC) and nitrogen (MBN)
are important components of ecosystem carbon and nitrogen circulation in the soil and act
as sources of carbon and nitrogen for plant absorption [25–27]. However, the variation in
temperatures during the summer and winter affects the carbon absorption and respiration
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of plants, photosynthesis, and the resistance to low temperatures during the winter [28–31].
Temperature changes promote photosynthesis and activity of nitrate reductase and glu-
tamine synthetase promoting premature aging and death of plants [32]. It also directly
affects physiological properties, such as stomatal conductivity and chlorophyll content,
and also affects the rate of transpiration in plants, resulting in changes in photosynthesis
and changes in growth characteristics [33,34]. In particular, the rise in air temperature
has been reported to increase or decrease growth and photosynthesis rates by changing
the growth period or photosynthesis activity of seedlings, which may also affect the com-
petitiveness and productivity of individual plants that are in vegetation clusters [35–37].
The physiological activity and growth of trees are also known to be affected by warming
temperatures. In addition, the effect of temperature change is different depending on the
distribution area of trees. In particular, it is known that forests located in boreal regions
respond very sensitively to temperature changes so that the growth and survival of trees
are directly affected by climate change [38–42].
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3.2. Water Quality Monitoring during Rainfall
3.2.1. Influent Water Quality and Runoff Volume Reduction

The summary of the monitored rainfall events is presented in Table 4. Rainfall depth
ranged between 2.50 and 40.3 mm with a mean value of 18.1 whereas the rainfall intensity
was between 0.6 mm/h to 27.2 mm/h with a mean value of 7.6 mm/h. Mean runoff
duration was observed to be about 3.6 h longer than the rainfall duration which lasted
0.5–13 h.

Table 4. Characteristics of the monitored events.

Parameter Units Min Max Mean Std. Dev

ADD * days 3.00 20.2 6.20 4.50

Rainfall depth mm 2.50 40.3 18.1 10.5

Rainfall intensity mm/h 0.6 27.2 7.60 5.10

Rainfall duration h 0.52 13.1 5.08 3.81

Total runoff duration h 0.40 136 8.60 27.9

Inflow peak flow m3/min 0.01 0.45 0.13 0.16
* ADD: antecedent dry days.

Figure 6 shows the characteristics of the pollutants flowing into the rain garden.
Average concentrations were 98 mg/L for TSS, 133.6 mg/L for COD, 5.77 mg/L for TN,
and 0.54 mg/L for TP. TSS concentration was increased to up to 265 mg/L during rainfall
events with longer ADDs and intensities of 10 mm/hr or higher. COD also increased
with TSS which is believed to be due to the fall of the surrounding vegetation in the
rain garden during autumn. Comparison of the TSS concentrations between the first and
last year of monitoring showed that suspended solids in the runoff increased from an
average of 52 mg/L to 254 mg/L which was almost five times higher. The frequency of
heavier rainfalls during the later years combined with warmer summers and an increase
in fine dust in the atmosphere in Korea was believed to be the cause of the increase in
solid particles flowing into the facility. As a result, the number of particulate matters
accumulating in the facility through the sedimentation tank increased and has affected the
infiltration and storage capacity of the rain garden. In the beginning, the runoff volume
reduction in the facility was at 98% (Figure 7). This was decreased to 88% at the end of
the monitoring period which means a 10% decrease in 5 years. The LID facility first treats
the stormwater runoff during rainfall before it is discharged to the storm drains. During
this time, nonpoint source pollutants contained in the stormwater runoff are removed
using filter media, vegetation, and processes involving microorganisms. The filter media
removes pollutants, such as heavy metals, nutrients, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAH). Pollutants also include particles that are 10–300µm in size which are adsorbed into
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the micropores of the soil until they are blocked [43–46]. This can cause clogging of the
filter media decrease in the infiltration capacity of the facility resulting in ponding and
a subsequent decrease in the treatment efficiency. If clogging in the facility progresses,
contaminants in the runoff will not be removed and can adversely affect the quality and
ecosystem of the receiving waters [47].
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3.2.2. Pollutant Removal Efficiency

