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TO:  Ada County Highway District Commissioners, Director and Deputy Directors 

 

FROM: Joan M. Meitl, Stormwater Quality Specialist 

 

SUBJECT: Information Briefing for Sect 8000/8200 Stormwater Policy Update                                            

Staff Report – May 24, 2017 Work Session 

 

 

Executive Summary 

 

Staff has updated the 8000/8200 Stormwater Policy to address the Boise River Pollutants of Concerns, 

particularly phosphorus, as required by the NPDES Stormwater Permit and the Boise River TMDL.  A 

Professional Advisory Group met from February 2016 to March 2017 to discuss options for treatment 

including vegetation and the use of reactive filter beds.  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. Consistent with prior practice, staff proposes to adopt Section 8000 as an ordinance and Section 

8200 will be adopted by resolution.  

 

4. Policy review history: 

A Professional Advisory Group (PAG) met monthly from February 2016 through March 2017 to 

discuss the proposed changes. The draft policy was distributed for internal and PAG review. 

Cities and stakeholders having an interest in ACHD operations were directly notified about a 

review opportunity during the public comment period (May 15 – June 16, 2017). Exhibit A is the 

stakeholder recipient list. All comments received to date from PAG participants, including the 

Building Contractors Association (BCA) representatives, have been addressed and are attached 

as Exhibit B. 

 

5. Staff met with the BCA representatives on April 12, 2017 and on May 4, 2017, to discuss 

concerns and address comments. Modifications have been made based on these discussions.   

file://Appwsus/ACHDFiles/Groups/District/Engineering/Stormwater/8000-8200%20STORMWATER%20POLICY%20UPDATE


 

6. A summary of the primary policy and Stormwater Design Manual changes and the basis for 

these changes are summarized in Exhibit C.  These amendments address the Pollutants of 

Concern (POC) and propose facility design modifications to provide more treatment and improve 

functionality. 

 

Fiscal Implications 

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

1. The elimination of the additional 15% volume for sediment storage and change in volume 

calculations for seepage beds in common areas will result in smaller facilities.  

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

3. The revegetation requirements will primarily be added costs for ACHD projects as subdivision 

basins are typically vegetated when constructed. 

 

Policy Implications 

1. Adoption of the modified facility designs will ensure compliance with NPDES Stormwater 

Permit requirements. 

   

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. 

 

Next Steps 

The 8000/8200 stormwater policy update will be scheduled for adoption in ordinance and resolution at 

July 12, 2017 commission meeting. 

 

Attachment(s):  

EXHIBIT A – 8000/8200 Stakeholder Review List 

EXHIBIT B – Review Comment Summary  

EXHIBIT C – Summary of Proposed Amendments  



EXHIBIT A – 8000/8200 STAKEHOLDER REVIEW LIST 

  



Exhibit A. 8000/8200 Stakeholder Distribution List 
 

ACHD 
Bruce Wong John Kirk Steven Price 
Craig Quintana Dorrell Hansen Gary Inselman 
Jim Pickard Tim Nicholson Kaci Bader 
Jake Spencer Regina Cunningham Jeanne Gage 
Dale Kuperus Matt Degan Dennis Meredith 
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 Erica Anderson Maguire 

 

Professional Advisory Group 
Jim Wyllie, Boise Austin Peterson, Meridian Dave Meldrum, Paramatrix 

Brian Jorgenson, Boise Dave Yorgason, BCA Marcus Green, AECOM 

Jim Conger, Conger Group Russ Lodge HDR Donn Carnahan, Keller & Assoc 

Jon Breckon, Breckon Design Dan Baird, Beck and Baird  

 
Other Public Agencies 
Gordon Law, Kuna Jenah Thornborrow, Garden City Cathy Ward, Star 
Steve Siddoway, Meridian Toby Norton, Boise Robbin Finch, Boise 
Rob Bousfield, Boise Brian Murphy, Boise Hal Simmons, Boise 
Mike Dimmick, DD4 Sara Schafer, Boise Jay Gibbons, Meridian 

Ryan Armbruster, DD3 Mike Williams, Eagle Bill Vaughan, Eagle 
Greg Vitley, ITD Scott Rudel, ITD Matt Edmond, CCDC 
Angie Gilman, Ada County Kevin Wallis, Garden City Justin Walker, Star (Keller Associates) 
Brian Jorgenson, Boise   Steve Hubble, Boise  

 

Consultants 
Tim Burgess, Civil Survey Matt Hart, Civil Survey Pat Colwell, T-O Eng 
Gene Smith, The Land Group Kathy Strochein, Eng 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 Lance Davisson, TV Canopy Project 
David Koga, The Land Group Betsy Roberts, CH2M Hill Scott Wonders, JUB 

Jeff Werner, WH Pacific Rod Linja, Keller Associates Scott Stanfield, Mason and Stanfield Eng 

Kim Siegenthaler, Jensen Belts   

 

  



EXHIBIT B – REVIEW COMMENT SUMMARY 

  



Section 8000     

Comment  Response 

8007 What is the performance standard? Is it a realistic 
request? 

JC The policy states that "Stormwater facilities 
shall be designed to provide treatment for the 
Pollutants of Concern." with the presumption 
that the POC will be adequately treated if the 
BMP is designed, constructed and maintained 
according to policy.  

