









































Appendix B
Evaluation of Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan Approvals
Through the Express Review Option
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

April 29, 2010

Sedimentation and erosion control plans are reviewed by Land Quality Section personnel in the
seven DENR regional offices. The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act requires that new plans
be reviewed within 30 calendar days, and that revised plans be reviewed within 15 calendar days.
Applicants seeking a shorter review period may pay an additional plan review fee for an Express
Review. Express Reviews are normally completed within three working days of receipt of a
complete plan. The period may be extended if the design consultant is slow to submit revisions.
After plan approval, the Express Review projects are added to the overall pool of erosion and
sedimentation control projects to be inspected.

The Sedimentation Program Specialist conducted a review of projects approved as Express
Reviews in each DENR regional office. Four projects were selected in each region from a list of
approvals between July 1, 2009 and February 1, 2010. Six projects were evaluated in the
Wilmington Region since two engineers share review duties. Projects were selected to represent
various types and sizes of development. Only one project from a design consultant was selected.
Some substitutions had to be made after initial selections because projects had not started.

A summary of each office is provided, followed by recommendations for improving the
program.

Project Summaries

Asheville, April 8-9, 2010

Hospital Drive and Victoria Road Improvements, BUNCO-2010-008

The project was in urban Asheville and included the rerouting of existing streets, building
retaining walls and new parking. The file had adequate documentation and the approved plan
was adequate. The plan included four phases. One temporary diversion shown on the plan
proved impossible to install in the field, as it crossed a paved driveway entrance. Site excavation
effectively prevented runoff from entering the street. Concrete road barriers were used as an ad
hoc sediment fence. The contractor was asked to add hardware cloth and gravel to the barrier to
control sedimentation. No sediment loss was observed.

Penland School for Crafts, MITCH-2010-003

This was a small project for drainage improvement and new building construction. The file
contained adequate documentation and the plan was adequate. Printed copies of an email
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requesting plan revisions were included in the file. The plan had been approved November 6,
2009, but little work had been completed on April 9, 2010. One new culvert had been installed.
It needed riprap outlet protection.

Hogan’s Mountain Well Roads, MADIS-2009-016

The project involved upgrading of old roads to support well drilling equipment and leveling an
area around each well site. The file contained adequate documentation and the plan was
adequate. The site was in excellent condition. A few areas behind the wells needed ground
cover. The road shoulders and ditches had excellent ground cover.

Enka Project, BUNCO-2010-014

This was a waste area for excess soil from the Hospital Drive and Victoria Road Improvements.
The file contained adequate documentation, including a written landowner access agreement.
The plan was adequate. Upon inspecting the site, the sediment basins shown on the approved
plan had not been installed. The permitted area was within a larger demolition site of an old
factory. The entire site was surrounded by an old earthen dike to prevent flooding from Hominy
Creek. A valve controlled drainage from the site. There was a potential for sediment loss
through existing drainage structures.

Pine Mountain Trace Apartments, CALDW-2010-002

An additional plan was reviewed, but the project had not started. The filed contained an
unsigned easement agreement for extending a slope onto adjacent property. The plan was
approved with a modification that the easement agreement must be signed before starting
construction. The easement agreement should have been signed before the plan was approved.

Summary

The plan review process in Asheville is very good. Plan files included financial
responsibility/ownership forms, deeds, plan narratives and supporting design calculations.
Deficiencies noted during inspections were the result of not following the approved plan, not due
to an inadequate plan.

Fayetteville, March 24-25, 2010

Unnamed Tributary to Lumber River Restoration, ROBES-2010-016

This project is a “full delivery” stream restoration project to be accepted by EEP upon
completion. The file contained adequate documentation, including the 401 Certification, 404
Permit, and conservation easement. One questionable design element was a grass lined channel
to be installed over the filled existing stream channel. Upon inspection in the field, the existing
channel was not filled and still conveyed the runoff. The plan was adequate. Not all of the
measures on the plan were being used in the field. Flow was being dammed with raw earth
instead of sand bags, and the dewatering pump was discharging into a torn silt bag. Numerous
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rills in the new stream bank were contributing sediment to the flood plain bench. Sediment
controls along the new channel were needed until adequate ground cover was established.

