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The Declining pH of Waters Exposed to Pervious Concrete 

Abstract 

By Jonathan Nicolas Thomle, M.S. 

Washington State University 

August 2010 

 

Chair: Liv M. Haselbach 

 

 The focus of this study is on the pH changes over time in various stormwaters in contact with 

pervious concrete that has aged under varying ambient air restrictions. Elevated pH levels may be a 

concern if exfiltrated directly to sensitive waters. This study was conducted to aid designers by 

determining the rate of pH decline under various conditions. For this study, laboratory prepared 

pervious concrete specimens exposed to three different levels of ambient air restriction, were 

periodically tested for pH using four different testing methods; infiltrating either deionized water or 

tap water through the specimens, or soaking the specimens in either deionized water or tap water. 

Obvious trends in pH decline were observed. Greater exposure to ambient air significantly increased 

the rate of pH decline. The tap water tests represented more typical stormwaters and had much lower 

pH readings than the deionized water tests. The pH of samples representative of typical, in-place 

conditions, declined sufficiently in well under a year for most typical field conditions. In addition, 

this study also includes the declining pH of water in contact with pervious concrete exposed to 

carbonate laden waters.  The increased rate of carbonation is desired in many primary and 

secondary life applications of concrete in order to make the life cycle of concrete structures more 

carbon neutral. Most carbonation rate studies focus on concrete exposed to ambient air or air 

enhanced with increased levels of carbon dioxide under various conditions. A possible 
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alternative mechanism for accelerated carbon sequestration in concrete was investigated in this 

research based on the pH change of waters in contact with pervious concrete.  The results 

indicate that the pH of water in contact with pervious concrete exposed to carbonate species 

laden waters declined more quickly than when exposed to ambient air, which may indicate an 

increased rate of carbonation.  It is theorized that the proposed alternative mechanism reduces 

the limiting rate effect of carbon dioxide dissolution in water and diffusion into the micro pores 

of the cement paste.   



vi 

 

Table of Contents 

Acknowledgments.......................................................................................................................... iii 

Abstract .......................................................................................................................................... iv 

Table of Contents ........................................................................................................................... vi 

List of Tables .................................................................................................................................. x 

List of Figures .............................................................................................................................. xiii 

1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Thesis format ...................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 Literature review ................................................................................................................. 3 

1.2.1 Background ........................................................................................................... 3 

1.2.2 Water quality studies on pervious concrete........................................................... 6 

1.2.3 Water quality studies that include pH ................................................................... 8 

1.2.4 The carbonation process and pH ......................................................................... 12 

1.3 Goals and objectives ......................................................................................................... 18 

2 Laboratory Methods ................................................................................................................ 19 

2.1 Pervious concrete specimen preparation ........................................................................... 19 

2.2 pH testing procedures ....................................................................................................... 23 

2.2.1 pH  calibration ..................................................................................................... 23 

2.2.2 pH infiltration test ............................................................................................... 24 

2.2.3 pH immersion test (aged specimens) .................................................................. 25 

2.2.4 pH immersion test (new specimens) ................................................................... 26 

2.2.5 pH submersion test .............................................................................................. 30 

2.3 Exfiltration test procedure ................................................................................................. 32 



vii 

 

2.4 Porosity measuring procedure........................................................................................... 34 

3 Aged Specimens...................................................................................................................... 35 

3.1 Background on aged specimens ........................................................................................ 36 

3.2 Results and discussion from pH testing of aged specimens ............................................. 38 

3.3 Conclusions ....................................................................................................................... 38 

4 pH vs. Ambient Carbon Dioxide Exposure ............................................................................ 39 

4.1 Background ....................................................................................................................... 39 

4.1.1 Previous water quality studies on pervious concrete .......................................... 41 

4.1.2 pH ........................................................................................................................ 42 

4.1.3 The carbonation process and pH ......................................................................... 44 

4.2 Methodology ..................................................................................................................... 46 

4.3 Results ............................................................................................................................... 50 

4.4 Discussion ......................................................................................................................... 55 

4.5 Conclusions ....................................................................................................................... 57 

5 pH vs. Water Carbonate levels ................................................................................................ 58 

5.1 Background ....................................................................................................................... 58 

5.1.1 Concrete Carbonation and Carbon Dioxide Exposure in Ambient Air ............... 59 

5.1.2 Pervious Concrete and Carbonation .................................................................... 62 

5.2 Methods............................................................................................................................. 67 

5.2.1 Specimen Preparation .......................................................................................... 67 

5.2.2 Specimen Testing ................................................................................................ 68 

5.3 Results ............................................................................................................................... 69 

5.4 Discussion ......................................................................................................................... 73 



viii 

 

5.5 Conclusions ....................................................................................................................... 76 

6 Discussion ............................................................................................................................... 77 

6.1 Variations in pH associated with temperature. ................................................................. 77 

6.1.1 Variation from temperature changes between pH tests of specimens exposed to 

ambient air carbon dioxide. ............................................................................................... 77 

6.1.2 Variations in water temperature between pH tests of specimens exposed to 

carbonate laden waters ...................................................................................................... 77 

6.2 Variations in pH due to contaminated deionized water .................................................... 78 

6.2.1 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide due to 

possible deionized water contamination. .......................................................................... 78 

6.2.2 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to carbonate laden waters due to 

possible deionized water contamination. .......................................................................... 78 

6.3 Variations in pH due to blocked micro pores and portlandite production ........................ 78 

6.3.1 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide due to 

potentially blocked micro pores opening up and continued portlandite production. ........ 78 

6.3.2 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to carbonate laden water due to 

potentially blocked micro pores opening up and continued portlandite production. ........ 80 

6.4 Leaching from submerged specimens exposed to varying levels of bicarbonate. ............ 81 

6.5 Deionized versus tap water used for prediction of pH levels. .......................................... 82 

6.6 Differences in slopes between the pH infiltration test (simulated small storm events) and 

the pH immersion test (simulated large storm events). ............................................................. 83 