8007.8 Has this ever been enforced? Don't recall ever 
having to create O&M plan for HOA's for ACHD 
facilities. 

RSC O&M plans are currently required and this has 
been enforced.  In addition, O&M Plans are now 
required as a condition of ACHD's Stormwater 
Permit from EPA. 

8009.2 The use of an old geotech should be completely 
acceptable.  Infiltration does not change over time.  Soil 
strata does not change over time.  Groundwater could 
vary.  Install pipe/piezometer to monitor GW. levels. 
8009.2: Why must infiltration rates be current?  Historic 
infiltration rates should be allowed.  See engineer’s 
comments submitted with my comments. 
8009.2 – Geotechnical Investigation:  The last sentence 
of this paragraph essentially negates any benefit to 
using a previous geotech report by requiring “current” 
data. What does that mean – in my mind, you start 
over. The part of the original report that is “usable” is 
really useless if you need to bring the perc testing 
current. 
8009.2 Why add this clause? Infiltration rates and 
infiltration data do not change over time.  An old 
geotech report is still valid. 

JC 
 
 
 
BCA 
 
 
JC 
 
 
 
 
RSC 

Current policy requires an infiltration test to 
verify the facility specific infiltration rate at the 
design depth and that explorations be done at, 
or within fifty feet (50’) of the proposed BMP 
location and having the same NRCS Soil Survey 
map unit. If it can be demonstrated that the 
infiltration test was done at the proposed 
infiltration depth, within the required proximity 
to the proposed location or in similar materials, 
then historic information can be used. 

8009.2.1 It is difficult to get a test pit within 50' of a 
preliminary drainage facility.  Site layouts change many 
times from geotech to plan set completion. 

JC The existing requirement is soil explorations be 
performed within 30' of the facility location.  It 
was changed to 50' to be consistent with 
requirements in Section 8010.1.5. This is 
required to ensure the BMP location is 
accurately characterized given the natural 
variability that can occur on a development site. 

8009.2.4:  Why is boring a test pit required to be deeper 
than a pit dug by a backhoe?  Why 18 feet? 

BCA The existing requirement for soil explorations is 
at least five (5) feet below the proposed bottom 
of the facility.  The additional language that the 
profile shall extend eighteen (18) feet below 
existing ground or finish grade was added to 
clarify what the depth should be when boring as 
opposed to excavation is used. This corresponds 
to five feet below typical seepage beds.  

8009.2.4 What is the bottom of the facility?  Please 
define.  Geotechnical boring depths are limited to 
equipment or soil refusal.  What backhoe digs 18' 
down? 

JC The existing requirement for soil explorations is 
at least five (5) feet below the proposed bottom 
of the facility.  The additional language that the 
profile shall extend eighteen (18) feet below 
existing ground or finish grade was added to 
clarify what the depth should be when boring as 
opposed to excavation is used. This corresponds 
to five feet below typical seepage beds.  



8009.4:  Groundwater – I recognize there are no 
proposed changes in this section, however could ACHD 
consider softening this a bit?  What happens if 
monitoring does not occur until summer months (ie 
start after irrigation season begins), but sufficient data 
is collected through the season to determine seasonal 
high ground water (ie collect data June through 
November)?  If sufficient data is collected (I am not 
saying one or two measurements in October) to give 
geotech confidence in their report, will this suffice or 
will we have to wait another year before a full season of 
monitoring can occur?  I recognize this is a sensitive 
topic, however the way the policy is written suggests an 
applicant could wait / monitor for a year and a half or 
more, which seems excessive. 

BCA The previous monitoring requirement was for 
one year.  The current requirement was 
adopted to shorten that time period. These 
periods reflect the times when groundwater is 
most likely to be at its seasonal high level. 

Disagree. 18-feet is too deep for the typical backhoe or 
excavator.  We do not want the depth of the test pits 
dictating the depth of the stormwater facilities.  
Facilities will be designed soley off of the geotechnical 
report recommendations. 

RSC The existing requirement for soil explorations is 
at least five (5) feet below the proposed bottom 
of the facility.  The additional language that the 
profile shall extend eighteen (18) feet below 
existing ground or finish grade was added to 
clarify what the depth should be when boring as 
opposed to excavation is used. This corresponds 
to five feet below typical seepage beds.  

8009.9:  Why is the use of pipe storage discouraged by 
ACHD?  And, can the design include certified sand 
treatment below the pipe (ie like a seepage bed)? 

BCA Lack of proper maintenance equipment and 
difficult to maintain. 

8010.1.3 – Subsurface Infiltration Facilities:  How are 
existing alleys to be paved or unopened right-of-ways 
handled? Will an adjoiner have to create a common lot 
to contain the stormwater? 

JC When on-site retention is not possible, off-site 
mitigation is an option. 

80010.1.3 Please clarify long-term objective with this 
policy Is it not preffered to have ACHD facilities within 
ACHD ROW and not within private property? 