Campbell University Main Street Parking, HARNE-2010-044

This was a small project involving construction of a new parking lot. The file had adequate
documentation, including a letter from the owner authorizing the contractor to apply for the plan
approval. The plan was approved with modifications. One modification required “Provide a
temporary seeding schedule for the entire year on the site plan.” This was a minor issue since a
summer temporary seeding schedule was never needed for this project. However, the practice of
requiring additional design elements after approval is not appropriate. If additional seeding
specifications were needed, they should have been submitted and reviewed before approval. The
site was in excellent condition in the field.

River Landing Center, CUMBE-2010-036

The project is for the development of a small shopping center. The file had adequate
documentation. The plan had been approved with a modification to include road-widening
construction and measures in the construction sequence and to submit two copies of the revised
sheets. The plan was approved on September 24, 2009, and the revised sheets reflecting the
modification were received October 15, 2009. The revised construction sequence and measures
for the road-widening should have been received before approving the plan. A field inspection
revealed that the plan was not being followed at all. The site had been completely graded, and
the large sediment basin at the rear of the site was not complete. An important diversion berm
along the road had not been installed. An adjacent parcel not on the approved plan was also
being graded, with dirt from that site being used as fill on the approved site. Sediment was being
lost on this adjacent parcel into a wetland/stream area.

Fort Bragg North Training Area Elementary and Middle School, HARNE-2010-036

This is about a 50 acre site for new schools on the base. The file had excellent documentation of
the plan review process. The plan was received on November 5, 2009. Emails comments on the
plan were sent November 6, 10, 11, 13 and 20 following review of revised submittals. The plan
was approved November 25, 2009. Inspection records indicated that violations were observed
on three of the four previous inspections. The January 6, 2010 inspection was labeled a “Red
Stamp” which indicated that the project would have been issued a notice of violation if it wasn’t
a Department of Defense project. The site inspection on March 25, 2010 found violations for
failure to follow the approved plan and failure to maintain measures. A revised plan was under
review to add an additional sediment trap at a low point on the site perimeter. Additional
diversions were needed to convey runoff to the existing basins until retaining walls were
completed. Skimmers needed to be freed from the mud and provided with the correct dewatering
orifice. Exposed slopes needed ground cover.
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The plan reviewer had gone to much extra effort to continue reviewing plan revisions rather than
disapproving the plan after five days. This project really received four extra free express
reviews.

Summary

Documentation of plan reviews and requests for additional information were very good. The
plans were generally adequate. Plans should not be approved with modifications requiring
additional design. The plan should be held until the additional design is submitted for review,
whether it be a narrative measure such as a construction sequence, or a physical measure. The
plan reviewer provided great customer service for the schools at Fort Bragg. Express Review
policy allowed for the disapproval of the plan.

Mooresville, March 11-12, 2010

Gardner-Webb University Student Housing Apartments, CLEVE-2010-010

The original project was to develop building pads for several apartment buildings.
Documentation in the file was adequate, including printed copy of an email requesting plan
revisions. The plan was generally adequate. One notable error was two sediment traps were
both labeled “TSP #1.” Supporting design calculations for swales and outlet protection were not
in the file. The plan was approved with modifications requiring that silt fence below TSP #1 be
continuous with a break at the trap outlet, and that the flow from TSP #1 not go into TSP #4.
After approval, the scope of the project was reduced, with only one housing unit and one
sediment trap actually built. A revised plan was submitted for this change. Several violations
were found during the site inspection. They were due to the approved plan not being followed,
not from a deficiency in the plan. Inlet protection, stabilization of channels and slopes and use of
slope drains were needed to control runoff and prevent sedimentation of other property.

Shelby Development Industrial Tract, CLEVE-2010-005

The project was to be a borrow area for an adjacent distribution center that did not need as much
borrow material as anticipated. The file contained adequate documentation. Two emails had
requested plan revisions, including correction of flow calculations and basin design. The
approved plan was adequate. Site inspection found that the sediment basin had been installed
and all graded areas had been seeded and mulched. Winter rye grain was germinating well. The
site was in compliance.

