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Executive Summary 

 

Staff has updated the 8000/8200 Stormwater Policy.  This memo gives a brief history and discussion.  

 

Facts & Findings 

1. The updated Section 8000 “Drainage and Stormwater Management” and Section 8200 “ACHD   

Stormwater Design Tools and Approved BMPS” are now available, saved at the following 

location:  

      Q:\Engineering\Stormwater\8000-8200 STORMWATER POLICY UPDATE 

 

2. ACHD Legal has reviewed and approved the proposed 8000/8200 policy update. 

 

3. Staff proposes to adopt Section 8000 as an ordinance.  Section 8200 will be adopted by 

resolution, consistent with prior practice.  

 

4. Policy review history: 

A Professional Advisory Group met monthly from September 2014 through May 2015 to discuss 

the proposed changes. The draft policy was then sent out for internal and external review July 22, 

2015. Cities and stakeholders having an interest in ACHD operations were sent a copy of the 

draft policy with opportunity to comment. Exhibit A is the stakeholder recipient list. All received 

comments have been addressed and are attached as Exhibit B. 

 

5. Staff have met twice with the Building Contractors Association (BCA), on June 18, 2015 and on 

September 9, 2015, to discuss concerns and address comments. Following the meetings, 

modifications were made to proposed Policy Manual changes.  This is summarized in Exhibit C. 

 

6. A summary of the primary draft policy amendments, Stormwater Design Manual changes, and 

the basis for these changes are attached as Exhibit D.  These amendments incorporate Green 

Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI) standards, address facility sizing requirements and site 



evaluation requirements, incorporate a minimum Factor of Safety (FOS) into the design 

infiltration rate, and add the definition of Design Professional. 

 

Fiscal Implications 

There will be a cost savings for ACHD and developers in adopting the policy amendments as follows: 

a. The facility sizing requirements based on the changes to the design storm and 

Intensity/Duration/Frequency (IDF) curves will result in smaller facilities. 

b. Additionally, the elimination of the additional 15% volume for sediment storage and the increase 

in drain down time from 24 to 48 hours will result in smaller ponds.  

c. Smaller facilities will reduce maintenance costs for both Homeowner Associations and ACHD. 

d. The increase in soil borings as part of the geotechnical evaluation will increase site evaluation 

costs but could potentially reduce the cost associated with modifying facility designs or 

relocating facilities that don’t function as designed. 

e. Reducing the use of sediment tanks will reduce maintenance costs and for ponds, will reduce 

overall facility costs. 

 

Policy Implications 

1. Adoption of the GSI standards and runoff reduction requirements will ensure compliance with 

NPDES Stormwater Permit requirements. 

2. The proposed changes provide new stormwater management methods through the incorporation 

of GSI, giving developers and ACHD more options. 

3. The proposed changes to the sizing requirements will result in smaller facilities which could 

potentially increase the risk of flooding. The proposed 25-year event with safe conveyance of the 

100-year event will address all storm events up to the 99
th

 percentile event. The enhanced site 

evaluation and facility protection requirements will ensure that facilities are properly sited and 

constructed which will reduce risk. 

4. The runoff reduction requirement of 0.6” will primarily affect redevelopment activities in areas 

with storm drain systems.  In this situation, discharges into ACHD’s system will only be allowed 

following runoff reduction or off-site mitigation.  This is a NPDES Permit requirement. 

 

Alternatives 

1. Endorse and approve the 8000/8200 stormwater policy update for adoption in ordinance and 

resolution at a future commission meeting. 

2. Do not endorse and approve.  Remand back to staff for changes. 

3. Do nothing. 

 

Recommendation 

Alternative 1.  Endorse and approve the 8000/8200 stormwater policy update for adoption in ordinance 

and resolution at a future commission meeting. 

 

Attachment(s):  

EXHIBIT A – 8000/8200 Stakeholder Review List 

EXHIBIT B – Review Comment Summary  

EXHIBIT C – Summary of BCA Discussions and Follow-up Actions 

EXHIBIT D - Summary of Proposed Amendments 



August 2015 
 

ACHD Policy Manual Revisions – Distribution List 

ACHD  

Bruce Wong Bruce Mills Steven Price 

Craig Quintana Dorrell Hansen Gary Inselman 

Terry Little Tim Nicholson Kaci Bader 

Jake Spencer Regina Cunningham Jeanne Gage 

Dale Kuperus Erica Anderson-Maguire Jim Pickard 

Pierson Dewit Justin Bledsoe Paul Daigle 

Timothy Morgan Don Shaw Rich Shaw 

Dyan Bevins Scott Spears Justin Lucas 

David Wallace Brian McCarthy Darrin Carroll 

Scott Frisbie Brenda Morris Dennis Meredith 

Jayson Buchholz   

 

Professional Advisory Group 

Jim Wyllie, Boise Kyle Radek, Meridian Joe Canning, Garden City 

Brian Jorgenson, Boise Dave Yorgason, BCA Jim Neill, Waterfront District LLC 

Jim Conger, Conger Group Jeff Ward, CSHQA Kevin McCarthy, KM Eng 

Jon Breckon, Breckon Design Dan Baird, Beck and Baird Ryan Olsen, Terracon 

 

Other Public Agencies 
Gordon Law, Kuna Jenah Thornborrow, Garden City Cathy Ward, Star 

Mollie Mangerich, Meridian David Miles, Meridian Warren Stewart, Meridian 

Steve Siddoway, Meridian Toby Norton, Boise Robbin Finch, Boise 

Rob Bousfield, Boise Brian Murphy, Boise Hal Simmons, Boise 

Brian Jorgenson, Boise Sara Schafer, Boise Sarah Hansen, BSU 

Ryan Armbruster, DD3 Mike Williams, Eagle Bill Vaughan, Eagle 

Greg Vitley, ITD Scott Rudel, ITD Doug Woodruff, CCDC 

Angie Gilman, Ada County Kevin Wallis, Garden City Justin Walker, Star (Keller 
Associates) 

Mike Dimmick, DD4 Matt Edmond, CCDC Jay Gibbons, Meridian 

 

Consultants 

Tim Burgess, Civil Survey Matt Hart, Civil Survey Pat Colwell, T-O Eng 

Gene Smith, The Land Group Kathy Strochein, Engineering 
Solutions 

David Bailey, Bailey Eng 

Ben Thomas, Civil Innovations Jack Harrison, HyQual Nate Runyan, JUB 

Doug Camenisch, Parametrix David Baker, CH2M Hill Larry White, Six Mile Eng 

Joe Pachner, KM Eng Jon Wardle, Brighton Corp Bryce Farris, Ringert Law 

Matt Munger, WH Pacific Barry Semple, RiverRidge Eng Jim Coslett, Rock Solid Civil 

Chad Kinkela, CK Eng Dave Cram, MTI Jason Densmer, The Land Group 

Wayne Hammon, Idaho AGC Ricardo Zavala, Quadrant Eng Russ Lodge, HDR 

David Koga, The Land Group Betsy Roberts, CH2M Hill Scott Wonders, JUB 

Mike Woodworth, Strata Geotech Stan Crawforth, American 
Geotechnics 

Scott Stanfield, Mason and Stanfield 
Eng 

Jeff Werner, WH Pacific Rod Linja, Keller Associates Steve Martinez, BCA 

Mark Dooley, Baselite Lance Davisson, TV Canopy Project Kim Siegenthaler, Jensen Belts 

 



Exhibit B. Section 8000 Stormwater Policy Comments/Responses
Section # Title From Comment Response

8004.4

Design 

Professional

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. State Statute requires a P.E.  Revise to state P.E. throughout the document.

ACHD legal staff requested that the legal counsel to the Board of Licensure of Professional 

Engineers and Professional Land Surveyors review Idaho Code Sections 54-1223(1)(a) and 54-

1218.  Based on this review and a discussion with James Szatkowski, P.E., Deputy Director of 

the Board of Licensure of Professional Engineers and Professional Land  Surveyors, he 

concluded that Idaho Code Section 1223(1)(a) does in fact create an exception to Idaho Code 

Section 54-1218. The result is that the state and entities of local government such as ACHD 

may engage in public works construction projects with plans, specifications and estimates 

prepared by Licensed Architects. Applying this to the specific example discussed below, ACHD 

may engage in public works construction projects with grading and drainage plans prepared 

by Licensed Landscape Architects.

8007.1-5

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Are new spreadsheets being provided for Tech’s to verify? Yes

8007.2

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Does the .6 inch on-site retention needed match the 25 year event? No

8007.3

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

This is very misleading.  States that system is sized for only the 25 year storm.  

BUT in 8007.4 hidden in the 2nd sentence it states that Facilities that do not have 

an adequate overflow location or bypass must be sized for the 100 year storm.  

Revise 8007.3 to require sizing for 100 year storm UNLESS there is an adequate 

overflow location and bypass, then the facility may be sized for the 25 year 

storm.  95% or more of what is built will never have a bypass and overflow to 

handle the 100 year storm.  The policy should be written for the majority of 

circumstances, not the excpetion. Will clarify.

8008.1

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Will there be a form or some record to verify this has been accomplished and/or 

note on the review letter or submittal checklist? No changes are proposed to the existing language in this section.

8009.3.2

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Incomplete sentence… Noted, will correct.

8009.5.2

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Need a definition of relatively little groundwater gradient.  As determined by 3 

point planar determination at a minimum spacing of… Who would make the 

determination for additional studies and mitigation.   

A groundwater mounding analysis is not required.  It is included as a designer option to ensure 

that facilities function as intended.  Additional guidance will be developed and included in 

Section 8200 going forward.

8010.1.5

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Explain FOS of 2.  If infiltration test shows 12 inch/hour, the design rate is 6? If so 

and the rate is 0.75”/hr, can you use a design rate below 0.5”/hr.

Correct.  In standard engineering practice, a FOS of 2 is a minimum requirement design to 

ensure the longevity of infiltration facilities.  

8010.2.6

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Isn’t the Design Professional responsible for oversight of all infiltration facilities?  

Not sure why these are called out specifically.  Note: Permeable pavement is not 

an approved BMP nor proposed.

Certification is required to GSI facilities to ensure they are constructed properly.  Because 

these are new BMPs more oversight is required until contractors become familiar with these 

systems.  Permeable pavers will be allowed in some applications that is the reason these 

standards were developed.

8012.13.2

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Does this apply to facilities on common lots where rec facilities will be located 

and parking areas constructed? This section applies to commercial facilities.

8011.3.2 

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Need to better define and explain the primary and secondary storm intensity.  

See comments on Section 8007.3. Will clarify.  

8012.13.3 - 

8012.14

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Should downspouts for commercial structures by addressed in this?  How is CBD 

determined?