JC The objective of this policy is that BMPs be 
located in areas not covered by roadways or 
sidewalks. BMPs can be located within the ROW 
or on private property with an easement. 

8010.2.6 – Professional Oversight:  Apparently record 
drawings by the design professional are only required 
for permeable pavement, swales and bioretention 
facilities? 

JC Record drawings are required for all stormwater 
facilities. 

8010.5:  FOS of 2 should not apply b/c a test pit is not 
within 50 feet of BMP if it is known the groundwater is 
very low in the area.  This will cause unnecessary 
oversizing of facilities. 

BCA Noted. 

8012.1 – Plan Preparers:  Previously the ACHD changed 
designer qualifications to “Idaho Licensed Design 
Professional”. This section removes that requirement 
and replaces it for this section with a “professional with 
horticultural experience and knowledge”. We would 
suggest this not be changed. If designers are “Idaho 
Licensed Design Professionals” that should be 
consistent throughout the policy. This issue is similar to 
wording added to Section 8202.22. 

JC The professions most qualified to design 
vegetation plans do not have a licensing 
program hence the modified qualifier. 



8012.1 ACHD should specify exactly what material and 
plants should exist within their facilities.  Does this only 
apply to the new bio-swales? Define "Qualified 
Professional." 

JC ACHD has developed the following to address 
plant materials in bioretention facilities: "ACHD 
Criteria for Selection of Plant Materials for 
Bioretention Facilities”; and ponds: “Ada County 
Highway District Stormwater Management Pond 
Revegetation Guidance Manual” (April 2014). 
The proposed policy reads: "The landscaping 
and O&M Plans for stormwater facilities where 
the vegetation is a functional part of the facility, 
shall be prepared by a professional with 
horticultural experience and knowledge." 

Clarify that requirement that planting design and O&M 
plans be prepared by a qualified professional only 
applies to vegetated BMPs, not landscaping. 

PAG Agree. 

Page 1, near top, 8007 – This small section of text that 
refers to performance standards for water quality is the 
crux of the entire document. Is this statement just an 
overview statement, or is there something specific 
proposed that will define these standards? 

JC The policy states that "Stormwater facilities 
shall be designed to provide treatment for the 
Pollutants of Concern." with the presumption 
that the POC will be adequately treated if the 
BMP is designed, constructed and maintained 
according to policy.  

8011.5.2:  Why was text regarding borrow ditches 
deleted?  Would large rural lots still be allowed to use a 
borrow ditch?  Is ribbon curb required to satisfy the 
requirement? 

BCA This language was moved to Section 8200. 

8011.5.8 & 9:  Why was this text regarding 
Wingwalls/Headwalls/Cuttoff Walls deleted? 

BCA These requirements will be moved to the Bridge 
section of the Policy Manual. 

8012.3:  Why was text regarding Stormwater Concept 
Plans deleted?  Are Stormwater Concept Plans still 
waived for Development Projects?   

BCA While the details for Concepts Plans are 
deleted, the Design Professional is still required 
to coordinate with the Development Review 
Section to discuss the design prior to submitting 
preliminary plans.  

Page 1, near bottom, 8012.6 – Preliminary Plan 
Submittals:  Could we add “information or” before 
“survey”? I could see that specific survey may be 
expensive and other information, such as record 
drawings or existing topo maps could be a good 
replacement, less costly and could be better. 

JC Agree. 

8012.10 – Post-Construction Submissions – Number 2:  
“Based on District CAD to GIS Procedures”. There are 
always concerns about intellectual properties and 
possible liabilities to design professionals from the 
improper use of CAD files. Generally CAD files are 
created from numerous sources of information that 
may work fine for the design purposes of the licensed 
design professional, but may not work for other 
possible uses that were never intended. The concern 
here is how are the requirements set by the ACHD for 
the data? May they be unilaterally made by ACHD staff? 
Changes should be properly vetted with design 
professionals prior to being made a requirement. 

JC ACHD is requiring CAD blocks to contain storm 
drain and irrigation pipes and structures, 
sidewalk, and EP/Lip of Gutter only.  The data is 
geolocated horizontally to assist GIS staff in 
mapping new infrastructure.  No vertical info is 
mapped.   



8012.11 – Subdivisions, Multi-Lot Developments:  The 
third paragraph starts by noting “basins”, but then 
moves to “stormwater facilities”. Should terms be 
conformed to just be “stormwater facilities? Further 
this section addresses facilities must not be located on 
residential lots. Our concern is that very small 
developments of maybe two to five lots are difficult to 
incorporate and manage common lots. Also when 
existing streets or unopened streets are developed, is it 
reasonable to force creation of common lot to handle 
existing right-of-way? 

JC This section says that "stormwater basins shall 
be located in a common lot maintained by the 
developer or HOA in perpetuity and within a 
stormwater easement. Public street stormwater 
facilities are not allowed on any privately owned 
residential lot." BMPs currently required to be 
located in common lots include basins and it is 
proposed that this requirement extend to 
vertical sand filters. 