6.7 Statistics used to confirm differences in slopes between specimens exposed to varying 

levels of carbon dioxide. ........................................................................................................... 83 



ix 

 

7 Overall Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research ......................................... 85 

7.1 Overall Conclusions .......................................................................................................... 85 

7.2 Recommendations for future research .............................................................................. 87 

References ..................................................................................................................................... 88 

Appendices .................................................................................................................................... 96 

Appendix A: pH data from aged specimens exposed to ambient air ............................................ 97 

Appendix B: pH data from specimens exposed to ambient air ..................................................... 97 

Appendix C: pH data from specimens exposed to ambient air ................................................... 127 

Appendix D: pH data from specimens submerged in a sodium bicarbonate solution ................ 131 

Appendix E. Exfiltration Test Results from WF specimens. ...................................................... 134 

Appendix F. Specimen Porosity ................................................................................................. 135 

 

  



x 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1.1.  pH results from pervious concrete soaked in river water (Park and Tia 2003). ......... 12 

Table 2.1.  Dimensions and variations of specimens made from different concrete batches. ...... 23 

Table 2.2. WA and WB specimen testing dates............................................................................ 29 

Table 2.3. WC and WD specimen testing dates............................................................................ 30 

Table 2.4.  Dimensions and variations of specimens made from different concrete batches. ...... 32 

Table 3.1. Aged pervious concrete specimens with placement dates and locations. .................... 35 

Table 3.2.  Pervious concrete mix of Spartanburg, South Carolina placement (B specimens). ... 36 

Table 3.3  Pervious concrete mix of Charleston, South Carolina placement (C specimens). ...... 36 

Table 3.4.  Pervious concrete mix of Georgetown, South Carolina placement (J specimens). .... 37 

Table 3.5.  Pervious concrete mix of Greenville, South Carolina placement (TP specimens). .... 37 

Table 3.6. Change in pH of aged specimens from ambient carbon dioxide exposure. ................. 38 

Table 4.1.   Dimensions and variations of specimens made from different concrete batches. ..... 46 

Table 4.2.  The specimen numbers of WA, WB, WC, and WD specimens and associated 

restriction of ambient air carbon dioxide. ..................................................................................... 48 

Table 4.3. The pH of aged specimens cored from test placements in South Carolina and Oregon.

....................................................................................................................................................... 55 

Table 5.1.  Dimensions and submersion bath characteristics of pervious concrete specimens .... 68 

Table 5.2. The change in pH from before submersion in basins with sodium bicarbonate 

solutions and final pH after drying for two weeks. ....................................................................... 71 

Table 5.3. The percent change in mass from dry specimens before submersion in basins with 

sodium bicarbonate solutions and final specimen mass after drying for two weeks. ................... 72 

Table A.1. pH data from aged specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide. ...................... 97 



xi 

 

Table B.1. pH infiltration test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing) (Continued). ................................................................................................................... 100 

Table B.1. pH infiltration test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing) (Continuation). ............................................................................................................... 101 

Table B.2. pH immersion test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continued)............................... 104 

Table B.2. pH immersion test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continuation). ......................... 105 

Table B.3. pH infiltration test data from the WB specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing)......................................................................................................................................... 108 

Table B.4. pH immersion test data from the WB specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continued)............................... 111 

Table B.4. pH immersion test data from the WB specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continuation). ......................... 112 

Table B.5. pH infiltration test data from the WC specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing) (Continued). ................................................................................................................... 115 

Table B.5. pH infiltration test data from the WC specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing) (Continuation). ............................................................................................................... 116 

Table B.6. pH immersion test data from the WC specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing and highlighted data was omitted due human error). ...................................................... 119 

Table B.7. pH infiltration test data from the WD specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing) (continued). .................................................................................................................... 122 



xii 

 

Table B.7. pH infiltration test data from the WD specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing) (continuation). ................................................................................................................ 123 

Table B.8. pH immersion test data from the WD specimens (dates underlined used  tap water for 

testing and highlighted data was omitted due human error). ...................................................... 126 

Table C.1.  F-test used to determine the significant difference between the slopes of pH decline 

from the specimens without covers (NC) and with a cover on just the bottom (BC) as indicated 

by the pH infiltration test using deionized water. ....................................................................... 130 

Table C.2.  F-test used to determine the significant difference between the slopes of pH decline 

from the specimens with covers on both the top and bottom (TBC) and with a cover on just the 

bottom (BC) as indicated by the pH infiltration test using deionized water. .............................. 130 

Table D.1. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 0 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. .................................................................................................................... 131 

Table D.2. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 20 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. .................................................................................................................... 131 

Table D.3. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 100 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. .................................................................................................................... 132 

Table D.4. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 250 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. .................................................................................................................... 133 

Table D.5. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 100 mg/L of 

non-replenished sodium bicarbonate. ......................................................................................... 133 

Table D.6. pH data from basins with varying concentrations of sodium bicarbonate ................ 134 

Table E.1. The exfiltration rate of the WF specimens. ............................................................... 135 

Table F.1. The porosity of all WA specimens. ........................................................................... 136 



xiii 

 

Table F.2. The porosity of all WB specimens. ........................................................................... 137 

Table F.3. The porosity of all WC specimens. ........................................................................... 138 

Table F.4. The porosity of all WD specimens. ........................................................................... 139 

Table F.5. The porosity of all WF specimens. ............................................................................ 140 

Table F.6. The porosity of EA specimens................................................................................... 141 

Table F.7. The porosity of B specimens. .................................................................................... 141 

Table F.8. The porosity of C specimens. .................................................................................... 142 

Table F.9. The porosity of TP specimens. .................................................................................. 142 

Table F.10. The porosity of J specimens. ................................................................................... 142 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.1.  pH of exfiltrate from a pervious concrete system at various ages from data in 

(Collins 2007). ................................................................................................................................ 9 

Figure 1.2.  pH for All Sampled Storms, which is taken directly from (Kwiatkowski et al. 2007).