CMC Lincoln Hospital Roadway Improvements, LINCO-2010-003
This project involved demolition of several houses, construction of a new entrance road to a new

hospital and construction of a stormwater wetland or rain garden. Documentation in the file was
adequate, including a comment list on the original submittal. This comment list or request for
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additional information addressed the need for an easement, construction details, a wet pond
construction sequence and the need for a waste area. The plan sheet for the rain garden was
submitted in response to the request, but the other items were not submitted. The plan was
approved with modifications and performance reservations. Modification No. 1 was “copies of
all easement agreements with adjacent property owners should be provided to this office prior to
the start of construction.” The plan should not have been approved without a signed easement
agreement.  Other modifications required the submittal of the inlet protection detail, and
specified the use of stone outlets in silt fence, inlet protection and that “stone check dams or
stone rings should be installed at all locations where concentrated flow leaves the proposed
disturbed area.” The performance reservation stated “construction of the wet pond should be
performed such that the duration of exposure (time between initial grading and final
stabilization) is minimized. Inlet protection must be provided for thel2-inch diameter DIP
bottom drain conduit. Additional erosion control measures and/or provision for conveyance of
runoff through the proposed rain garden area may be required until the rain garden has been
stabilized.” The design consultant should have been required to address all these items in a
revised submittal rather than approving the plan with such extensive modifications and a
performance reservation. Additionally, the tail ditch below a proposed road culvert was
designed without specifying whether it needed a temporary or permanent liner.

The site had been inspected on January 27, 2010, resulting in a notice of violation on February 2,
2010. Additional area had been cleared outside the limits of disturbance. A revised submittal
was received and approved for this area in February, 2010. The permanent drainage easement
had not been obtained prior to the start of construction. The contractor had been stopped by the
adjacent landowner after driving a backhoe down the proposed easement. No excavation of the
tail ditch had occurred. A rock check dam at the edge of the street right-of-way controlled
sedimentation from the existing disturbed area.

Brief Road Natural Gas Line, UNION-2010-009

The project is a residential natural gas distribution line along existing roads. The documentation
in the file was adequate and the plan was adequate. The plan included temporary liners in
roadside ditches when the slope was 3 percent or greater, and liner and wattle check dams when
the slope exceeded 5 percent. The site inspection found the liners and wattles had been installed
as shown on the plan. There were some areas where repair seeding or replacement of the liner
was needed. Areas seeded in the fall had good ground cover, areas seeded in the winter did not
have germination.

Summary

The CMC Lincoln Hospital Roadway project should not have been approved. N. C. G. S. 113A-
54.1 provided that “If the applicant is not the owner of the land to be disturbed, the draft erosion
and sedimentation control plan must include the owner's written consent for the applicant to
submit a draft erosion and sedimentation control plan and to conduct the anticipated land-
disturbing activity.” Given that the applicant should not submit a plan without ownership of the
disturbed area or written permission of the owner, plans should not be approved contingent on




Evaluation of Express Review Approvals

April 30, 2010

Page 6 of 13

the permission being obtained. Care should be taken not to approve a plan with extensive
modification just because it is an express submittal.

Raleigh, April 22-23, 2010

Gibson Glen, JOHNS-2010-031

This is a residential project for single family home construction. The documentation in the file
was adequate, including the financial responsibility form, project narrative and deeds. The plan
was for the clearing of lots in a subdivision, and was adequate. Site inspection found the site in
compliance. The yards had been sodded and were being irrigated to ensure survival of the sod.

Caterpillar Core Product Development Center, JOHNS-2010-004

This is a 39 acre industrial site, where new heavy equipment will be tested. The documentation
in the file was adequate, including requested plan revisions after the initial review. The plan was
approved with modifications on August 10, 2009, and a revised plan showing the modifications
was received August 13, 2009. The plan included a number of clean water diversions that were
lined with synthetic matting and protected with check dams. The site was inspected September
8, 2009, and violations were cited. The file contained an unsigned notice of violation dated
September 14, 2009. A subsequent inspection on October 28, 2009 found violations for different
reasons. The site inspection during this review on April 23, 2010 found violations relating to
failures of ground cover on slopes, ditch turnouts and below basin spillways. Receiving channels
below culverts and sediment basin spillways needed to be shaped and lined with riprap to the
edge of the woods. A few small sink holes were observed in cut slopes on the entrance road,
which is unusual. Water appeared to be following subsurface fractures in rock. The clean water
diversions had turned out well. Violations on the site related to poor ground cover and a failure
to maintain measures, not because of inadequacies in the plan.