Requirements for downspouts from commercial structures are in the cities' jurisdiction. The 

CBD is a general term referring to the commercial cores of all the communities in Ada County 

where there is an existing storm drain system.



8012.15

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

The section states ACHD maintains all catchment facilities within R/W.  Swales 

are within R/W…  In the case of frontage swales for commercial properties (no 

HOA, CCR’s, O&M), does section need to describe how maintenance is 

incorporated into LA? Commercial properties are under the jurisdiction of the cities.

Pollutants of 

Concern BCA

though there is nothing that can be done with this definition, we are 

disappointed that it appears ACHD did not push back on EPA when the current 

permit was negotiated.  As a result, the industry will be heavily burdened when 

trying to mitigate bacteria and temperature in the future Noted.

8009.2.1

Geotechnical 

Investigation BCA

test locations must be within 30 feet of facility. What happens if facility needs to 

move – no flexibility?  Need to start over? 

Test locations need to be located within the vicinity of the proposed facility to ensure that the 

data collected is representative of the site.

General

Geotechnical 

Investigation BCA

We are concerned a nearly complete storm drain design will be needed prior to 

application for preliminary plat being submitted and prior to acquisition of 

property when tests are done. Also, typically, a land owner / farmer will not give 

permission to dig up crops, so requiring test pits within 30 feet could cause 6 -

12 month delay in order to test for groundwater depth in the right location.   

The geotechnical investigation can be conducted during the non-growing season and is 

necessary to ensure the long-term function of the system.  This is part of the due diligence 

needed to ensure that functional facilities can be constructed.

8009.2.4

Geotechnical 

Investigation BCA

soil profile 5 feet below facility: Again, this requires storm drain design too early 

in the process. Will ACHD consider 3 feet below facility?  

ACHD has already decreased the proposed investigation depth from 10' to 5'.  According to 

the ASCE (Manual of Practice No. 87) "a layer of bedrock with 5 ft of the bottom of a 

proposed facility constrains drainage ability and limites the desin of infiltration systems. In 

arid lands, the same limitations arise from caliche."  

8210.1.5

Factor of 

Safety BCA

It seems from some in the engineering community that FOS of 2 could be a lot 

more than necessary.  Why is a factor of safety component needed to be added 

on top of the professional geotech / engineer? 

The engineer is still responsible for project design and can specify another FOS as many 

engineers currently do.  This proposed standard was only intended to provide a minimum 

standard but will revisited to add more flexibility in areas with higher infiltration rates.

8210.1.5

Factor of 

Safety BCA

If FOS of 2 enlarges facilities, then we are opposed to this.  If FOS of 2 is what is 

already being included in geotech report, then that is ok.  But adding more on top 

of a professional’s report still seems excessive. 

The proposed FOS is a minimum.  It is not in addition to what is recommended by the geotech 

or the designer.

8010.2.2 BCA

Stop construction during rain or snow melt: There needs to be some significant 

measurable amount of rain or snow melt to stop construction. Otherwise 

construction will stop through many months of the year  

This section only prohibits construction of the stormwater facility, not other project 

construction. Will be clarified.

8010.2.4 BCA Not always feasible to limit access over a facility, swales or infill development

This is already a requirement of the Construction General Permit. Minimizing compaction 

protects the functionality of an infiltration facility. Construction General Permit requirement: 

Section 2.1.2.8 - Minimize Soil Compaction. In areas of your site where final vegetative 

stabilization will occur or where infiltration practices will be installed, you must either: - 

restrict vehicle and equipment use in these locations to avoid soil compaction; or - Use soil 

conditioning techniques. Prior to seeding or planting areas of exposed soil that have been 

compacted, use techniques that condition the soils to support vegetative growth, if necessary 

and feasible.

General Boise

ACHD has done a great job of revising the design manual to include better 

precipitation frequency and duration information, incorporating new Green 

Stormwater Infrastructure (e.g. bioretention and pavers, and bioretention soil 

mix requirements). The City is fully supportive of the Green Infrastructure and 

precipitation intensity and duration changes to the Design Manual. Noted.



Design Storm Boise

The proposed reduction of the retain on site design criteria will increase 

stormwater flows to the Boise River and its tributaries and for existing and 

anticipate TMDL and future MS4 permits will create significant future liabilities 

and compliance cost and result in contribution to exceedances of existing and 

future water quality standards.The respectfully City requests that ACHD retain 

the existing design storm to minimize short and long term compliance costs for 

the MS4 and avoid near and long term increased stormwater flow and associated 

increased pollutant load for conventional and bioaccumulative pollutants of 

current and future concern to the Boise River and its tributaries.

We disagree.  The objective of the design storm is to manage the potential for flooding from 

precipitation events not water quality.  The 25 year design storm includes storms up to and 

including the 99th percentile storm.  Less than 1% of all events are larger and even for these 

events, the first flush which typically contains the highest concentration of pollutants, will be 

retained.  This standard will apply primarily to new development of residential subdivisions, a 

land use with lower pollutant loads. ACHD is planning to adopt the NPDES Permit runoff 

reduction requirement, which is EPA's surrogate for water quality treatment.  This is the 95 

percentile event which EPA states "... has been selected because it directly addresses the 

need to restore and maintain predevelopment hydrology for duration, rate and volume of 

storm water flows. The 95th percentile storm event was selected because in general this 

storm size approximates the predevelopment hydrologic conditions."  ACHD's proposed 

design storm is even greater that EPA's runoff reduction requirement.

Design Storm Boise

Instead of decreasing the retain on site design standard, ACHD should use the 

updated precipitation data and retain the existing 100 year storm volume as the 

retain on site design criteria to comply with existing and future TMDLs, current 

and future water quality standards obligations, and current and future MS4 

permit obligations. Disagree.  See response above.

Design Storm Boise

The ACHD Design Manual should: - retain the current design standard, - use the 

updated precipitation data to establish a revised design storm, - use the revised 

design storm as retain on site performance as the definition of Maximum Extent 

Practicable for the current, pending and future TMDL pollutants and water quality 

obligations, unless impractical.

ACHD is proposing to adopt the runoff reduction requirement and additional BMPs that are 

protective of water quality. There is no data to suggest that the larger design storm provide 

cost-effective pollutant reductions.

Runoff 

Reduction Boise

Additionally, volume offsets, which are allowed in the 2012 permit, should be 

available for sites where retain on site of the design is impractical due to high 

ground water or other factors. The 0.6” 24 hour permit required retain on site 

volume, could/should be used for redevelopment sites where attainment of the 

design storm is impractical, provided an offset volume, and some additional 

volume (e.g. 1.1:1 or 1.3:1) to address uncertainty.

ACHD is proposing to adopt the runoff reduction requirement and apply it to redevelopment 

sites that cannot meet the City's on-site detention program standards.

8007.3

Performance 

Standards D.Baker

Design storm is now 25-yr, 1-hr. Is this for both retention and detention facilities? 

Suggest clarifying. The design storm is a volumetric standard for sizing facilities.  

8010.2.6

Designer 

Oversight D.Baker

Email indicates that Section 8200 now requires the designer to be responsible for 

construction oversight of GSI bed conditions – I could not find this language. 

Ensure construction is aware and ‘on board’ for additional costs associated with 

these efforts. Located in Section 8010.2.  Noted.

8004.4

Design 

Professional D.Carnahan

This definition is very broad, is more definition needed.  Is the intent to include 

engineers, architects and landscape architects, or open it up more?

We changed the definition to allow participation by landscape architects but based on 

feedback from legal staff, architects could also prepare plans.  ACHD legal staff requested that 

the legal counsel to the Board of Licensure of Professional Engineers and Professional Land 

Surveyors review Idaho Code Sections 54-1223(1)(a) and 54-1218.  Based on this review and a 

discussion with James Szatkowski, P.E., Deputy Director of the Board of Licensure of 

Professional Engineers and Professional Land  Surveyors, he concluded that Idaho Code 

Section 1223(1)(a) does in fact create an exception to Idaho Code Section 54-1218. The result 

is that the state and entities of local government such as ACHD may engage in public works 

construction projects with plans, specifications and estimates prepared by Licensed 

Architects. Applying this to the specific example discussed below, ACHD may engage in public 

works construction projects with grading and drainage plans prepared by Licensed Landscape 

Architects.



8004.23 Pretreatment D.Carnahan So now need to treat the 25-year for water quality not the Vwq?

No.  The runoff reduction requirement of 0.6" in 24 hours is the new EPA requirements and is 

a surrogate for the Vwq.  If the design storm is retained, then the runoff reduction 

requirement is also met.  

8004.26

Retrofit 

Project D.Carnahan How much pollutant reduction and by what measure? Runoff reduction of 0.6" is a surrogate for pollutant reduction.  See 8004.29.

8004.28

Road 

Improvement 

Project D.Carnahan

What if we have a 2 lane road and the project widens to 5 lanes.  The existing 

road has a historic discharge and project doesn't exceed the historic discharge 

and meets standards.  But the project discharges to an existing  stormwater 

facility that does not meet standards.  Upgrading the downstream facility could 

be extensive and costly? Noted.  More information would be needed to identify applicable requirements.

8009.3

Infiltration 

Feasibility D.Carnahan Should this be design professional?

In this instance, the recommendation for forgoing infiltration testing must come from a 

professional with expertise in hydrogeologic investigations.

8010.1.5

Design & 

Construction 

Infiltration 

Rates D.Carnahan

"An infiltration test to verify the infiltration rate at the design depth is required 

and shall be conducted prior to the install of utilities." Should this say "facility" 

instead of utilities? 

Will clarify.  The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that testing to verify the suitability 

of the site for infiltration occurs before the other utilities (sewer, water etc.) are installed.  

Once the utilities are installed, there is very little flexibility if an infiltration facilities needs to 

be relocated.

8009.3

Geotechnical 

Investigation D.Cram

We usually don’t know the footprint or location of infiltration facilities at the time 

of our initial investigation.  We interpreted section 8009.3 to mean that we will 

need to perform a “feasibility” infiltration test and that the full scale testing 

would be performed once the infiltration facility locations have been determined. Noted.

8009.4

Groundwater 

Monitoring D.Cram

Section 8009.4 will only allow historical groundwater data if within 2 years and 

2000 feet.  This requirement seems a bit stringent.  This will end up requiring 

groundwater monitoring on most sites, which will be an additional cost to the 

project.  We suggest there be a provision that if groundwater is below a certain 

depth (say 15 feet) then groundwater monitoring is not needed. This provision could be added but would still require supporting data for approval.

Groundwater 

Mounding D.Cram

We didn’t see anywhere that specifies what constitutes “an evaluation of the 

potential for groundwater mounding.”  Will there be some more details about 

what will be required for a groundwater mounding analysis?

ACHD plans to develop additional guidance once the proposed changes are adopted to 

provide additional direction to the development community and to ACHD Development 

Review staff.  