....................................................................................................................................................... 10 

Figure 1.3. Reduced carbonation rate at 100 percent relative humidity due to reduced surface 

area from the pore filling up with water. ...................................................................................... 16 

Figure 1.4. Optimum ambient air carbonation at ~55 percent relative humidity.  Increased surface 

area of pore water.......................................................................................................................... 17 

Figure 2.1. Specimens with different levels of ambient air exposure, which are (a) capped on top 

and bottom, (b) capped on the bottom, and (c) not capped........................................................... 22 

Figure 2.2.  Apparatus for exfiltration test. ................................................................................... 33 



xiv 

 

Figure 4.1.  pH of exfiltrate from a pervious concrete system at various ages from data in 

(Collins 2007). .............................................................................................................................. 43 

Figure 4.2.  The pH infiltration test results from all laboratory prepared pervious concrete 

specimens (Deionized water). ....................................................................................................... 50 

Figure 4.3. The pH immersion test results from all laboratory prepared pervious concrete 

specimens (Deionized water). ....................................................................................................... 51 

Figure 4.4. The pH infiltration test results from all laboratory prepared pervious concrete 

specimens (Tap water). ................................................................................................................. 52 

Figure 4.5. The pH immersion test results from all of the pervious concrete specimens (Tap 

water). ........................................................................................................................................... 53 

Figure 4.6. The pH immersion test results from both deionized and tap water with a 95 percent 

confidence interval to show the significant difference between slopes (Laboratory Specimens). 54 

Figure 4.7. Concentration of hydroxide ions from pH immersion test using deionized water for 

the NC laboratory specimens. ....................................................................................................... 57 

Figure 5.1. Concrete with lower carbonation rate at 100 percent relative humidity due to reduced 

water surface area at the ends of the saturated pores. ................................................................... 61 

Figure 5.2. Optimum relative humidity for ambient air carbonation of concrete ......................... 62 

Figure 5.3.  pH of pervious concrete system exfiltrate versus time from data in Collins 2007, but 

taken directly from Thomle and Haselbach (2010). ..................................................................... 64 

Figure 5.4.  Change in pH of pervious concrete specimens exposed to ambient air at both ends 

(Thomle and Haselbach 2010). ..................................................................................................... 65 

Figure 5.5. Basin water pH levels from the five basins were the pervious concrete specimens 

were submerged. ........................................................................................................................... 70 



xv 

 

Figure 5.6. Basin water hydroxide concentrations from the five basins were the pervious concrete 

specimens were submerged. .......................................................................................................... 70 

Figure 5.7. Average specimen pH from the specimens submerged in the five basins. ................ 71 

Figure 5.8.  Calculated equilibrium pH values to show the affects sodium bicarbonate has on the 

pH of saturated solutions of portlandite and calcite...................................................................... 73 

Figure 9.  The pH from the pervious concrete (PC) specimens that had no end covers (NC) from 

the Thomle and Haselbach (2010) study are compared to the specimens immersed in 250 mg/L 

of sodium bicarbonate solution. .................................................................................................... 74 

Figure 10.  Proposed mechanism for the accelerated carbonation of pervious concrete when 

exposed to carbonate laden waters with the carbonation rate no longer limited by carbon dioxide 

dissolution from the air and lower carbonate concentration gradients. ........................................ 75 

Figure 6.1. Increase in portlandite from the continuation of the hydration reaction. ................... 79 

Figure B.1. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WA batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................... 98 

Figure B.2. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ......................................................................................... 99 

Figure B.3. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on the bottom (BC). ...................................................................................................................... 99 

Figure B.4. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 100 

Figure B.5. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WA batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 102 



xvi 

 

Figure B.6. pH immersion data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ....................................................................................... 103 

Figure B.7. pH immersion data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on the bottom (BC). .................................................................................................................... 103 

Figure B.8. pH immersion data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 104 

Figure B.9. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WB batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 106 

Figure B.10. pH infiltration data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ....................................................................................... 106 

Figure B.11. pH infiltration data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on the bottom (BC). .................................................................................................................... 107 

Figure B.12. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 107 

Figure B.13. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WB batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 109 

Figure B.14. pH immersion data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ....................................................................................... 110 

Figure B.15. pH immersion data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on the bottom (BC). .................................................................................................................... 110 

Figure B.16. pH immersion data from individual WB specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 111 



xvii 

 

Figure B.17. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WC batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 113 

Figure B.18. pH infiltration data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ....................................................................................... 113 

Figure B.19. pH infiltration data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on the bottom (BC). .................................................................................................................... 114 

Figure B.20. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 114 

Figure B.21. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WC batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 117 

Figure B.22. pH immersion data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ....................................................................................... 117 

Figure B.23. pH immersion data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air restriction 

on the bottom (BC). .................................................................................................................... 118 

Figure B.24. pH immersion data from individual WC specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 118 

Figure B.25. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WD batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 120 

Figure B.26. pH infiltration data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ...................................................................... 121 

Figure B.27. pH infiltration data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). ................................................................................................... 121 



xviii 

 

Figure B.28. pH infiltration data from individual WD specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 122 

Figure B.29. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WD batch of pervious concrete (error 

bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). ............................................................................. 124 

Figure B.30. pH immersion data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). ...................................................................... 124 

Figure B.31. pH immersion data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). ................................................................................................... 125 

Figure B.32. pH immersion data from individual WD specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). ........................................................................................ 125 

Figure C.1. pH infiltration test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions at a 95 

percent Confidence interval (tested with deionized water). ........................................................ 127 

Figure C.2. pH immersion test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions at a 95 

percent Confidence interval (tested with deionized water). ........................................................ 128 

Figure C.2. pH infiltration test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions at a 95 

percent Confidence interval (tested with tap water). .................................................................. 128 

Figure C.4. pH Immersion test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions at a 95 

percent Confidence interval (tested with tap water). .................................................................. 129 



1 

 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Thesis format 

The following section, Section 1.2 is a brief literature review that includes a short 

introduction to pervious concrete, its uses, and concerns related to the research topic, as well as 

summarizing pervious concrete research associated with pH and other water quality issues.  In 

addition, section 1.2 summarizes the process of carbonation, which may contribute to pH 

changes in concrete. 

