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About

A Kentucky native-Ashland

A BS, MS Biological Science

I Marshall University, Huntington,
WV

A 20+ year career
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Why do we manage storm water runoff ?

A Historicallyd A No Consideration
I Flood Control I Water Quality
I Narrative I Channel Protection
I Presumptive Approach I Stream Integrity
i iDesign Stor mso A Ecological

A Hydrological
A Geomorphological

***Storm water runoff often considered one of the most
serious threats to the integrity of our rivers and streams!
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Why?

A Impacts of flow alteration well
established Bio|ogica|

4 : Physicochemical
I Changes to flow regime (Poff

et al, 1997) Geomorphology

I Urban Stream Syndrome
(Walsh et al, 2005)

i Stream Function Pyramid Hydrology

(Harman et al, 2012) Storm Water Controls

Hydraulics
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Potential Barriers

| ack of Goals?

_ack of Targets?

_ack of Thresholds?
Regional Variability?

L ack of Baseline Condition?

A Other Complexities?
I Soci al, financial, political éé
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Storm Water Utility

A 30 cities and 3 counties

A 223 square mile service area
A 400 miles of storm lines

A 30,000 structures

A ~75 sites:
A Water Quality
A Biology ,
A Physical Habitat

vy

A Stream Stability (Hydromod) "
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Stream Assessment Program:
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Community Structure Changes
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Biological Relevance of Q_,iical

-Impacts in index scores, EPT and overall richness

Obvious scouring event

Adapted from Hawley et al.
(2016, Freshwater Science)