Section 8200     

Comment  Response 

 BMP01 Sand and Grease Trap (Pretreatment):  In the 
second paragraph under Design, identify where the 0.5 
fps velocity is occurring. 

JC Compliance point is at the throat. 

BMP01 Sand and Grease Trap (Pretreatment):  In the 
second paragraph under Design, we presume the high 
flow bypass pipe is preferred to be sized by flow rather 
than volume as the goal is to not exceed the 0.5 fps 
velocity through the tank throat? This makes a 
difference on how the diversion occurs with the best 
method being an orifice rather than a weir or spill 
elevation baffle. This comment is also applicable to 
many of the BMP drawings that use a high flow bypass 
system. Just for discussion, a 7 or 8 inch diameter 
orifice would usually provide the limited flow needed. 
The problem is trash collection in the orifice. The orifice 
may have to be placed in a location other than 
traditional locations and may temporarily surcharge 
part of the pretreatment system for high flows. 

JC That is correct.  

BMP01 Sand and Grease Trap (Pretreatment):  In the 
third paragraph under Design, the paragraph starts by 
using a maximum flow through a 1,000 gallon tank and 
then changes to a velocity for a 1,500 gallon tank. For 
consistency, just specific the flow for the 1,500 gallon 
tank at 4.15 cfs (this equates to what is provided in the 
table below the paragraph. 

JC Noted. 

BMP02 Treatment and Conveyance Swale 
(Pretreatment):  In the second paragraph under Design, 
the ease of maintenance of even a 3:1 slope is 
questionable. We suggest deleting the additional 
wording proposed. 

JC Noted. 

BMP02 Treatment and Conveyance Swale 
(Pretreatment):  In the third paragraph under Design, 
notes that curb cuts are not allowed. Is the intent to 
allow curb openings per the ACHD standard drawings? 

JC No. 

New BMP: Sediment Manhole:  Is this replacing 
sediment tanks? If so, I would like to see what they are 
proposing. 

JC No.  It's only another pretreatment option.  The 
design references the ISPWC manhole design. 



Basin Side Slopes. If is our opinion that fencing should 
be a factor of pond depth, not side slope. Many older 
developments have 1:1 side slopes on swales and 
ponds.  They look great and function sufficiently.  The 
flatter side slopes increase the foot print of the facility 
while decreasing the capacity. What is the true fear of 
steep side slopes (2:1 is not "that steep") 

JC Noted. 

Basin Side Slopes:  How high is the proposed fence? 
Whose fence is it to maintain? 

JC The fence shall be a minimum 4' high with a 
maximum 4" between the upright posts. ACHD 
provides maintenance. 

Basin Side Slopes:  What happens if a designer would 
suggest using a side slope of 3.5:1? There is a gap in the 
criteria from 4:1 to 3:1. And then what about a side 
slope of 3:1 and not greater? This entire paragraph 
needs to be rewritten. Since the wording states “…shall 
be approved by ACHD…”, we presume the intent is that 
a design will automatically be approved with 3:1 or 
greater side slopes if the basin is fenced and side slopes 
appropriately protected? We do not believe this is the 
intent. 

JC Section has been clarified: Side slopes should be 
4:1 (horizontal: vertical), but no greater than 3:1 
unless specifically approved by ACHD and the 
basin is fenced for safety. Fences shall be four 
(4) feet high with a top bar.  

Basin Side Slopes:  I agree with engineer’s comments 
regarding side slopes for basins, swales, etc.  Geogrid or 
other erosion control material should not be required 
unless slope is 2:1.  3:1 or greater should not have 
additional fencing or erosion control requirements.  
Regarding fencing a basin, shallow bottom facility 
should not have a fence with  

BCA ACHD currently requires that side slopes greater 
than 3:1 be fenced for safety. Erosion control 
requirements have been added to protect 
slopes till vegetation is established because of 
numerous erosion problems to date. 

General Landscape Guidelines for Basins. Disagree.  
Who maintains this landscaped pond?  How about an 
option? 

JC The vegetation requirement is intended to 
ensure that dissolved phosphorus is removed 
from stormwater.  In HOAs, ponds are generally 
vegetated and are maintained by the HOAs. See 
Section 80.12.15. 

General Landscape Guidelines for Basins.  Last 
paragraph – would hydro seed be accepted in lieu of 
washed turf?  I recall discussing this in our last session 
and would like to add it.  If it is not acceptable, please 
explain why. 

BCA Vegetation can be established by seeding and is 
described in the Pond Revegetation Guidance 
Manual which is incorporated by reference. 

Basin Definitions:  Just a comment that using the new 
term of “basin” hopefully will not confuse people, as 
noted in our comment on 8011.5.7, with a stormwater 
drainage contributing “basin”. We are not suggesting 
using “pond”, basin is a better term. Just pointing out 
the use of “basin” already. 

JC Noted. 

Basin Liners:  Would the District consider including a 
spec for HDPE liners to provide an option? 

JC Will add language that HDPE liners are an 
options when approved in writing by ACHD 
staff. 