Infiltration 

Testing D.Cram

The infiltration testing methods listed are going to be very costly, especially the 

basin flooding option. These methods descriptions are intended to describe current practices.

Geotechnical 

Investigation D.Powell

So now we have ACHD overriding the professional judgment of the Geotechnical 

professionals.

 Geotechnical professionals will still provide their recommendations to the Design 

Professionals.  ACHD is only proposing a minimum standard.  This will revisited to add more 

flexibility in areas with higher infiltration rates.

Groundwater 

Monitoring D.Powell

So no monitoring required if you intend to provide impermeable ponds (forebay 

and primary cells)? Correct.

Factor of 

Safety D.Powell

Are we ok with Factor of Safety of 2?  This can be a very big deal where you 

already have a low perc rate!  Pond surface areas increase which can allow for 

quicker infiltration overall volumes than desired and cost much more real estate 

in the footprint of the pond.As mentioned earlier –this should be the 

Geotechnical Engineer’s call, not a generic ACHD criteria that shouldn’t apply to 

all cases.

Geotechnical professionals will still provide their recommendations to the Design 

Professionals.  ACHD is only proposing a minimum standard.  This will revisited to add more 

flexibility in areas with higher infiltration rates.



Design 

Professional D.Powell

I wonder what the Idaho Board of Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors say 

about this and other references to design professionals?

ACHD legal staff requested that the legal counsel to the Board of Licensure of Professional 

Engineers and Professional Land Surveyors review Idaho Code Sections 54-1223(1)(a) and 54-

1218.  Based on this review and a discussion with James Szatkowski, P.E., Deputy Director of 

the Board of Licensure of Professional Engineers and Professional Land  Surveyors, he 

concluded that Idaho Code Section 1223(1)(a) does in fact create an exception to Idaho Code 

Section 54-1218. The result is that the state and entities of local government such as ACHD 

may engage in public works construction projects with plans, specifications and estimates 

prepared by Licensed Architects. Applying this to the specific example discussed below, ACHD 

may engage in public works construction projects with grading and drainage plans prepared 

by Licensed Landscape Architects.

8009.2.3 D.Powell

still concerned about potentially needing more geotech testing pits/bores 

(“number of explorations may reduced with ACHD approval”) … some criteria for 

reduction is defined, but reductions may vary depending on reviewer.

ACHD plans to additional guidance once the proposed changes are adopted to provide 

additional direction to the development community and to ACHD Development Review staff. 

8009.2.4

Geotechnical 

Investigation D.Powell

depth of geotech investigations to be 5 feet below the facility (was 10, but can 

we live with 5?    requires predetermined knowledge of where facilities to be 

located and type of treatment, or this is set up for added testing once known, or 

overkill on number of pits and depth of pits.

ACHD has already decreased the proposed investigation depth from 10' to 5'.  According to 

the ASCE (Manual of Practice No. 87) "a layer of bedrock with 5 ft of the bottom of a 

proposed facility constrains drainage ability and limites the desin of infiltration systems. In 

arid lands, the same limitations aris from caliche."  

Throughout Editorial

J. Buchholz 

ACHD Use both stormwater and groundwater as one word. Changes made

Throughout Editorial

J. Buchholz 

ACHD Naming convention change.  Geotechnical report instead of soils report. Changes made

Throughout Editorial

J. Buchholz 

ACHD Naming convention change.  Explorations instead of investigations. Noted.

8009.5

Groundwater 

Mounding

J. Buchholz 

ACHD

Relatively little groundwater gradient (We should put a value on this. “Relatively 

little” to one person may be very different than another person’s definition.

  Additional guidance will be developed and included in Section 8200 going forward to assist 

designers and review staff in using this optional tool.

8009.5

Groundwater 

Mounding

J. Buchholz 

ACHD Larger footprint BMPs (What is considered a “larger footprint”?)

This refers to larger facilities such as ponds and seepage beds as opposed to swales or 

bioretention facilities.  Will clarify.

8010.1.1

Infiltration 

Requirements

J. Buchholz 

ACHD

Delete: The Design Professional shall be required to provide notification to IDWR 

and/or Central District Health Department using the Shallow Injection Well-

Notice of Construction inventory form (SIW-NOC), of such other notification as 

IDWR may require.  A copy of the completed SIW-NOC form shall be submitted to 

ACHD. Duplication.  Section deleted

J. Conger

The test pits additional requirements should be on a specific case by case if and 

when warranted. These methods were written to describe current practices.

J. Gibbons

Bottom of page 25 – ‘An infiltration test . . . is required’ is unnecessary as Section 

8010.1.5 states that an infiltration test is required and when it shall be 

conducted. Noted

8012.10.2 Easements J. Gibbons

Easements, third sentence defines the easement as 20 feet wide for pipes, offset 

5 feet from center of easement.  Clarify what is 5 feet from center of easement. Noted

J.Canning

Section 8009.9 states that alternatives to pipe storage is preferred. The location 

of this statement in “Stormwater Planning and Preliminary BMP Selection” 

indicates to be that this section only applies to disposal and not collection, but 

that may not be the case. Just curious. This section applies to pipe storage for disposal purposes, not conveyance.



8011.5.8 J.Canning

Along with the above comment, Section 8011.5.8 requires conveyance pipes to 

be “free draining”. The term “siphon” has been removed. Is a conveyance pipe 

discharging to a subsurface disposal system “free draining”? I don’t consider this 

a siphon, but one could certainly argue it is not “free draining”. This section refers to conveyance pipes only.

J.Canning

And then, as I have been noting for several times now, we have discussed that 

street storage/conveyance is allowed. If storage in streets is allowed, storm drain 

pipes serving them will almost always be surcharged. Can the volume of the pipe 

system be used for temporary storage since they are completely filled anyway 

with street storage? Normally this is not a huge added volume, but not much 

storage exists in the streets anyway.

The type of pipe storage referenced in this section is not storage in conveyance pipes.  It 

refers to large pipes used as BMPs that store large amounts of water.

Design 

Professional J.Canning

“Design Professional” has been changed again. I do not have an issue with this, 

but your e-mail notes that a DP can now perform grading and drainage design. I 

believe that design of streets (grading for most applications in public R/W) will 

still be the act of professional engineering and not landscape architecture. I 

cannot find clarification of definitions/services in the sections.

Areas of practices are not defined by ACHD's Policy Manual but by the licensing boards of the 

respective practices. Will followup with licensing board and modify as needed.

8009.2.4 J.Canning

Page 20 – 8009.2.4: I minor item, but the second sentence is awkward. I

would suggest, “The profile shall extend five (5) feet below the proposed

bottom of the facility.” Noted.

8009.3 J.Canning

Page 21 – 8009.3, item 4: This refers to the design infiltration rate. What

about the native infiltration? Is the District interested in capping the rate at

approximately 8 inches per hour to the receiving environment?

The current Policy Manual states that the maximum design soil infiltration rate shall not 

exceed 8-inches per hour (8010.1.4).  This standard is not being changed.

8009.4 J.Canning

Page 21 – 3009.4: The allowed separation distance for the new BSM

material as I understand is 2 feet. This again noted on page 25 in section

8009.9. Correct.

8010

Separation 

Distances J.Canning

Page 24 – 8010: The ISPWC and current DEQ recommended separation

distances for some infiltration facilities is 25 feet. This section changes the

separation distance to 10 feet for seepage beds. Has then been appropriately

vetted?

Yes, the 10ft separation to potable water has been vetted out and ACHD’s standard is 10

feet.  The DEQ 25-ft separation is guidance, but it is up to local agencies to establish their 

requirements.  

8010.2 J.Canning I am curious what “secured” means in the first paragraph?

Infiltration areas should be protected from compaction throughout project construction.  This 

can be done by flagging, fencing, and posting of signage.

8010.2.4 J.Canning What is “site development”? Is this limited to construction of the public streets? No, it also includes subdivision development.

8010.2.6 J.Canning

I have mentioned this before, our E&O insurer will not allow me to “certify” to 

construction. I have no control over contractor operations, am not there full time 

and cannot necessary certify to soil conditions. I am able to provide opinions 

based upon what we have seen. Language will be clarified.

Design 

Professional J.Canning

Page 43 – Section 8012.10.2: The state law has recently changed regarding

who may prepare easements land descriptions. In my opinion, design

professional may not do so anymore. I would suggest contacting the Idaho

State Board of Professional Engineers and Professional Land Surveyors on

this issue.

Since the legal descriptions need to be stamped so they can be recorded, this language will be 

changed to only allow surveyors to stamp the legal descriptions.

Factor of 

Safety J.Conger

The infiltration rates are being proposed to be cut by a safety factor. The rates 

have been determined and stamped by the geotechnical engineer in the past.The 

question we ask is why would we take away from the engineer his requirement 

to design a project.

The engineer is still responsible for project design and can specify another FOS as many 

engineers currently do.  This proposed standard was only intended to provide a minimum 

standard but will revisited to add more flexibility in areas with higher infiltration rates.



Geotechnical 

Investigation J.Wardle

I feel that there is still a level of interpretation as the policy rolls out in some of 

the areas like required test pits, available data for groundwater, and then the 

argument over groundwater mounding. I agree ACHD has taken into 

consideration many of our concerns.  I would request that geotech investigation 

be only 3’ below the facility.  

ACHD plans to additional guidance once the proposed changes are adopted to provide 

additional direction to the development community and to ACHD Development Review staff.  

ACHD has already decreased the proposed investigation depth from 10' to 5'.  According to 

the ASCE (Manual of Practice No. 87) "a layer of bedrock with 5 ft of the bottom of a 

proposed facility constrains drainage ability and limites the desin of infiltration systems. In 

arid lands, the same limitations arise from caliche."  

8007.6

Operation and 

Maintenance L. Davisson

The verbiage covers residential areas well, given enforcementof those HOA 

CC&R's is effective.  I know it can be challenging to ensure compliance within 

HOA's that aren't organized and active.  How is O&M in commercial / downtown 

areas addressed?  I anticipate with GSI implementation that O&M education and 

enforcement will be a challenge.  This may be something that permittees and the 

industry will need to tackle in the coming years.  

Oversight and enforcement of maintenance on private commercial property are the cities' 

responsibility.  When the right-of-way is used for management of stormwater from private 

property, license agreements are required with ACHD.

8015

pp. 37-39 

Stormwater 

BMP 

Maintenance 

Inspection 

Program L. Davisson

Language here provides good clarity on maintenance and enforcement.  Still very 

clear on HOA vs ACHD responsibilities.  I like the "property owners, HOAs and 

businesses" language in the Nuisance Water Control 8015.3.  Is it important to 

mention property owners and businesses in other O&M areas of the document to 

address non-residential properties?

