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DEFINITION

A waler impoundment made by constructing a
dam of an embankment of by ..ma\'\tmg a pit
or dugout.

In this standard, ponds constructed by the first
mwthod are referred to as embankment ponds,
andd those construcled by the second method
are reforred to as excavated ponds.  Ponds
constructed by both excavation and the em-
bankment micthods are classified as embank-
menl ponds i the depth ol waler mmpounded
againsl the embankment at the principal <F|]I
way storm design high water elevation 1= 3
feet or more (Sec Tabie 1).

This 3 feer shall be measured from the bow
point on the upsiream Loe of the embankment
to the design high water.

PURPOSE

To provide water for livestock, fish and wild-
life, recreation, fire control, crop amd orchard
spraving, and other relaled uses, and 10 main-
tain or improve water quality. This standard
also  applies 1o stormwater  management
ponds.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE
APPLI

General - This practice applies where it is

determined  that  stormwater  management,
water supply. or temporary storage is justified
and it is feasible and practicable 1o build a
pond which will meet local and state law re-
quirements.

This standard establishes the minimum ac-
ceptable 1|II-J|II\ for the design and construc-
tion of pomnds ift

1. Failure of the dam will not result in loss of
life, in damage to homes, commercial or
industrial buildings. main highways, or
railroads; or mtermuption of the use or
serviee of public wtilitics,

2. The product of the storage times the el
fective height of the dam is less than
3,000, Srterage 15 the volume, m acre-fest,
in the reservoir below the clevation of the
crest of the emergency spillway.

The rﬂrﬂn= hclth ul the dam 15 the dil-
ference in elevation, in feet, between the
amergency spillway crest and the lowest
point on a profile taken along the comer=
lne of the dam excluding the cutofl
trench. I there is no emergency spillway,
the top ol the dam becomes the upper
Tt for determining the storage and the
effective height.

3. For dams in rural aress, the elleciive
height of the dam (as defined above) is 35
feet or less and the dam is hazard class
“a”. For dams in urban arcas, the effec-
tive height of the dam is 20 feet or less
and the dam is hazard ¢lass "a”™

Ponds exceeding any of the above conditions
shall be designed and constructed according
1o the requirements of Technical Release 60,

Exemprions - Soil Conservation Disirict small
pond approval is mot required for small class
“a” srructures where the following exists:

1. Ponds or other structures have less than
lour (4) leel ol embankment, or

2. The storage at emergency spillway design

Comservation practice standards are reviewed periodically, and updated if needed. To obtam the current vargon of this standard,

ontaxt the Matwral Resosroes Comavation Sanvioe

NROUS - MARYLAND

JANUARY 2e
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Presentation Notes
Before we launch into a discussion about dam height, dam categories, and struggles with Code 378, I want to tell you about my division.

We’re called the Sediment and Stormwater Plan Review Division.  As our name suggests, we review plans for sediment control and stormwater management, specifically for State and federal agencies. We also review ponds for compliance with MD Code 378. We’re a one stop shop, with one reviewer reviewing sediment, stormwater, and small ponds. Essentially, we’re like the County DPW and the SCD rolled into one.  What this means is that, even though we’re part of MDE, we’re just like you.  We have the same questions for Stewart about the Stormwater Manual and the same questions for Hal and John about Code 378.  It also means that if we’re experiencing challenges with small ponds and 378, you’re likely experiencing challenges with small ponds and 378.  And we ARE experiencing problems.  

Many of you may have known Jim Tracy, the former chief of the Plan Review Division.  Seven years ago he fell ill and passed away.  He was great guy, a truly outstanding human being, and a top notch engineer.  His death hit me on many levels. Not only did I lose a fatherly mentor, I was left holding the bag as division chief.  Jim had the most amazing memory and was too busy to write policies. When the engineers in the division had questions, we deferred to him.  He was our walking encyclopedia. When he died, he took everything in his head with him, including his knowledge of small ponds and Code 378.  

