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27.3% of First Review Plans Did 
Not Have the Current Checklist 

(45 of 166 Projects)



Data We’ve Collected Is From

EPD ES&PC Plan Review Deficiency Letters to GDOT 
365 Deficiency Letters for 166 Projects

GDOT ES&PC Plan Submittal Letters to EPD 
346 Submittals for 152 Projects



GDOT ES&PC Plan Submittal Letters to EPD – 152 Projects

• Only 18 (11.84%) did not require at least a second submittal to EPD

• 346 total submittals to EPD (average of 2.28 submittals per project)
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EPD ES&PC Plan Review Deficiency Letters to GDOT – 166 Projects

• 136 (81.93%) projects received two or more Deficiency Letters from EPD

• 365 total Deficiency Letters from EPD (average of 2.20 letters per project)
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EPD ES&PC Plan Review Deficiency Letters to GDOT – 166 Projects

• Breakdown by Year
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EPD ES&PC Plan Review Deficiency Letters to GDOT – 166 Projects

• Breakdown by Year
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Top Ten Checklist Item Errors

Top Ten Checklist Item Errors by Checklist Number – Grouped by Color

Rank Initial Letter 2nd Letter Subsq. Letters

1 49 35 43

2 43 49 50

3 44 44 49

4 35 43 35

5 50 46 44

6 34 50 34

7 41 34 7

8 42 41 46

9 46 29 41

10 29 42 42



Top Ten Checklist Item Errors

Top Ten Checklist Item Errors - Average Rank - Initial, 2nd, and Subsq. Letters

Checklist Number Average Rank

49 2.00

43 2.33

35 3.00

44 3.67

50 4.33

34 6.33

46 7.33

41 8.00

42 9.33

29 > 10.00



Checklist Item 49 – Number 1 Error

“Provide a minimum of 67 cubic yards of sediment storage per acre drained …”
• 111 of 166 (67%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 41 of 137 (30%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 19 of 47 (40%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Sediment Storage table values listed do not match what the Reviewer 
calculates using plan set data or finds elsewhere in the plan set – 80 Letters

• Sediment Storage table information does not match information in Section 
53 Drainage Area Map – 79 Letters

• Written justification not provided or incorrect as to why 67 CY of sediment 
storage is not attainable for the drainage location – 50 Letters

• Written justification not provided or incorrect to use equivalent controls 
when a sediment basin is not attainable and not provided – 49 Letters



Checklist Item 43 – Number 2 Error

“Delineation and acreage of contributing drainage basins on the project site”
• 106 of 166 (64%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 35 of 137 (26%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 22 of 47 (47%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Outfall(s) not clearly described/location not clearly shown or location Station & 
Offset data is missing or incorrect – 82 Letters

• Location incorrectly defined as a permit defined outfall – 66 Letters

• Required outfall information or all outfall locations not shown on Section 53 
ESPCP Drainage Area Map – 53 Letters

• Identified outfall is not consistent with calculated values shown on the sediment 
storage table when cross-checked with the Drainage Area Map – 21 Letters



Checklist Item 35 – Number 3 Error
“Delineate all sampling locations, perennial and intermittent streams and other 
water bodies into which storm water is discharged …”
• 100 of 166 (60%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 43 of 137 (31%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 18 of 47 (38%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Sampling locations incorrectly identified on ES&PC Plan sheets or Sampling 
Table location errors – 95 Letters

• Outfall sampling location identified not a valid sampling location – 36 Letters

• All contributing drainage basins/outfalls on Section 53 Drainage Area Map 
not sampled or represented by a sampling location – 33 Letters

• Sampling Table information not consistent with other sections of the ES&PC 
Plan – 30 Letters



Checklist Item 44 – Number 4 Error

“Delineate on-site drainage and off-site watersheds using USGS 1” =  2000’ 
topographical sheets”
• 104 of 166 (63%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 39 of 137 (28%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 18 of 47 (38%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Sampling locations on Drainage Map, Sampling Table, and/or Watershed 
Map and Site Monitoring Plan do not match – 93 Letters

• Surface water drainage area/watershed area not delineated/delineated 
incorrectly on Drainage/Watershed Maps – 67 Letters

