Bywater Stream Restoration GRD15-0053
Review Date: 4/14/2016

Plans and Computations:

1. In the design report and alternatives analysis, page 7 has a section called Upland Stormwater Retrofit Requirements.  This section suggests that the reductions in discharge from the ESD practices will reduce the footprint of the stream restoration project and reducing the impacts on existing wetlands and natural areas.  During a field walk on 4/13/2016, it was indicated that all the ESD practices shown on the plans will not be constructed and that Brightwater was still working on the details of which ESD practices will be used.  Will the design of the stream restoration need to be revised based on the actual number of ESD practices to be installed?
2. In the design report and alternative analysis, appendix B focuses on the ESD Retrofit Feasibility Study.  The Hydrologic Soil Grouping (HSG) shown in this study is to be mainly HSG A and HSG B.  Using Web Soil Survey, the HSG for the study area to be primarily HSG C and HSG D.  The infiltration rates associated with HSG C and D are less than that of HSG A and HSG B.  Later in the appendix it is stated that a geotechnical investigation will be used to confirm and if needed adjust the infiltration rates, on page 20 of the report.  This report did not have any geotechnical information provided besides the use of web soil survey.  If the geotechnical investigation been completed that information should be included in the review package for the City.

3. The permit with MDE and the Army Corp was completed and issued prior to any City review.  Based on the initial review, the plans have been revised.  Does MDE and the Army Corp need to review these plans again?

4. The entrance to the site and stockpile area is shown on the existing park land.  Is enough room provided for delivery, removal, and or loading of materials in the area provided?

5. Please show the existing playground in the park on the access detail on Sheet 2.

6. Please be sure to coordinate with the City in regards to the project that is going to occur at the park area to install a path and parking.  This project should not impact the final product of that project.

7. On Sheet 5 and Sheet 6 of the plans, the ESD location map is presented.  The following comments are in regards to these sheets.

a. Both sheets do not have a matchline with each other and some of the locations shown are on both sheets.  Please provide a matchline.

b. Please provide agreements with all property owners for the work to be completed.

c. The ESD practices shown here are based on the ESD Feasibility Study.  There has not been any documentation shown to support the design of these practices.  The following should be provided:

i. Drainage area to each practice

ii. ESD treated by each practice

iii. ESD max for each practice

iv. The source of the runoff to each practice

v. Overflow for each practice

vi. Geotechnical information near the practices

vii. Technical support showing how a single unit was selected over a double unit.

d. The ESD practices should be designed similarly to Dry Wells, please use pages 5.91 to 5.95 of the MDE SWM Manual.

e. Maintenance agreements for each practiced installed would need to be created.

f. The sequence of construction shows that the soil excavated will need to be disposed of in a truck or into a roll away bin.  These areas should be included in the LOD and shown on the plans.

g. MOT may be required for the construction of the ESD practices.

h. Please show how the runoff is attached to each ESD practice. 

i. If any sidewalk or pavement areas are to be disturbed for the construction of the ESD practices, it should be shown.

j. Please provide references to the other details for the ESD practices on later sheets.

8. On sheet 6, Tributary 1 is shown with a reference to sheet 12 for details concerning the gabion trapezoidal channel.  On sheet 12, the detail for gabions seems to be missing.

9. On sheet 6, tributary 4 has a note calling out the proposed headwall detail on sheet 9.  Please confirm that this detail is the type F headwall detail.

10. On Sheet 6, tributary 4 has a note for the removal of the existing headwall and installing a proposed drop structure.  Is there a detail for this structure?

11. The work associated with tributary 4 appears to encroach on the wetland near the end of the tributary.  Is this acceptable to MDE and Corp of Engineers?

12. On Sheet 9, the profile showing the transition into a step pool shows a footer rock.  Please provide information about the footer rock like size and classification.

13. On Sheet 9, the profile for tributary 1 does not show the pipe inflow.

14. Tributary 2 has a rock step pool system 17 pools in 60 linear feet.  Is this step pool going to be constructible?  Were gabion lined swales (if steep enough) or riprap inflow protection considered?

15. The proposed grading that is shown on sheet 6 and sheet 10 switches between 1 foot and 2 foot contours.  The existing topo is also difficult to see on these sheets.

16. On sheet 10, the construction roadway is shown from station 7+00 to 11+00 clearly.  Prior to station 7+00, it is not shown, except where the access from the park is shown to terminate near 0+25.  

17. On sheet 13, details of the ESD Stormtech Vaults are shown.  The details show a minimum depth of 4.5’ from the invert to the top of grade.  On sheet 6 in the sequence of construction for these practices, 5 feet of excavation is shown to be done for each vault.  Please show how the extra half foot is to be dispersed.

18. On sheet 14, a detail for the ESD Stormtech Vaults is shown with a page number 5.  This detail shows a cross section that is different than sheet 13, and specifications for different vaults.  Please show how the contractor is supposed to know which detail to use for construction.

