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» What is PICP?
» How should | designing a PICP system?

ctural
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Design Standard?
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ddress the need for paved
rfaces and stormwater
anagement systems

arge area infiltration trench
ymbined with a structural
avement surface







System Components

Concrete Curb

Concrete Pavers
Permeable Joint Material

Open-graded Bedding Course

Open-graded Base Reservoir

Open-graded Subbase Reservoir

Underdrain (as required)

Geotextile Against Excavated Soil Walls
Soil Subgrade




Minimize hydrologic
Impacts of development

can work in tandem
ther LID practices
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Establishes common terms
for all permeable pavements



Need a standard to address...
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Assessing Suitability (S 3.1)

Cost efficiency (including life cycle costs) Capital cost assessment needs to consider cost of pavement,
drainage infrastructure, stormwater quality management, and land
use. Overall long-term life-cycle costs can be very competitive if
stormwater quality and quantity benefits are taken into account.

Environmental approval process Verify permeable pavements are permitted, or if additional
environmental approvals are required.

Stringent receiving water quality standards The presence of protected watersheds, cold water streams,
marshland, etc. may preclude the use of permeable pavement
systems, or require more extensive water quality treatment.

Safety Pavements are able to accommodate safety features such as traffic
calming (rumble strips), and colored units for identification. Reduced
ice formation and slip hazards.

Site grades For grades of more than 5 percent, system will be less effective at
promoting infiltration and have reduced water storage capabilities.

Depth of water table Permeable pavements that include an infiltration component should
not be used in areas where the water table is within 0.6 m (2ft) of
the top of the soil subgrade.

Winter maintenance, winter sanding Procedures for snow and ice removal are similar to those for
conventional pavements. De-icing salt usage can be reduced, use of
courser sand for traction control recommended. PICP are proven to
perform even during below freezing conditions.

Risk of accidental chemical spill PICP may assist in containment of accidental spills (requires the use
of a geomembrane liner).




Assessing Suitability (cont.)

Amount and intensity of precipitation Supplemental quantity control may be required in areas of frequent,
high intensity storms.

Complexity of site conditions The design and construction of permeable shoulders may be
problematic in areas where retaining walls, utilities, septic systems,
municipal or private wells are present.

Geotechnical Aspects Presence of organics, fill soils, swelling clay soils, karst geology, or
shallow bedrock may pose geotechnical risks that introduce added
design complexity.

Permeable pavements may contribute substantially to water quality
improvement.

Permeable pavements provide stormwater management alternatives
to more costly or complicated practices.

Permeable pavement systems require mandatory non-traditional
maintenance practices such as vacuum sweeping.

Design of PICP for moderate to heavy axle loads or high traffic counts
may require additional analysis and details.

Interest in innovation Designs that include PICP can provide opportunity for innovation and
sustainable benefits.

Owner experience and resources Permeable pavements should be designed to address owners
expectations for performance, aesthetics, inspections, maintenance,
benefits, costs, etc.




Pedestrian areas, parking lots,
low-speed residential roads

30 m from wells

3 m from bul
unless water

ding foundations
oroofed

Infiltrating base: Min. 0.6 m to

seasonal hig

N water table

Max. contributing impervious area:

PICP = 5:1

Surface slope: as much as
18%...w/ subgrade check dams

Subgrade slope: >3% - use berms
or check dams




Template Decision Matrix for Permeable Pavement

1. Primary Considerations Part 1 Weighting: 60
Project Scoring Guidelines
Project
Consideration Score  Weighting Weighted Score B c
le Shoulders Not Favor: for Perme Shoulders

