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ABSTRACT 

 The objectives of this research were twofold: test the infiltration rate of pervious 
concrete before and after vacuum cleaning, and assess infiltration variability over time. 
Infiltration tests were performed on a 558.2 m2 area of pervious concrete, divided into 
sixteen 0.35 m2 test areas in a parking area at the Science Museum of Virginia in 
Richmond, Virginia on five dates from November 4-December 30, 2013. Average 
infiltration rates (avg.= 22.8 and 36.3 L/m2/min)  immediately after vacuuming were 
lower than those (avg.=30.7 and 41.3 L/m2/min) before vacuuming. We hypothesize that 
the vacuuming lifted materials towards the surface from deeper crevices of the lower 
profile of the pervious concrete, which clogged interstices in the upper portion of the 
pervious concrete, and impeded infiltration. Over time, however, average infiltration rates 
recovered, increasing significantly from 22.8 -44.1 L/m2/min (93% increase) from 
November 4 through December 30, 2013 (56 days). Ergo, over time, the infiltration 
capability of the pervious concrete increased as rains likely washed sediments to lower 
profiles and allow for increased infiltration rates, consistent with the findings of other 
studies. Infiltration rates on the leading edge of the pervious concrete area receiving 
runoff from adjacent impervious asphalt surfaces were significantly lower than those 
furthest away from the leading edge.  In contrast to recommendations specifying that 
pervious concrete be regularly vacuumed monthly, we propose that annual or semiannual 
vacuuming of pervious concrete would allow adequate infiltration, and reduce costs 
significantly for pervious concrete areas located in the mid-Atlantic region. 

INTRODUCTION 

 Urban runoff containing sediments, nitrogen, and phosphorus have contributed to 
eutrophication of the Chesapeake Bay (Frazer, 2005). New technologies such as pervious 
concrete have been demonstrated to reduce runoff volume, and nitrogen and phosphorus 
pollutants by 78.5 % and 70.7 %, respectively (Maurakis and Janeski, 2013). Absence of finer 
sands in the mix of pervious concrete increases porosity and infiltration capacity, allowing 
stormwater to infiltrate the pervious pavement and underlying soils, minimizing runoff from a 
site (Obla, 2007). Infiltration rate varies with soil type, the texture, structure, and uniformity of 
pervious concrete (Reynolds et al., 2002). The accumulation of the schmutzdecke (dirt cover), an 
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active biological layer responsible for pollutant removal, exists in the upper seven cm as reported 
by Hunt and Collins (2008) and Unger (2006). Sediment from runoff does not penetrate pervious 
concrete more than 2.54 cm (Mata, 2008). 

  Wanielista and Chopra (2007) and Bean et al. (2004) suggested that the effectiveness of 
pervious concrete depends upon the methods and frequency of maintenance.  Bean et al. (2004) 
stated that a lack of maintenance of pervious concrete would eventually result in a decline in 
infiltration, ultimately leading to an increase in runoff.  In a study of 55 sites of 1-12 year-old 
permeable pavements that had never been cleaned, Boogaard et al. (2014) found that infiltration 
decreased over time. However, Mullaney and Lucke (2013) point out that there were 
inconsistencies in the frequency and degree of maintenance required to clean pervious 
pavements. 

Suozzo and Dewoolkar (2012), Chopra et al. (2010), and Boogaard et al. (2014) 
described the primary methods for maintaining pervious concrete: high-pressure washing, 
vacuuming, and a combination of both. High-pressure washing is less desirable because it forces 
sediments deeper into the pervious concrete, potentially clogging underlying layers (Fassman 
and Blackbourne, 2010).  Boogaard et al. (2014) indicated that vacuuming improves infiltration 
of pervious pavements. However, in a study of the rejuvenation methods (i.e., vacuuming and 
power washing) of pervious concrete, Chopra et al. (2010) indicated that power washing was 
more effective in increasing infiltration by pushing clogging materials deeper into the pervious 
pavements.  