It is the City's responsibility to address O&M for non-residential properties such as 

commercial and industrial land uses and multi-family dwellings not ACHD.

8009.6

Observation 

wells M.Edmond Are these required in all SPS installations? If so, at what frequency?

Only when used for stormwater management.The proposed policy reads: An observation well 

shall be provided as an inspection riser for drainage. Install a minimum of one inspection riser 

for each four trees above the soil cells.

8009.7

Boise R. and 

Surface Water 

Influence M.Edmond What constitutes being close to the Boise River? This determination is made by the geotechnical professional.

8010.1.1 M.Edmond

This paragraph seems to be repeated on page 24: The Design Professional shall 

be required to provide notification to IDWR and/or Central District Health 

Department using the Shallow Injection Well-Notice of Construction inventory 

form (SIW-NOC), or such other notification as IDWR may require. A copy of the 

completed SIW-NOC form shall be submitted to ACHD. Duplication will be deleted.

8010.1.2 Setbacks M.Edmond

I’m concerned that the 50’ setback for irrigation surface waters (wherever the 

Boise City Canal is daylighted downtown now and in the future) and the 25’ 

setback from basements may significantly impact where CCDC and City of Boise 

can install SPS in the right-of-way downtown. Would it be possible to get these re-

worded in a manner that allows some flexibility, such as exemption where an 

impermeable liner is employed? Does the 10’ setback from home foundations 

without basements apply to all buildings? Language will be reworded to allow for more flexibility.

8012.13.3

Central 

Business 

District M.Edmond

This references an established CBD. Is this defined somewhere? Is downtown 

Boise established, and if so, are the limits defined? Also, this section mentions 

section 8007.3 on runoff reduction requirements, but that actually appears to be 

section 8007.2 if I’m reading it correctly.

This is a general term referring to the commercial cores of all the communities in Ada County 

where there is an existing storm drain system. The section reference will be changed.



Infiltration 

Rate R.Olsen

In a couple of locations the manual states that the geotechnical engineer will 

provide the design infiltration rate. Typically the geotechnical engineer does not 

know many details of the system.  For example, we don’t know what sediment 

reducing structures and pretreatment facilities might be used.  We often don’t 

know the specific geometry of the system, and when we think we do know that, 

it seems it often changes during design.  We don’t know the maintenance 

schedule of the facility, etc.  These details and others impact the long-term 

infiltration rate of a system but are outside the control of the geotechnical 

engineer.  In addition the geotechnical engineer almost never given an 

opportunity to see the final design plans or calculations.  Because of this, It is my 

opinion that the geotechnical engineer should provide the field infiltration test 

results and comment on any observed considerations that might affect this rate, 

but the responsibility of the selecting the design rate should be left to the facility 

designer who knows and controls the facility’s design details. Will be changed to Design Professional.

8001.2

Geotechnical 

Investigation R.Olsen

Does the highlighted phrase fall under the role of what a Licensed P.E. should be 

doing, (for example, rather than a professional soil scientist)?  I suspect this 

wording may conflict with what Idaho's laws require to be done by a licensed 

engineer.  You may consider contacting the State Board of Professional Engineers 

and asking them to review this wording.  "A geotechnical investigation shall be 

done to verify site suitability by an Idaho registered geologist, professional 

engineer, or professional soil scientist with experience in hydrogeologic 

investigations. The geotechnical investigation will include the evaluation of the 

suitability of the site for infiltration, determination of the infiltration rate for 

design, and evaluation of slope stability, and other geotechnical design 

information needed to determine constructability of the facility."  

James L. Szatkowski, the Deputy Director of the Board stated that he did not believe it 

conflicts with the PE licensing law.   PG’s can do everything noted.  Evaluation of 

…geotechnical design information … is not doing engineering design to construct the facility, 

it’s simply providing that designer with the information needed to base the design upon.

8009.5

Groundwater 

Mounding S. Crawforth

 Groundwater Mounding is so general that it is possible to ignore the intent. (e.g. 

Depth to seansonally high ground water from what?...ground surface or bottom 

of facility?; “Relatively little” gradient?; “Complex geology”?;  “larger footprint”?)

8010.1.5

Design and 

Construction 

Infiltration 

Rates S. Crawforth

Design and Construction Infiltration Rates  completely precludes the use of the 

laboratory constant head test for use with granular deposits.  This is an 

unfortunate constraint.

We had a sub-committee of our Board meet with the PG Board sub-committee and 

determined that both professions did similar geotech work and both were authorized to do it 

by their licensing statutes.  Neither profession allowed practicing outside the scope of 

competence of the practioner.

8010.1.5

Design and 

Construction 

Infiltration 

Rates S. Crawforth Appendix C describes “some” methods and appears to preclude others.

Appendix C describes the methods that are currently used in most cases.  It also lists other 

methods that may be used where applicable.

Design 

Professional W.Stewart

I’m not a big fan of having landscape Architects do drainage and grading plans. In 

my experience It hasn’t worked very well. there is too much focus on making 

them look good as opposed to making them work well, but it’s your call. So long as the PG is competent, they should be able to do this work.

Reclaimed 

Water W.Stewart

I would like to see you allow reclaimed water for use in irrigating storm drain 

facilities in areas that do not discharge to waters of the US or where groundwater 

is not an issue.

Even where the separation distance to groundwater exceeds the current requirements, the 

use of wastewater for irrigation would still diminish the treatment capability of a 

swale/bioretention system which might require periodic replacement of the facility soils.  That 

isses would need to be researched.



W.Stewart

I would like to encourage the use of our existing drainage facilities whenever 

possible. Noted.



Exhibit B. Section 8200 Stormwater Policy Comments/Responses
Section # Title From Comment Response

A. Gilman Question – why not refer to the Idaho Catalog for Stormwater BMP’s?  Is it not clear enough? 

The Idaho BMP catalog is that it has been under revision since last fall.  DEQ has not shared 

with us the scope of revisions or a timeframe for its completion.  They’ve also indicated that 

they don’t intend to have a public review process. Give this uncertainty, we’ve decided to wait 

until we can see the revisions before we decide whether to reference.

BMP 01

Sand and Grease 

Trap A. Gilman

Standard Drawing BMP 01 sheet 2 of 2 - Consider labeling the sections (A and B).  It took me a while 

to figure out the unlabeled sections with the split. We’ll add labeling.

p. 26 A. Gilman  consider including a thickness for the 6-inch perf pipe or leave out “with a thick wall” as it’s vague.

P. 26 and BMP 13.  Beginning in September we are starting another Professional Advisory 

Group process to look at traditional BMPs (seepage beds, ponds, sand filters) and revise as 

needed to ensure adequate water quality protection.  Additional changes will be made to 

those sections at that time.

BMP 13 BMP 13 Drawing A. Gilman

Where is the 6 ft ledge/aquatic bench in the section?  I know it’s not to scale, but I would modify to 

show a bench for clarity. This change can be made in the next round of revisions.

Pond Revegetation 

Manual 

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

How do we enforce the policy requirements?  Are HOA owned facilities required to utilize these 

guidelines?  If it’s an ACHD owned facility, ACHD does the design anyway…

HOA ponds must be vegetated but this can also be done with a wide range of plant materials 

since the HOA is responsible for maintenance.

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Why would we not allow the use of reclaimed water for irrigation of SD facilities?  Meridian uses it 

for irrigation of parks…

We’ve found that Meridian’s reclaimed water is very high is phosphorus, which is a pollutant 

of concern for the Boise River.  In fact, the concentrations of phosphorus in reclaimed water 

are higher than in many of the stormwater samples we have collected.  If reclaimed water is 

used in the stormwater facilities, the associated phosphorus would reduce the Cation 

Exchange Capacity of the soil media and the facilities’ capacity to remove phosphorus from 

stormwater.  

BMP 01

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

If SGT is to be used for seepage bed only, should EL. B, Legend 4, match bottom of perforations? Will 

this BMP be used for hillside applications with ponds? This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 02

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Plantings or pea gravel?  How will 6” height pea gravel be maintained? Delete pea gravel reference.

BMP 02

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Define Maintenance Access requirements.  One point? Inlet/outlet structures? All the way around?

Change drawing to show one point of access. An access road is not needed when facility is 

next to roadway.

BMP 02

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Residual Capacity for Larger Events?  How is this determined?  Freeboard requirements? This BMP is used for conveyance and treatment only, no detention/retention.

BMP 02

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Average depth of 4” or maximum depth of 4”? Maximum of 4"

BMP 03

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. When would this be used?  Pretreatment for swales, ponds, seepage beds

8202.15.1 Sizing

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

This is deceptive to say sizing requirement is 25 year storm and then 7 sections later require to pass 

the 100 year event in 8202.15.7.  In 99% of development there is no overflow.  100 year storm must 

be retained.  These requirements should be rewritten to require sizing for 100 year storm UNLESS 

there is an adequate overflow location and bypass, then the facility may be sized for the 25 year 

storm.

Section will be clarified to indicate that facility can be sized for the 25-year event if the 100-

year event can be safely bypassed.

8202.15 Ponds

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

 Will tech’s/engineers be provided with revised spreadsheet which can calc pond w/forebay 

detention facility? Yes

8202.15.7 

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

How will engineer demonstrate safely passing the 100-year event?  Can it impact downstream 

facilities?  How will ACHD verify? Guidance will be developed and clarification added to Manual.



BMP 11

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Does ACHD wish to continue the use of PVC liners in forebays?  Can a better detail for dealing with 

nuisance water in lined forebays be provided?  Sand lens to main pond?  Can we “require” V-

structures or other orifice structures besides pipe with removable screw on cap? This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 13

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Do we want to have “lined wet ponds” to retain water, as allowed in BMP?  Should a 2nd safety 

bench be required for normal high water and low water conditions? This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 14

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Do we need vegetation standards/requirements?  Typical drawing shows a very uneven pond 

bottom with no sand or soil spec.  This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 20

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Description states it must be preceded by an approved pretreatment BMP.  Such as?  Are shrubs 

permitted over seepage bed?  Do we want to restrict length to less than 400 ft?  If maintenance 

(replacement) becomes necessary, that is a huge bed to replace.  Diversion structure must be 

designed for maintenance access both sides of weir. This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 20

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Note 6 conflicts with BMP 01. Do we want some drop through the SGT? Remove Note 6? This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 20

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Sheet 2 Internal monitoring well is shown only 1’ inside. Typically installed about 5’ in. Typical BMP 

21 This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 20

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

The gradation would allow for 100% of the rock to be between 2” and 3”. This does not meet ISPWC 

(uncrushed aggregate)drain rock spec. Possible stability problems? This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 21

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

this should be restricted to use in common lots only, not in planter strips.  If a bypass pipe is not 

utilized, no “storage” can be included beyond sand filter. This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

BMP 30

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Why a minimum 2 ft flat bottom? To maximize the infiltration surface in the swale bottom.