S C 0 reS ar e e n t e r e d Availability of Capital Funding y y Project funded; requirement to ustify funding Mo specific funding available; no

implement requirement to implement

b d - t frairnnmental Approval 4 . Approved Approval pending Application required
aS e O n p rOJ eC A y Y Minimal safety issues Safety issues can be addressed i nt safety issues
. . -~ significant Longitudinal Grades . y Grades < 2 percent Grades of 2to 5 percent £ 5 percent
- \Water table 0.6-1.5 m (2-5 ft) bel
I n fo r m at I O n y Depth of Water Table 20.0 3 Water table > 1.5 m (5 ft) below subgrade .:)er : s m( s Water table < 0.6 m (2 ft) below subgrade
subgrade
Geotechnical Risks 10.0 4 Low complexity Medium complexity High complexity

W e I g h t I n g O f faC t O r S Groundwater Contamination Risk A 10.0 . Low risk Elevated Risk High risk

Total 100.0 . See Table 4.1 for guidance on sc

C an b e adj u S t ed Weighted Total Score:

2. Secondary Considerations Part 2 Weighting: 30
Project Scoring Guidelines
Project
Consideration Score Weighting Weighted Score A B C
Favorable for Permeable Shoulders 2 Not Favor: for Permeab oulders

Stringent Water Quality Standards B 10.0 6.0 Regulations in place Limited restriction

Sand use for Winter Maintenance 10.0 6.0 No sand use Used <2 times/year
Infiltration >12mm/hr (1/2 in./hr) <40
mm/hr (1.5 in./hr)
Target Design Volumes and Runoff 10.0 4 Frequent/non-intense storm Moderate frequency/intensity Intense storms
Complexity of Geometric Cond 10.0 ! al geometric restricti Some geometric challenges gn nt geometric restri
Risk of Flooding 10.0 4 None Occasional Frequent
Mandates for Water Quality 10.0 4 Water quality concerns Some water quality issues No concerns
Mandates for Stormwater Management 10.0 y Stormwater management concerns Some stormwater management issues No concerns

Low Soil Infiltration Rates 10.0 10.0 Infiltration <12 mm/hr (1/2 in./hr) Infiltration > 40 mm/hr (1.5 in./hr)

Maintenance Protocols 10.0 4 Proactive maintenance Reactive maintenance Minimal maintenance

D 1 1 Shoulder Utilization 10.0 Y Use for emergency stopping only Occasional use for traffic Regular use by traffic
eC I S I O n ran g e an d Total 100.0 . See Table 4.1 for guidance on scoring
. . . Weighted Total Score:
scoring guidelines
3. Other Considerations Part 3 Weighting: 10
S h O u I d b e Project Scoring Guidelines

Project
Consideration Score Weighting Weighted Score A c

1 H 7 ]
ca I I b rate d to I oca I Favorable far Permeable Shoulders Mot Favorable for Permeable Shoulders

. Interest in Innovation 20.0 12.0 Regular innovation implementation Innovation encouraged

eX p er I e n C e =a of Utilities 20.0 12.0 None
= Site Conditions 20.0 12.0 Site conditions well known

20.0 20.0 Limited exposure Elevated risk of spills or elevated risk of gr Elevated risk of spills and EI_EVEtEd risk
of groundwater contamination

Owner Experience ani 20.0 4.0 Significant owner experience Limited owner experience No owner experience

Total wman . e Table 4.1 for guidance on scoring

Weighted Tovaize

Sub Totals Decision Range

: w8 From
2. secondary Con : - 2z o 0 e ]

Other Co 6.0 __
69.6

Can Consider




Project Suitability — Berkley, CA

Em

Center Street No trees, Iow traffic Bike lanes, bus traffic, sIope

m Addison West No trees, little slope Buses, utilities, contributing area (park)
m Addison East No bikes, no trees, no buses |Heavy trucks, steep, possible soft soil?