In February 2011, the Science Museum of Virginia in Richmond, Virginia (Fig. 1) 
installed an area of pervious concrete covering 24 parking spots within an existing asphalt 
parking lot, but did not measure its average infiltration rate after installation and did not perform 
maintenance.  The objectives of this study were to test the infiltration rate of pervious concrete 
before and after vacuum cleaning, and assess its infiltration variability over time.  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Infiltration tests were conducted in a 558.2 m2 (18.3 m x 30.5 m) pervious concrete 
parking area at the Science Museum of Virginia (37.5614o N; -77.4657o W). The pervious 
concrete of this area is 15.2 cm thick and sits on top of a reservoir composed of a 22.9 cm layer 
of Solite™ (lightweight, high porous aggregate) supported by a 15.2 cm base layer of #57 gravel 
size stone (illustrated profile in Sample et al., 2014).  The 558.2 m2 area of pervious concrete 
was divided into four columns (A, B, C, and D) and four rows (parking spaces 2, 5, 8, and 11) 
(Figure 2). Column A is on the upstream edge that receives surface flow from 9,442 m2 of 
impervious asphalt surface parking area. Column D is furthest from surface flow.  

The four longitudinal columns and the four rows of parking spaces, resulting in 16 test 
locations, which were used to conduct (1) pre-vacuuming (control) and post-vacuuming 
infiltration tests on November 4 and December 21, 2013; and (2) long-term infiltration tests on 
each of five dates: November 4 and 24; and December 15, 26, and 30, 2013, where the control 
group was composed of the 16 un-vacuumed sites on November 4, 2013. 
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A single ring infiltrometer (open bottom area of 0.35 m2) was made by cutting and 
removing the bottom of an 18.93 L bucket. Pliable weather stripping and plumbers putty were 
attached around the bottom perimeter of the infiltration bucket to form a seal between the 
pervious concrete and the infiltration bucket to prevent leakage.  

A 2-gallon (7.6 L) dispensing bucket was used to pour 3.78 L (1 gal) of water into the 
infiltrometer using the falling head test procedure in Boogaard et al. (2013) and Lucke et al. 
(2014) at each test site. A stopwatch was used to time the infiltration rate of 3.78 L of water 
through the 0.35 m2 open bottom of the infiltrometer. The stopwatch was started as soon as water 
hit the concrete and stopped when water inside the infiltrometer had drained. This procedure was 
repeated for all tests. Infiltration rates were recorded in L/m2/min as described in Obla (2007). 

A new Billy GoatTM industrial duty hard surface vacuum machine manufactured by Billy 
Goat Industries in Kansas City, MO was used only to vacuum (2,090 CFM @ 3,600 rpm) the 
total surface area (9.09 m2) of the four rows of pervious concrete for a minimum of ten times or 
more until no additional particles were collected. The total sand and debris material from the 
vacuum bag was removed, labeled, and weighed after each vacuuming of the test areas on 
November 2 and December 21, 2013. The ratio of g/m2 was calculated by dividing the amount of 
debris by the area (9.09 m2) vacuumed. The daily rate of sediment accumulation in g/m2/day was 
calculated by dividing the ratio by the total number of days between vacuuming. No winter 
surface treatments (i.e., sand) were applied. 

Relationships between variables were analyzed using Pearson’s r-correlation analysis at 
p=0.05 (SAS, 2014). Average infiltration rates among sampling locations by columns and rows 
and by date were analyzed with a general linear model procedure followed by Duncan’s Multiple 
Range Test at p=0.05 (SAS, 2014). 

RESULTS 

 There was a positive correlation between increased distance from column A to D and the 
infiltration rate (correlation coefficient= 0.2163; p=0.0343) (Table 1; Figs. 1 and 2). There was a 
significant negative correlation between infiltration rate and increased distance from row one to 
row four (correlation coefficient=-0.1917; p=0.0429)(Table 1; Figs. 1 and 2). 

 Average infiltration rate before vacuuming (30.7 L/m2/min) did not differ significantly 
from the average infiltration rate (22.8 L/m2/min) after initial vacuuming (Table 2). Before the 
second vacuuming on December 21, 2013, the average infiltration rate (41.3 L/m2/min) did not 
differ significantly from post-vacuum average infiltration rate (36.3 L/m2/min) (Table 2).  
However, infiltration rates (avg. range=36.3-41.3 L/m2/min) in December, 2013, 47 days after 
the initiation of testing, were significantly higher than those (avg. range=22.8-30.7 L/m2/min) in 
November, 2013 (Table 2). 

 Over time, infiltration rate increased steadily from 22.8 to 44.1 L/m2/min (Table 3; Fig. 
4). Infiltration rates (avg. range=37.3-44.1 L/m2/min) at 20, 47, and 56 days after testing began 
were significantly higher than the average infiltration rate (22.8 L/m2/min) after post-vacuuming 
on the first day (Table 3). Pre-vacuuming rate (43 L/m2/min) on the first day (November 4, 
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2013), however, did not differ significantly from the rate (44.1 L/m2/min) on the final day 
(December 30, 2013). 