Basin Liners:  There might be some instances because of 
groundwater that 1 foot of cover may be problematic. I 
understand the desire, but could 6 inches be adequate 
in some installations? 

JC Liners can no longer be used in locations 
without adequate separation from 
groundwater.  A wet basin, wetland or swale 
should be used instead. 

Basin Liners:  I would like to know what changed, if 
anything, in this table for PVC liners.  Or is this 

BCA This is current policy but was moved from BMP 
11. 



consistent with current practice? 

 Dams and Embankments:  This section lists side slopes 
SHOULD be no steeper than 3:1. Does this require 
fencing? 

JC Side slopes and embankments are handled 
differently.  We rarely see embankments except 
in foothill drainages. 

BMP 11 Detention Basin with Forebay (Pretreatment & 
Storage):  Under Design, the specifications for a liner is 
included again (the same as 8202.17.9). The subject 
section includes a reference back to 8202.17, does the 
table for the liner have to be here again? 

JC The table will be moved to the section which 
includes general requirements for basins. 

Page 3, near middle, 8202.19 – Detention Basin:  I am 
confused. This section references “surface water”, but 
the section is discussing underdrains. What about 
“groundwater”? I could see someone designing a 
detention basin that might discharge to a retention 
basin due to real estate or soil issues. I must conceded 
that this might be very rare, but possible with the new 
infiltration rate requirements. But why is the amended 
soil (BSM I presume) being required? I think this would 
depend on the native or embankment soils. Most Idaho 
soils that have a low infiltration rate have excellent 
cation capacity. Why require BSM in these areas when 
they are not intended to infiltrate anyway? 

JC This detention BMP can be used when sited in a 
location with an off-site discharge and when a 
wet BMP cannot be used.  The facility must be 
vegetated which requires amended topsoil.  
BSM is another option - but not a requirement. 

Standard Drawing BMP 13 (on Pages 31 and 33):  This 
drawing in included twice in the material. Is that 
necessary? In the section view of the BMP, on the right 
side of the section, there is information of separation to 
groundwater. Is the intent that with a liner the 
separation to groundwater one foot or is the three foot 
still required and then a one foot soil cover over the 
liner is what the note is calling for? If the call is for one 
foot separation to groundwater from the liner, that 
needs to be clarified. 

JC The drawing on p. 33 should have been the 
Constructed Wetland Basin. A liner will not be 
required for the forebay; instead amended soils 
and vegetation will be required to provide 
treatment. 

BMP 14 Constructed Wetland Basin (Treatment & 
Storage):  In the fourth paragraph under Description, 
the plan is prepared by a “professional with 
demonstrated experience designing wetlands”. Similar 
to a concern presented for Section 8012.1, who is this, 
what experience qualifies and what kind of 
“professional” is this? We believe the current wording 
in the ACHD policy manual of “Idaho Licensed Design 
Professional”, as those professionals are regulated by 
the state of Idaho, is adequate to protect the public and 
meet the goals of the District. 

JC The professions most qualified to design 
vegetation plans do not have a licensing 
program hence the modified qualifier. 

BMP 20 Seepage Bed. If a seepage bed is within ACHD 
ROW and I=8"/hr do we have to provide sediment 
storage? (Current policy says no)  If it fails, drainage will 
back-up into the ROW anyway.  Double standard? 

JC Current policy requires an additional 15% 
volume for sediment storage for all seepage 
beds, regardless of their location. 

Standard Drawing BMP 20:  In this drawing, in note 12, 
please define the compliance point for the 0.5 fps. 

JC Compliance point is at the throat. 



Seepage Bed BMP 20. How much is the additional fee?  
We will likely oppose a fee. • Crushed aggregate table – 
why did the spec change to 1”?  • Is the water quality 
pipe new to the design (sheet 3 of 3)?  

BCA The fee has been eliminated and restrictions on 
location substituted. The crushed aggregate 
spec was changed to match what is locally 
available, to avoid requiring a special crush. The 
only change to the drawing on page 3 of 3 is the 
location of the observation well. 

Seepage Bed BMP 20. Clarify that if design infiltration 
rate is 8"/hr, then it is not required to increase the 
design volume by 15% for sediment storage.  Seems like 
a double-standard because regardless of seepage bed 
location the flooding will occur in the street ROW.  
Should not differentiate between location of seepage 
bed in ROW versus seepage bed in common lot. 

RSC Seepage beds are currently required to have 
15% additional storage for sediment in all cases.  
The proposal is to eliminate the additional 
volume when facilities are located in a common 
area only. 

Vertical Sand Filter BMP 21. Disagree.  It is a horizontal 
sand filter. 
BMP 21 Vertical Sand Filter:  The word “horizontal” has 
been changed to “vertical”. This is incorrect. A vertical 
sand filter is shown in the drawing for BMP 20. The 
confusion is probably coming from the orientation of 
the filter material. To clarify the filter, we would suggest 
the name be changed to “horizontal flow sand filter”. 
Usually sand filters are named for their hydraulic flow 
direction and not their orientation. The word “vertical” 
is used in several places in the section and its drawing. 
Horizontal (Vertical) Sand Filter:  Is something drastic 
going on here? I cannot imagine changing the name to a 
“vertical” sand filter, because a “horizontal sand filter” 
certainly is not a vertical sand filter”. 
BMP 21 Vertical Sand Filter. Disagree with re-naming of 
BMP. Name should represent the direction in which 
stormwater infiltrates through the sand filter media.  
What happens when a sand filter is 2'w x 2't?  What do 
you call it? 