High speed, buses, steep, many trees,
. . Many trees, buses, downspouts in
- Hopkins Street |No bikes, good pavement curbs, high traffic, narrow road
n Warring Street | Many trees, flat slope Very high traffic, buses, utilities
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Waterine:
Warring has two watarines in the sie aroa:
L & @ pipa Instalied In 1932
ron pipe Installed In 1970

Gas:
Throo gas Iines 200 n the Ste arma:
1. 3"somibigh pressare Instailed in 1970
L S"unknown pressure instalied In 1939
8" unknown pressura Instalied In 1937

| Cost:

Assaming tha pavers wil ba Instalied at $25/
o and tha 3raa of tha Atomatho 5
an estimated costfor Sta 61551,

I

€

Warring Street scored well due to:
= Modum longtodinal grada

Fotantial Worring Street issues and Concems:

« HighTramc Volume with dollvery trucks o
sarve school

« Haawily used bus routes In both directions
High bika presenca

« O watorine

« High risk of sediment/iomass kading doo
%0 many stroct troes

« Tioes Grsing roacway epbaaval

SITE 8 - WARRING STREET

Chy of Berhaey Permestsa Paver Pt Proect
Bakeley, Caltorrie
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Y 0 J | Woterine: | | Allston Way scored woll due to:

Perrsautie Paverrer ) B = el L_,]
\ ¥ ’ \ g s X v | 12" 3sbestos coment pipe Instalied In 1959. - L:wl:rgtua'algr“m i i

« Modum tramc voluma

Sas: - Minimad s¥act trocs and potonth blomass sacs

| 10" tranemission gasiing Instaliod In 1963
| Fotentiol Allston Way ksues and Concems: >
!« Eus moetes In both directions

‘ Cost: || « Modum presenca of bikas

‘ Assuming the pavers will bo nstalled at S25vsf ||+ Many utiitios throughoet (Watee, gas, slectrical

| 3dthe amaof the alamatie b 24000 4,30 | storm drainage, =eltary sewor communiations)
| estimatod cost for Sita 1A & $500,000. | = Bunonfrom Ovic Contar Park

! « Od waterine

SITE 1A-ALLSTON WAY

Chy of Bermey Perrmeetsn Paver Pt Proect
Berkeley, Caltorrie
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Decision Support Tools

A. Primary Evaluation Criteria Part AWeighting: 60

Performance Scoring Guidelines
Consideration Performance Weighting Weighted Value Low=0.2 Medium = 0.6 High=1
Score

Significant Longitudinal Grades High 200 200 CGrades > 5 percent Grades of 3to 4 percent Grades < 3 percent
Geotechnical Risks High 150 15.0 High complexity Medium complexity Low complexity
Presence of Utilities Medium 25.0 150 Waterline > 50 years old Waterline between 30 and 50 years old Waterline < 30 years old
Traffic Volume (ADT) High 200 200 High Traffic Volume Medium Traffic Volume Low Traffic Volume
Presence of Bike Paths High 20.0 20.0 Regular/designated use Occasional use No use
Total 100.0 90.0

Weighted Total: 54.0

. Secondary Considerations Part B Weighting: 40
Performance Scoring Guidelines
Consideration Rating Weighting Weighted Value Low Medium High

6 Groundwater Contamination Risk High 200 200 Existing contaminants present Potential for contaminants No contaminants present
7 Soil Infiltration Rates Low 200 40 Infiltration < 0.5 infhr Infiltration >0.5 in/hr < 1.5 in/hr Infiltration > 1.5 infhr
8 Potential for Sediment/Biomass Loading High 200 200 Significant risk of sediment loading ~ Potential risk of sediment loading No risk
9 Target Design Volumes and Runoff Medium 20.0 120 Intense storms Moderate frequency/intensity Frequent/non-intense storm
10 Risk of Flooding High 200 20.0 Frequent Occasional None
Total 100.0 56.0
Weighted Total: 224

Sub Totals
A Primary Considerations
B. Secondary Consideratons o &
Grand Total -

Decision



Decision Support Tool.xls

Project Suitability
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Section 4.2 17(

Permeable Pavement
Design Flowchart

Structural
Analysis
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) | Section 4.3

Hydrologic
Analysis
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Pedestrian Use

Vehicular Use

Design Storm

|

|

Subgrade
Properties
Mr, CBR, R-Value

’

Determine Surface
& Base/Subbase
Thickness

Increase

Thickness

Structurally
No \(Adequate?