 Infiltration rates varied over columns and rows. The average infiltration rate increased 
from 28.1 L/m2/min at column A to 44.2 L/m2/min at column D (Table 4; Fig. 5). Average 
infiltration rate at column A (28.1 L/m2/min) was significantly lower than those (avg. 
range=42.4-44.2 L/m2/min) at columns C and D (Table 4). Average infiltration rates within rows 
5 and 8 (mean range=26.2-26.3 L/m2/min) were significantly lower than those in rows 2 and 11 
(avg. range=44.5-48.4 L/m2/min)(Table 5; Fig.6). 

 The amount of debris and sand vacuumed on the first day after 20 months from 
installation of the pervious concrete was 8,845 g (avg.=2,211.25 g/row over 260 days). On day 
360 (Dec 26, 2013), a total of 1,842.72 g (avg.=460.7 g/row over 52 days) had been vacuumed 
from the pavement after the initial vacuuming on November 4, 2013. This resulted in an average 
daily accumulation per area per day rate of 0.4 g/m2/day for the 260-day period (total 243.3 
g/m2), and an average daily accumulation per area per day rate of 0.97 g/m2/day (50.7 g/m2) for 
the 52-day period. Total rainfall during November and December, 2013 were 77.7 and 155 mm, 
respectively (Table 6). 

DISCUSSION 

 Infiltration rate increased steadily from 22.8-44.1 L/m2/min from November 4 through 
December 30, 2013 (56 days), a 93% increase in infiltration rate after vacuuming over the 
period.  However, when compared to the initial infiltration rate before vacuuming at the start of 
the study, infiltration rate increased only 43.6% (cf. 30.7 and 44.1 L/m2/min). Both increases in 
infiltration rate are consistent with the findings of Mata (2010), Bean et al. (2007), Chopra et al. 
(2010) and others who found that vacuuming increased infiltration rate in pervious pavements. 
However, immediately after vacuuming, average infiltration rates (avg.= 22.8 and 36.3 
L/m2/min) were lower than those (avg.=30.7 and 41.3 L/m2/min) before vacuuming. This is 
contrary to the results of Bean et al. (2007) who reported that infiltration rates increased 
immediately after vacuuming. We hypothesize that materials from deeper crevices of the lower 
profile of the pervious concrete were drawn upwards during vacuuming, essentially clogging the 
pores in the upper portion of the pervious concrete, and thus impeding infiltration. Clogging 
allowed seepage to occur underneath the seal between the bottom of the infiltrometer and the 
pervious concrete), and resulted in an effect described by Chanson (2009) where water seepage 
follows a flow net under and away from the infiltrometer and then up to the surface, similar to 
the commonly observed behavior at a dam (Fig. 7). This was evident by the extensive water 
plane flowing downhill on the surface of the pervious concrete away from the infiltrometer.  
Over the 56-day period, however, infiltration rates increased, consistent with other studies that 
found that infiltration rate increased after vacuuming.  This is probably related to the flushing of 
clogging materials by rains that occurred after vacuuming dates as infiltration rates continued to 
increase over time (Table 6).   

 Infiltration rates on the leading edge (column A) of the pervious concrete area receiving 
runoff from the adjacent impervious asphalt surface were significantly lower than those furthest 
away from the leading edge (columns C and D)(Table 4). These findings are consistent with Al-
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Rubaei et al. (2015) and Brown and Borst (2014) who reported clogging of the leading edge of 
pervious pavement where infiltration is affected by more sediment input from impervious 
pavement. Similarly, average infiltration rates (44.5-48.4 L/m2/min) in rows 2 and 11 were 
significantly greater than those (26.2-26.3 L/m2/min) in the middle of the pervious concrete area 
(i.e., rows 5 and 8).  This is probably related to differences in uneven distribution of pervious 
concrete material during construction. Row 11 was the most distant area from surface runoff 
streaming off the impervious asphalt and primarily entering the center areas (rows 5 and 8) of the 
pervious concrete parking area. 

The daily rate of debris/sediment accumulation (0.97g/m2/day) for the 52-day period was 
over twice that (0.4 g/m2/day) for the 260 day-period, assuming similar conditions and rates of 
vehicle tire abrasion throughout the year. However, this difference may be related to the 
transport time of material moving from the pervious concrete to rock reservoir sub-layers during 
longer periods of time. This is consistent with the findings of Welker et al. (2013) and Mata 
(2010) who reported that sediment is transported and stored in water storage layers of rock 
underlying pervious concrete.  

