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Abstract:



Clogging refers to a reduction of riverbed hydraulic conductivity. Due to difficulties in determining the thickness of the clogging layer, the leakage coefficient (L) is introduced and used to quantify the recoverable portion of bank filtrate. L was determined at several riverbank filtration (RBF) sites in field tests and using an analytical solution. Results were compared with data from similar experiments in the early 1970s and 1991–1993. In the 1980s, severe river water pollution in conjunction with high water abstraction led to partly unsaturated conditions beneath the riverbed. A leakage coefficient L of 5 × 10−7 s−1 was determined. After water quality improvement, L increased to 1–1.5 × 10−6 s−1. An alternative, cost and time efficient method is presented to estimate accurate leakage coefficients. The analytical solution is based on groundwater level monitoring data from observation wells next to the river, which can later feed into numerical models. The analytical approach was able to reflect long-term changes as well as seasonal variations. Recommendations for its application are given based on experience.






Keywords:


clogging; leakage factor; infiltration resistance; riverbank filtration








1. Introduction


A very important aspect of the sustainability of riverbank filtration (RBF) is the effect of riverbed clogging. Clogging is referred to as the reduction of riverbed permeability and the result of the infiltration and accumulation of both organic and inorganic suspended solids, precipitation of carbonates, iron- and manganese-(hydr)oxides and biological processes. The recoverable amount of bank filtrate (BF) strongly depends on the infiltration resistance of the riverbed and the technically viable drawdown of the adjacent pumping wells. The infiltration resistance controls the head loss between the river and the adjacent aquifer and thus the recoverable ratio of BF as well as potential groundwater cross-flow from the other side of the river. Clogging is inevitable and can significantly decrease the specific well capacity. It is controlled by the river hydrology, the surface water quality, the well location with respect to discharge and distance from the riverbank as well as the characteristics of the riverbed [1,2]. Four types of clogging are known [3,4] and the name is given in accordance with its formation properties: physical (deposition, filtration of suspended solids), mechanical (gas entrapment), biological (bacterial growth) and chemical (precipitation reaction). The clogging process can be further specified, according its appearance, as external or internal clogging.



In order to determine the head loss caused by vertical flow through the riverbed at a given infiltration velocity, the thickness of the clogging layer is needed for computation. Due to difficulties in determining the thickness of the clogging layer, the leakage coefficient L (s−1) has been introduced, which is defined in Equation (1) as vertical hydraulic conductivity kc of the clogging layer (m/s) divided by the thickness dc of the clogging layer (m). The leakage coefficient is the reciprocal of the infiltration resistance w (s), which is commonly used in Germany.
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So far, no technical solutions are available for the direct determination of L. Experience shows that grain size distribution (sieving curve) analysis of riverbed sediment samples (Beyer, Hazen) yields excessively high hydraulic conductivities. Undisturbed sediment sampling in rivers with high flow velocities and water depths of >1 m is very elaborate and many samples are required.



The aim of the paper is to present and evaluate the application of an analytical approach to determine the leakage coefficient based on water level measurements in the river and between the river and the abstraction well(s). Additionally, the sustainability of RBF with concern to clogging will be discussed for a RBF site at the Elbe River in Germany.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Field Site Description


2.1.1. Elbe River


The Elbe River is a transnational perennial river and federal waterway that originates in the Czech Republic and flows northwest through Germany into the North Sea. Riverbed clogging was investigated at several RBF sites at the cities of Torgau, Meissen and Dresden along the upper Elbe River in the state of Saxony. The climate is humid continental with warm summers. The Elbe’s discharge varies considerably with the amount of precipitation and thawing. Mean discharge in Dresden (55.6 km downstream of the Czech Border) is 332 m3/s (at 184 cm river stage) and varies between 110 (75 cm) and 1.700 m3/s (547 cm) during mean low and high flow periods [5]. The Elbe’s width ranges in Dresden between 110 and 130 m and mean flow velocity is 1 m/s (1.6 m/s at 1.500 m3/s) [6]. Figure 1 shows the duration curve for the Elbe River stage (1994 to 2013) and exemplary seasonal flow variations during the latest clogging studies conducted in Dresden for extreme low-flow conditions (2015) and normal conditions with an extreme summer flood (2013). Please note that the river stage of zero is not the elevation of the river bottom.