BMP 31

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

 Trees in 4 ft wide planter and 5’ from inlet instead of 10’? Should this BMP be limited to the 

downtown area? Does overflow pipe need to be 8 inch, or can it be upsized to 12 inch for easier 

maintenance? Minimum grade for overflow pipe?  Will 1 inch weep holes get plugged with 

debris/leaves from walk?  Detail should show pipe from inlet entering planter above level of soil.  

Any treatment for the end of this pipe?  Should overflow be below D.I. grate elevation?  Should 

there be any armoring where pipe from D.I. enters planter?  Gravel layers below BSM for add’l 

storage?  Why is this needed since the BSM infiltration rate is fairly low?  What is the reason for the 

PVC liner at back of planter?  Shallow inlet design at this BMP & detail 10 does not specify minimum 

cover requirements and sidewalk reinforcement over pipe.

Yes.  If more growing soil is provided, the planters can be narrower.  This will likely only be 

used with urban land uses. No, an 8" pipe is sufficient to allow for maintenance. Grade? 

Regular maintenance will be needed for all system components. Overflow should be shown 

below inlet elevation.DI will provide settling and slowing. Armouring is already addressed: 

"Inlets shall include a rock pad, concrete or other erosion protection device in the channel 

entrance to dissipate energy." Gravel layers below BSM are optional and provide for addn 

storage. The PVC liner is used to protect adjacent structures when needed. Minimum cover 

requirements will be added.

BMP 32

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Is the flat area behind the curb necessary? Why compact BSM to 95% behind vert. curb?   Doesn’t 

this use the shallow inlet?  Why is this shown with a ribbon curb.  What is the different application 

for BMP 30 & BMP 32?

This a the step-out area for adjacent parking. The BSM is compacted adjacent to the curb to 

minimize erosions. Different inlet options are possible and it can be done with a ribbon curb 

or a vertical curb. BMPs 30 and 32 are different in their application.  BMP 32 is used primarily 

as a retrofit in urban areas.

BMP 33

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Is this designed to take entire gutter flow during large events?  Will it tend to pool at inlet side?  

Shows that the gutter pan of existing curb can be sawcut/removed.  Won’t this undermine the 

sidewalk if a deep (701A) gutter is not installed?  I don’t think a rolled curb could be used in this 

application; the elevations wouldn’t work with 6 in vert curb around the bulb out…

No. It will bypass during large events. The gutter pan is removed but the existing curb remains 

and will protect the planting area.

BMP 34

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

Cannot allow PICP in place of concrete sidewalk.  Aggregate section is completely different.  This 

would need two different standards.  PICP should not be allowed in place of full width of sidewalk.  

Should require minimum 5 feet wide concrete.

The Master License Agreement with Boise City already allow for the use of pavers in the 

streetscape area. A new detail for sidewalks will be added.

 BMP 35

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

PICP was approved the Commission for specific test sites.  This BMP should not be opened up to 

general use countywide until we have monitored the results of these tests.  If successful, this BMP 

could be added at a later date.  

Language has been added to state they are not allowed in residential subdivisions and that 

they may be considered for parking lanes and alleys in commercial areas.

Detail 01

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. With the new subsurface markers, is this required?  This marker is not practical. Will be deleted.



Detail 02

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.

This is not the preferred configuration from inspection staff and is “over-kill” for most ponds.  Needs 

to be revised to fit real world applications. This will be addressed in the next round of revisions.

Detail 03

ACHD 

Dev.Serv.  Can this be reviewed with inspection staff?  I have rec’d feedback that these don’t work. Can be researched for next round of revisions.

Detail 04

ACHD 

Dev.Serv. Are other options available for flow spreaders? Not addressed with this revision. Can research for next round of revisions.

8202.5 BCA Washed sod.  Is hydroseed ok in lieu of washed sod? Yes

8202.21 Seepage Beds BCA

Why is 15% still needed for sediment? Still require sand and grease traps, FOS of 2; oversizing was 

an old policy prior to sediment and erosion controls being put in place.  Would ACHD consider 5 or 

10%? 

ACHD is not proposing to change this standard at this time but it may be considered during 

the next round of revisions.

BCA

Just confirming that Bio Swale mix is in swales and not required in pond, correct?  Otherwise this is 

cost prohibitive. At this time, the BSM mix is only required for swales and bioretention facilities.

8202.24 BCA

Ribbon curb now required on back side of swale? (ie both sides). Don’t know how to build it and stay 

out of swale to avoid soil compaction. Installing ribbon curb on back side of swale is VERY costly. 

Why 2 feet ground water separation ok for this BMP and not others?  This is not a proposed change.  This requirement is in the existing Policy Manual.

Boise City

Traditional approaches to drainage for roads includes construction of infiltration ponds adjacent to 

the roadway. These ponds frequently are fenced and create maintenance and other liabilities. Green 

Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI), including the linear bioretention pilot ACHD has constructed, 

provide better water quality treatment, better aesthetics and property values, and for the Tenmile 

Pilot were lower capital cost than use of the traditional infiltration pond approach. Noted.

Boise City

The City of Boise strongly encourages ACHD to exercise a strong preference for GSI techniques 

instead of use of traditional infiltration ponds to satisfy road drainage requirements for current and 

future road projects.

GSI is not appropriate for every application, so traditional BMPs such as ponds and seepage 

beds will continue to be approved BMPs.

Boise City

The City of Boise strongly encourages ACHD to exercise a strong preference for GSI techniques 

instead of use of traditional infiltration ponds to satisfy road drainage requirements for current and 

future road projects.

GSI is not appropriate for every application, so traditional BMPs such as ponds and seepage 

beds will continue to be approved BMPs.

D. Meredith 

ACHD Add  requirement for placement of locate markers at all corners of subsurface facilities. Will be added.  

Tree Stormwater 

Cells D.Baker

It appears the policy contains no guidance with regards to what storm event need to be 

accommodated and the storage capacity of the soil filled cells appears to be small. Will these cells 

be required to accommodate the 25 year event or is it on a project by project basis? 

If the project is constructed for stormwater management of an ACHD project, it must be 

designed to accommodate ACHD's design storm.  If it is constructed to meet the City's on-site 

detention requirements, it must be sized to meet their requirement.  If the project is 

constructed as a CCDC streetscape enhancement project it is sized to provide sufficient 

growing soil for the trees.

BMP 34 D.Baker Sheet 1 of 4; What is the material between the tree well grate and the growing medium? The material is the growing medium and its between the tree grate and the native soil.

BMP 01 D.Powell

If you are limiting flows across the weir and have a large project with 10cfs, you still have to install a 

S&G trap at inlet pairs, or once you get to the pond, you have too high of flows to use S&G and are 

limited to a very costly vortex type separator.  Is this what they are trying to move toward?

No.  We are limiting the use of S/G traps because they don't provide adequate pretreatmet 

for all pollutants of concern and only work effectively if maintained after every significant 

storm event.  ACHD does not have the resources to provide this level of maintenance.  There 

are other forms of pre-treatment and more will be identified during the next round of 

revisions.

Swale Vegetation D.Powell

I see the issue here being that a lot of sod comes from out in the south valley where the soils are 

very clayey and so water will not perc through the sod. ACHD already requires the use of sandy sod in swales.

D.Powell

Pond ratios of 3 to 1 length to width is nonsense!  If you are draining in a 48 hour period, not 

enough time of detention to make a difference in my opinion, but yet ties you down to footprint and 

does not allow for configuring facility to meet geometry of site. This is not a proposed change.  This requirement is in the existing Policy Manual.



8202.5

Prohibition on use 

of reclaimed water 

for irrigation of 

stormwater 

facilities G. Law

You may want to reconsider the prohibition on irrigation with reclaimed water. (8202.5).  The City of 

Kuna has applied for a permit to inject Class A reclaimed water into their pressurized irrigation 

system.

We’ve found that Meridian’s reclaimed water is very high is phosphorus, which is a pollutant 

of concern for the Boise River.  In fact, the concentrations of phosphorus in reclaimed water 

are higher than in many of the stormwater samples we have collected.  If reclaimed water is 

used in the stormwater facilities, the associated phosphorus would reduce the Cation 

Exchange Capacity of the soil media and the facilities’ capacity to remove phosphorus from 

stormwater.  If Kuna’s reclaimed water is lower than Meridian’s water and you could provide 

analysis results showing that, we could determine whether it would be appropriate to allow in 

Kuna.

Standard Drawing 

BMP 20 (1 of 3) J Gibbons  Note 1 says Contact Design ‘Engineer’, revise to Design ‘Professional’. Change will be made.

8202.29 Permeable Pavers J. Saak ACHD

It would be helpful to have a section here that addresses placement of pavers in situations where 

there might be ADA concerns or installation in a bike lane, which I would not recommend.  I know 

they are still a fairly new tool that we have with respect to GSI facilities, but I’m concerned about 

the durability of the installations (particularly where we have high pedestrian and/or bike demands) 

and the long term implications of possible maintenance issues. 

ADA standards apply.  At this time bikes lanes have not been identified as suitable 

applications.  The License Agreement with Boise City for downtown streetscapes already 

allows the use of pavers in those areas.

BMP 13 BMP 13

J. Spencer 

ACHD

Saftey bench for wet ponds. We should have the detail and wording changed to cut the 6 foot safety 

bench at a 30 degree angle back into the slope so as to avoid sloughing off when water is added. 

Change the detail dimension to be 6 foot wide and 1.5 feet under normal level, it states 6’ x1.5’ 

now.

A back cut would help, but 30 degrees is too steep, more like 5%, and more clearly illustrate 

the drawing to show the ledge. Will be addressed in next round.

BMP 20

J. Spencer 

ACHD

Note states see BMP 04 (Manufactured Systems)? We need a note referring to woven fabric 

requirements, maybe refer to BMP 20? Also need something stating PVC liner thickness. We should 

also specify “round” drain rock on PVC liner or a layer of non-woven fabric to protect the liner.

Remove note. Reference fabric spc.  PVC liner thickness' 30 mil has been the "normal".  Agree 

with specification for "round" drain rock.

BMP 30

J. Spencer 

ACHD

If max. longitudinal slope is 2% why do we show >2% on the check dam spacing table, Is this for 

BMP32/33?

At the end of note 1 will add “If site constraints require swales to exceed 1% longitudinal 

slope, then check dams are required, see table for spacing.”

J. Spencer 

ACHD

P.I.T. tests- seem very labor intensive for the inspection staff to verify when there are questionable 

soils. We will need to come up with an acceptable method that is shorter. There is a requirement for 

this verification in policy 8000 under 8010.1.5. Should we add a statement about when they can cut 

off the testing and state “exceeds 8” an hour?