The annual average removal efficiency for different diffuse pollutants calculated from
the EMCs obtained as described in Section 2.1 is presented in Figure 8. Over the course of
the study, the rain garden was able to effectively reduce solids, organics, and nutrients with
85% removal of TSS, 91% for COD, 74% for TN, and 74% for TP. At the start of the operation,
the removal of TSS was initially relatively low at 78% due to the washout of particles from
the media and the facility itself and not from the inflow. COD and TP are typically found
to be well-correlated with TSS (r = 0.62–0.68) Chow et al. [48] and also had relatively lower
removal efficiencies in 2014 and 2015 as compared to the succeeding years. In the case of TN,
the removal efficiency in 2015 decreased by about 30% compared to 2014. Then, from 2017
to 2018, it increased by about 45%. The reduction in performance was mainly due to the
plants not being able to survive the temperature changes in the summer of 2015. Vegetation
removes pollutants by collecting and accumulating not only nitrogen but also inorganic
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substances, such as chloride, potassium, calcium, sulfate, and phosphorus [49–53]. In
addition, the decrease in infiltration rate and volume reduction within the facility have
caused ponding during rainfall. Prolonged ponding affected nitrogen removal by limiting
the oxygen transfer on the surface of the facility denitrification mechanisms involving
organic materials [54,55].
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In the case of heavy metals, the concentrations were high during the first year due to
the frequent operation of large buses in the parking lot near the rain garden facility. The
removal efficiency of heavy metals did not show a clear annual trend. In the case of Total
Pb, the removal efficiency of heavy metals was found to be similar to that of TSS except in
2015, and both Total Cu and Total Cd were analyzed to be as high as 98% in 2017.

Pollutant removal in different rainfall groups was also analyzed as shown in Figure 9.
The highest pollutant removal was observed during rainfalls less than 10 mm which was
mainly due to the 100% capture of runoff at rainfalls less than 5 mm. In those cases, the
pollutant removal efficiency was assumed to be 100% since all the runoff was treated by
the facility. For TSS, the efficiency decreased to about 78% during heavier rainfalls. For all
the pollutants, the removal efficiency was found to decrease as the rainfall depth increased.
In general, the higher the rainfall depth and intensity, the shorter the amount of time
needed to reach peak flow within the facility which resulted in flooding and overflow.
When overflow occurs, the treatment efficiency decreases since the contaminants were
not able to pass through the facility and are discharged untreated. Moreover, since the
removal efficiency is calculated based on the collected samples from the inlet and outlet,
determining an accurate removal efficiency during overflow and flooding can be tricky.
During these instances, it is believed that the actual removal efficiencies are higher than
the calculated values based on the monitoring. These can be assumed for rainfalls that are
11 mm or higher. Since performance is determined through water analysis that is carried
out in a laboratory, relatively accurate data can be obtained. However, it is challenging to
consider all the aspects of the facility in the calculated removal efficiency because the actual
conditions in the site during a specific rainfall event may not be reflected in the samples.
Therefore, it is necessary to obtain real-time data from the facility in addition to monitoring
regular rainfalls (≤10 mm) to determine the facility’s internal diagnosis and function.