Rolesville Road Substation, WAKE-2010-039

The project is an expansion of an existing electrical power substation. Documentation in the file
was adequate and the plan was adequate. An error in design calculations had been caught in the
initial review and a revised submittal required before approval. Site inspection found the site in
good condition. Ground cover had failed in one swale. The swale needed to be reseeded and
matted. Three check dams shown in the swale were not installed. The sediment basin was well
maintained. The skimmer orifice was too large. No sedimentation damage was found.

The Preserve Subdivision Phase 11, Section 1, GRANV-2010-005
This project is for the streets in a new subdivision. The documentation in the file was adequate,

including a DWQ stream determination, financial responsibility form, deed and design
calculations. The plan was adequate except for the construction detail for the sediment trap stone
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spillways, the detail did not show a riprap apron on the downhill side of the stone spillways, and
none had been installed in the field. The site inspection found that the basins on the plan had
been installed. The construction detail for the basins showed baffles, but they had only been
installed if the baffles were also shown on the plan view as well. So some basins had baffles,
while others did not. Some of the diversions and silt fence shown on the plan had not been

installed. One small basin discharged back onto the disturbed area, instead of onto undisturbed
ground as shown on the approved plan. No sedimentation damage was observed.

Summary
Plan reviews were very good. No inappropriate modifications for approval had been made.
Compliance issues were a matter of not following the approved plan, and not due to inadequacies

in the plans.

Washington, April 19-20, 2010

East Coast Equipment, BEAUF-2010-010

The project is a commercial site with a large building in the middle of the site. The
documentation in the file was adequate, including the financial responsibility form, a “Request
for Express Review” form, deed and design calculations. The plan was inadequate. The
construction detail for silt fence called for wooden posts, with no dimension specified. The 10-
acre site had silt fence on three sides. The plan showed five grassed swales with stone outlets to
be used for stormwater control. These could have had a sediment control benefit, but the
construction sequence called for the swales to be installed at the end of the project. Site
inspection found the silt fence in some disrepair and no measures at the driveway entrance.
Some sediment had washed into the roadside ditch, but had not gone very far. This reviewer
regarded the site in violation for failure to follow the approved plan and failure to take
reasonable measures.

Kinston Track Re-alignment, LENOI-2010-002

This project is for the re-alignment of an existing train track about 15 feet for about 4 blocks.
Documentation in the file and the approved plan were adequate. The plan utilized a construction
entrance, silt fence and inlet protection. The measures were installed in the field and the site was
in compliance.

Hell Swamp Phase 6, BEAUF-2010-017

This project is a 51-acre phase of a forested wetland mitigation project that exceeds 1000 acres.
The documentation in the file was adequate. The plan was not adequate. The only sediment
control devices on the plan were rock check dams in existing canals. No weir length or spillway
capacity was figured for the check dams. Site inspection found that the phasing had gone well,
with existing drainage ditches backfilled and check dams removed as the backfilling progressed.
The site manager said the check dams were raised or lowered as necessary during construction to
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accommodate the actual flow in the ditches after rainfall. The plan was approved with a
modifications that “Unless a temporary, manufactured, lining material has been specified, a clean
straw mulch must be applied, at the minimum rate of 2 tons/acre, to all seeded areas. The mulch
must cover at least 75% of the seeded area after it is either tacked, with an acceptable tacking
material, or crimped in place.” However, the entire project had been allowed to proceed without

any mulch being used. Site inspection found the area around the newly constructed stream
channel to be bare earth, with no germinating vegetation or mulch. Only bare rooted trees had
been planted. This reviewer regarded the site in violation for failure to follow the approved plan.