Staff will cover when needed, but ACHD inspectors are not required to be on site for the 

duration. Other methods are already listed.

p. 46

J. Spencer 

ACHD For swales the crossing needs to be concrete not paving. Agree

Detail 1

J. Spencer 

ACHD Add locater balls in place of marker. This may have already been provided by Jim P. This is a current practice.

BSM Testing, p. 86

J. Spencer 

ACHD

It states testing cannot be more than 120 days old? This may be difficult for the supplier to mix large 

amounts for future use. They would have to mix it job specific and have testing done each time. 

How would they provide small amounts <100cyds. All inspections would be by appearance? Also 

once mixed the ACHD lab would not be able to do any verification testing so what would we do with 

the 1 gallon sample? We could extend this duration to 180 days to allow the supplier to keep a 

stockpile and ACHD staff could do a visual verification that the material has not segregated. This 

would require the lab to keep the 1 gallon sample on hand for 6 months which could be an issue 

with storage space. Testing will be addressed like any other stockpiled material.

J. Spencer 

ACHD

There is a infiltration requirement of exactly  5 inches an hour, how are we going to verify this? We 

may need to come up with a testing protocol?   Testing protocol is found in Appendix F, Section D.

Detail 12

J. Spencer 

ACHD Why are we extending the sleeve 15 feet on the lot side (left side of detail)? Misprint? Appears to be a graphical "crunch", will clean up drawing to clarify.



8202.5 Maintenance J.Breckon

I am generally concerned about the maintenance of the landscape areas, weed control, and the 

irrigation systems. Page 5, 8202.5, last paragraph states:  “Provide irrigation for native plant 

establishment…” 

HOAs are responsible for light maintenance including vegetation management. 

Responsibilities and authorities are described in Sections 8012.15, 8012.16 and 8015 of the 

Policy Manual.

Maintenance J.Breckon

Will ACHD retain ownership and maintenance responsibilities of the landscape areas and the 

irrigation systems?

ACHD is responsible for maintaining facilities built for our projects and heavy maintenance 

associated with subdivision stormwater facilities. HOAs are responsible for landscaping in 

vegetated facilities in subdivisions.  Facilities can be vegetated with plant materials other than 

the native plant mix.  In those instances the maintenance will be done by the project partner 

requesting the vegetation.

Maintenance J.Breckon

Who will be responsible for the irrigation system warranty, management, and maintenance?  Who 

will perform fall blowout and spring startup? ACHD is responsible when it is our facility; HOAs when it is a facility within their subdivision.

Maintenance J.Breckon

 If a maintenance contractor will be performing these tasks, then there should be a performance 

specification in place. Noted.

Maintenance J.Breckon

If a design/build approach will be utilized, then the contractor will be responsible to design the 

irrigation system, however there are currently not any specifications in place for this design.  So 

ACHD will be accepting whatever the contractor “feels” is acceptable for an irrigation system. Noted.

Maintenance J.Breckon

An as-built irrigation design needs to be provided for proper maintenance of the system, so that the 

maintenance contractor can find the existing improvements and so they can have a full 

understanding of its functionality.  It has been my experience that if a design is not provided initially 

then as-builts are impossible to obtain. Noted.

Maintenance J.Breckon

If all of these responsibilities are to be placed on the contractor, then how will contractor be held 

responsible? Through provisions of the contract.

Maintenance J.Breckon

 An irrigation system that is designed with the other improvements will provide a better end 

product.  It will take into account the rest of the design elements and will ensure contractors are 

bidding apples to apples. The cost of the design will save you money in maintenance costs because 

the maintenance personnel will be trying to figure out what was installed after it is in the ground.  A 

good design will also think thru the control system and management of multiple systems at multiple 

sites.  Typically a designed irrigation system will determine upfront how to maximize the system 

efficiency and thereby ensure the water is getting where it needs to be based on the landscape 

design, soil conditions, and site topography.  Accounting for all of these factors will in turn conserve 

water.  Noted.

BMP 32 J.Breckon BMP32, calls out “bioretention soil”.  Should this also refer to the bioretention soil media spec? Yes.  Will clarify.

BMP 34 J.Breckon Sheet 1 calls out “growing medium, specified by city forester” at the presumed topsoil location.  Correct.

BMP 34 J.Breckon

Sheet 2 calls out “growing medium see sect 8200 specs” at the presumed topsoil location.  I only can 

find a bioretention soil media spec. That reference is incorrect.  Will change.

J.Breckon Should a structural soils specification be provided for trees planted in hardscape? Structural soils are not allowed at this time.

J.Breckon

Should a topsoil specification be provided to ensure proper soil types in the proper locations?  

Topsoil quality is often an issue during construction and is directly related to plant survival rates.

A topsoil spec could be included in a "Design Manual" but will not be added to ACHD's Policy 

Manual at this time.

J.Breckon Irrigation needs to be added to these details to ensure plant life survivability in our climate.

To date, when an irrigation system is needed in a vegetated system, another party is 

responsbile for both installation and maintenance.  If ACHD assumes more of that 

responsibility in the future, specifications can be developed.

P. 79 O&M Plan J.Breckon Irrigation as-built and warranty of the system, see irrigation points above. See above comment.

P. 81 Inspection 

checklist for ponds 

and swales J.Breckon

Irrigation:  This should really be expanded upon. To include checking for proper spray head 

coverage, inspection and pressure testing during installation, verifying adequate pressure and 

function of spray heads, winterization, spring startup requirements, and owner training of the 

control system and points of connection functionality. Noted.

Throughout J.Buchholz Editing changes and clarification comments. Changes made as needed



8202.5 J.Canning

I note reclaimed water shall not be used for irrigation in stormwater facilities. I presume this is due 

to possible nutrient load? This is an unfortunate requirement.

We’ve found that Meridian’s reclaimed water is very high is phosphorus, which is a pollutant 

of concern for the Boise River.  In fact, the concentrations of phosphorus in reclaimed water 

are higher than in many of the stormwater samples we have collected.  If reclaimed water is 

used in the stormwater facilities, the associated phosphorus would reduce the Cation 

Exchange Capacity of the soil media and the facilities’ capacity to remove phosphorus from 

stormwater.  

8202.12 J.Canning

near the bottom of the page, “Average recommended flow depth of 4 inches”. This is not a 

sentence. Change will be made.

8202.25 J.Canning

Several BMP Details: Regarding access ramps into the facilities, are these required in all cases? It 

seems maintenance on some facilities could be performed from the top, if they are not too large. Smaller facilities, such as GSI facilities won't require ramps.

8202.25 J.Canning

fifth paragraph: This sentence needs to be rewritten. It seems to be missing “is used” or something 

similar. Change will be made.

8202.25 J.Canning

fifth paragraph: This is first I noticed a horizontal setback for infiltration facilities from structures. 

Will setbacks be included for all infiltration options? As an example, one should be included in 

Section 8202.28.

Setback requirements have always been included in the Policy Manual for infiltration facilities 

and are found in Section 8010.1.2.

8202.25 J.Canning

top of page: The volume calculation for does not take into account the run-off coefficient. This 

equation would overestimate the volume required. Deleted.  Will use calculations in 8000.

App. F, 

Item H J.Canning

The term “should” should be replaced with an allowable range. The number must be predictable, if 

the facility is used for infiltration. Noted.

BMP Details J.Canning

Several BMP Details: Many still indicate the placement of 3 feet of filter sand in them. Several others 

have 18 inches of filter sand. I presume the details have not been updated to the 18 inches? These details are correct.  ACHD still requires three feet of sand in ponds.

8202.21 J.Canning

Page 33 – Section 8202.21: In the design paragraph, the phrase “…assuming no infiltration…” is 

included to describe sizing. This does not seem accurate for current practice. This is the current standard.  We are not proposing a revision.

J.Canning

Your e-mail noted that sediment tanks or sand/grease traps will be limited to arterials. I cannot find 

this restriction in the sections. Please advise. I do note that Section 8202.11 notes that they are 

allowed as pre-treatment for seepage beds. And Section 8202.21 notes that pre-treatment is 

required for a seepage bed. The same section (8202.21) states that seepage beds are approved for 

treatment and storage, but not disposal/infiltration?

Pretreatment is required for seepage beds and while it can be a sand and grease trap, there 

are other acceptable pretreatment BMPs.  The only other application for traps is for spill 

control on arterials. 

BMP 20 J.Canning BMP 20, sheet 1 of 3 for a Seepage Bed depicts a sand/grease trap on the inlet. A sand and grease trap is one possible pretreatment option for seepage beds.

K.Siegenthaler

There seems to be a duplication on page 89 and 90 or the numbering is odd.  I think there is a 

missing 1) at the top of pg 89…  then the b.c.d…. seem to duplicate below as C.D.E… with a few 

others mixed in etc.  Noted.  Will change.

BMP 34 K.Siegenthaler

Add note to drawings regarding inclusion of irrigation system.  CCDC projects have the system 

tucked under the lid of the cell. Will be noted.

L. Davisson

This document looks great!  I'm excited about all the new technology for GSI and its ability to 

influence more sustainable and visually appealing streetscapes throughout the county.  

Unfortunately I will not be able to attend the Partners of Clean Water conference in September, but 

I hope alot of this will be highlighted and I'm sure it will generate great discussion. Noted.

8201.2

Modifications and 

Addenda L. Davisson hyperlink doesn't work.  Where on the agency website should we look for this info? Will address

8202.2

ACHD Stormwater 

Design Spreadsheet L. Davisson where on the website?  not easily found on the home page Will address

8202.3 Design Example L. Davisson might suggest simply referencing in parentheses of 8202.2, design example provided in appendix B Agree



8202.5

Facility 

Revegetation and 

Irrigation L. Davisson

recommend caution with using "native plant species".  There are no native trees to upland areas in 

the Boise area and even "native" upland trees to the area (Douglas Fir or Ponderosa Pine) would be 

planted off-site and unsuccessful in an urban installation. Consider language like "drought tolerant 

and low water use species (trees and herbaceous) are encouraged". Good point about high salinity 

tolerance.  Is there a recommended species list?  Who advises and approves species selections?

We will clarify that this refers to grasses, forbs and shrubs. Tree selection is left to the 

authority of the city foresters.  For a species list, we refer to this list until additional guidance 

is developed: http://www.unce.unr.edu/publications/files/nr/2009/fs0928.pdf.   ACHD and 

the City determine species selection, depending on who is responsible for maintenance.  

8202.5

Facility 

Revegetation and 

Irrigation L. Davisson

Do you include specs for permaculture design, etc. to maximize infiltration and use of stormwater 

available for plants? Not specifically.  Our bioretention soil mix was designed to meet those objectives.