Traffic ESALS,
Traffic Index
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Base/Subbase
Properties

Annual Days of
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Traffic Loading and Design

Major Collector

Minor Collector

Bus Terminal

Local
Commercial

Residential

Facility Parking

Commercial
Parking

Commercial
Plaza

Through traffic with access to high-density, regional, commercial and
office developments or downtown streets. General traffic mix.

Traffic with access to low-density, local, commercial and office
development or high density, residential sub-divisions. General
traffic mix

Through traffic with access to low-density, neighborhood,
commercial development or low-density, residential sub-divisions.
General traffic mix.

Public Transport Centralized facility for buses to pick up passengers
from other modes of transport, or for parking of city or school buses.

Commercial and limited through traffic with access to commercial
premises and multi-family and single-family residential roads. Used
by private automobiles, service

vehicles and heavy delivery trucks

No through traffic with access to multi-family and single-family
residential

properties. Used by private automobiles, service vehicles and light
delivery

trucks, including limited construction traffic.

Open parking areas for private automobiles at large facilities with
access for emergency vehicles and occasional use by service
vehicles or heavy delivery trucks.

Restricted parking and drop-off areas associated with business
premises, mostly used by private automobiles and occasional light
delivery trucks. No construction traffic over finished surface.

Predominantly pedestrian traffic, but with access for occasional
heavy maintenance and emergency vehicles. No construction traffic
over finished surface.

9,000’000

3,000,000

[EY
o

1,000,000

500,000

(o]
a1

330,000

110,000




Strengths correlate to each other



Prepare accelerated load testing plan based on the results
of the mechanistic analysis

Test responses/failure of three PICP structures in dry and
wet condition with a Heavy Vehicle Simulator (HVS)
Analyze the results revise/update ICPI structural design
tables as needed




Section 3

80 MM THICK CONCRETE PAVERS W/ JOINTING STONE

CURB 50 MM BEDDING NO. 8 STONE
150 x 225 MM

100 MM BASE NO. 57 STONE
NO. 2 STONE SUBBASE

4

=Y =z

N
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@)
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Q

GEOTEXTILE ON
ALL SIDES AND
BOTTOM




Native Soil Subgrade Moisture

Wheel Load
Load Repetition
(KN) S

100,000
100,000
140,000

ESALSs

13,890
100,000
768,619

450 mm
Subbase

8.6
13.6
23.7

Surface Rut Depths, mm

650 mm
Subbase

7.7
12.9
22.0

Saturated Subbase & Soil

Wheel Load
Load Repetition
) S

100,000
100,000
140,000

40,000

ESALSs

13,890
100,000
768,619
735,167

450 mm
Subbase

13.7
25.2
47.2
58.0

Surface Rut Depths, mm

650 mm
Subbase

11.8
20.8
37.9
46.9

Drained Subbase & Soil

Surface Rut Depths, mm
Wheel Load 450 mm 650 mm
Load Repetition | ESALS Subbase  Subbase
(kN) S

100,000
25,000

13,890
25,000

9.5
11.0

9.1
10.6




* For days where subbase has
standing water:

= From rainfall intensity curve of
total average annual occurrences
versus daily precipitation

= From curve only 20% of rain days
exceed 12.5 mm (1 in) of rain

= 139 days of rain x 20% = 27.8
days can cause standing water on
the subgrade surface

% Total Average Annual Occurences

20 25

Daily Precipitation (mm)

30

35

40

45




Example Design Tables

Number of Davs in a Year When the
Subbase has Standing Water (Wet Days)

Eesilient Modulus of Subgrade (ksi) mm-
Cohesion (psi), Internal Friction mmm

e S PP PP S PPN R P ) Y R 05
B ) | i i o S g, AN Ber o

Imﬂﬂﬂﬂl
200,000 (8.9) 8 m|
1,000,000 (9.0) m

' Default vahes based on testing cited in the literature 180, 12} Subbase thickness calculated by dnading metne theckness by 23 and then rounding to nearest 0.5 m.