The first time a small pond came across my desk for approval, I remember thinking “now what”?  Sure I had been reviewing sediment and stormwater management for many years, and I was familiar with Code 378, but I never thought too much about it because Jim was in charge and he always did a final review.  So the first thing I did was open Code 378, and that’s when I got really confused.  

I don’t want to offend the SCS, but Code 378 isn’t an easy document to understand.  There are no diagrams; there are four different references to height; an embankment pond can be considered an excavated pond if it meets certain criteria, but no, not really, because wait, there might be a failure potential, and in which case that embankment pond which is considered an excavated pond is really an embankment pond.  Are you confused?  I certainly was.  

I had questions about what structures were exempt from 378 and which had to be designed and constructed in accordance with 378.  What was I to do with sand filters and micro-bioretention facilities where if the filter media and underdrain were considered, the height of the embankment would be well over 6 feet.  How could these bath tubs need to be designed to 378?  

I know many of you have your own work-around for this issue and others.  We have our own for our division.  We could probably have a session just on the issues of media ponds, and maybe we will!  So please share with us your agency’s struggles with 378 and solutions. Your insight will help MDE address deficiencies with current documents and establish better policies. 



Title 26 DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
Subtitle 17 WATER MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION
Chapter 04 Construction on Nontidal Waters and Floodplains

.02 Definitions.

"Dam" means any obstruction, wall, or embankment, together with its
abutments and appurtenant works, if any, in, along, or across any stream,
heretofore or hereafter constructed for the purpose of storing or diverting
water or for creating a pool upstream of the dam, as determined by the

Administration.
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What is a dam?  

The point that I want to make is that based on the definition in COMAR, the baby pool in your back yard could be considered a dam! 
More relevantly, it also means that an ESD facility or a culvert crossing under a roadway or railroad could be a dam.  

The objective of my presentation is to try to answer the question of when SWM structures should be considered dams or, more relevantly, small ponds.  

There is an issue on nomenclature and how the term “small pond” is confusing.  We’re stuck with this term for now because it’s in Regulation, but it would make more sense if “small ponds” were called “small dams”.


Earthen Dam Configurations/Types:

= Fxcavated Ponds
* Embankment Ponds

= Culverts

Imagery ©2020 Commonwealth of Virginia, Maxar Technologies, U.S. Imagery ©2020 Commonwealth of Virginia, Maxar Technologies, U.S.
Geological Survey, USDA FarmService Agency, Map data ©2020 Geological Survey, USDA Farm Service Agency, Map data ©2020
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We see a lot of pond configurations in our world of stormwater management.  Probably the craziest ones are ponds jammed into crowded urban areas. Ponds managing runoff from highways and railroads are the most challenging ones that my division sees because they’re located in narrow right-of-way and butt up against highways or railroad embankments.  

Our discussion today focuses on SWM ponds and earthen embankments and the applicability of Code 378.  

Earthen ponds fall into two categories – excavated ponds and embankment ponds.  We’re also going to talk about culverts that penetrate roadway and railroad embankments, which, if they meet certain criteria, we do not consider to be dams. 



Excavated Pond - 1

a “dug out” pond with little or no fill around
the perimeter and no control structure

art work: APM ©
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The classic excavated pond is a “dug out” pond with little or no fill around the perimeter and no control structure. These ponds are typically used for agricultural purposes.  A truly excavated pond has no potential for failure.  These ponds are not suitable for SWM. 



Excavated Pond — 2 (new definition needed)

an excavated pond discharging to a closed storm
drain system (subject to certain conditions)

el . R L
N = %

Spillway connects to a
closed stormdrain system

art work: APM ©


Presenter
Presentation Notes
As I alluded to earlier, the criteria in Code 378 for categorizing an excavated pond is problematic.  It desperately needs to be reworked so that it is indicative of the functionality of an excavated pond, that being a pond that is below ground with only very minimal fill and no potential for failure. 

The new criteria needs to consider spillways that are excavated into existing ground, because by excavating and backfilling a trench for the pipe, the potential for a piping failure is introduced. MDE would like feedback on replacing the projection criteria for excavated pond of L = 10H + 20 ft with criteria based on the amount of cover over the storm drain, the length of the pipe, and the storage volume.  