JC Standard BMP nomenclature uses the term 
"horizontal" when the long plane of the sand 
filter is horizontal to the ground surface. In BMP 
21, the long plane of the sand filter is 
perpendicular to the ground surface. 

BMP 21 Vertical Sand Filter:  In the third paragraph 
under description, is the additional contribution to the 
District for replacement of the sand filter in the future 
for one replacement of applicable surfaces or for 
multiple replacements? Is the cost at current or future 
cost? Is this similar to a trust fund deposit and eligible 
for recovery by the payee after X years? 

JC The fee has been eliminated and restrictions on 
location substituted. 

BMP 21 Vertical Sand Filter. Why are only capital 
maintenance projects allowed (sheet 2 of 2)?  

BCA Instead of charging an additional fee for vertical 
sand filters in the ROW, their location has been 
restricted to common areas. 

Standard Drawing BMP 21:  In this drawing, on sheet 2 
of 2 in note 11, please define the compliance point for 
the 0.5 fps. In the cover note header on sheet 2 of 2, it 
is noted that a filter is only allowed in Capital or 
Maintenance Projects. This seems counter to the text in 
8202.24. We can see projects in high groundwater areas 
that have existing roads or alleys where improvements 
are required for those right-of-ways may have sand 
filters as the only option.  

JC Compliance point is at the throat. Instead of 
charging an additional fee for vertical sand 
filters in the ROW, their location has been 
restricted to common areas.  



Standard Drawing BMP 30:  In this drawing on sheet 1 
of 3, we note the inclusion of an optional gravel layer 
below the BSM and choker layer. We do not understand 
how this gravel layer will ever “store” anything since its 
rate of hydraulic conductivity is explosive compared to 
the slow rate of the BSM material. In this drawing on 
sheet 1 of 3, is the choker layer only required with the 
optional gravel storage layer below it?. In this drawing 
on sheet 3 of 3, the table at the bottom of the sheet 
notes a percent slope of 10% maximum. Doesn’t the 
text for the BMP note a maximum slope of 6%? In this 
drawing on sheet 3 of 3, we presume the bottom of the 
swale may be flat and a flat bottom is preferred since 
this is a retention device? Elevation may be made up 
between runs of a flat bottom and then a check dam. A 
flat bottom will maximize contact with as much BSM as 
possible.  

JC The optional gravel layer is allowed when the 
infiltration rate of the underlying native soils is 
the limiting factor. The choker layer is only 
required when the optional gravel layer is used. 
The drawing will be clarified to show that slope 
maximum is 6%. A flat bottom is preferred. 

BMP 30 Bioretention Swale. Really need 3:1 side slopes 
to be allowed on bio-swales. 4:1 is not realistic.  4:1 side 
slope create huge facilities with little capacity.  Detail 
and description don't match. Is the 2' flat bottom a 
must? IT makes the swale too wide to fit in most 
applications.  Why 24" of BSM?  Need 
justification/statistics of why. 

RSC No changes were/are proposed to this section.   

BMP 30 – Bioretention Swales:  As I noted above, why is 
the BSM being required? I think this would depend on 
the native or embankment soils. Most Idaho soils that 
have a low infiltration rate have excellent cation 
capacity. Why require BSM in these areas when they 
are not necessarily intended to infiltrate anyway? I 
could see the BSM being used if that surface area were 
used in the infiltration calculation. 

JC BSM has been required since the 2015 revisions 
to the Policy Manual.  The proposed change is a 
clarification that BSM must be used throughout 
the swale and not just on the bottom. 

BMP 34 Permeable Pavers (Treatment & Storage):  DEQ 
has indicated that horizontal separation distances to 
water lines apply to pavers that receive run-on from 
adjoining improvements. 

JC Noted. 

Observation Wells: Observation well should still fall 
within the project area (thinking of commercial 
developments) 

JC This will not affect commercial developments.  
They are under the jurisdiction of the cities. 

Observation Wells: Add a minimum distance for the 
location of the second observation well. 

BCA Agree. 
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Exhibit C.  Summary of Proposed Amendments 

Proposed Change (Section numbers are current 
numbering) 

Basis for Change 

Section 8000 

Various edits and clarifications Punctuation, spelling, references etc. 

8007 Addition of performance standard for water 
quality: Stormwater facilities shall be designed to 
provide treatment for the Pollutants of Concern.  

To ensure facilities are designed to provide 
treatment for all pollutants of concern.  

8009.2 Addition: If it can be demonstrated that the 
infiltration test was done at the proposed infiltration 
depth, within the required proximity to the proposed 
location or in similar materials, then historic information 
can be used. 