Figure 1. Elbe River flow conditions at Dresden (55.63 km; [5]).
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2.1.2. Elbe River Water Quality


The annual median for dissolved organic carbon (DOC) concentration varied from 4.6 to 5.6 mg/L between 2000 and 2010. Specific ultraviolet absorbance (SUVA) at 254 nm wavelength was 2.5–3.1 L/(mg∙m). Mean turbidity of the Elbe River was 12 NTU and varied greatly with precipitation. It can increase by a factor of 10 or more during floods [7]. In the 1980s, the Elbe River in Dresden was subject to severe water pollution caused by organics. In addition to industrial effluents, paper mills and cellulose processing plants played an important role. From 1988 to 1990, the average DOC concentration on the left bank of the Elbe River at Dresden–Tolkewitz was 24 mg/L and the UV-absorbance at a wavelength of 254 nm, was 55 m−1. Along a flow path length of approximately 100 m at a cross-section at Dresden–Tolkewitz, DOC concentration was reduced to about 20% of the input concentration [8]. Problems with bank filtrate quality occurred due to the high load of organic pollutants, foul taste and odour, and the formation of disinfection by-products. Results from 17 measurements in 1991/92 at a cross-section at the water works (WW) Dresden–Tolkewitz showed a mean DOC concentration of 6.9 mg/L in Elbe River water and 3.4 mg/L at an observation well near a production well. This indicates a reduction of DOC concentration of about 50% as an effect of RBF processes. Investigations in 2003 at the same cross-section included seven samples. In 2003, the mean DOC concentration in Elbe River water was 5.6 mg/L and 3.2 mg/L in bank filtrate at the same observation well sampled in 1991/92. DOC decreased further from 3.2 mg/L to a mean DOC concentration of 2.6 mg/L in raw water from all wells as a result of mixing with groundwater [9].




2.1.3. Study Sites


Different methods to study riverbed clogging such as infiltration tests, channel tests and groundwater monitoring programs were performed at several RBF sites along the upper Elbe River in Saxony over a long period of time [10,11,12,13,14,15]. The WW Dresden–Tolkewitz (Figure 2) was subject to several clogging studies, including repeated channel experiments (1974–1976, 1991–1995 and 2013) and groundwater level monitoring programs (1914–1979, 1991–1993 and 2008–2015) at two transects using hand measurements and pressure data loggers. Transects were placed perpendicular to the riverbank and approximately 1.0 km apart. Each consisted of up to three groundwater monitoring wells (MW) placed between the river and the production wells (PW). The distance from the river bank to the nearest MW of each transect is 21–30 m during mean flow. The distance between the riverside MW to the next landside MW is 43 to 66 m. The PW along transect I are located 105 m from the river bank and are 10 m further inland compared to the PW along transect II. As depicted in Figure 2, the PW are connected to three separate siphon pipes but only total discharge from the collector well is measured. The PW are fully penetrating the aquifer with 3.0–4.0 m long filter screens located directly above the aquifer base. They are spaced from 17 to 27 m (transect I) and from 10 to 14 m (transect II) to each other. The PW directly at transect I were not operated since 2008, which is therefore characterized by a lower specific abstraction compared to transect II. The maximum capacity of the WW is 1500 m3/h. It was operated at 1000–1300 m3/h before 1990. Water demand decreased after 1990, thus the WW is currently operated at a lower abstraction. The proportion of riverbank filtrate is approx. 83% during mean flow and 70%–75% during low-flow conditions. The alluvial aquifer is unconfined, composed of gravel and coarse sand with a saturated thickness of 11–14 m. Hydraulic conductivity was estimated from pumping tests to be in the order of 1–2 × 10−3 m/s [16].


Figure 2. Location map water works Dresden–Tolkewitz.
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2.2. Field Tests


2.2.1. Infiltrometer


From 1991 to 1993, infiltrometer tests were conducted at different RBF sites. A 1.5 m long steel column (d = 20 mm) was driven into the riverbed to a depth of 10 to 20 cm. The leakage coefficient was calculated for the penetrated thickness using a falling head test several times for each measuring point. This method produced values that may not be reliable due to the observed compaction and disturbance of the sediment inside the column.