This refined category of excavated pond would be constructed by excavation and would have a spillway conduit that is excavated into the ground that discharges to a closed storm-drain system. The pond would need to be part of the surrounding terrain with no visual embankment, or, only a limited fill embankment to maintain adequate freeboard for the design storm.


Embankment Pond

a pond with an embankment that is formed
by all fill or by both excavation and fill

ALL FILL

art work: APM ©
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Now let’s jump from excavated ponds to embankment ponds.
The overwhelming majority of ponds that we see for SWM are embankment ponds.  
An embankment pond has a dam that is formed by all fill or by both excavation and fill.   

If the embankment is formed by both excavation and fill that means that part of the storage volume along the embankment is below existing ground.




Principal Spillway Configuration—1

pipe spillway outlets to a surface drainage way

art work: APM ©
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Let’s talk about spillway configurations.  All embankment ponds have a principal spillway and some also have an auxiliary spillway or what we call emergency spillway.  This diagram shows a pipe spillway that outlets to a surface drainage way.


Principal Spillway Configuration—2

pipe spillway outlets to storm drain system

projection L > 10H + 20 ft but not an excavated pond

art work: APM ©

MAR


Presenter
Presentation Notes
This diagram shows a pipe spillway that outlets to a storm drain system.
These cause us a lot of heartburn because the designers will argue that they meet the criteria for an excavated pond.  It’s true, they often do meet the projection criteria of L=10H+20’.  But, because there is a constructed embankment which creates a failure potential, we do not consider them to be excavated ponds.  There is also a concern that the trench that was excavated and filled for the spillway and storm drain has the potential for failure. 

Page 10 of Code 378 reads that excavated ponds that create a failure potential through a constructed or created embankment will be designed as embankment ponds.  We have huge debates in our division about how to interpret this. Would this be anytime the spillway is connected to a storm drain system? Is this unless the depth of impounded water is less than 3 feet? Or would it only be when the embankment projection is less than L=10H+20?  The projection criteria seems to be a better indicator of a superwide embankment, rather than an excavated pond. 






Principal Spillway Configuration—3

weir spillway

art work: APM ©
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The final spillway configuration is a weir outlet.  This is a single spillway often comprised of multiple weir lengths for controlling different storm events.  

The current 2000 version of 378 says almost nothing about weir spillways.  Formal guidance and design criteria are definitely needed, and the Dam Safety Division intends to do this.  If you have thoughts on criteria, requests, or input that you would like to contribute, including feedback on the weir wall criteria contained in the NRCS’s March 2018 draft version of Code 378, please send it to the Dam Safety Division. 


Best Management Practices
Types of “BMPs”

Micro-bioretention
Landscape infiltration
Submerged gravel wetland
Infiltration basin
Surface sand filter
Bioretention
Wetland pond
Wet pond

Dry pond



Presenter
Presentation Notes
We call often call SWM facilities, “best management practices” or “BMPs”

Different types of BMPs include ESD micro-scale facilities, ESD being the abbreviation for Environmental Site Design.  These include, for example micro-biorentention, landscape infiltration, and submerged gravel wetlands.  Other BMPs include infiltration basins, surface sand filters, bioretention, and wetland ponds.  Just to name a few.  

The BMP does not have to have the word “pond” in its name for Pond Code 378 to apply.  Some designers erroneously think that because the pond feasibility criteria in the SW Manual was placed in the pond section of Chapter 3, instead of in the section on Performance Criteria for BMP Design, that Code 378 is not a consideration for all BMPs.  Not true. Most BMPs have earthen embankments that function as dams, albeit small dams, and Code 378, despite having pond in its name, is really a code for small dams.  

And therefore, the design and construction of all BMPs with earthen embankments are required to follow Pond Code 378 standards and specifications, unless exempt. BMPs that are exempt from 378 still have minimum design and construction criteria, but they are not required to meet all conditions of Code 378 or be approved by the SCD.

I want to say something about the term “exempt”.  I am referring to ponds that are exempt from 378, but the word “exempt” is also used to refer to small ponds that are exempt from a Dam Safety Permit.  