8202.24 BMP 30 L. Davisson Is this the same as a Bioretention swale? Yes, will clarify.

8202.26 BMP 31 L. Davisson

This just came to mind about trees, but will also apply throughout the document where trees are 

mentioned.  Who is reviewing plans to make sure appropriate species are being used and that the 

planting space is suitable for the tree size at maturity? The city foresters provide that review.

BMP 32 L. Davisson

Do you want to add trees to the standard drawings in locations where trees are allowed or 

encouraged? Trees will be shown.

8202.28 BMP 34 L. Davisson

Is this the same as silva cell or like technologies?  I can't remember what term CCDC is using (is it 

structural soil technology?), but I think we should use consistent language as not to confuse 

contractors.

Yes.  ACHD does not reference specific proprietary products in the Policy Manual.  CCDC has 

been using Silva Cells exclusively and we refer to them by name when discussing specific 

projects.

8202.28 BMP 34 L. Davisson

Excellent!  having this experienced installer on-site is critical and often not executed by the 

contractor Agree

8202.28 BMP 34 L. Davisson

Are there any requirements for cleaning to prevent fine sediments from clogging the permeable 

material over time? ACHD is developing a sweeping maintenance plan to address pavers in roadways and alleys.

8202.29 BMP 35 M.Dooley

One thing we need to do when designing permeable systems is utilize as much of the permeable 

surface for drainage.  As you know we are used to designing to a low point with traditional systems.  

There have been several early permeable projects designed where the edge of the asphalt and the 

edge of the pavers is the low point.  This doesn’t allow the water to move across the paver surface 

as debris builds up on that leading edge or low point.  Whole Foods parking stalls in front of the 

store is a good example of this versus the Whole Foods N. side or CSHQA parking strip.  Not sure 

how to relay that in the policy manual or if that’s the right place to put it.  I try and catch all the 

engineers early enough to discuss this with them.  It will reduce the frequency of maintenance. Noted.

8202.29 BMP 35 M.Dooley Material doesnt need to be washed.  Needs to meet the sieve criteria. (Aggregates) Will delete reference to "washed".

8202.29 BMP 35 M.Dooley

PICP system shall be installed by a contractor that has an Interlocking Concrete Pavement Institute 

(ICPI) Permeable Interlocking Concrete Pavement (PICP) installation certificate.  Included on page 67 under Installation requirements.

8202.25

Bioretention 

Planters M.Edmond (wall materials): Can metal railing be used above grade? If so, can it be included?

Yes. Section 8202.26 currently reads: Trees and planters can be protected by a raised curb, 

bollard, railing, or other fixed object.

8208.28

Stormwater Tree 

Cells M.Edmond

Wouldn’t “Suspended Paving System” be a more appropriate term for this? Either way, I’d like to be 

sure we’re using the same terms as you to avoid confusion. Otherwise, I think this section is great.

Suspended Paving System is a more general term for systems that may or may not also have a 

stormwater management function.  We use stormwater tree cells because it is a more specific 

reference to the purpose of these BMPs.

8202.15.7

Emergency 

Overflows S. Wonders

What will be accepted by ACHD to "demonstrate the ability to safely pass the 24hr, 100yr runoff 

event"? Guidance will be developed and clarification added to Manual.

8202.15.9

General Landscape 

Guidelines for 

Ponds S. Wonders What situations do not require fence?

Multi-use facilities designed for public use and the use of safety precautions such as gentle 

side slopes, vegetated barriers, and safety benches  might make a fence unnecessary.
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Exhibit C. Building Contractors Association (BCA) Comments and ACHD Actions 

1. ACHD Staff met with a Professional Advisory Group (PAG) monthly from September 2014 
through May 2015 to discuss proposed changes to the ACHD Policy Manual, Sections 
8000/8200. The PAG consisted of developers, designers, city staff and a representative of the 
BCA.  An on-line information sharing site was used throughout the process to provide discussion 
papers, background information and to encourage discussion between PAG members.  

2. In April 2015, the preliminary draft documents were provided to PAG members for an overall 
review.  At the May 2015 meeting, PAG members provided their comments.  Throughout the 
process, ACHD staff prepared responses to all comments received and made changes as needed. 

3. ACHD Staff met separately with BCA representatives on June 18, 2015 to discuss additional BCA 
concerns about proposed changes. The ACHD follow-up (June 30, 2015) to that discussion and 
proposed changes are shown below. No response was provided by BCA. 

4. A public comment period (July 22 – August 21) allowed for additional questions and comments. 
5. Additional comments received from the BCA are shown below with ACHD staff responses 

prepared following a meeting with BCA representatives on September 9. 
6. An additional clarification requested by the BCA (Sept. 24) was made by staff.   

 
ACHD Response and Proposed Changes (June 30, 2015) 
 
Geotechnical Investigation New language has been added to allow more flexibility under certain 
conditions: “The number of required explorations may be reduced, with ACHD approval; at infiltration 
sites where satisfactory data from adjacent areas is available that demonstrates a hydraulic conductivity 
greater than eight inches per hour (8”/hr).” 
 
The depth of explorations has been reduced from 10 feet below the facility to five feet below the 
facility. 
 
Infiltration Testing Rather than introduce new tests, we have included new language in an Appendix that 
describes current practices, in order to ensure that minimum standards are met.  There are four options 
based on whether an area has homogeneous conditions, has variable conditions, or is on 
bedrock.  Three ASTM Methods are also included as options and are likely to be used primarily for GSI 
facilities.  
 
The proposal to increase the number of infiltration tests to a minimum of two tests per facility has been 
eliminated. 
 
New language has also been added to allow greater flexibility under certain conditions: “The number of 
required tests may be reduced, with ACHD approval, for large projects with multiple small facilities or 
where satisfactory data from adjacent areas is available that demonstrates a hydraulic conductivity 
greater than eight inches per hour (8”/hr).” 
 
Groundwater Level Monitoring  The groundwater level monitoring period has been shortened from one 
year to periods coinciding with high flows in areas affected by the Boise River or during irrigation season 
in areas influenced by irrigation. Substantially equivalent site historical data regarding groundwater 
levels can be substituted if it meets stated criteria. 
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Groundwater Mounding Analysis A mounding analysis is no longer required but the potential for 
groundwater mounding should be addressed in the geotechnical report when the site meets the stated 
criteria. 
 
Factor of Safety  Minimum FOS of 2.  A FOS of 3 added for facilities located in bedrock. 
 
Designer Certification Certification will only be required for GSI facilities. 
 
BCA Comments Submitted During Public Comment Period 

August 20, 2015  
  
ACHD Section 8000 – 8200  
Storm Drain Policy 
comments:  
  

1.    Pollutants of Concern –   

• though there is nothing that can be done with this definition, we are 
disappointed that it appears ACHD did not push back on EPA when the current 
permit was negotiated.  As a result, the industry will be heavily burdened when 
trying to mitigate bacteria and temperature in the future  

2.    8009.2.1  Geotechnical Investigation – test locations must be within 30 feet of facility.  

• What happens if facility needs to move – no flexibility?  Need to start over?  

• We are concerned a nearly complete storm drain design will be needed prior to 
application for preliminary plat being submitted and prior to acquisition of 
property when tests are done.    

• Also, typically, a land owner / farmer will not give permission to dig up crops, so 
requiring test pits within 30 feet could cause 6 -‐12 month delay in order to test 
for groundwater depth in the right location.  

• Resulting in added costs, inflexibility, and unknown consequence  
3.    8009.2.4 – soil profile 5 feet below facility  

• Again, this requires storm drain design too early in the process.  

• Will ACHD consider 3 feet below facility?  
4.    8210.1.5 – Factor of Safety  

• It seems from some in the engineering community that FOS of 2 could be a lot 
more than necessary.  Why is a factor of safety component needed to be added on 
top of the professional geotech / engineer?  

• If FOS of 2 enlarges facilities, then we are opposed to this.  If FOS of 2 is what is 
already being included in geotech report, then that is ok.  But adding more on top 
of a professional’s report still seems excessive.  

5.    8010.2.2 – Stop construction during rain or snow melt  

• There needs to be some significant measurable amount of rain or snow melt to stop  
construction.  Otherwise construction will stop through many months of the 

year  
6.    8010.2.4 – Not always feasible to limit access over a facility  

• swales or infill development  
7.    8202.5   -‐ Washed sod  

• is hydro seed ok in lieu of washed sod?  
8.    8202.21 – Seepage beds  
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• why is 15% still needed for sediment  
i.    still require sand and grease traps  

ii.    Factor of Safety 2  
iii.    Oversizing was an old policy prior to sediment and erosion controls being  

put in 
place  

• Would ACHD consider 5 or 10%   
9.    Just confirming that Bio Swale mix is in swales and not required in pond, 

correct?  Otherwise this is cost prohibitive.  
10.  8202.24 – Ribbon curb now required on back side of swale? (ie both sides).  

• Don’t know how to build it and stay out of swale to avoid soil compaction  

• Installing ribbon curb on back side of swale is VERY costly.  

• Why 2 feet ground water separation ok for this BMP and not others?  
 
Proposed Changes to ACHD Policy Manual Section 8000 Based on Discussions Between ACHD staff and 
the Building Contractors Association on September 9, 2015 
  
1. Clarifications to suspension of construction of infiltration facilities only during rainfall events.   
8010.2   Protection of Infiltration Facilities During Home Construction (roads, utilities, structures) 
The area selected for the infiltration system shall be visibly marked and secured to prevent compaction of 
the underlying soils before and during construction from heavy equipment.  
8010.2.2  Stormwater infiltration facility construction shall be suspended during periods of rainfall or 
snowmelt. Construction shall remain suspended if ponded water is present or if residual soil moisture 
contributes significantly to the potential for soil smearing, clumping or other forms of compaction. 
 
2. Designer Oversight 
Current: 
8010.2.6 The Design Professional shall be responsible for oversight of the construction of permeable 
pavement, swales and bioretention facilities, and shall certify that the above construction requirements 
have been met. 
 
Proposed (Language provided by S. Wonders): 
8010.2.6 The Design Professional shall be in responsible charge of observation of the construction of 
permeable pavement, swales and bioretention facilities.  Observations done under the Design 
Professional shall endeavor to confirm that the construction is in general compliance with the Contract 
Documents.  After construction, the Design Professional shall prepare and seal record drawings based on 
information provided by the contractor and/or field observations that show documented material 
changes to the design plans, and shall submit those record drawings to ACHD.   
 
3. Clarifications/Limitations to practice of Landscape Architects  
No change.  It is the responsibility of the professional to only engage in activities within the limits of 
their practice and it is the responsibility of the licensing boards to take action in situations where a 
professional exceeds the limit of their practice.   
 