2.2.2. Channel Test


In order to simulate RBF processes, a special channel apparatus was built to investigate clogging at full scale. The apparatus (Figure 3) consisted of a closed, 1.2 m long horizontal rectangular channel that was used to simulate flow conditions in the river and allowed the adjustment of parameters such as flow velocity (max. 0.6 m/s), pressure (max. 1.5 m water column) and turbulence. A series of three to six vertical columns (L = 0.4 m, d = 87 mm), which simulated the clogging layer of the Elbe River, were attached to the bottom of the channel [14,15,17]. The columns were filled with riverbed sediment from different RBF sites. The sandy to gravelly sediments were taken layer-wise during low-flow conditions directly in front of the PW from depths of up to 0.4 m. The columns were packed accordingly and layer-wise. The top edge of every column and the bottom of the channel were also overlain by a 1–2 cm thick layer of the same sediment. During the infiltration test, fresh river water was continuously pumped (~1 L/s) to a storage tank equipped with an overflow (constant head). The channel was fed with water from the storage tank by gravity. As soon as water flowed through the channel, it also infiltrated into the columns. The rate of infiltration was initially adjusted manually by the piezometric head difference between the channel and the outflow tube of the columns. Through the course of the experiments, the infiltration rate declined as L decreased.


Figure 3. Channel setup (adopted from [13]).
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2.3. Analytical and Numerical Determination of Leakage Coefficients


Based on one-dimensional, horizontal groundwater flow, [18,19,20] used w to transform the head loss caused by clogging into the “characteristic leakage length λ (m)” (Equation (2)). If a virtual image of a clogged river is shifted away from the PW by a distance of λ, it can be treated as an unclogged river boundary. The characteristic leakage length is defined as:
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(2)




where k (m/s) is the aquifer hydraulic conductivity and M (m) is the saturated thickness of the aquifer below the river. Under specific conditions (Figure 4), the characteristic leakage length λ can be calculated for RBF sites using water levels in the river and MW positioned between the river and the PW using an analytical solution (fragment approach). Otherwise, it has to be determined by calibration procedures in groundwater flow modeling.


Figure 4. Geohydraulic scheme for the calculation of λ using the fragment approach (R = resistance).
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For the calculation of λ, the groundwater monitoring transects are divided into two fragments (Figure 4). The following mass balance equation can be defined at the fragment intersection nodes, if there is no groundwater inflow flow from the opposite side of the river (Equations (3) and (4)). The discharge of the PW is indirectly included as drawdown and thus not directly required for the calculation. [image: there is no content], [image: there is no content], [image: there is no content] denote the Girinskij potential of the measured water levels.
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(3)
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(4)







The characteristic leakage length λ is calculated with Equation (5) and can be converted into the leakage factor with Equations (1) and (2). The riverside MW is often not located directly at the river–aquifer interface. Hence, the head loss caused by the flow from the river to the riverside MW is included in λ. For a homogenous aquifer, the head loss is equivalent to a distance L’ of the riverside MW from the river and must be abstracted from λ.
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The term [image: there is no content] in Figure 4 is the head loss caused by streamline curvature underneath the river and can be estimated when river width > M using Equation (6) [19].
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At the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz, water levels were measured from 2008 to 2015 every 2 h. The daily average was used for the calculation of the leakage coefficient. The thickness M of the aquifer below the river is not constant (main channel deeper than banks) and difficult to determine. The saturated thickness M was therefore calculated as the mean of h2 and h3.





3. Results


3.1. Type of Clogging and Clogging Layer Thickness


The riverbed sediment at Dresden is composed of coarse gravel and pebbles [12]. The gravel is subject to sediment transport only during floods. Riverbed erosion at Dresden was stopped by the construction of bed sills. Bed erosion at Meissen was not observed since the 1970s. The riverbed at Torgau is composed of medium to fine gravel and characterized by erosive conditions. Clogging of the Elbe riverbed is of internal type along the sites in between Dresden and Torgau [12]. Outer clogging is prevented by shear stress and erosion. Beyer and Banscher [11] estimated an internal clogging depth for the Elbe River of 0.03 m for sand and 0.3 m for gravel. However, exact values cannot be given. Hydraulic conductivities estimated for the riverbed are of low value if no clogging depth is given. Clogging should therefore only be compared in terms of L or w, which can be derived from water level measurements or modeling.




