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of the biggest problems

| Table 2. Top Causes of Impairment in Assessed Rivers and Streams®.

Total Streams
2,692,830 Miles

4% Good but
Threaten=d
27750 Miles

Miles

Sediment/Siltation 100,446
Pathogens 82,133

Habitat Alterations B0,974
Metals 52,809

Mutrients 52,228

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Percent of Impaired Stream Miles Affected

*Percents do not add up te 1007 because more than one cause or source may impair a waterbody.
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Narional Warer Quality Inventory: Repore to Congress
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‘ Summary: 2006 Bay Restoration Efforts b

Percent of Goal Achieved
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Accelerated Bay TMDL Schedule

e Establish TMDL by Dec. 31, 2010
e Implementation deadline 2025

— 2 year milestones
e State of Maryland deadline 2020
e 36% estimated urban load reduction
e $7.8 billion per year

int WATERSH:
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general Consensus that

streams are a major
contributor to g
sediment loadings.

e

A Summary Report
of Sediment Processes _
in Chesapeake Bay and Watershed e A

Water-Resources Investigations Report 03-4123
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* Urbanization and development can more | e
than double the natural background sedi- -
ment yield; the increase in sediment vield |

is highest in the early development stages.
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+ After development is completed, erosion
rates are lower; however, sediment vield
from urbanized areas can remain high
because of increased stream corridor ero-
sion due to altered hvdrology:

* One study in an urban setting estimated
2/ 3 of the sediment in the water column
% USGS was from streambanks and 173 was from

science for a changing world up land erosion.
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The Bay Program doesn’t give much
credit to stream restoration in
meeting restoration goals
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¥ Historically, the approach to stream
. restoration projects has been similar to other

infrastructure repair projects.

“It’s broken so let’s fix it.”
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Urtan s mgerrices v Sadiment Load

Figure 261, Resationship of sediswert lsads 10 degree of developed imparviousness,
(Sawrce: Langland and Cranin 2003)
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in an Edge-Of- 2. Afime series of Best
E land use types Management Practices (BMPs) is 3

applied based on available data.
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Stony Run
. (Better numbers are
i needed)

Stony Run
Watershed Restoration Plan

Prepared for:
; Baltimore City Department of Public Works
3001 Druid Park Drive
o Baltimore, Maryland 21215
A

EA Engnesding, Science,
and Technology, Inc.
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4 Soil Nutrient Analysis}”
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Additional Monitoring

Baseline and Storm Sampling
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Sediment load vs. impervious area

Sediment load for several
urban land use types were
compiled for sites in the
mid-Atlantic and lllinois.

Langland and Cronin
(2003)

By setting pervious urban at the
intercept and impervious urban at
the maximum, the land use
division within each particular
segment determines the overall
load according to the above
relationship.
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Urban % Impervious vs Sediment Load
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Figure 9.2.6.1. Relationship of sediment loads to degree of developed imperviousness.
(Source: Langland and Cronin, 2003).
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Stream vs. storm drain data

Compare Storm EMC Medians
Suspended Solids and Total Phosphorus

In-stream stations

Storm drain stations
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LID type BMP’s are
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Relative Cost of BMP S
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$150,000 vs $21,000 per acre
Impervious| Impervious| Impervious
Study/ Stream Acres Area Acres
Design Construction| Study/Design| Construction Watershed Percent| Length|  Treated|  Treated Treated
PROJECT NAME Year|Comment Year Cost Cost|Watershed Area (acres)| Imperviousness| (feet)]  (to-date)| (pending)| (mitigation)
Briarcliff Debris Collector 2002 2004 $521,000{Direct Harbor 238.00 NA
Brooklyn Park Stormwater BMP 2002 2004 $1,252,885|Direct Harbor 306.00 45,00 137.70
Vacant Lot Greening Phase | 2004 2006 $20,000 $60,000| Direct Harbor 1.00 50.00 0.50
Harris Creek Debris Collector 2005 2005 $92,500 $500,000Direct Harbor 1,984.00 NA
Watershed 263 Phase | 2005 2008 $150,000 $350,000{Direct Harbor NA 3.50
Bush Street Debris Collector 2006|Mitigation 2009 $81 000 $520,000| Direct Harbor 918.00 NA
Watershed T T b a0 Direct T T
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Total $3,772,405)  $28,243,885 26,875 125135 1,831.85 370.00
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Willingness to pay $12. 50 per household for restoration of
Upper and Middle Stony Run

Was the project worth it? USR

Was the project worth it? MSR

10%

I yes o No I:| unsure

Oyes B No Ounsure
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Bulldozing a creek in order to help
save it
“City spending $10 million on
disputed Stony Run job”
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Bay & Environment is The Sun’s blog devoted to news about Maryland’s environment

« More on the bay game | Main | Local travel: Herald Harbor »

And in the new ponds, scores of American toads, green frogs and bullfrogs are singing. No amphibians lived in this stream before the project.
n terms of bringing new life to an urban stream, it's been successful. But one of the main goals of the project was also to filter out pollution and

brevent sediment and nitrogen from flowing A stream reborn

Joel Snodgrass, a biology professor at Towson University and director of the
school's urban ecology and conservation lab, introduced 100 finger-sized
black nosed dace into the stream in May. He transplanted them from another
urbanized stream, the Herring Run, after receiving permission from the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources.

The dace survived a few rain storms and started breeding. He's also
identified the calls of the toads and frogs in the stream. (To check out his
school's great on-line guide to frog and toad calls, click here... it's fun). If you
go walking at night in the new artificial wetlands behind the Friends School
soccer field, you can hear a chorus of high pitched trilling sounds. Those are
American toads. You can also hear the barking, coughing sounds of green
frogs. And the deep, low, honking of bullfrogs.

New River Through An OId Clty
| Two years after Baltimore spent about $5 million rebuilding the Stony Run, the once-dead stream is alive with frogs, toads, ducks,
crayfish...even hardy little fish called black-nosed dace.

Photo by Mark Tegges
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Sources, Transport, and Storage of Sediment at i —t

Selected Sites in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed

Scientific Investigations Report 2008—5186

U.S. Department of the Interior
.S, Geological Survey
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Sediment Trapping on Chesapeake Bay Flood Plains 73

[ Maan abuwial sireams = 4.0 ——————————J=— Mean blackwater streams = 2.3 —=]
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e ...sediment and contaminant-trapping
functions of forested flood plains on Coastal
Plain fluvial systems is especially important

because these flood-plain surfaces are the

last sites for sediment storage and

piogeochemical cycling)before sediment
enters estuaries and their critical nurseries.
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. undergoing urbanization are 10 to 50 times
- greater than those in rural areas.
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...sources of sediment in the Mattawoman
Creek Watershed were distributed as
follows: streambanks (30 percent), forest
(29 percent), construction (25 percent), and
cropland (17 percent)
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