The goals and objectives of this research are listed in Section 1.3.  The main goal is broken 

up into objectives.  These objectives are referenced throughout this thesis. 

Laboratory methods are described in detail in Section 2.  This section covers the procedure 

used to prepare pervious concrete specimens, the procedure for obtaining the pH by various 

methods related to the objectives.  Section 2 also describes the procedure for measuring the 

porosity and infiltration rate of the pervious concrete specimens. 

Section 3 covers the pH of older pervious concrete specimens based on age that were cored 

from field placements in South Carolina and Oregon (Objective 1.1).  This section covers details 

about the pervious concrete placements and mixtures, a summary of the methods used to 

measure the pH of water in contact with these specimens, the results obtained by measuring the 

pH, a discussion of these results and conclusions. 

The declining pH of waters exfiltrated through pervious concrete, which may be caused by 

exposure to atmospheric carbon dioxide, in a laboratory setting, is analyzed in Section 4.  This 

section identifies the rate of pH decline of deionized and tap water exposed to pervious concrete 

aged under three levels of ambient air restriction (Objectives 1.1).  This section also identifies 



2 

 

differences in pH caused by small and large simulated storms (Objective 1.2). Section 4 is 

written as a technical paper and includes a consolidated literature review for background on the 

topic, a discussion of the theory behind the change in pH levels, a summary of the methods used 

to obtain representations of the pH and difference in pH due to varying atmospheric exposure, 

corresponding results, discussion of the results and conclusions. 

Section 5 discusses the change in pH of pervious concrete exposed to varying concentrations 

of dissolved carbonate in a laboratory setting (Objective 2).  This section, written as a technical 

paper, includes a consolidated literature review and a proposed theory for why submersion in 

solutions containing varying concentrations of sodium bicarbonate might accelerate a decline in 

pH in pervious concrete.  Section 5 also gives a background on the topic, a discussion of the 

theory behind the change in pH levels, a summary of the methods used to obtain representations 

of the pH and difference in pH due to exposure to varying concentrations of carbonate species, 

corresponding results, discussion of the results and conclusions. 

A detailed discussion of possible causes for variation in pH, calcium leaching from 

submerged specimens, deionized versus tap water, small storm events versus large storm events 

and statistics used to confirm a significant difference between slopes of pH decline are located in 

Section 6.  Sections 6.1-6.3 discuss variations such as water temperature, quality of deionized 

water, blocked micro pores, and portlandite production.  Leaching from submerged specimens 

exposed to varying levels of bicarbonate is presented in Section 6.4.  Section 6.5 discusses 

variations in pH caused by the use of tap water versus deionized water.  Section 6.6 discusses the 

effects of simulating a small storm versus a larger storm event (Objective 1.2).  Also, the 

statistics used to confirm differences in slopes between specimens exposed to varying levels of 

carbon dioxide are discussed in Section 6.7. 
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The overall conclusions and recommendation for future research is discussed in detail in 

Section 7.  After Section 7, there is a Reference section and Appendices, which include 

supporting information that may be helpful for future studies. 

1.2 Literature review 

The main focus of this literature review is on the pH of water in contact with pervious 

concrete.  Although the main focus is on pH, this literature review will first introduce pervious 

concrete, summarizing what it is, why it is used, and the potential concerns associated with its 

pH level.  It also identifies various representative water quality tests on pervious concrete to 

show some of the work that has already been done on pervious concrete.  In addition, this 

literature review describes water quality studies, which address pH as related to this research as 

well as providing an overview of carbonation studies, which are thought to be the main 

mechanism resulting in pH drops in runoff from pervious concrete systems. 

1.2.1 Background 

Pervious concrete is a remarkable pavement material that allows stormwater to infiltrate by 

replacing impervious material with the highly permeable substitute.  Just like traditional 

concrete, pervious concrete is a mixture of Portland cement, aggregate, water, and admixtures; 

however, its permeability is made possible by using an open graded aggregate, little to no sand 

material and less water.  The intention is to coat the aggregate with paste, but not to fill in the 

voids with additional paste and smaller aggregate that would inhibit water passage.  The 

difference between the mixture of pervious concrete and traditional concrete is that the water to 

cement ratio of pervious concrete ranges from 0.27 to 0.34 compared to traditional concrete with 

a water to cement ratio of 0.42.  The coarse aggregate to cement ratio in pervious concrete ranges 

from 4 to 4.5, and is higher than in traditional concrete that has an aggregate to cement ratio of 
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approximately 3.  Usually there is no sand (fines) added to pervious concrete mixes, but 

occasionally some may be added for extra strength (Tennis et al. 2004). 

Pervious concrete, under the name “No Fines Concrete”, was originally used in building 

construction, and became more widely used during a material shortage in Europe after World 

War II (Ghafoori and Dutta 1995b).  One of the first pervious concrete pavement applications in 

the United States was used in a parking lot in Sarasota, Florida in 1979 (Ghafoori and Dutta 

1995a).  Since then, the use of pervious concrete pavement has grown.  Pervious concrete is 

mainly used to reduce or eliminate runoff from large parking lots.  It has also been used in many 

driveways, sidewalks, pathways and streets with light traffic.  As suburban areas expand the need 

for stormwater best management practices (BMPs), to reduce runoff will increase.  The extra 

surface water from road and parking lot runoff is currently overloading and eroding the banks of 

natural channels in areas with a high percentage of imperviousness (Booth and Jackson 1997; 

U.S. EPA. 2003).   As people become more aware of the positive environmental impacts and 

benefits of pervious concrete it can be expected to become more widely used in future pavement 

design. 