Possible Design Categories:

» Exempt from Code 378
» Code 378 Pond

* Embankment pond
* Excavated pond

e Special roadway embankment or “superwide”
pond

>»Dam
> Culvert
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Possible Design Categories.

Why is important to understand different embankment and spillway configurations? 
The purpose is to determine the applicable regulations for the category of SWM facility.  Once you know the design category you can ascertain the associated criteria for designing and constructing the BMP. 

Essentially there are four possible design categories, with Code 378 ponds being broken down into three categories:

The BMP can be exempt from Code 378
It can be a Code 378 Pond which includes
Embankment ponds
Excavated ponds
Special roadway embankment or “superwide” ponds

The other design categories are
Dams and Culverts



DESIGN CATEGORY = % (configuration, size, hazard class)

Source: free clip art
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Design category is a function of three things: configuration; size; and hazard class.  We have just discussed configuration, and 
I am not going to discuss hazard class, other than to say that my discussion is geared toward low hazard or class “a” structures.  

Let’s talk about size.


. size SIZE SIZE

Embankment Ponds:

* ESD micro-scale pond I
N =

* “Chapter 3 pond” A \%

e Code 378 pond N —

e Roadway Embankment \\

“Superwide”
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Here are four embankment ponds, all with the same configuration, but because of their size, the design and construction criteria differ.  Remember, we’re assuming for this discussion that they are all low hazard.

ESD micro-scale facilities should be exempt from Code 378, but there are times when because of the filter media and the underdrain, the height of the embankment exceeds 6 feet, and therefore the structure TECHNICALLY does not qualify for an exemption from 378.  We want to address this because we would like to exempt these tiny structures.  We are considering introducing a volume cutoff of 10,000 cf.  Some of you have your own work around for this issue  We want to hear from you.  Please share your thoughts with us if you haven’t already.  

Chapter 3 ponds.  The first thing that I want to say about these ponds is we need a better name for them.  Chapter 3 of the SW Manual presents structural BMPs.  Some of these BMPs are going to be Code 378 ponds, but others are smaller than 378 size. We need a name for the ponds that are larger than ESD micro-scale practices and smaller than 378 small ponds.  Jokingly, in the Program we refer to these as puddles or dinky dams.   If you have a good name that you would like to share with us, please type it in the chat.  

Code 378 ponds.  Ponds of this size need to be designed and constructed in accordance with Code 378.  Please note that even if the hazard class is low, a permit is required from the Dam Safety Division if the 378 pond is located in a Use III watershed or one of the Baltimore watersheds of Jones Falls, Gwynn's Falls, or Herring Run.

Roadway Embankment Ponds.  This criteria is presented in Appendix B of Code 378 to address ponds whose embankments are formed by roadways. The size of the roadway is not defined, but it’s undoubtedly directed at highways, where the mass of the roadway is large in comparison to the amount of water being stored.  This needs to be clarified and reworked.  MDE wants to refine this criteria.  Again, we want to hear from you.  So please share your thoughts with us.  



. size SIZE SIZE

Embankment Ponds:

* ESD micro-scale pond

* “Chapter 3 pond”

* Code 378 pond

* Roadway Embankment

“Superwide”

Drainage area <1/2 acre
Storage volume typically < 10,000 cf
Intent to EXEMPT from Code 378

Height < 4 ft or
Height <6 ft and V < 40,000 cf
EXEMPT from Code 378

Height >4 ft and < 20 ft
Height > 6 ft and V > 40,000 cf
V < 50 ac-ft

DA < 640 acres

Code 378

Height > 4 ft and < 20 ft

Pond embankment is formed by roadway

8:1 projection line does not intercept downstream slope
Control Structure

HW/D and HW-TW indicate dam

Code 378, with allowance for special embankment design



ulverts...