• Drainage/Watershed Map feature labeling errors – 36 Letters



Checklist Item 50 – Number 5 Error

“Location of Best Management Practices that are consistent with and no less…”
• 96 of 166 (58%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 34 of 137 (25%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 20 of 47 (43%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Comments directing the addition of a specific BMP or BMPs – 71 Letters

• Miscellaneous presentation comments (flow arrows, staged construction, 
alignment labeling, notes – 57 Letters

• Uniform Coding Symbol missing from BMP or BMP not shown correctly – 52 
Letters

• Temporary BMPs and Cut/Fill limits not shown faded back in subsequent phases, 
and installed Permanent BMPs incorrectly shown faded back – 37 Letters

• Comments referring to location of or use of specific BMP or BMPs – 36 Letters



Checklist Item 34 – Number 6 Error

“Appendix B rationale for NTU values at all outfall sampling points where 
applicable.”
• 88 of 166 (53%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 33 of 137 (24%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 15 of 47 (32%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Sampling table comments related to incorrect data entered or contradicting 
data in other sections of the ES&PC Plan – 72 Letters

• Watershed Map Site Monitoring Plan comments related to sampling locations 
identified and labeling – 58 Letters

• Specified Outfall sampling location is not a valid sampling location – 64 
Letters

• Specified Appendix B Values incorrect or missing – 38 Letters



Checklist Item 46 – Number 7 Error

“Storm-drain pipe and weir velocities with appropriate outlet protection to 
accommodate discharges without erosion. Identify/Delineate all storm water ….”
• 72 of 166 (43%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 35 of 137 (26%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 11 of 47 (23%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Outlet Protection table data errors or missing data – 56 Letters

• St-Rp BMP label missing from storm drain outlet protection riprap on plan 
sheets or incorrect label is used – 44 Letters

• Structure missing from Outlet Protection table or table is missing – 39 Letters

• Outlet Protection BMP labels/patterns not shown correctly on plan sheets 
(faded/not faded back) – 30 Letters



Checklist Item 41 – Number 8 Error

“Delineation of the applicable 25-foot or 50-foot undisturbed buffers adjacent to 
state waters ….”  “Clearly note and delineate all areas of impact.”
• 75 of 166 (45%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 16 of 137 (12%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 10 of 47 (21%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• State Waters Buffer Impact table has incorrect location data – 66 Letters

• State Waters Buffer not delineated or delineated incorrectly on the plan 
sheets – 44 Letters

• Non-Impacted Buffer incorrectly added to the table – 17 Letters

• Impacted State Waters Buffer missing from the table – 12 Letters



Checklist Item 42 – Number 9 Error

“Delineation of on-site wetlands and all state waters located on and within 200 
feet of the project site.”
• 73 of 166 (44%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 14 of 137 (10%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 9 of 47 (19%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Incorrect entries on Section 51 State Waters Buffer Impacts table – 58 Letters

• State Waters/Buffers not delineated or delineated incorrectly – 31 Letters

• Impacted State Water not included on Impacts table – 12 Letters

• Non-Impacted State Water incorrectly included on Impacts table – 12 Letters

• Non-State Water feature incorrectly included on Impacts table – 7 Letters



Checklist Item 29 – Number 10 Error

“Description and chart or timeline of the intended sequence of major activities 
which disturb soils for the major portions of the site (i.e. initial perimeter ….”
• 57 of 166 (34%) of Initial Deficiency Letters

• 14 of 137 (10%) of 2nd Deficiency Letters

• 4 of 47 (9%) of Subsequent Deficiency Letters

Frequent Deficiency Letter comments

• Phase/Stage 1 (Initial Phase) description should only include reference to 
installation of perimeter controls and initial sediment storage – 47 Letters

• Required chart or timeline item missing – 21 Letters

• Incorrect, confusing, or missing information – 10 Letters



Subcommittee – Remaining Steps

Make Common Errors available to Designers

• Utilize GDOT’s R.O.A.D.S website
• Determine best way to present the information

• Set a goal date for completion

• Possible two phase release

Our interaction with GPTQ Consultant Relations Committee (CRC)

• Continue to update CRC on progress made

• Present completed task to CRC

• Present recommendations to CRC



Thank You For Your Time!


