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Stormwater | Regulations

Endangered Safe Drinking
Clean Water Act : State &
(1972) Spe((ilgsg) Act W"’}ESL)A“ Local Req.

— Combined — salmon — Underground - sewer
Sewer — other fish Injection capacity
Overflow — amphibians C(.)ntrol (UIC) - flooding
(CSO) _ birds — drinking water _  erosion

— NPDES/MS4 well

— development

protection :
— zoning



Stormwater | Regulations

Endangered Safe Drinking State &

lean Water Act :
Clean Wa Species Act Water Act

Local Req.

reduce peak flows [

reduce flow volumes =is=_2
+

reduce pollutant loads




Many Names of Green

o Bloretention

e Green Solutions

o Stormwater Inflow Controls

e Sustainable Stormwater

e Low Impact Development (LID)
e Sustainable Site Development
 Green Infrastructure



Green Streets
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Green Street Facilities

Green Streets | Facilities
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Green Streets | Facility Locations

~1,200 facilities



Monitoring | Objectives

 Quantify benefits to watersheds and sewers

e |ldentify design & maintenance issues
» design variables (inlets, soils, checkdams, ...)
» maintenance frequency / level of effort

 Quantify changes over time

» variations with facility age, season



Monitoring | Continuous
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Monitoring | Continuous

« Advantages:

» recording all the time

» data collected for a wide variety of rain events

e Disadvantages:
» unattended for a month at a time
» need a raingage nearby

» no guarantee you'll get the storm intensities / volumes
you're interested in
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Glencoe Rain Garden (2003)
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Facility Area drainfield

200050 ft S _
DrainageArea &
35,000 sq ft
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Peak Flow (cfs)

Glencoe Rain Garden | Peak Flow
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Monitoring | Flow Tests




Rainfall Intensity (in/hr)
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Rainfall intensity (in/hr)
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Monitoring | Flow Tests
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Monitoring | Flow Tests

e Advantages:
» you’'ll get data on the storm you're interested in
» higher data quality

e Disadvantages:

» Ssimulated events

» time compression



Flow Tests | Time Compression

Compressed
1.4” / 6 hrs
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Flow Test | Sw 12th & Montgomery




Flow Test | Sw 12th & Montgomery

CSO Design Storm (compressed)
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Flow Tests

e ~60 flow tests
27 facilities
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Flow Tests | Peak Flow Reduction
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Flow Tests | Flow Volume Reduction
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Lined Facilities | why?

— Soills |
— Setbacks from structures §
— Depth to groundwater :
— Steep slopes

— Utility Conflicts

— Wellhead Protection Area
— Contaminated solls

— Source control




Green Streets | Infiltration or Lined?

Infiltration
75%




Comparison | Infiltration vs. Lined
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Comparison | Infiltration vs. Lined
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Green Streets | Other Monitoring

 soll pollutant accumulation
e sediment accumulation

e vegetation performance

e groundwater impacts

* lined faclility export

» dissolved copper, phosphorus



Monitoring | Reports

2010
Stormwater
Management Facility
Monitoring Report

« Monitoring
Report

SUMMARY
— updated every
2 years —
December 2010
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