The use of pervious concrete has many benefits over traditional concrete.  The American 

concrete institute‟s (ACI) document on pervious concrete, ACI 522R-10 (2010), lists the 

following as the advantages of pervious concrete over traditional concrete: 

 Reduces stormwater runoff 

 Controls pollutant sources 

 Increases parking area that would otherwise be used for water retention ponds 

 Reduces hydroplaning on roadways 

 Adds to aircraft lift at takeoff 
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 Reduces wet roadway glare at night 

 Reduces road noise 

 Reduces the need for stormwater facilities 

 Permits water and air to reach root systems of nearby trees  

Despite the numerous advantages of pervious concrete, if certain counter measures are not 

taken it could cause water quality problems in areas sensitive to high alkalinity.  Newly placed 

concrete and also pervious concrete may have a high pH that may be potentially damaging to 

adjacent sensitive water bodies.   

In structural applications of traditional concrete a high pore water pH is important to 

maintain because it preserves the reinforcing steel (Neville and Brooks 1987); however, in 

pavement, it may not be necessary because reinforcement is not always added.  Therefore 

reduced alkalinity in pavements may be a preferred alternative. 

For traditional concrete pavement there may be some interaction between freshly placed 

concrete and stormwater that increases the pH in runoff to surface waters.  Usually this is not a 

concern in pervious concrete, as the water is infiltrated and does not runoff.  However pervious 

concrete has more exposed surface area than traditional concrete.  As a result, water, passing 

through newly placed pervious concrete may reach a high pH (Setunge et al. 2009).  If this water 

does not infiltrate, but perhaps runs off during large storm events, it may be a concern to adjacent 

sensitive bodies of water.   

When manufacturing concrete, the reaction of portland cement and water forms calcium 

hydroxide, which is a strong base that buffers the pH of water to ~12.5 (Siqueira and Lopes 

1999).  However, as concrete ages, the pH drops due to molecular changes within the concretes 

crystalline structure (Pade and Guimaraes 2007).  This pH drop is mainly due to the replacement 
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of calcium hydroxide with calcium carbonate as carbon dioxide is absorbed from the air or other 

carbonate sources (calcium carbonate buffers water to a pH of around 9) (Steffens et al. 2002; 

Huet et al. 2005).  In order to design appropriately for sensitive conditions under excessive flow, 

it is necessary to know how long it takes for the pH of pervious concrete exfiltrate to drop to 

more ecologically favorable conditions.   

For most surface water, the pH is in a more neutral range from 6-9.  Lower or higher pH 

levels may put a strain on some of the aquatic species living in surface water, which can alter the 

ecosystem.  For the most stringent regulations, streams and rivers should not have a man made 

change from the pH range of 6.5-8.5, and or 0.2 pH units (U.S. EPA 1988; WSDOE 2007).  This 

change is after dilution of the influent with the natural waters. Understanding the pH of pervious 

concrete exfiltrate over time will aid designers in providing a temporary buffer between a 

concrete placement and a stream if there is overflow and insufficient dilution.  There are many 

factors that play a role in how the pH from pervious concrete runoff will affect a stream.  If the 

amount of runoff is small and the stream has a high volume, the effect could be negligible, but if 

the stream has a low volume, the runoff could affect the pH levels.  Also, if the runoff travels a 

greater distance before it reaches the stream, the pH may drop from contact with soils, 

vegetation, and atmospheric carbon dioxide. 

1.2.2 Water quality studies on pervious concrete 

Roadways and parking lots are large contributors to non-point source pollution.  Suspended 

solids, heavy metals, and hydrocarbons are distributed over pavement surfaces by automobile 

exhaust and crankcase leakages (Mangani et al. 2005).  Automobile pollutants accumulate on 

road surfaces until a precipitation event carries these pollutants away in runoff that eventually 

enters waterways or groundwater (Frumkin 2002; Arnold and Gibbons 1996).  These pollutants 
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can potentially damage sensitive ecosystems in nearby bodies of water or enter the water supply 

through wells and surface water withdrawals, which can be detrimental to human health. 

Various water quality studies of permeable concrete pavement systems report pollutant 

removal in stormwater.  According to these studies, permeable concrete pavement systems may 

filter out, trap, and biodegrade oil (Newman et al. 2002a; Newman et al. 2004).  

The addition of oil degrading bacteria is not necessary for bacterial utilization of oil; the 

indigenous bacteria are capable of degrading the oil on their own.  Also the diversity needed to 

optimize degradation can naturally populate pervious pavement systems without inoculation of 

the pavement (Newman et al. 2002b; Coupe et al 2003). 

In some cases where oil was efficiently degraded, nutrients were needed to promote the oil 

degrading activity of the bacteria.  As the nutrient level declined so did carbon dioxide levels, 

which indicate bacterial activity (Pratt et al. 1999; Newman et al. 2002b).  Before claims can be 

made that oil is sufficiently degraded in pervious pavement, a feasible method of slowly 

releasing nutrients into the pervious pavement might need to be developed that will last the 

lifetime of the pavement.  Research has been started to implement slow release phosphate beads 

into designs (Spicer et al. 2006), but field testing should also be performed to verify laboratory 

results.   

As microorganism diversity increases in pavement structures so does the utilization rate of 

oil.  This phenomenon is not well understood and more research is needed to determine why the 

optimum oil degrading activity occurs with higher diversity even though the oil is only observed 

to be degraded by bacteria (Newman et al. 2002a). 

Permeable concrete pavements such as pervious concrete have also been reported to remove 

heavy metals from infiltrating water without the danger of mobilization (Dierkes et al. 2002).  
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The alkalinity in concrete raises the pH of infiltrating water, which may cause most heavy metals 

to precipitate as metal hydroxides and remain in or around the concrete layer or in the base 

material (Dyer et al. 2009).  Studies have also reported that heavy metals sorption to calcium 

silicate hydrate may retain metals such as cadmium, cobalt, copper, nickel, and zinc with greater 

than 99.5 percent retention (Pellegrini et al. 2006). 