3.2. Infiltration Resistance


In the early 1970s, Beyer and Banscher [11] conducted the first channel infiltration tests at several RBF sites along the upper Elbe River and identified mean values for the leakage coefficient in the range of L = 0.2–2 × 10−6 s−1. Hereby, initial values decreased by three orders of magnitude after about 50 days of infiltration. Grischek [14] repeated these tests in 1991–1995 and measured maximum values in the range of L = 2.4–30 × 10−6 s−1 after 50 days, which were one order of magnitude higher than those from the 1970s using comparable infiltration velocities. A value of L = 2.4 × 10−6 s−1 was estimated for the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz. Soares [15] conducted the latest channel tests in 2013. After 50 days of infiltration, values were three times higher than those estimated by [14] but had not approached a minimum value (plateau) after a further 34 days. A value of L = 5 × 10−6 s−1 after 365 days was estimated for the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz using a non-linear regression function.



The temporal decline in the clogging potential of Elbe River water in channel tests was also distinctly measurable when values from several groundwater monitoring programs (fragment approach) were compared with each other. Median values calculated with data measured before 1990 for the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz and WW Dresden–Hosterwitz (2 km apart from each other) were in the range of L = 0.45–1.25 × 10−6 s−1 respectively [12,19]. As the Elbe River quality improved significantly from 1991 to 1993, the leakage coefficients increased by a factor of 1.5 and 3.3 for the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz when values from 2008 to 2015 were compared to values from 1991 to 1993 and before 1990, respectively (Table 1).



Table 1. Temporal increase in leakage coefficient (in 10−6 s−1) at transect II, WW Dresden–Tolkewitz.







	
Method

	
Parameter

	
Before 1990

	
1991–1993

	
2008–2015






	
Fragment

Approach

	
Leakage coefficient in s−1

	
0.45 *,#

	
1

	
1.5 *




	
Cross comparison in %

	
30

	
67

	
100




	
Channel

Test

	
Leakage coefficient in s−1

	
0.2–2.0 x

	
2.4 $,+

	
5 $,y




	
Cross comparison in %

	
4–40

	
48

	
100








Notes: * Median; # [12]; x [11]; + [14]; y [15]; $ minimum plateau value.








The analysis of L, based on long-term groundwater level monitoring programs, showed hydrological and seasonal variations. Values were strongly affected by the abstraction rate, riverbed scour, and temperature. For comparison, values calculated for both transects at WW Dresden–Tolkewitz (2008–2015) were plotted as probability distribution in Figure 5 (n = 385 and 387). Transect II is characterized by a higher specific abstraction rate and a lower leakage coefficient. Unfortunately, transect-specific estimates for the infiltration rate cannot be given. A direct link between low-flow conditions (low riverbed scour) and a low leakage coefficient was not apparent or compensated by temperature effects (Figure 6). Median water temperature varied between 2.5 and 21.1 °C. About 30% of the total values were calculated for low-flow conditions mainly during summer at transect II. Median and 75th percentile values of L were 2.5–5.7 times higher in the summer months compared to those in winter (December and January) at similar or lower river water levels in summer. Seasonal variations of L persisted but at lower amplitudes when river water temperature was used to normalize the calculated values to 10 °C. This may be attributed to biological activity. Both an increase in river water levels and a reduction of Q at a given river level resulted in an increase of L, which indicated that clogging was not permanent.


Figure 5. Probability plot for leakage coefficient at WW Dresden–Tolkewitz (2008–2015).
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Figure 6. Comparison of river stage against (a) total abstraction; (b) leakage coefficient at transect II.
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3.3. Comparison of Different Methods to Estimate the Leakage Coefficient


Riverbed clogging was investigated using infiltrometer tests, channel tests and groundwater levels. Leakage values obtained from infiltrometer tests were one to two magnitudes higher compared to channel experiments (Table 2). Channel tests theoretically represent low-flow conditions with minimal shear stress. However, values for the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz were still considerably above those obtained using the fragment approach, which is considered to be robust and to reflect real conditions, as the resistance is determined indirectly through on-site water level measurements. At the site WW Torgau–Ost, with an average aquifer thickness of 60 m compared to 11–14 m at WW Dresden–Tolkewitz, values from the fragment approach were lower than the channel experiments. This was attributed to the erosive conditions at Torgau, which could not be simulated in the channel, as well as the large aquifer thickness.