  We recommend that pervious concrete should not be regularly vacuumed monthly or as 
needed as recommended by Kresge (2010). Even if the pervious concrete is not vacuumed, we 
determined that water still infiltrates as was noted by Lucke and Beecham (2011), and the more 
frequent vacuuming plan proposed by Kresge (2010) would be costly.  For example, Terhell et 
al. (2015) indicated annual vacuuming costs for a 0.5 acre pervious parking lot is $400. Our 
recommendation is consistent with conclusions of Shackel (2010) who reported that frequent 
maintenance of pervious surfaces (three or more times per year) are often unnecessary. We 
propose that annual or semiannual vacuuming of pervious concrete is adequate for the pervious 
concete parking area at the museum, a facility located in the mid-Atlantic region. This approach 
is consistent with site specific considerations discussed by Mullaney and Lucke (2013). 

 One variable that could not be controlled in these experiments was the porosity of the 
pervious concrete. Wanielista and Chopra (2007) and Chopra et al. (2010) indicated that the 
mixture and pouring of pervious concrete can affect infiltration. If the mixture and pours are not 
consistent, then there can be a greater density of concrete with fewer pores in some areas when 
compared to other areas where the concrete mixture is drier, resulting in variation in porosity and 
subsequently, infiltration rates. We recommend that infiltration tests be conducted immediately 
after the pervious concrete has cured to characterize average baseline infiltration rates for 
different areas of the pervious concrete as part of a post-construction protocol.  An examination 
of collected cores of concrete taken at random from pervious concrete pavements could help 
determine where sand and debris particles are distributed before and after vacuuming, and is 
recommended for future research. Additionally, as the goal of pervious concrete is to promote 
infiltration rather than runoff, tests should be conducted to determine the infiltration rate 
limitations of pervious concrete during heavy and extended duration rain events.. 

Virginia Journal of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, 2017 https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/vjs/vol68/iss3



6 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

We thank the Science Museum of Virginia for access to the pervious concrete study site and use 
of its Billy Goat™ industrial vacuum; and David Sample, Biological Systems Engineering at 
Virginia Tech, for his thorough review and comments, which helped to improve the manuscript. 
Both authors equally contributed to the collection and analysis of data, and manuscript 
preparation. 

 

LITERATURE CITED 

Al-Rubaei, M. Viklander, and G.-T. Blecken. 2015. Long-term hydraulic performance of 
stormwater infiltration systems. Urban Water Journal. 12(8):660-671. 

Bean, E. Z., W. F. Hunt, and D. A. Bidelspach. 2004. Study on the surface infiltration rate of 
permeable pavements. Interlocking Concrete Pavement Institute. Washington, DC. 24 p. 

Boogaard, F., T. Lucke, and S. Beecham. 2013. Effect of age of permeable pavements on their 
infiltration function. Clean Soil Air Water 42(2):146-152. 

Brown, R. A. and M. Borst. 2014. Evaluation of surface infiltration testing procedures in 
permeable pavement systems. J. Environmental Engineering. 14(3):1-12. 

Chanson, H. 2009. Chapter 4: Embankment overflow protection systems and earth dam 
spillways (pgs. 101-132). In: W. P. Hayes and M. C. Barnes. 2009. Dams: Impacts, 
Stability and Design. Nova Science Publishers, Inc. 273 p.  

Chopra, M., S. Kakuturu, C. Ballock, J. Spence, and M. Wanielista. 2010. Effect of rejuvenation 
methods on the infiltration rates of pervious concrete pavements. J. Hydrologic 
Engineering. 15(6):426-433. 

Fassman, E. and S. Blackbourne. 2010. Urban runoff mitigation by a permeable pavement 
system over impermeable soils. J. Hydrological Engineering. 15(6):475-485. 

Frazer, L. 2005. Paving Paradise: The Peril of Impervious Surfaces. Environ Health Perspect. 
2005 July; 113(7): A456–A462. 

Hunt, W.F. and K.A. Collins. 2008. Permeable pavement: Research update and design 
implications. North Carolina cooperative extension, Raleigh, NC. AG-588-14W:1-8. 

Kresge, P. W. 2010. Maintenance pervades in pervious concrete. Storm Water Solutions 
(September/October):20-22. 