Current policy requires an infiltration test to 
verify the facility specific infiltration rate at 
the design depth and that explorations be 
done at, or within fifty feet (50’) of the 
proposed BMP location and having the same 
NRCS Soil Survey map unit.  

8009.2.1 Soil Explorations: Clarification 
Explorations will be done at, or within thirty feet (30’) 
fifty feet (50’) of the proposed BMP location and having 
the same NRCS Soil Survey map unit. 

Discrepancy in test pit distance from 
infiltration facility 8009.2.1 informs us that 
the test pits must be within that 30’. Later, 
8010.5 clarifies that if the test pits are NOT 
within a required 50’ distance, the engineer 
must apply a FOS of 2 to the design.  

8009.2.4 Soil Profile: The profile shall extend eighteen 
(18) feet below existing ground or finish grade, 
whichever is lower when boring or at least five (5) feet 
below the proposed bottom of the facility when using 
excavation to develop the soil profile.   

Additional option 

8010.1.3 Subsurface Infiltration Facilities 
Subsurface infiltration facilities shall be located outside 
the roadway prism within a common lot encumbered by 
an ACHD stormwater easement. If a common lot is not 
available, it Seepage beds may be located in a planter 
strip or under the sidewalk subject to limitations 
described in 8202.22. Infiltration facilities can only be 
installed under the roadway pavement section if 
approved in writing by ACHD. 

 

8011.3.3 and 3.4. Deleted Information already found in other sections 
or was moved. 

8011.5.3 Alternate Inlet Spacing: Section deleted Not needed. 

80.11.5.6 Velocities.  Addition: The velocity of each pipe 
run shall be clearly depicted on the plan sheets. 

To assist staff in Development Review 

8011.5.8 End Sections, Wingwalls/Headwalls/Cutoff 
Walls - Deleted 

Will be addressed in revisions to bridge 
requirements. 

8012.1 New: “The landscaping and O&M Plans for 
stormwater facilities where the vegetation is a 
functional part of the facility shall be prepared by a 
professional with horticultural experience and 
knowledge.” 

Require that stormwater facility planting 
design and O&M plan be prepared by a 
qualified professional.  

8012.6 Preliminary Plan Submittal additions: Show Information needed by review staff. 



topography and ensure there is sufficient survey to 
explain the design and upstream/downstream effects. 

8012.3 Deleted section addressing Stormwater Concept 
Plans for Capital Projects 

Already addressed in standard scope of work 
for capital projects. 

8012.6.3 Addition to Geotechnical Report Submittal: 
Map showing the locations of the test pits, boring holes, 
and groundwater monitoring.  

Information needed by review staff. 

8012.11 Post Construction Submissions. Changed: One 
CD with a pdf of the final plans and CAD files based on 
District CAD to GIS Procedures showing the stormwater 
layer and street layout with survey control.      

 

Section 8200 

Various edits   Punctuation, spelling, clarification, references 
etc. 

8202.13 Conveyance Swale: Sizing equation changed 
from runoff reduction volume to 2-year event 
volume. 

The 2-year event has been used as the “water 
quality treatment event”, appropriate for this 
pretreatment BMP. 

New BMP: Sediment manhole  References ISPWC SD - 611 

8202.16 Basin Requirements BMPs 10 -14 

Replace references to “ponds” with “basins” and 
define “basin”: A basin is an impoundment created by 
a dam or an excavation for the purpose of storing 
water and settling sediment and other pollutants 
from surface runoff. A retention basin is designed to 
hold a specific amount of water until the water can 
infiltrate. A detention basin is designed to 
temporarily hold, or detain, a specified volume of 
runoff while slowly releasing flows at a controlled 
rate to a receiving conveyance system. 

To clarify differences between these BMPs in 
order to ensure that the applicable standards 
are applied. 

8202.16.1 Side Slopes: The original proposal required 
the use of erosion control mats, three-dimensional 
root mats, or geogrids on basin side slopes. 

This proposal has been removed and instead 
the Improvement Agreement will be modified 
to include additional bonding for basin 
revegetation. 

8202.16.4 Require rip-rap armoring of the forebay 
berm at a narrow notch in the berm allowing flow 
from the forebay to the main basin body.   

Requirement added to prevent erosion 

8202.16.4 Forebays  
Change: Size forebays to contain ten (10) percent of 
the total basin volume; fifteen (15) percent for 
facilities in foothills.  
Addition: Forebays vegetated for water quality 
treatment.   
 

 
This replaces sizing based on the water-quality 
event (2-year storm) and will result in smaller 
forebays. 
Added to provide treatment for dissolved 
phosphorus. 

8202.16.5 Dams and Embankments  
Addition: Embankment soils should be compacted to 
95% of their maximum density at optimum moisture. 

 
Requirement added for stability and to prevent 
erosion. 

8202.16.7 Detention Basins This will mitigate nuisance flows. 



Areas within a basin that convey water shall have a 
minimum 2% slope.  

8202.16.7 Language moved from BMP 13 – Wet 
Retention or Detention Basin 

 

Information moved from 8202.19 to new section.   
Basin Liners with this addition: Liners may be used 
when designing a wet basin with porous soils. The 
liner shall be used with a minimum one foot (1’) of 
cover. 

