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How do we evaluate the cumulative benefit of
management practices?
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Multiple Scale Modeling and
Analysis

Environmental Factors: Precipitation, Temperature, Solar Radiation

Site Scale Sub-w
Clarity

Management Practices I




BMP Module: Integrated Water Management at a Local Scale
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BMP Class A: Storage/Detention
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BMP Class B: Open Channel
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Incorporating Benefits of Land Cover

Evaporation + Transpiration
A
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Case Study Location
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Example Project — Anacostia Watershed, DC

District
: of
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Location of
Anacostia 006
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"Anacostia 006 Sewershed
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Cost Function

Cost=(Aax Area”’)x (Dax Depth”) + Land Cost x Area + Fixed Cost

where
Area =area excavated for BMP site (ft°),
Depth =average depthof soil excavated ( ft),

Land Cost =unit cost of land ($/ ft),
Fixed Cost = fixed cost($),and
Aa, Ab, Da, Db are coefficients of thecost function



Initial Run
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Optimal Solution
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BMP Options/Design
Potential BMP types BMP configuration
Location
1(0-1) A,B,C... Depth Surface area
2(0-1) A,B,C... Depth Surface area

% Sub-watershed
Load

@® BMP Locations

Site-Level BMP

Placement & N?

Design

I Lake Tahoe
Streams
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Nested Watersheds
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Thank You
Questions?