In a number of studies, pervious concrete has been considered as a media to grow biofilms 

for the removal of nutrients.  Pervious concrete systems were reported to have reduced the 

amount of total nitrogen by 37-95 percent as well as reduce the total phosphorous by 66-95 

percent (these results are from both laboratory tests and test sites) (Horst et al. 2008; Jianming et 

al. 2008; Park and Tia 2003).  Also in some systems, suspended phosphorous was reported to 

have precipitated out of solution as calcium or magnesium phosphates (Luck et al. 2008). 

1.2.3 Water quality studies that include pH 

Four studies that report the pH of waters in contact with pervious concrete. The first, Collins 

(2007), evaluates a pervious concrete system, which is pervious concrete and the aggregate 

storage layer below.  The second, Luck et al. (2008), reports the pH of pervious concrete at one 

point in time.  The third, Park and Tia (2003), evaluates the pH of laboratory prepared pervious 

concrete specimens that were immersed in river water.  The fourth, Kwiatkowski et al. (2007), 

evaluates an infiltration best management practice utilizing pervious concrete.  These four 

studies do not focus on pH, but include pH data. 

The study with the most data is Collins (2007).  This study reports the pH of water exfiltrated 

through a pervious concrete system in a Kinston, NC parking lot.  The pervious concrete system 

in this study consists of a 15 cm pervious concrete layer over a 5 cm washed No. 78 stone gravel 

layer, and a 23 cm additional sub layer of washed No. 5 stone gravel.  An impermeable 
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membrane and an under drain were used to collect the water exfiltrated through the system.  The 

pH data collected from this study started 70 days after the pervious concrete placement and 

ended 525 days after placement (see Figure 1.1).  Although there are large variations in pH, it is 

important to notice the trend as the pH drops with the age of concrete.  The highest recorded pH 

value (~11.4) drops after aging 1.4 years to a highest pH value of ~9.  

 

Figure 1.1.  pH of exfiltrate from a pervious concrete system at various ages from data in 

(Collins 2007).  

 

Kwiatkowski et al. (2007) used pervious concrete to transport runoff that comes from 

buildings, walkways and grassy areas down to a storage area were the water eventually 

infiltrated.  The pervious concrete was placed over a layer of limestone aggregate, used as a 

water storage volume.  For this study sensors were used to measure copper, nutrients, chloride, 

total and suspended solids, pH and conductivity.  The pH of water from different storms was 

measured at five locations.  One measured the rain water pH, another measured the water in the 

storage area after the water passed through the pervious concrete (port), and the other three 
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locations were buried under the subgrade.  One was buried at 0.3 meters below the subgrade 

(IN0.3), another at 0.6 meters below the subgrade (IN0.6), and the other  at 1.2 meters below the 

subgrade (IN1.2).  The pH from these locations can be seen in Figure 1.2.  The pervious concrete 

used for this study was placed in August 2002, several months before the first samples are taken.  

In the Figure 1.2 the first two data points show a much higher pH for the port.   

 

Figure 1.2.  pH for All Sampled Storms, which is taken directly from (Kwiatkowski et al. 

2007). 

The first point is approximately 305 days (0.84 years) after placement and the second point is 

approximate 325 days (0.89 years) after placement.  After these two points the pH at the port 

remains close to neutral.  The higher pH from these two points may be caused by pH buffering 

from the pervious concrete, but may have dropped as the buffering capacity of the concrete 

dropped.  The pH values are never greater than 10, which suggestes that other factors also played 
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a role in lower pH values.  Dissolved compounds in the runoff may have also decreased the 

effect the alkalinity of the concrete may have had on raising the pH of infiltrating waters.  

Another point of interest from Kwiatkowski et al. (2007)  is that the higher pH from the first two 

storms did not affect the pH after the water passed through the soil.  The soil and lime stone 

aggregate material in the storage area may have buffered the pH to values close to neutral.   

Another study that reported a pH value from pervious concrete exfiltrate was Luck et al. 

(2008).  For this test, water was filtered through composted beef cattle manure and straw bedding 

that was placed on top of pervious concrete specimens.  This laboratory test focused mainly on 

solid material retention and nutrient reduction, but the pH was also measured.  The pH of the 

pervious concrete exfiltrate in this study was reported to be 9.3.  The age of pervious concrete 

specimens used were 8 months old, but were not actually reported in the study.  The age was 

acquired by a researcher contacting one of the authors of Luck et al. (2008).  The Park and Tia 

(2003) study on the water purification properties of pervious concrete also reported the pH of 

pervious concrete specimens that were eventually used as a media to grow biofilms.  For this 

study, specimens were soaked in river water for 90 days, and tested for pH every 7 days.  The 

results from this laboratory test are summarized in Table 1.1, where CB indicates that 30 percent 

blast furnace slag was used instead of 30 percent of the Portland cement; SF indicates that an 

additional 10 percent silica fume was used instead of Portland cement, and FA indicates that an 

additional 20 percent fly ash was used instead of Portland cement.  The mineral composition of 

the river water was not given. 
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Table 1.1.  pH results from pervious concrete soaked in river water (Park and Tia 2003). 

Age 

(days) 

CB I CB+SF I CB+FA I 

pH 

7 10.81 10.21 11.16 

14 10.75 10.19 11.28 

21 10.60 10.21 11.13 

28 10.49 9.95 10.88 

35 10.26 9.75 10.75 

42 9.80 9.38 10.18 

49 9.53 9.04 9.71 

56 9.15 8.90 9.49 

63 9.01 8.88 9.25 

90 8.70 8.70 8.60 

 

As seen in Table 1.1, the pH for all the specimens dropped over time.  Note that the pH of 

water exposed to the pervious concrete in Park and Tia (2003) dropped more rapidly than the pH 

of the stormwater exfiltrated through the pervious concrete in Collins (2007).  The pervious 

concrete pavement system in Collins (2007) was aged under ambient air conditions with 

rainwater exposure, and the pervious concrete specimens in Park and Tia (2003) were aged in 

river water under submerged conditions. 