3.3. Analysis of the Sediments in the Facility

The particle size analysis of the sediments was collected from a total of six locations,
namely the inlet (CA), sedimentation tank (ST1-1, ST1-2), as well as in the top, middle, and
bottom of the filter media shown in Figure 10. The sediment in the inlet was categorized
as sandy clay loam and contains a high amount of heavy metals with 0.36 mg/kg Total
Cr, 5.17 mg/kg Total Cu, and 6.04 mg/kg Total Pb. Fine particles of less than 10 µm
appeared in the order Bottom > CA > Middle > Top > ST1-1 > ST1-2. In the sedimentation
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tank, the average size of the sediment particles ranged at 49~113 µm and that 60% of the
sediment generated at the inlet was removed and accumulated in this part of the facility.
Particles bigger than 50 µm were filtered, adsorbed, and deposited and more than 40%
were removed. Particles smaller than 50 µm were removed from the middle and bottom
part of the facility due to soil and vegetation.
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Results of the analysis of pollutants found in the accumulated sediments are shown in
Figure 11. The average concentration of TN in the inlet was 829 mg/kg which is 2.6 times
higher than the average concentration in the facility (309 mg/kg). Meanwhile, the average
concentration of TP was 757 mg/kg, 0.27 times lower than the average value of 1028 mg/kg.
The concentration of nitrogen is considered to be high due to the decomposition of the
leaves from the Spirea prunifolia, a shrub inside and outside the facility, and the hot weather
during the summer [56–58]. In the case of phosphorus, NAI-P was composed of 22%,
Appatite-P 1%, and Adsorbed-P 10%. Most of the phosphorus introduced into the rain
garden is NAI-P, which forms a complex, and Adsorbed-P, which is phosphorus adsorbed
to fine particles and is dissolved depending on the changes in the soil pH. When the pH in
the soil becomes higher than 4, phosphorus dissolves in the soil and stabilization proceeds
from the pH of 6 or higher [59–62].
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3.4. LSTM Development Using the Five-Year Monitoring Data

Using meteorological and water quality monitoring data, the concentration of pol-
lutants in the stormwater runoff during rainfall was predicted. The data set consisted of
four weather data (rainfall depth, ADD, air temperature, and fine dust) and four water
quality data (TSS, COD, TN, and TP). Atmospheric influences, such as the concentration of
fine dust in the air affect the accumulation of particulate pollutants during the dry season.
Fine dust accumulated during the dry season is washed off in the runoff during rainfall,
increasing the concentrations of COD and TN. order to fit the data into the deep learning
structure, the collected data set is interpolated in time series, and through this process,
missing values were provided and the learning process in the model became smooth.

Rainfall monitoring data which includes measured flow rates and water quality from
the collected samples from the beginning to the end of the rainfall-runoff were analyzed
and the data sets were listed in time series. Prediction of pollutant concentration was done
at a 30-min interval for accuracy. However, since the actual monitoring data was at 0,
5, 10, 15, 30, 60 min and every hour thereafter as previously discussed, values halfway
within each hour were interpolated using the existing hourly data. The interpolated values
constituted 14% of the total data set.

Table 5 shows the details of the data set that was used for developing the LSTM model.
The data set was divided so that 90% was used for model development and calibration
while the remaining 10% was used for validation. Experimental data were arranged in
time series and the timestamp of each instance in the contamination (CT) dataset allows us
to order experiments chronologically. The data sets contain sequential information where
adjacent timestamps demonstrate a higher similarity. Then, it lists experiments in a time
series through adjacent timestamps and uses data with high similarity to identify patterns
that repeat at a specific frequency. However, nonpoint pollutants are generated during
rainfall and were analyzed to have lower accuracy than data performed in the laboratory at
uncertain intervals. Likewise, CT data usually has a certain periodic pattern, which repeats
with a certain frequency. However, the experiment result showed high dynamic variance
the experiments have taken manually with uncertain intervals.
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Table 5. Description of the contamination dataset.