4.  Factor of Safety: 
Current: 
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A minimum Factor of Safety (FOS) of two (2) shall be applied to infiltration testing results.  A larger FOS 
shall be used by the designer if warranted by site conditions with a maximum design rate of eight inches 
per hour (8”/hr). 
 

Proposed: 

Measured infiltration rate >≥8”, no FOS (BCA-requested clarification, 9/24/15) 
Measured infiltration rate <8” and > 0.5”, FOS of 2 
A FOS of 2 shall be applied when the location of the infiltration test is greater than 50 feet from the 
proposed facility location. 
A larger FOS shall be used by the designer if warranted by site conditions with a maximum design rate of 
eight inches per hour (8”/hr). 
 
Modification to the Section on Plan Submittal Requirements 
 8012.6 Stormwater Preliminary Plan Submittal 
 
The Preliminary Plan Submittal shall include the following items: 
 
1. Plan sheets and associated details. 

Plans shall include a typical section for storage facilities that includes top and bottom design 
elevations for each material. The typical section shall also identify the seasonal high 
groundwater elevation, source of groundwater data, who prepared the soils geotechnical report 
and date of final report. The design infiltration rate utilized by the Design Professional to 
determine the drainage calculations, if applicable, shall also be shown on the typical section. 

 
2. Stormwater Report & Calculations: 

• General description of site features, including all water-related features, (e.g. wetlands, 
drainage/irrigation ditches, natural waterways). 

• Basin area map using color and hatching to differentiate the subbasins. Sequentially number 
each basin and identify C factor. 

• Pre and post-development peak flow rates and runoff volume calculations using the Rational 
Method. 

• The basin area map shall show flood routing and identify depth of ponding of the 100-year 
storm if the primary system is designed for less than the 100-year storm. All flows must be 
contained in the right-of-way or storm drain easements without impacting private property. 

 
3. Geotechnical Report: 
 

• Boring logs and soils classification. 
• Hydraulic conductivity in in/hr. 
• Establishment of the seasonal high groundwater elevation through monitoring. 
• The report shall show both the observed or measured hydraulic conductivity and the 

recommended design rate in inches/hour. 



From: David Yorgason
To: Joan Meitl
Cc: Jim Conger; Scott Wonders; Jon Wardle; Steve Martinez; Bruce Mills; Tim Nicholson; Erica Anderson-Maguire; 

Scott Spears; David Yorgason; Joe Canning
Subject: ACHD Policy Manual Sections 8000/8200
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2015 4:45:44 PM

Joan,

To meet your request for a response by tomorrow, I have the following comments:

1. Please make the change that was suggested by Joe for the measured 
infiltration rate to include 8” (and not only be greater than).  This should not 
be a big deal on your end, but I can see potential confusion when it comes to 
applying factor of safety.

Thank you for all your efforts.  This has clearly been a significant task managing all 
the comments and questions and we appreciate your efforts to explain and 
sometimes re-explain proposed changes.  

Though we know this will never be a perfect document, I feel the major concerns 
have been addressed.

Thanks again,
Dave Yorgason

 

 

From: Joan Meitl [mailto:Jmeitl@achdidaho.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 8:34 AM
To: Dave Yorgason (dyorgason6@gmail.com); Jim Conger (jconger@congergroup.com); 
'Scott Wonders' (swonders@jub.com); 'Jon Wardle'; Joseph D. Canning; Steve Martinez 
(tradewindsofidaho@hotmail.com)
Cc: Bruce Mills; Tim Nicholson; Erica Anderson-Maguire; Scott Spears
Subject: ACHD Policy Manual Sections 8000/8200
 
I’ve attached the proposed changes to the Manual based on our discussions on 
September 9, 2015.  Please review. If I’ve omitted anything, please let me know this 
week if possible. If you still have concerns, it would be helpful to know what the issue 
is and how it could be resolved.  Please respond no later than September 25.   I will be 
out of the office next week so if you have questions, please contact Erica Anderson-
Maguire. Thanks.
 
Joan M. Meitl
Stormwater Quality Specialist
208.387.6262
jmeitl@achdidaho.org
www.achdidaho.org
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http://www.achdidaho.org/


Exhibit D. Proposed Revisions Summary (October 2015) 

ACHD Policy Manual Revisions: Sections 8000 and 8200 

Topic Description Basis of Change 

Modified Standards (Section 8000) 

Geotechnical 
investigation 

 Determine depth to bedrock/impermeable layer if within 10 feet of 
proposed facility bottom. 

 Determine seasonal high groundwater level during critical period:  
› Seasonal runoff and spring rain events (Feb. 15 - June 30) on the 

Boise River floodplain/non-irrigated foothills  
› Irrigation season in all other locations (Apr. 15 - Oct. 31) 

 Required # of test pits/soil borings for infiltration areas: 
› < 1000 ft

2
: 1 each 

› < 5000 ft
2
: 2 pits or borings 

› Each additional 5,000 ft
2
: 1 additional 

 Site shall be evaluated to determine potential for groundwater 
mounding when certain risk factors are present.  

 
 

 Infiltration Test Methods 

More specific site evaluation requirements are proposed to ensure 
stormwater facilities are properly sited and designed.  The lack of accurate 
geotechnical site information has resulted in the redesign or reconstruction 
of stormwater facilities and this situation is occurring more frequently. The 
land currently available for development is more likely to have geotechnical 
issues such as high groundwater, groundwater mounding, bedrock, caliche 
or soils with low infiltration rates.  
When the lack of suitable conditions is identified after the infrastructure is 
partially constructed, or even after full street improvements and home 
construction, there are fewer options for reconfiguring the stormwater 
system in a way that meets all standards and policies, or these options can 
be cost –prohibitive. These facilities can also result in more frequent and/or 
additional maintenance activities on the part of ACHD maintenance staff.   
 
Procedures for most commonly used infiltration test methods included in 
Section 8200 to ensure consistent testing. 

Infiltration 
design rate 

A Factor of Safety (FOS) shall be applied to infiltration testing results as 
follows.   

 Measured infiltration rate >≥8”, no FOS  

 Measured infiltration rate <8” and > 0.5”, FOS of 2 

 A FOS of 2 shall be applied when the location of the infiltration test is 
greater than 50 feet from the proposed facility location. 

 A larger FOS shall be used by the designer if warranted by site 
conditions with a maximum design rate of eight inches per hour 
(8”/hr). 

This use of a FOS is a standard practice to account for uncertainty and long 
term deterioration of infiltration facilities that cannot be technically 
mitigated. This will result in facilities with additional performance capability; 
offset the uncertainty in the design process, the inexact nature of soil 
testing, and long-term variability. Values between 1 (no adjustment) and 10 
have commonly been used in the design of stormwater infiltration systems, 
with a factor of safety (FOS) of 2 being the recommended minimum.  

Design storms  Retention requirement allows use of the 25- year event for design, 
where safe conveyance of 100 year event can be demonstrated, except 
in the foothills.  

 
 
 

 Water Quality design storm deleted; water quality treatment now 
addressed through runoff reduction of 0.6” in 24 hours (NPDES Permit 
Requirement). 

The public, the Commission and staff have expressed concern about 
oversizing of ACHD stormwater facilities.  SPF Water Engineering (SPF) and 
CH2M Hill were contracted to review current sizing criteria and design 
curves, respectively.  Based on their analysis and recommendations, smaller 
design storms and new design curves are proposed that will result in smaller 
facilities.  Their analysis supports these recommendations. 
This is a NPDES Stormwater Permit requirement. 

Protection of 
infiltration 
areas 

Proposed infiltration areas must be protected from site runoff and 
compaction during construction. 

Existing language was strengthened to ensure that infiltration areas are 
protected to ensure they infiltrate properly. (NPDES Construction General 
Permit requirement.) 

  



Qualified 
designers 

Policy expanded to allow other licensed professionals to prepare and 
submit grading and drainage plans, including landscape architects. 

This allows landscape architects to pursue their scope of practice as defined 
by their Board.  Their involvement is important to the successful 
implementation of GSI. 

Designer 
oversight 

For GSI facilities, designer shall be in responsible charge of observation of 
construction and shall prepare and seal record drawings that show 
documented material changes.  

Because contractors have limited experience with GSI facilities, designer 
oversight is included to ensure facilities are properly built. 

Misc. New definitions, nuisance water, pond requirements moved to 8200 Definitions, clarification and edits 

Green Stormwater Infrastructure Standards (Section 8200) 

Permeable 
pavers 

Standards follow Interlocking Concrete Pavement Institute 
recommendations. 

The NPDES Stormwater Permit requires the development of GSI Pilot 
Projects and a Strategy for their use. These standards are proposed to 
ensure that GSI facilities in the ROW are designed and constructed properly. 
 
Bioretention soil media provides more water quality treatment and supports 
vegetation, unlike sand. If these areas are vegetated, they will be more 
attractive and the City of Meridian which is where these are primarily used, 
will count them as credit towards open space requirements, an added 
incentive. 

Stormwater 
tree cells 

Load bearing structures for tree growth and stormwater management. 
Tree/soil standards specified by City Foresters. 

Bioretention Standards for planters, bioswales and curb extensions.  Use of bioretention 
soil media required.  

Swales Three design options: Treatment/conveyance, infiltration and borrow ditch. 
Eliminated sand windows; require use of bioretention soil mix for water 
quality treatment.  

BMP Changes (Section 8200) 

Pond sediment 
storage 
volume  
Facility drain 
down time 

Additional 15% forebay volume no longer required. 
 
 
Changed from 24 hours to 48 hours 

The additional storage volume and drain down time are not needed for 
facilities to function properly.  This change will result in smaller ponds. 

Sand/ grease 
traps 

Use of traps limited to seepage beds and arterial storm drain system  ACHD has been routinely putting in sand and grease traps.  This change is 
designed to limit their use.  Sand and grease trap clean-outs should be 
conducted after each storm for them to be effective because of problems 
associated with sediment resuspension. In reality, they are only cleaned out 
every three years because of the large numbers, limiting their effectiveness. 
Other water quality pretreatment options are available. 

Alternative 
Best 
Management 
Practices  

Information submittal requirements for approval of new BMPs This new section describes the information needed to consider approval of 
new stormwater practices.  Prior to this, new approaches were either not 
allowed or allowed without any assurance that they would work.  This 
provides a process and specific requirements. 

Vegetation 
requirements 

Required for ponds. Only washed sod or sod grown on sandy soil allowed 
for swales; multiple options for bioretention facilities 

The ACHD Commission has requested that ponds be vegetated.  The pond 
revegetation manual is incorporated by reference. 
Currently only sandy soil sod or hydroseeding is allowed on infiltration areas 
because most sod in Ada County is grown on clay soils which limit 
infiltration.  This change also allows the use of washed sod in order to 
increase the availability of acceptable sod products. 

 