D. H. Conley High School Additions, PITT-2010-006

This is a 31-acre project in three phases, and includes a new access road to the school, new
parking lots, building improvements and a stormwater pond. The documentation in the file was
adequate. A pre-application meeting was held September 24, 2009, the plan was received
October 7, 2009 and a request for additional information was sent October 9, 2009. A revised
plan was received October 21, 2009 and approved October 23, 2009.

Insufficient information was submitted with the plan to determine if the measures on the plan
were adequate. The total disturbed area going to the stormwater pond was not provided, to
compare against the actual sediment storage volume of the pond while it is being used for
sediment control. A large run of storm drainage in a new parking lot discharges into a roadside
canal without going through a sediment control measure. The only measure is inlet protection
for the drop inlets on the finished system. All the proposed channels were designed as triangular
channels, even a 6-foot deep channel that receives a peak discharge of 50 cubic feet per second.
The swales are not labeled on the plan, so it is very difficult to match design calculations to the
actual channels on the plan view. Site inspection revealed that no measures had been installed
on the site. Not even one rock check dam in the 6-foot deep channel that discharged into a 42-
inch culvert under the adjacent state road. The channel had in fact been dug as a trapezoidal
channel. The inlet of the culvert was filled with sediment, but no sediment was observed in the
channel on the other side of the state road. None of the new storm drainage facilities had inlet
protection. The stormwater pond was under construction. Dust and windborne sediment was
severe. A water truck was needed for dust control. The site had multiple violations, including
off-site sedimentation damage. The site merited a notice of violation.

Summary

Approved plans were generally not adequate. The length of slope going to silt fence should not
exceed 100 feet. Berms and sediment traps or basins should be used for greater slope lengths.
Design calculations for grassed lined channels should require a check of the velocity to see if a
temporary liner is required, and a check of the depth of flow after permanent vegetation is
established. Rock dams across channels should be designed with an adequate spillway capacity.
A standard modification required for approval that “Erosion and sediment control measures or
devices are to be installed to safely withstand the runoff resulting form a 10-year storm event-
6.7-7 inches in 24 hours or at the rate 6.5-7 inches in 1 hour.” reflects an incorrect understanding
of the definition of the ten-year design storm. The actual precipitation depth or intensity is
dependent upon location and time of concentration in the watershed. Storm drainage facilities
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should discharge into an adequate sediment control. Relying on inlet protection alone is
inadequate. Very flat topography prevents sediment from traveling very far from project limits.

Wilmington, March 30-31, 2010

Progress Energy MGP Site, NEWHA-2010-008

This is about a 3 acre site on the Cape Fear River in Wilmington where an existing public boat
ramp is being temporarily removed to excavate hazardous waste in the ground from a previous
coal gasification plant. Documentation in the file was good. The plan was generally adequate.
The skimmer size for the sediment basins was not specified, but since approval the contractor
plans to pump and haul any water in the basins as hazardous waste. The site inspection found
that sheet piling to coffer dam the work area in the river effectively sealed off runoff. Silt fence
and inlet protection were well installed. A revised plan was going to be necessary to eliminate
one proposed basin and enlarge the existing basin to handle the flow.

Blueberry Fields Road, ONSLO-2010-060

This is a new residential subdivision road through a cut over pine forest in very flat, sandy land.
Documentation in the file was adequate. The plan was adequate except that the required volume
for the sediment trap was obtained by using a 6-foot depth. The site visit found that road had
been graded, but there was no stabilization of the ditches and shoulders. The soil was almost
pure sand, and it had settled in the ditches and overtopped check dams in the ditch. The basin
was dug into the water table. It needed to be resized at a 3-foot depth, and provided with an
adequate spillway. Sediment had not left the limits of disturbance as it had settled in the ditches.