Parameter Contamination Data

Collected intervals 0, 5, 10, 15, 30, 60, 120 min
Total Experiments 18

Start 2014.05.11
End 2018.06.26

Data set 3692
Data shape 30 Timesteps (3692, 30, 4)
Training set 90% of data set

Test set 10% of data set

Figure 12 shows that the comparison of the MSE values during model training were
found to be 0.49 for the RNN model and 0.36 for the LSTM model. LSTM showed consis-
tently lower error values than the RNN model, thus, the LSTM model was ultimately used
as the water quality prediction model. The actual and predicted values of the pollutant
concentrations are shown in Figure 13 representing two rainfall events and showing that
the predicted values are close to the actual values aside from several peak concentrations.
For example, the average inflow TSS concentration obtained from the model was 852 mg/L
with only a 6% difference from the actual TSS average concentration. Meanwhile, the
average COD, TN, and TP concentrations from the model were 97.7 mg/L, 2.62 mg/L, and
0.27 mg/L with 9%, 1%, and 8% difference from the actual values.
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The good performance of the LSTM model can be attributed to the high concentration
of particulate matter that flows into the facility at the beginning of rainfall. In the case
of TSS, COD, and TP, which are highly correlated with the concentration of particulate
matter, the difference between the pollutant concentration in the initial 0–30 min and the
pollutant concentration after 30 min decreases by about 60–80% on average. In addition,
nonpoint source pollutants have many variables, such as air temperature during dry
season, microdust, solar radiation, plant types, vehicle traffic, human traffic frequency, and
land use types. However, monitoring from the past has only observed atmospheric data,
and continuous time series data of water quality cannot be obtained in the case of LID
facilities in urban areas, and it has non-linearity and data instability. However, it is believed
that various predictive models will be developed when data, such as soil humidity, soil
temperature, and atmospheric measurement in the area are secured in the LID facility. In
addition, it is considered that various studies using various AI technologies are necessary.
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4. Conclusions

In this study, 5-year monitoring of a rain garden facility was conducted to be able
to evaluate its five-year performance. Moreover, a simple AI-based prediction model for
pollutant concentration were developed using the data gathered during the monitoring
period. The results revealed the following conclusions:

(1) The majority of the annual rainfall occurred during the summer and was mostly
10 mm or less, with rainfall of 10.1–30 mm constituting a large percentage of the
annual rainfall. This indicates that rain garden facilities in Korea can be designed
based on these events. In addition, temperature variation throughout each year and
within the monitoring period was observed to have affected plant growth which
suggests selecting plants that are more resistant to temperature changes for optimal
performance less maintenance.

(2) During the summer season, the occurrence frequency of rainfall and the high-temperature
and short dry periods in between increased the concentration of particles and in the
stormwater runoff resulting in an increase in suspended solids in the influent of the
facility. During the autumn season, the increase in plant debris in the rain garden, as
well as in the surrounding area resulted in an increase in COD and TN concentrations in
the inflow.

(3) The rain garden was able to effectively remove suspended solids, organics, and
nutrients from the runoff within the 5-year period. Relatively lower pollutant removal
efficiencies were observed during the initial period of monitoring especially for TSS,
COD, and TP due to the washout of particles from within the facility. Dead plant
materials contributed to the decrease in the removal efficiency of nitrogen especially
during periods where temperature variation is prominent. Moreover, it is believed
that actual pollutants during heavy rainfalls could be higher than the calculated
values based on inflow and outflow samples due to the occurrence of overflow and
untreated runoff.

(4) The sedimentation tank after the inlet was able to remove 60% of the sediments with
a particle size of 49–113 µm. Solids smaller than 50 µm were then removed in the
middle and bottom part of the rain garden facility.

(5) The results of the training for RNN and LSTM produced MSE values of 0.49 and
0.36, respectively indicating that LSTM is a more appropriate model for water quality
prediction. It also shows that longer dry seasons with high concentrations of fine dust
leads to higher initial pollutant concentration during rainfall.

The study showed the potential of using deep learning architecture for the prediction
of stormwater quality parameters entering rain gardens or other low impact development
facilities using selected atmospheric data. By obtaining these data without manual sam-
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pling, on-site measurements, and subsequent laboratory analysis, can reduce the time,
labor, and money that is typically necessary for performance monitoring and maintenance
while possibly providing a larger set of data that can be used for further analyses and
studies. While this study is still in the preliminary stage, it can potentially be improved to
achieve a more accurate prediction of pollutant concentrations for use in performance mon-
itoring, decision-making regarding maintenance, and the design of similar technologies in
the future.
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