Example Design Tables

Number of Days in a Year When the
Subbase has Standing Water (Wet Davs)

Cobeion g g Fion (D8] 5.2 325 [ 5.0 [ [ 1220 [ 22 [ 250 [ e[ 120 [ 22 [ 0 s
sage o Sabrade I S PP Y PP Py VP PPy P PPy PRV Py e

53 in. Allowable Rut Depth
(Al derlgnr have 5.2 in. Pm er, 1 in. -':hT"n.[ #3 Ba:ldm Layer, & 4 in. ASTM £#57 Base Laver)

200,000 (7.4)
300,000 (7.8)
400,000 (8.1)

[
L
L]

500,000 (8.3)

(=
h
i
(=]

600,000 (8.5)

(=
'
LA

$00,000 (5.8)

[
=
i
=

(==
e
=
Lad
L

900,000 (5.9)

LA

1.000,000 (9.0)




» [raffic Type and Composition - Permeable pavements can be
used heavy vehicular applications, but a qualified pavement
engineer should be consulted for these applications

» Limitations — speed limit less than 65kph (40 mph)
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Determine Hydraulic Goals

Volume control (maintain pre-
development conditions)

Water quality (catch first flush)
Thermal quality

Peak flow control

Downstream erosion control
nfiltration/recharge targets
Ecosystem/habitat maintenance




Rainfall Intensity Curves for City of Toronto

Percentile

1=A(T)¢

I=Rainfall Intensity (mm/h) T= Time of concentration (hours)- Use 10 minutes inlet time Sto rm D ata

Return Period

Parameters 10YR 25YR 50YR 100YR . . s
Coetficient (A) 387 14532] 535 | 597 Figure 1b-Total Average Annual Occurences vs Daily Precipitation

Exponent (C) -0.80 |-0.80|-0.80 | -080 (based on 1991 Toronto Rainfall Data from 16 Rain Gauge Stations)

100 Year 50 Year 25 Year /
/ / 10 Year
N ) iy -

Intensity (mm/hour)

35

Time (minutes)

Intensity Duration S

20 25

Frequency Curves DaiyPrcipitation ()

7
O
o
c
o
L
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o
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pgrade Infitration
Jouble ring infiltrometer test
se avqg. infiltration rate

\pply safety factor for clogging &
onstruction compaction

""" P’romg§u'qr;m’”‘*—’ a o & B & X K N A A & A B 2 A B B B N

B
s YSHWI'

Figure 18-5. Schematic of a soil test pit (Source: NCSU-BAE)

Multiple test hi




Subgrade Infiltration

MINIMUM
FILTRATION | HYDROLOGIC

RATE (f) SOIL GROUPING

inch per hour

TEXTURE CLASS

—

Source: Virginia Stormwater Management Program Manual




Selecting the PICP System Type

Inputs:
Precipitation/
Run-on

Subgrade Infiltration
Feasible/Permitted?

No Infiltration Design

Input Exceeds

Infiltration Capacity? Full Infiltration Design

Yes

Partial Infiltration
Design




Different assemblies for different objectives

Concrete Curb

Concrete Pavers
Permeable Joint Material

Open-graded Bedding Course

Open-graded Base Reservoir

Open-graded Subbase Reservoir Concrete Curb

Concrete Pavers

Permeable Joint Material
Open-graded Bedding Course
Open-graded Base Reservoir
Open-graded Subbase Reservoir Concrete Curb
Concrete Pavers
Permeable Joint Material