FPond MD-378.28

APPENDIX B
ROADWAY EMBANKMENT
DESIGN CRITERIA
HW-TW > 10" AND HW/D > 2, No
ORPERMANENT POOL > 3' OR O SPECIAL
\ PROPOSED RISER / DESIGN
Yes
MEETS SMALL POND CRITERIA, AND No MDE DAM SAFETY
CLASS "A"™ REVIEW
Yes
8:1 PROJECTION LINE INTERSECTS No SPECIAL
DOWNSTREAM SLOPE OF THE EMBANKMENT
EMBANKMENT DESIGN
Yes
MD :}78 Use any nonorganic soils for the
Design embankment, elmination of the cut-
off trench and core based on ap-
proval of geotechnical engmeer and
acceptable to local junsdictions
100-yr / \
v =y e — S — Filter diaphragm 1s required
i /
W/ X \ HW - TW All other MD 378 cnteria apply

/ \\‘
I; oA Ne A
r | e T o
* Use HW when TW i3 below
the inlet invert elevation.

NRCS - MARVLAND

JANUARY 2600
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Most of you probably recognize this.  It is the very last page of Code 378.  Appendix B.  

I want to talk abut the first decision box.

It says that if none of these three criteria is true, then there is no special design.  In other words, the spillway can be designed like a regular old culvert.  

Conversely, and very importantly, this means that if these criteria are not met, the culvert is creating a dam, and dam regulations and design criteria apply.



Potential Dams:

RAILROAD EMBANKMENT

ROADWAY EMBANKMENT

art work: APM ©
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Roadway and railroad embankments can function as dams, intentionally or unintentionally, and these embankments are not constructed to impound water.  

Culverts fail and dams fail, but the more water impounded behind the roadway/railroad embankment, the greater the hazard and the greater the likelihood of failure.

This is an important issue, so important, that I have a 45 minute presentation on this topic alone, which we’re going to save for another day.   I do, however, want to mention some basic points.



Culvert Criteria

A conduit penetrating a roadway or railroad embankment
is considered a culvert when all four of these conditions are

met:
a. HW-TW < 10 ferepth/D <2;

b. Permanent pool < 3 feet;

c. There is no structure_to control water

surface elevationg
d. The embankment height is < 35 feet
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A conduit penetrating a roadway or railroad embankment is considered a culvert when all four of these conditions are met.

If any of these conditions is not met, then the pipe is creating a dam, and the spillway and embankment must be designed and constructed in accordance with the applicable dam category. 

MDE has written a policy memo on this topic, largely in part to address the confusion that we engineers as a group have with the meaning of the words “and” and “or” when used in series


Policy Memo #2 - Roadway/Railroad Embankments with Culvert Crossings

a ) Iand Loy Magan, Comarae

Department of ma::-m k-.:..‘c.
rerrtien -

the Environment onachs Tabiste u-g..,.,;,....\_.r:

DAM SAFETY
POLICY MEMORANDUM #2

TO: Dan Owues, Opsraton. and Eagmesrs

FROAL: Sement, Stonmwater, d Dam Safeey Program
Water and Science Administration

DATE: Juge 11, 2019 (Updated October 9, 2019)

SUBJECT: RoadwayRaikoad Embaslmest with Cdvent Crossng

Policy Starement

Itis the policy of the Maryland Deg of the E ot (the Deparmment) that knear
embarkments comtructed as tamsportation ways should be desgned 8o avoid mmpounding water
excesavely, for ay purpose, trough the use of adequately wred cubverts, bdges o sl
ehemeres Where Inear embendanents mmpound excessie depths of water, they will be chissiied as
A and mt be deagned, coastructed, and opevated as such

Condicions Where this Policy Applies

The criveria bebow e used to d : bether aroadway or radroad embark is fi mg
as adam These criteria apply wvespective of embadkonent widh and may be appled to hicer bcer
paths, polf cart paths, and nwrow access roads. The criteria provide a measure for adequately sizing
the cubvert crossng to lmit the orpounded water mnd elbima the emhark from beng
conadered adam Applcation for a doen safety permst is requred for embadionents higher than 33
feet. For roadwayy, the ermbankoment height is measwed from the lowest pout of excnation or il
oa the upstream dope of the embankment 10 the oy poiat of peud. For rakoaks, the
ark height is d from the lowest point of exconation o il ca the upstream dope of
the cobaskoment tothe mubballast at the ncipient poit of ovenoppud