Table 2. Mean values for L in 10−6 s−1 at riverbank filtration sites along the upper Elbe River, 1991–1993 [14].







	
Site

	
q in m3/(m·day)

	
Channel

	
Infiltrometer

	
Fragment Approach






	
DD Tolkewitz

	
9.7

	
5

	
n.d.

	
1

(0.4–1.3)




	
Meissen–Siebeneichen

	
1.5

	
3

(2–10)

	
200

(125–500)

	
n.d. *




	
Torgau–Ost

	
15.8

	
10

(2.5–20)

	
250

(125–1000)

	
100

(5–200)








Notes: n.d.: not determined; * not applicable due to discontinuous well operation.










4. Discussion


At Tolkewitz, a significant decrease in groundwater levels was observed between 1914 and 1930 and attributed to riverbed clogging by suspended solids since the start of operation (1901). In the 1980s, severe river water pollution caused by organics from pulp and paper mills in conjunction with high water abstraction led to unsaturated conditions beneath the riverbed. A leakage coefficient of 1 × 10−4 s−1 was calculated for the riverbed without RBF and a mean value of L = 5 × 10−7 s−1 before 1990. After improvement of river water quality from 1991 to 1993, hydraulic conductivity of the riverbed increased. In 1991–1993 and 2008–2015, a mean leakage coefficient of L = 1–1.5 × 10−6 s−1 was determined at transect II. In 2015, a median leakage coefficient of L = 4 × 10−6 s−1 was determined during a summer long low-flow period with moderate abstraction. Even though one may expect stronger clogging under these drought conditions, the high water temperatures, higher biological activity [20,21,22] and the ship traffic during lower river stage with stronger impact of propulsion systems on the riverbed [23] are assumed to have a positive effect on riverbed leakage.



An accurate estimation of the leakage coefficient is theoretically possible through infiltrometer tests but difficult to carry out in coarse material, at flow velocities >1 m/s, at depths >1 m and with ship traffic. They will also require a large number of measurements to allow generalized statements [24,25]. Channel tests represent low-flow conditions; even effects such as erosion (from riverbed scour and ship traffic) can be simulated to some extent. However, it was apparent that values for L from channel experiments in Dresden–Tolkewitz were higher than those derived from analytical and numerical models. This may be attributed to the artificial filling of the columns with riverbed material (destruction of fine layers existing in the natural riverbed and long-term bioclogging).



The fragment approach was found to be robust and reliable. It reflected long-term changes in riverbed leakage due to an improved water quality as well as short-term variations caused by variations in seasonal water temperature, river stage and abstraction rates. The evaluation and analysis of groundwater levels is relatively simple, less time-consuming than transient groundwater flow modeling (which requires the same input data) and only requires at least two MW aligned in-line and rectangular to the river bank for groundwater level monitoring. The riverside MW should be placed in L′ > H distance from the river [26] (no streamflow curvature). Flow variations and subsequent water level fluctuations were found to be acceptable when water level fluctuations were limited to a maximum of ΔH = 0.15 m within 3 days for the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz. Based on simultaneous water level measurements over a period of 51 days at three MW along one transect, the distance between the two MW or from the riverbank was found to have no significant effect (<10% on the median value) (Table 3, Figure 7). The mean absolute error (MAE) was higher because daily values were directly compared with each other and without respect to the reaction time of the aquifer. The difficulty at the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz was that the three siphon pipes (or sections of it) including their PW were connected and disconnected upon operational experience and sometimes switched off, although total abstraction was constant (4–16 August 2015). Hence, if wells were operated consistently over the entire period, it is assumed that the MAE would have been smaller. The sensitivity of L to λ′ (Equation (6)) and M depends on the order of L. The higher L, the higher is the impact of λ′. From July to August 2015 (Figure 7), mean λ′ was calculated to be 4.65 m at transect I (L = 4.8 × 10−6–1.9 × 10−5 s−1) and 4.60 m at transect II (L = 2.4 × 10−6–9.6 × 10−6 s−1). By not considering λ′ in Equation (5), L would have been overestimated: 14%–25% and 10%–19%, on average 18% and 13%. A change of M (Equations (2) and (6)) by ±25% affected L on average by −37%–26% at transect I and −30%–28% at transect II.