Open-graded Bedding Course

Geosynthetic Per Engineer Open-graded Base Reservoir

Geotextile Against Excavated Soil Walls

Underdrain (as required) Open-graded Subbase Reservoir

Soil Subgrade

Full Infiltration

Underdrain (as required)

Geotextile Against Excavated Soil Walls
Soil Subgrade

Partial Infiltration

Soil Subgrade

No Infiltration

37



Water Balance
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RAINFALL

%@%ﬂ@k@k@m\

SUBGRADE
INFILTRATION

Input = Output
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tion 1 — General Scope
tion 2 — Definitions
tion 3 — Preliminary Assessment

tion 4 — Design (structural & hydrologic analysis,
additional considerations)

tion 4 — Construction guidelines
tion 5 — Maintenance guidelines



Additional Design Considerations (S 4.5)

* Qutlet structures provide for future modifications to the storage depth
plus a convenient monitoring location

SET BOTTOM OF V-NOTCH
WEIR TO DESIRED STORAGE
ELEVATION IN THE SUBBASE

DISCHARGE PIPE
TO STORM SEWER
LSt 11 OR DAYLIGHT TO
100 MM (4 IN.) DIA. PERFORATED 1= 1l SURFACE FEATURE
DISCHARGE PIPE (S) WITH '

MINIMUM 75 MM (3 IN.) NO. 57

AGGREGATE SURROUND

— === === == =T T i
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e




Additional Design Considerations

 Subgrade slopes over 3% often require buffers,
weirs, check dams, etc. to control water flow

80 MM (3 1/8 IN.) THICK LOW PERMEABLE
CONCRETE PAVERS WITH ASTM NO. 8, 89,

OR 9 STONE IN THE JOINTS
50 MM (2 IN.) THICK

NO. 8 STONE BEDDING

100 MM (4 IN.) THICK
NO. 57 STONE BASE

ORIFICE

oD
LI Y
-.“!41'1""0
=== =T
=] [=]

===

—

M-

I=l=E=E=ES =TI

3
00 MM (1 FT. BLEED HOLE VARIES

(TYPICAL)
SOIL SUBGRADE

=== EHEHEHEH“HEHEHEHEI =

IMPERMEABLE MEMBRANE

ORIFICE

NO. 2 STONE SUBBASE
MIN. 150 MM (6 IN.) THICK

BLEED HOLE

OPTIONAL DRAINAGE GEOTEXTILE

PER DESIGN ENGINEER
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Additional Design Considerations

* Roof water discharged onto, or into, the pavement.

SOIL WITH FILTER CHAMBER COVER DIFFUSER BOX
VEGETATIVE COVER FLUSH WITH PAVING

GEOTEXTILE FABRIC

100 MM / 150 MM
(4 IN. /6 IN.) DIA, INLET
FROM DOWNSPOUT

50 MM (2 IN.) MINIMUM
FROM BOTTOM OF

100 MM (4 IN.)  PERMEABLE SUBBASE

DIA. OUTLET

STAINLESS STEEL MESH FILTER UNIT







Additional Design Considerations

* |Impermeable liners used adjacent to buildings

PERMEABLE PAVERS e Vb |

TYP.NO. 8,89, 0R9

AGGREGATE IN OPENINGS 'vv

SUREAGE WATER FLOWS 2 EXISTING BUILDING WALL
BEDDING COURSE 50 MM (2 IN.) THRU BETWEEN PAVERS
THICK (TYP. NO. 8 AGGREGATE)

100 MM (4 IN.) THICK NO. 57 Vo> o CUT IMPERMEABLE LINER
STONE OPEN-GRADED BASE SLOPE 1% AWAY FROM g & FLUSH WITH TOP OF PAVER
BUILDING FOR 3 M (10 FT.) el