Surf City Promenade, PENDE-2010-004

This is a commercial site development with some permitted wetland fill. Documentation in the
file was adequate. The approved plan was not adequate. The plan had a diversion berm along
the back of the site (Parcel H) that crossed a major drainage feature. Runoff could not be
diverted by the berm to a basin. An additional sediment trap should have been located below the
toe of the proposed fill slope. No actual supporting design calculations were provided to verify
if the designs were adequate. A note was placed in the supporting materials that flows had been
calculated using the Rational Method and City of Wilmington spreadsheets, and energy
dissipaters by Section 8.06 in the Design Manual. A note was placed beside the construction
detail for stone outlets that the outlets should be placed in the berm at 100 foot intervals and at
low points. The contractor would be more likely to install the outlets if they were located on the
plan. It appeared that a temporary sediment trap on Parcel G had been designed with 1800 cubic
feet per acre of storage instead of 3600 cubic feet per acre. The field inspection found that a tail
ditch had been cut to drain Parcel H, and that the berm with outlets had not been installed. Spoil
had been stockpiled next to the property line and an adjacent water feature. The trap on Parcel G
had not yet been installed, but the area had been diked off on a temporary basis.
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Ward Farm, ONSL0O-2010-075

This is a proposed 10 acre commercial site, including a hotel. The file contained adequate
documentation, including the financial responsibility form, limited liability company document,

deed and supporting design calculations. The plan was adequate. Field inspection found that the
stormwater pond was installed, and some storm drainage. The basin was eroding on the interior
and needed ground cover on the interior slopes. A few things needed to be finished, such as
bolting down the trash guard on the riser.

Camp Lejune Courthouse Bay Bachelor Enlisted Quarters, ONSLO-2010-064

This is a 15 acre project to develop building pads, new parking and access to new barracks.
Documentation in the file was adequate. The plan was not adequate for several reasons. The
peak discharge used to size the sediment basin surface area was based on predevelopment
conditions, not bare earth. This resulted in a slight underestimation of peak runoff. Of more
concern was that traps were not drawn to scale, but shown as symbols on the plan view,
sometimes on top of proposed building pads. Phasing of construction was important on this site,
and it was not specified in the construction sequence. The site visit found that two of the traps
shown on the plan could not be built. One was really uphill of the disturbed area behind an
existing barracks and the other was on a building pad where pilings were being driven.
However, the two basins that were really needed had not been installed either, resulting in the
discharge of runoff from existing storm drainage running over the disturbed area. The only
protection was a low check dam. The project merited a notice of violation.

New River Marine Air Station Child Development Center, ONSLO-2010-025

This is a small project to add onto an existing day care center on the base. The documentation
and plan were adequate. The site was in good condition when inspected.

Summary

Some of the plans were fine, but others had deficiencies. Better attention needs to be paid to the
details of design calculations for sediment traps and basins. Care should be taken that diversion
berms or sediment traps actually can be constructed as shown on plans. Existing topography or
proposed fill made some measures unbuildable.

Winston-Salem, April 26-27, 2010

Davie High School, DAVIE-2010-010

This is about a 65 acre project that was submitted as a clearing and grubbing plan December 22,
2009. Since the project was over 20 acres, the Winston-Salem office required that the project be
split into four submittals, each an express review. A review of the plan revealed that all of the
measures could be shown on one sheet, and involved only diversions and large sediment basins.
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All four submittals were in fact reviewed and approved simultaneously. The purpose of limiting
the acreage of an express review submittal is to avoid a complex plan review in short period of
time. Such was not the case with this project. The spillway capacities of the temporary sediment
basins on the approved plan were not adequate. The capacity of the riser/barrel spillways and the
emergency spillways were not calculated correctly. The elevation of the top of the riser pipe was

only one foot below the top of dam elevation on each basin. Thus, there was insufficient
freeboard, and the dams would have overtopped in the design storm. The elevations of the
emergency spillways and top of dam were corrected on a later non-express submittal for final
grading and site development. A field inspection found that clearing and grubbing equipment
was staged on site, but land-disturbance had not begun.

Goodwill Industries—Elkin, SURRY-2010-007

This is a small project for a retail store. The documentation included the financial responsibility
ownership form, project narrative and deed. Design calculations were not included. A check of
the plan found the dimensions shown on the plan were adequate. Site inspection found the
project nearly finished. Yard inlet protection was still in place and landscaping was being
installed.

