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1) Why is Hyporheic Exchange (HE) Important? 2) Steinlach River Meander Test Site
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» Useful for hydrologic function
restoration (Woessner, 2000)
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3) Fully Coupled Hydrogeological Model 4) Sensitivity of HE to River Bathymetr
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5) Uncertainty of HE from K Heterogeneit 6) HE In Fractured Bedrock River
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