An additional study, Horst et al. (2008), includes a change in pH from water flowing 

horizontally through pervious concrete, but this study did not report any specific pH data. 

Many studies on pervious concrete are related to properties such as infiltration rates and 

acoustics (Bean et al. 2007; Marolf et al. 2004).  Several have some water quality information, 

but only a few include pH and none of these studies specifically focuses on pH levels.  The 

studies that do include pH show a trend that the pH declines as pervious concrete ages.   

1.2.4 The carbonation process and pH 

In many applications, reduction in the pH of pervious concrete exfiltrate occurs with 

exposure to ambient air.  The same phenomenon that causes this drop in pH in pervious concrete 



13 

 

also occurs on the surface of traditional concrete.  The drop in pH of concrete is caused by a 

chemical replacement reaction within the cement paste that is usually thought to replace the 

hydroxide anion associated with portlandite (calcium hydroxide) with a carbonate anion to form 

calcite (calcium carbonate).  This chemical process is called carbonation.  There are two different 

proposed theories about how carbonation takes place in concrete.  Some researchers model the 

mechanism as a direct reaction between solid calcium hydroxide or calcium oxide and carbon 

dioxide gas.  The most widely accepted hypothesis is that carbonation takes place in dissolved 

phases and will be summarized herein (Ishida and Maekawa 2000; Engelsen et al. 2005).  The 

dissolution theory of carbonation is a series of complex reactions that replaces the hydroxide 

anions in calcium hydroxide with a carbonate anion.   

One step in this process is the dissolution of carbon dioxide in water, which forms carbonic 

acid (Equation 1.1).  The dissolution of carbon dioxide is governed by a Henry‟s Law constant 

(Hco2) of 0.033363 mol/L*atm at 25°C, which varies with temperature and partial pressure 

(Masters and ELA 2008).   

 CO2(g) + H2O(l) ↔ H2CO3*(aq) (1.1) 

 Where, 

 (g) is gaseous phase;  

 (l) is liquid phase;  

 (aq) is aqueous. 

Carbonic acid further dissociates into first a proton and bicarbonate (Equation 1.2) and 

second a proton and carbonate. The reversible reactions for the equilibrium of carbonate species 

are summarized in Equation 1.2-1.3 with the associated negative log of the reaction rate 

coefficient (pKa), which only gives relative information.  Carbonic acid, bicarbonate and 
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carbonate all exist together in equilibrium, but at different concentrations depending on the pH 

(Ishida and Maikawa 2000).   

 H2CO3* (aq) ↔ H
+
(aq) + HCO3

-
(aq), pKa1 = 6.35 (1.2) 

 HCO3
-
(aq) ↔ H

+
(aq) + CO3

2-
(aq), pKa2 = 10.33 (1.3) 

Additional associated reactions include calcium hydroxide dissociation with the introduction 

of uncarbonated concrete in an aqueous system, and the standard equilibrium reaction between 

the free proton and hydroxide in water (Equation 1.4 + 1.5).   

 Ca(OH)2 (s) ↔ Ca
2+

(aq) + 2OH(aq)
-
   (1.4) 

 Where, 

 (s) is solid phase. 

 H
+
(aq) +OH

-
 (aq) ↔ H2O(l)    (1.5) 

The carbonate ion in the system may react with the free Ca
2+ 

to form calcium carbonate 

completing the carbonation process as in Equation 1.6. 

 Ca
2+

(aq) + CO3
2-

(aq) → CaCO3(s)   (1.6) 

The rate that carbonation occurs in concrete depends on the moisture content of the concrete, 

the relative humidity in the ambient air, the partial pressure of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 

and the surface area of the concrete specimen, etc (Neville 1981).  Pade and Guimaraes (2007) 

looked at the surface area of concrete and estimated that the rate of carbonation of concrete is 

significantly faster when more of the surface area is exposed to air.  According to Engelson et al. 

(2005), the carbonation rate is usually a maximum at a relative humidity of 50-60%, and 

increases with higher porosity, higher temperature, increased surface area, higher partial pressure 

of carbon dioxide, and with added pozzolan, which is defined by Mehta and Monteiro (1993) “as 

a siliceous or siliceous and aluminous material which in itself possesses little or no cementing 
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property but will in a finely divided form and in the presence of moisture chemically react with 

calcium hydroxide at ordinary temperatures to form compounds possessing cementitious 

properties”. 

Concrete carbonation in concrete structures has been widely studied for many decades, and is 

usually a very slow process, with significant carbonation on outer surfaces, and a carbonation 

front, slowly progressing inward at typically decreasing rates of millimeters or less annually. The 

rate of carbonation commonly refers to the rate of progression of this carbonation front and the 

depth of this front of carbonation (Dc) for these traditional applications it is traditionally modeled 

as a function of the square root of time (t) as in Equation 6, where kc is the carbonation front 

coefficient. 

 Dc  =  kc * t
(1/2)

   (1.6) 

It is theorized that in traditional concrete, water from a high relative humidity (>60%) may 

block the capillary system, and make it difficult for carbon dioxide gas to diffuse into concrete 

(see Figure 1.3).  

  



16 

 

 

 

Figure 1.3. Reduced carbonation rate at 100 percent relative humidity due to reduced 

surface area from the pore filling up with water. 

Other researchers theorize that carbon dioxide gas may use convection as a transport method 

for surface carbonation, instead of diffusion (McPolin et al. 2008).  As stated earlier, the 

carbonation rate is dependent on the optimum moisture content and relative humidity for 

traditional concrete exposed to ambient air.  At a low relative humidity, there is not enough water 

in the shallow pores of concrete to support carbonation.  Thus, the carbonation rate is slow in 

low relative humidity conditions.  If the relative humidity is too high, water blocks the pores, 

limiting carbon dioxide diffusion. In both cases the carbonation process is more gradual.  For 

traditional concrete the surface may carbonate quickly, but extensive interior carbonation takes 

decades, if not centuries.  The theorized optimum carbonation rate with ambient air exposure can 

be seen in Figure 1.4, which shows a shallow pore at 55 percent relative humidity.   
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Figure 1.4. Optimum ambient air carbonation at ~55 percent relative humidity.  Increased 

surface area of pore water. 