1 Headwater mnd tadwater coadiBons are based oo the 100-year, 24 how stoem evest
Headwater depeh (HW i) 16 d from the uy toe of 81 0o the upsyeam
bydradic grade bne (HGL) or 100uyew water awface clevation (HW.) sownag there &
no velocity head Talwater depth (TWiags) is meanmed from the dowmstream toe of il to
the dowmream HGL (TWaw). In the equations below, “HW-TW™ refers to the dfferential
between headwaer and tabwater dlevasions. When the 100.year TWyis lower tan the

1800 Waskrgroe Baseved | Serrmose M0 FII0 | ) 600 Q0N | &0 837 3000 | TTr Leery b 800 708 3250

N

ehevation of the pipe overt ot the upstream end, the HWaspa shall be substitubed for “HW-
TW" Dis the dameter of the cuvert For bon cubverts, twin cubrerts, mnd eliptical pipes,
cotder D 1o be the heght of the openmg. Refer oo Figares 1 and 2 for dutvatica of the
defmitions provided above

v HWee,
HW g
TW i e
TW et

Figwre 1: [Mnstrarion of condition wihere TWee i lighar than spaméam niét alevation,
upr HW-TW = HW e - TIV s

- HWoe,

HW e

Figurw 2: Rivserarion af condieion wiane TTW e 12 kv than igatraams (iveed dlavanion;
sz HW-TW = HWaga
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Dam Safety’s Policy Memo #2 titled “Roadway/Railroad Embankments with Culvert Crossings” is posted on the Dam Safety webpage, and I encourage everyone to read it.  


The engineer's wife

A wife asks her husband, an engineer, "Darling,
can you please go to the shop, buy one pint of
milk, and if they have eggs, get a dozen!"

Off he goes. Half an hour later the husband
returns with 12 pints of milk.

His wife stares at him and asks, "Why on earth
did you get 12 pints of milk?"

"Well... they had eggs" he replied.

https://newengineer.com/insight/10-jokes-only-engineers-will-find-funny-1111728
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I want to take a break to tell a joke.  It’s called “the Engineer’s Wife”.  I happen to be an engineer and a wife, and even though I am not an engineer’s wife, it’s still funny because it sums up the frustrations that we engineers face with semantics and syntax in the regulatory world.

Some of us are too literal, and others of us are not literal enough.  Some of us have no idea what the words “and” and “or” mean when used together, but all of us think we do.   


Old Flow Chart

Determine Design Category of Pond Embankment

1) Will failure resull in loss of life, ete.?

or

2) Is storage x eflective height of dam' = 3000 ac-07
or

3) Is contributing drainage area = 640 acres?

or

} Is embankment from upstream log Lo top of dam = 20 Q17

w7

Qs height of embankment® < 4 ft

YES

Dam Safety review

Fxempt fiom Code 378,
Desigin in accordance with
Chapter 3 of STWA Mol

NO Exempt from Cade 378,

LDesign in accordance with
Chapiter 3 of ST Meanmd,

s storage volume for 100 vr. storm < 40,000 cf
and height of embankment® < 6 ft?

-]

@dﬁpth of impounded warer’ = 3 fi?

Excavated Pond. Design
in aocordance with page

378-10. Cnly significant

criteria is 2 ff freeboard

above H0-vr WSE.

NO Dam Safety review
required.

Design tn accordance

with Code 378,

YES

Do dam breach analysis.
Is pond class “a’?

Is embankment a
oadway'?

st\

3L ITW-TW = 10 ft and ITW/D = 27
or

2) Is permanent pool = 34t7

or

1 Does principal spillway have a riser?

Cade 378 does not apply.
Design in accordance
with Chapter 3 of SWiL
Mamnual.

YES

Dam Safety review

@o dam breach analysis. Is pond class ‘a*?

required,

YES
Gues 8:1 projection line” intersect

Special Kmbankment Design.
Lise any nonorganic soils for the
enmbankment. Dlimination of the
cut-off trench and core based on
ihe approval of gectechnical

ownstream slope of the embankment?