OPTIONAL DIMPLED
MEMBRANE

30 MIL PVC LINER T/W 8 OZ.
NONWOVEN PROTECTIVE
GEOTEXTILE

EXPANSION MATERIAL

lll—m—ll__l_- m—ll_l—lll == I=ITI=]

I=H=ENTEATNI= II—III——III—III—-III

= A _l:m—lll—ll H=H=N=N=

I=EFEIEEIEIEL |II—|II—|I|:m—|

A= :l_ll:l_l_l-—m—ll =1 =108

| A =M= -U—III—III === es5E ¥
MIN. 150 MM (6 IN.) THICK Y| [=| =] | [ | =] | I=] | 1= S = = T =68 EXISTING BUILDING FOOTING
NO. 2 STONE SUBBASE =] III—III—III—III III—-III—III— g

OPTIONAL GEOTEXTILE ON /" [T I T[T [Tl -
SUBGRADE PER DESIGN |||;_:|_|_|l_l_lu_|l__:|_u—|| M=M=NF

PERMEABLE SUBGRADE S R s
EXTEND IMPERMEABLE LINER TO DISTANCE TO SUIT LOCAL
GROUND CONDITIONS

BOTTOM OF BUILDING FOUNDATION




Hydrologic Design - Monitoring

INSERT PIPE 100
TO150 MM (4 TO
6 IN.) IN SOIL

BGRADE )
> _i e

100 TO 150 MM (4 TO 6 IN.)
DIA. PERFORATED PVC
PIPE AT TOP OF PAVERS

|
Y

Qm'—lﬁ%%%%ﬁ@qzm;m:

MINIMUM 1 M (3 FT. SOIL SUBGR

100 TO 150 MM (4 TO 6 IN.)
DIA. PVC PIPE WITH COVER

P o 0 0 0 0 0 © T
© 00 000O0O0O0OLO O |||

SOIL SUBGRADE

E=E=EEEEEETE
=== === ==
100 TO 150 MM (4 TO 6 IN.) DIA.

PERFORATED PVC PIPE EXTENDING
1.2 M (4 FT.) INTO BASE




ent transitions
Trenches
nstruction meetings (S

« Pavement Maintenance (S 6.1)
* Routine Maintenance (S 6.1.3

. * Remedial Maintenance (S
n and Sediment Control 6.1.4)

)

ruction Inspection
list (S 5.4)

49



spection tasks may include the following:

Review maintenance and operations records and incidences to determine
If there have been any issues

Document general site features, take photographs, etc.
Note any surface contamination or clogging
Note obvious sources of surface contaminants

ldentify the extent and severity of any damage or deficiencies (e.g.
settlement, ponding, cracked pavers, etc.)

ldentify any changes in adjacent land use that may impact contributing
area runoff




ection tasks may include the following:
spect vegetation around PICP for cover and soil stability
nsure edge restraints are performing

heck underdrains to ensure that they are still draining water from the
avement structure

heck observation wells for water storage

a significant reduction in permeability from the last inspection, complete
filtration testing






Permeabl|

ty Improvement:




Permeapnle Paver Joint Aggregate

| /
Pl / / / /

Top up of joint aggregate within 6 months of construction




Remove pavers from affected
area

Level bedding layer, add new

material as necessary

Replace pavers and jointing
material




Underdrain Cleanout

18"

,— CLEANOUT COVER,
SEE DETAIL
OF CLEAN
N (YE

i

ul

n ;

f
" BACKFILL TO MARCH

ELEVATION AROUMD
COLLAR

LAR

000 PSI CONC)

6" LATERAL)

COMNECT TO =0LID
LET PIFE

“— UPPER LATERAL



ublic comment period closed
pril 1, 2018

ommittee will review and
ddress all comments and
ake modifications if necessary

SCE editors will complete final
aview and then public the
andard

tent to publish standard in
018
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14801 Murdock Street
Suite 230

Chantilly, VA 20151
703.657.6900
www.ICPl.org

1]

Interlocking Concrete
Pavement Institute

58