Virginia Journal of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, 2017 https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/vjs/vol68/iss3



7 
 

Lucas, W., D. Sample, and T. Janeski. 2012. Comparing Green and Gray Infrastructure Solutions 
to Reducing Combined Sewer Overflows for a Catchment Within the Shockoe Creek 
Sewershed in Richmond. VA. Final report to National Fish & Wildlife Foundation. 52 p. 

Lucke, T., F. Boogaard, and F. van de Ven. 2014. Evaluation of a new experimental test 
procedure to more accurately determine the surface infiltration rate of permeable 
pavement systems. Urban Planning and Transport Research. 2(1):22-35. 

Lucke, T. and S. Beecham. 2011. Field investigation of clogging in a permeable pavement 
system. Building Research and Information. 39(6):603-615. 

Mata, L. A. 2008. Sedimentation of pervious concrete pavement systems. Ph.D. Dissertation, 
North Carolina State University. Raleigh, NC. 288 p. 

Maurakis, E. G. and T. V. Janeski. 2013. Final report: BMP LID demonstration, education, 
training, and testing stormwater facility at Science Museum of Virginia. National Fish & 
Wildlife Foundation Report # 2009-0055-004. 24 p. 

Mullaney, J. and T. Lucke. 2013. Practical review of pervious pavement designs. Clean – Soil, 
Air, Water. 42(2):111-124. 

Obla, K. H. 2007. Pervious concrete for sustainable development. Recent Advances in Concrete 
Technology:1-5. 

Reynolds, W.D., D.E. Elrick, and E.G. Youngs. 2002. Ring or cylinder infiltrometers (vadose 
zone). P.818-820. In J.H. Dane and G.C. Topp (eds.) Methods of Soil Analysis: Part 4 
physical methods. SSSA No. 5. Soil Science Society of America, Inc. Madison, WI. 

Sample, D., W. Lucas, T. Janeski, R. Roseen, D. Powers, J. Freeborn, and L. Fox. 2014. 
Greening Richmond, USA: a sustainable urban drainage demonstration project. ICE Proc. 
167(CE2):88-95. 

Shackel, B. 2010. The design, construction and evaluation of permeable pavements in Australia. 
In 24th ARRB Conference-Building on 50 years of Road and Transport Research, Oct. 
13-15, Melbourne, Australia. 

SAS. 2014. Base SAS 9.4 Procedures Guide: Statistical Procedures (2nd Ed.). SAS Institute Inc., 
Cary, NC. 556 p. 

Suozzo, M. and M. M., Dewoolkar. 2012. Long-Term Field Monitoring and Evaluation of 
Maintenance Practices for Pervious Concrete Pavement in Vermont. Transportation 
Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board. 2292 (1):94-103. 

 Terhell, S.-L., K. Cai, D. Chiu, and J. Murphy. 2015. Cost and Benefit Analysis of Permeable 
Pavements in Water Sustainability. Unpublished manuscript UC Davis. 8 p. 

Virginia Journal of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, 2017 https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/vjs/vol68/iss3

http://www.uvm.edu/%7Eepscor/new02/?q=biblio&f%5bauthor%5d=978
http://www.uvm.edu/%7Eepscor/new02/?q=biblio&f%5bauthor%5d=977


8 
 

http://watermanagement.ucdavis.edu/files/5414/3891/2393/A03_Terhell_Cai_Chiu_Murp
hy_ESM121_FinalReport.pdf  

Unger, M. C. 2006. The Role of the Schmutzdecke in E. coli Removal in Slow Sand and 
Riverbank Filtration. University of New Hampshire. 416 p. 

Welker, A., J. Jenkins, L. McCarthy, and E. Nemirovsky. 2013. Examination of the Material 
Found in the Pore Spaces of Two Permeable Pavements. Journal of Irrigation Drain 
Engineering. 139(4):278-284. 

Wanielista, M. and M, Chopra. 2007. Performance assessment of Portland cement pervious 
pavement. Stormwater Management Academy, University of Central Florida. 164 p. 

Virginia Journal of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, 2017 https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/vjs/vol68/iss3

http://watermanagement.ucdavis.edu/files/5414/3891/2393/A03_Terhell_Cai_Chiu_Murphy_ESM121_FinalReport.pdf
http://watermanagement.ucdavis.edu/files/5414/3891/2393/A03_Terhell_Cai_Chiu_Murphy_ESM121_FinalReport.pdf


9 
 

Table 1. Results of correlation analyses of day, column, row, infiltration rate (L/m2/hr), and air 
temperature (C) for pervious concrete studies at the Science Museum of Virginia 
parking lot section from November 4- December 30, 2013. An asterisk (*) indicates 
significance at p=0.05.  