YES

eagineer. Fifter diaphragm is
required. Al other Code 378
criteria apply.

@es‘agn in accordance with Code 378, )
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What this means is that the flow chart that MDE developed in April 2015 as Figure 1 for the Guidance on Embankment Retrofit Design has morphed into this.


New Flow Chart - DRAFT

MDE Sediment, Stormwater, and Dam Safety Program
Flow Chart for Determining Embankment Design Category
and Approval Authority

Is HWATW = I0 L
Policy Memo £27
LT

[z the pipe conduit through the cm bankmant
lave & fiser o contrel abuctare'?

YES
| S |

ls maxisnim stoge volime (biim up or PAEY > 30 ac-A7

stomge o topofdam=___ ot
l i
Ne)

= — Y : g i FART
t;\mlrﬂ!w iz dhainage area = G40 aeres? )_‘mh —.E i J0A for MEIE B .\nrm-mu'rwj E..nm IPA for MI'E Da Safety mm.j
l AO

CELVERT.
SHM pproad anthority

overiopping clevalion
lw st b of cxcnvation fil:

lesmbankment from pond bottom mturs] grownd @ upsiresm tos 1o top of dam” > 20 (17 YES DAM. Subuit FPA for MDF dans safety revien:
tap of dam chev - pond botlaminatural groand } e
(Praum Safety Division developing devign/review
exiteriu for ponds constructed on fill)
Micro-pondEST faciliyy.
i Excemget from smanll pasd apgroval

Dz breach anmlysis ivof required wieless precariously ofose o
dann reans stracture.
Review: by S WM agprovat ade ority.

T it amng.emmmeum‘n < 10,000 ef?

brim up stoage
\\n

In height of cbankment’ < 4 77 | vus I strusturs o small impoundmint per Policy Memo #47 | ye Haerup from sl pond approval
o o darm elev: - lowest point” along CT, of don: r __-upsreamioes Follaw criterin far Chaprer 3 proctice.
| maxinen ciorage vokna: Roviion By ST agproeal athorlty

N NO

/ § .
Tsstarage volume for 100:5r stoem ae btim up?volone | Y1§ |Cumplxlcuamh\'.1dj analysis. Is pond low hazard?
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Obviously you can’t read this.  I am only sharing it to demonstrate how many decision trees there are.

Some folks at MDE have been ribbing me about this flow chart, but I really do think it’s going to help owners, designers, and reviewers get on the same page early in the design process. 

Also, it includes approval authority, which is another source of confusion.  

I am going to wrap up today’s presentation with a quick overview of approval authority.


Embankment Approval Authority

Stormwater Management Approval Authority
* Structures exempt from Code 378
e Culverts through embankments < 35 feet

Small Pond Approval Authority (SCDs and MDE Plan Review
Division]
e Code 378 and hazard class “a” **

**Unless in Use Ill watershed or Jones Falls/Gwynns Falls/Herring
Run watersheds or Baltimore City

MDE Dam Safety Permits Division

* Code 378 ponds not approved by the SCDs including those in Use
lIl watersheds or Jones Falls/Gwynns Falls/Herring Run
watersheds or Baltimore City

* Larger than Code 378 or significant/high hazard classification
* Non-earthen dams
e Culverts through embankments > 35 feet



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Embankment Approval Authority.

We get a lot of questions from SHA folks about this.

All stormwater management facilities require approval from the stormwater management approval authority, that would be the local county agency or municipality, if delegated.  In the case of State and federal agencies, that would be my division, except for SHA projects because SHA now has delegated authority for sediment and stormwater approval. 

IN ADDITION to the stormwater management approval, there’s the embankment, and depending on the design category, that embankment or “dam” may also require a separate approval.  

Listed in the slide are the three potential approval authorities for the embankment.

(Culverts through embankments higher than 35 feet need to be submitted to the Dam Safety division for screening and possible permitting in accordance with Policy Memo #2.)
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Thank you

Questions?

amanda.malcolm@maryland.gov
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