Central States Manufacturing, SURRY02010-015

This is an 8 acre site in an existing industrial park. Documentation was adequate. The plan was
generally adequate. A temporary liner was specified in the design calculations for both swales,
but was not shown on the plan in both swales. Site inspection found that the measures had been
installed. The basins needed to be cleaned out, as slope drain outlets in the basin were covered
by sediment. Repair seeding and swale stabilization would be needed after the site was brought
to final grade.

Nancy Reynolds Elementary School, STOKE-2010-002

This is a 6-acre site set on a ridge top and surrounded by steep topography. The documentation
was adequate. The plan was generally adequate, but the stabilization of ditches on a proposed
access drive was not specified. Site inspection found that the basin had been installed at the foot
of a high fill slope. Half of the basin had been cleaned out, but it still contained a large amount
of sediment. The fill slope was in excess of 30 feet and had not been provided with temporary
ground cover. The protection of existing drop inlets on the site was excellent, with 16-inch high
block and gravel protection. Silt fence had slid down the posts in some locations, and the rock
check dams next to the state highway needed maintenance. The project was in violation for
failure to maintain measures.

Summary
Care needs to be taken to run calculations to check the spillway capacity of temporary sediment

basins, and ensure adequate freeboard between riser, emergency spillway and top of dam. The
stabilization of channels should be properly designed, specified and located on the plan.
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Recommendations

Those involved in the express review program should review the procedures established for
express review. The express review fee entitles the applicant to a speedy review, not a speedy
approval.

When an express review plan is received, review comments are prepared requesting plan
revisions or additional information. These comments should always be kept in writing in the
plan file. Usually these comments are provided in person or by email. It may be helpful to create
a express review checklist/comments form for these comments.

When a revised submittal is received, all review comments should have been addressed. If not,
they should not be covered with approval modifications that amount to designing the plan. In
such a case, one additional set of review comments should be sent to the applicant. If the second
set of revisions is not adequate, the plan should be disapproved. An express review does not
entitle the applicant to five or six reviews for one fee.

Careful review of design calculations should not be sacrificed for speedy review. Numerous
plans throughout the state were approved with suspect calculation of peak flow. Peak flow into
sediment traps and basins was figured using pre-development land use, such as forest or
grassland. Peak flow should be determined when the land use of the disturbed area is bare earth.
Rational Method coefficients for packed, bare earth range from 0.3 to 0.6, depending on slope
and soil type.

Design calculations for stormwater ponds should be evaluated for adequacy as temporary
sediment basins. Surface area, sediment storage volume and spillway capacity should be
determined. An existing Excel spreadsheet is available to check the design.

Design of grass lined channels should be verified with both permissible velocity procedure and
the tractive force procedure. The need for a temporary liner should be checked using the 2-year
design storm and a bare earth channel (Mannings n = .020). If the resulting velocity exceeds 2
feet per second, a temporary liner should be required. The adequacy of the temporary liner
should be checked using the tractive force procedure. Finally, the capacity of the channel should
be checked with the condition of established vegetation or permanent liner and the 10-year
design storm. This requires three computations of flow for each channel.

If ownership of land in fee simple or ownership of an easement has not been obtained by the
applicant, the plan cannot be approved unless written permission from the actual landowner is
submitted with the plan. Plans cannot be approved with a modification to get the permission
later. Such approval violates N. C. General Statute 113A-54.1.

The disturbed area allowed under express review should be a function of the complexity of the
plan, not simply limited at 20 acres.
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Conclusions

Some of the plans that were approved were not perfect. None of the design flaws resulted in
sedimentation damage. The reason for sedimentation damage observed during the reviews was
failure to install measures as shown on the approved plan, or failure to maintain measures. The
worst problems were on publicly funded projects.

Engineers responsible for express review generally like the process, especially the opportunity to
meet with the applicant and discuss the plan face to face. Plan deficiencies can be quickly
identified and solutions discussed during the initial meeting.

Some engineers expressed a sense of pressure to get the approval out. Emphasis should be
placed on the fact it is an express review, not an express approval. Applicants should be given
adequate opportunity to address review comments, and then the plan should be approved or
disapproved. This reviewer recommends no more than two requests for revisions before a final
plan action. Approving a plan with extensive modifications should be avoided.






































































