 

  Day Column Row Infiltration 
Rate 

Air   
Temp. 

Day 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.3145    -0.428 
 1.00 1.00  0.0007* <0.0001* 

Column   1.00 0.00 0.3050 0.00 
   1.00 0.0011* 1.00 

Row     1.00 -0.1917 0.00 
     0.0429* 1.00 

Infiltration Rate           1.00 -0.1338 
       0.1597 

Air Temp.         1.00 
        

  

 
Table 2. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for average infiltration rates (L/m2/min) before 

and after vacuuming of the pervious concrete parking area at the Science Museum of 
Virginia from November 4-December 26, 2013. Underscored means do not differ at 
p=0.05.  

 
Vacuum  Before After  Before After 
Date  Nov.4 Nov.4  Dec. 21 Dec. 26 
Day  308 308.1  355 360 
Average  30.7 22.8 

 

41.3 36.3 
F=3.72   

 
 

    

      
 

p=0.0160 
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Table 3. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for average infiltration rates (L/m2/min) at test 
locations in the pervious concrete parking area at the Science Museum of Virginia from 
November 4-December 30 2013. Underscored means do not differ at p=0.05.  

 

Date Nov. 4 Nov. 4 Dec. 15 Dec. 26 Dec. 30 
Day 308.1 308 328 355 364 
Average    22.8 

 
 

30.7 37.3 41.3 44.1 

F=3.10      
p=0.02      

 

 

Table 4. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for average infiltration rates (L/m2/min) by 
column in the pervious concrete parking area at the Science Museum of Virginia from 
November 4-December 30 2013. Underscored means do not differ at p=0.05. 

 
Column A B C D 
Avg. infiltration 28.1 30.7 42.4 44.2 
F=3.60 

 

 
 
 

  

   
 

 
Table 5. Results of Duncan's multiple range test for average infiltration rates (L/m2/min) by row 

in the pervious concrete parking area at the Science Museum of Virginia from 
November 4-December 30 2013. Underscored means do not differ at p=0.05. 

 
 

Row 8 5 11 2 
Average infiltration 26.2 26.3 44.5 48.4 
F=8.99 

 

p<0.0001    
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Table 6. Rainfall (mm) at Richmond International Airport from November 4-December 29, 
2013. 

Date 
Rainfall 
(mm) 

11/4/2013 Vacuuming 
11/7/2013 1.78 

11/15/2013 0.51 
11/16/2013 6.86 
11/17/2013 1.52 
11/18/2013 1.52 
11/26/2013 33.27 
11/27/2013 32.26 
Total Nov. 77.72 
    
    

12/4/2013 1.524 
12/5/2013 1.27 
12/7/2013 9.144 
12/8/2013 24.638 
12/9/2013 9.398 

12/10/2013 6.096 
12/14/2013 24.892 
12/17/2013 11.684 
12/21/2013 Vacuuming 
12/22/2013 17.018 
12/23/2013 15.24 
12/29/2013 34.29 
Total Dec. 155.194 
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Figure 1. Pervious concrete parking area sampled at the Science Museum of Virginia from 
November 4-December 30, 2013. 
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Figure 2. Illustration of infiltration testing sites (  ) by column and row in the pervious 
concrete parking lot at the Science Museum of Virginia from November 4-
December 30, 2013. Arrow indicates drainage direction. Not drawn to scale. 

Virginia Journal of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, 2017 https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/vjs/vol68/iss3



14 
 

A. 

 

B. 

 

Figure 3. Un-vacuumed (A) and vacuumed (B) areas of pervious 
concrete in the parking lot at the Science Museum of 
Virginia in Richmond, VA on November 4, 2013. 
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Figure 4. Average infiltration rate (L/m2/min) by day at testing sites in the pervious 
concrete parking lot at the Science Museum of Virginia from November 4-
December 30, 2013. Arrow indicates initial un-vacuumed infiltration rate. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 5. Average infiltration rate (L/m2/min) by column in the pervious concrete 
parking lot at the Science Museum of Virginia from November 4-December 30, 

2013. 
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Figure 6. Average infiltration rate (L/m2/min) by row in the pervious concrete parking 
lot at the Science Museum of Virginia from November 4-December 30, 
2013. 

 
 
 

 

Figure 7. Extensive water plane flowing downhill on the surface of the pervious 
concrete away from the infiltrometer immediately after vacuum cleaning of 
pervious concrete at the Science Museum of Virginia on November 4, 2013. 
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