Requirements for minimum cover are designed 
to protect the liner from damage. 

8202.16.8 General Landscape Guidelines 
Eliminate use of sand in primary basin cell and require 
vegetation on basin bottom and side slopes. Basin 
soils must be replaced or amended following 
construction to support plant germination and 
growth and the design infiltration rate must be 
maintained.  

 

8202.16.8 Changed fence requirements for ACHD 
basins on drawing to match narrative.  

 

8202.19 Detention Basin with Underdrain: Name 
changed from Sand Filter Extended Detention Basin. 
New language: “Detention basins with under drains 
which discharge to surface water shall include a 
minimum of 24 inches of amended topsoil. The 
bottom of the facility (below topsoil) shall be at least 
one foot above the seasonal high water table and 
bedrock as determined by the geotechnical 
investigation.” Pipe specifications added. 

This change will provide additional treatment 
for dissolved phosphorus, a Pollutant of 
Concern. 
Additional water quality requirement based on 
surface water discharges and limited detention 
time. 

8202.21 Wetland Basin: Added requirement that the 
wetland vegetation selected shall be presented in a 
plan prepared by a professional with demonstrated 
experience designing wetlands. The wetland planting 
plan must be approved by ACHD prior to 
construction. 

 

 8202.22 Subsurface Facilities – BMPs 20-22  

8202.22 BMP 20 Seepage Bed  
When located in common lot:  

 Eliminate requirement for additional sediment 
storage  

 Allow sizing that assumes infiltration during first 
hour  

 Trees can be located with the ten foot 
easement adjacent to beds 

When located in ROW:  

 Additional volume (15→25%) for sediment 
storage  

 Allow sizing that assumes infiltration during first 
hour   

Changes to encourage siting of seepage beds in 
common lots.  Limits in ROW designed to make 
replacement easier. 



 Limited to area within five feet of face of curb 

 Bed no greater than ten feet in depth to the 
bottom of the rock 

 May not extend outside of the right-of-way 
(may not encroach on private lot in an 
easement)  

8202.22 BMP 20 Addition: Seepage beds shall have a 
minimum cover of 1.5 feet. If placed in the roadway 
or under the sidewalk, minimum cover is 1 foot below 
the pavement subgrade. 

Requirement added for facility protection 

8202.23 BMP 21 Horizontal Sand Filter: Name 
changed to Vertical Sand Filter.  Only allowed in 
common areas. 

Name changed and restricted to common areas 
in high groundwater areas. 

8202.25 Bioretention Facilities BMPs 30-32  

8202.25.6 Bioretention Media 
The bottom of the facility (below BSM) shall be at 
least two one feet foot above the seasonal high water 
table and bedrock as determined by the geotechnical 
investigation. 

Intended for use in high groundwater areas.  
Three feet of separation is achieved by using 
two feet of BSM and one foot of native soil. 

8202.25.7 Deleted use of pea gravel and river rock as 
mulch. 

Stone hinders the formation of topsoil in the 
practice and will not provide the same 
treatment benefits as mulch. Stone can be 
problematic for maintenance if it migrates into 
the soil.  

8202.26 Bioretention Swale 
Definition added: Bioretention swales are a graded 
and engineered landscape feature appearing as a 
linear, shallow, open channel with trapezoidal or 
parabolic shape. The design of swales acts as a filter 
medium removing pollutants and allows stormwater 
infiltration.  

To clarify differences between BMPs in order to 
ensure that the applicable standards are 
applied. 

8202.26 Bioretention swales shall include a minimum 
of 24 inches of Bioretention Soil Mix (BSM) 
throughout the swale.  

Infiltration does not just occur on the bottom of 
the swale.  BSM is needed throughout the 
swale profile to provide treatment.  

8202.29 Bioretention Curb Extension 
Addition: Curb extensions shall include delineators as 
shown in the BMP 32 details. 

 

8202.29 Stormwater Tree Cells BMP 33  

Drawing Changes: 
▪ An eighteen inch (18”) sump shall be required for 
the catch basin. 
▪ A gravel sleeve shall be required around the water 
distribution pipe. 
▪ Skimmer will be replaced by 90⁰ removable elbow. 

 
Provides more sediment capture.  
 
The gravel sleeve is needed to prevent 
migration of soil into the pipe. 
Provides better access for maintenance. 

Appendices: Design example deleted.  Basin 
Revegetation Manual added. 

 

Changes to BMP Standard Drawings (See each To reflect proposed changes in narrative or 



drawing for changes.) clarify existing requirements. 

Observation Well Changes: 
Second well located outside of the stormwater facility 
across the street in the sidewalk or a minimum of 50’ 
away. A second observation (located outside of the 
facility) is not required for wet BMPs. 

Wells located farther from the facility to avoid 
influences of water associated with the facility 
inlet. 

Appendix G: Changes to Details 
Details 2, 3, 6, 9 and 10 have been removed and the 
ISPWC drawings referenced instead. 

Detail for Stormwater Basin Standards 
modified. 
 

 

 