Figure 7. Temporal variations in L calculated for different MW-separation distances at transect II, grey zone marks ±25% from 21/66.
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Table 3. Effect of monitoring well- separation distance at transect II (Fragment approach).







	
Distance from River/Distance between MW in (m)

	
21/66

	
21/19

	
40/47






	
Median L in s−1

	
4.2 × 10−6

	
4.0 × 10−6

	
4.6 × 10−6




	
Cross Comparison in %

	
100

	
94

	
110




	
MAE in % (excl. 4–16 August 2015)

	
0

	
23

	
16










The fragment approach is based on one-dimensional, horizontal flow for a series of wells parallel to the river. Once a pilot site and a series of at least three wells has been installed, quantitative estimates of the long-term clogging behavior can be obtained from the fragment approach, which can feed into numerical modeling to estimate feasible abstraction rates for the design of a large-scale site nearby the pilot site or the gradual enlargement of the pilot site. This is demonstrated in Figure 8, where the recoverable share of BF was simulated as a function of L. Note that the calculated discharge is based on a transient model (240 days) with a stepwise decrease of the river stage (low-flow period). It is site specific and assumes a maximum allowable drawdown based on the PW system at the site.


Figure 8. Theoretically recoverable share of bank filtrate for a 1000-m-long river stretch during low-flow based on a groundwater flow modeling for WW Dresden–Tolkewitz.
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A rule of thumb established before 1990 for the design of RBF sites along the upper Elbe River was that 10,000 m3/day riverbank filtrate (no landside groundwater) can be safely and sustainably abstracted from a section of the Elbe River with a length of 1000 m. Before 1990, the WW Dresden–Tolkewitz was affected by severe clogging. Mean calculated share of BF varied upon river flow conditions between 16,250 and 19,200 m3/day per 1000 m [16]. The mean for low-flow conditions is in good agreement with the simulated value in Figure 8. As water quality has significantly improved and the leakage factor has increased, the theoretical recoverable share of BF increased for the same drawdown. Interestingly, the analysis of groundwater levels between 2008 and 2015 indicated that the lowest estimated leakage factors do not necessarily need to be applied to extreme low-flow conditions, which mainly appear during the summer months and which are characterized by the highest peak water demands.




5. Conclusions


An alternative, cost and time efficient method is presented to estimate accurate leakage coefficients. The analytical solution is based on groundwater level monitoring data from observation wells next to the river, which can later feed into numerical models. The analytical approach was able to reflect long-term changes as well as seasonal variations.



Because riverbed clogging is inevitable, RBF wells must be operated according to the site conditions. In Dresden, severe clogging of the riverbed occurred in the 1980s mainly due to high loads of organics from pulp and paper mills upstream. The observed slime at the riverbed surface, which was assumed to act as an organic outer clogging layer, reduced the volume of river water recharged into the aquifer. In terms of management, the total pumped water volume had to be reduced to reestablish saturated conditions below the riverbed. A prerequisite for this action was that clogging was monitored. The alternative was to increase the length of infiltration area by the construction of additional wells to maintain a constant production capacity. Following improvement of river water quality in the 1990s, no problems with riverbed clogging have been encountered. Long-term experiences and results of the evaluation of historic and recent data strongly indicate that RBF is a sustainable water resource for water supply along the Elbe River, despite clogging. Based on long-term experience from RBF sites along the River Rhine, Elbe and other European Rivers, an infiltration rate of 0.2 m3/(m2∙day) was found sustainable [9] but is currently subject to further investigations. A critical value for L cannot be given as this very much depends on the site conditions and on the pumped water volume.



The authors see enormous potential for wider use of RBF worldwide, especially given that the removal of microbial pathogens from surface water through RBF would be a crucial factor [27,28]. Thus, it could serve as a preferable alternative to direct river water abstraction. At a minimum, bank filtration acts as a pre-treatment step in drinking water production. In some instances, it can serve as the final treatment just before disinfection. Bank filtration also serves as an asset to water suppliers by way of capital cost reduction through lower maintenance, improved reliability of source water and enhanced community supply by lowering the total dissolved solids concentration [9]. Nevertheless, the application and adaptation of RBF is very much site-specific and demands careful investigations into hydrological, hydrogeological, hydrochemical and hydrobiological conditions, especially clogging of river (as done in Thailand [29]) or lake beds and redox reactions in the aquifer.
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