McPolin et al. (2009) is a study on carbonation and pH in mortars manufactured with 

supplementary cementitious materials.  In this study pore fluid pH was measured using 

phenolphthalein, thermo gravimetric analysis and pore fluid extraction.   Surface pH was lower 

than that measured in the concrete pores.  Other compounds such as potassium and sodium oxide 

also play a factor in pH levels.  This study also helps confirm that larger pore size plays a factor 

in carbonation depth.  Larger pores allow a carbonation front to go deeper because there are 

fewer restrictions.  The carbonation depth is defined by industry as the depth at which a 

phenolphthalein indicator turns from red to colorless (NT-Build 357 1989).  However, McPolin 

et al. (2008) concludes that the use of phenolphthalein for measuring actual carbonation depth is 

not accurate because of the limited range of pH detection.  McPolin et al. (2008) also states that 

the value of „uncarbonated‟ concrete (i.e. carbonation front) pH is a function of the mix design.  

Mixes with 10% pozzolan and 90% portland cement had an uncarbonated concrete pH of 12.8-
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13.0, and mixes with 30-50% pozzolan and 70-50% Portland cement had an uncarbonated 

Concrete pH of 12.6-12.7.  The lower pH in cement containing pozzolan is thought to be due to a 

lower concentration of calcium hydroxide.  In the concrete industry, „carbonated‟ concrete is 

usually assumed to be the portions behind the carbonation front, while „uncarbonated‟ concrete 

portions are beyond the carbonation front.  In actuality there are varying levels of carbon dioxide 

adsorption with depth of carbonation (Pade and Guimaraes 2007). 

In summary, carbonation in pervious concrete exposed to ambient air should be very 

different than in traditional concrete.  The carbonation rate in pervious concrete is expected to 

increase because of its extensive pore structure.  The pore structure may allow increased carbon 

dioxide diffusion into the micro pores of the cement paste as well as increase overall carbonation 

within pervious concrete.  If more overall carbonation occurs, pervious concrete‟s life cycle can 

be considered more carbon neutral. 

In addition to ambient air exposure, it is hypothesized herein that the rate of pH decline of 

water in contact with pervious concrete may increase if submerged in carbonate species laden 

water, based on Park and Tia (2003) and Lagerblad (2007).  The submersion of pervious 

concrete in water with increased carbonate species may allow carbonate into the micro pores at a 

faster rate because of the greater concentration gradient of carbonate species outside the pores 

and the absence of the limitation caused by the dissolution of carbon dioxide in pore water. 

1.3 Goals and objectives 

The goal is to determine the rate of pH decline of waters exposed to aging pervious concrete.  

This information will aid designers in the use of preventive measures in reducing the risk of 

possible damage to sensitive waters. 

The main objectives of this study are the following:  
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1. Study the rate of pH decline based on testing with deionized water (i.e. pore pH) and tap 

water (simulated clean runoff) under the following conditions. 

1.1 pH decline when exposed to varying levels of carbon dioxide in a laboratory 

setting. 

1.2 pH variation with respect to simulated small storm events versus large storm 

events in a laboratory setting.  

2. Study the pH decline of water exposed to pervious concrete aged in carbonate laden waters. 

2 Laboratory Methods 

The laboratory methods section explains various laboratory procedures.  First, it explains 

how the laboratory pervious concrete specimens were prepared.  Then it gives details on the 

various pH tests used such as: the pH infiltration test (small storms), the pH immersion test 

(larger storm events, or more representative of pore pH) for both the deionized water (pore pH) 

and tap water (runoff).  The submersion testing procedure for specimen aging for Objective 2 is 

also outlined.  Finally, some ancillary procedures such as porosity tests and infiltration rate tests 

are discussed. 

2.1 Pervious concrete specimen preparation 

Five separate batches of pervious concrete were made, each for the purpose of investigating 

the change in pH from the time of placement.  The WA, WB, WC, WD, and WF were specimens 

made in the Washington State Universities concrete laboratory.  The dimensions and mixing 

specifications for each batch are shown in Table 2.1.  They were all made using 8 inch by 4 inch 

diameter cylindrical molds (Deslauriers Inc. CAT # TC-4).  The following is the procedure used 

to make one batch of pervious concrete.   
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 The mixer was wetted using 2 lbs of water and 2 lbs of Commercial Grade, type I/II, 

Portland cement (for WD‟s 25% of Portland cement was replaced with fly ash).  The 

mixer ran for about ½ a minute until the mixer was fully wetted.  Then, the water and 

cement mixture was dumped out of the mixer and appropriately disposed of. 

 One hundred twenty pounds of #8 aggregates (all fines removed except in WA batch, 

which was also pre-wetted and drained) were poured into the mixer.   

 The mixer was turned on and run for ½ a minute.  All cementitious materials were added 

and ½ of the 8 lbs of water were added; the mixer was turned on for 4 minutes.   

 The sides of the mixer were scraped using a long metal bar.  This was to ensure that the 

batch was mixed properly.  Half of the rest of the water (1/4 of the 8 lbs of water) was 

added and the mixer was run for 3 minutes.   

 The ball test was performed (ACI 522R-10 2010).  In the ball test, a handful of material 

was taken from the mixer and if the material stuck together in a ball pressed together by 

hand, enough water was added and the material was adequately mixed.  If it fell apart, 

more water and mixing was required.  Also before mixing, the sides of the mixer were 

scraped using a long metal bar.  ½ of the leftover water was added and the mixer was run 

for another 3 minutes.  This was repeated until the material stuck together in a pressed 

ball, which was usually about 5 times.   

 Once all of the 8 lbs of water was added and the material didn‟t pass the ball test a small 

amount of water was added in about ¼ of a pound increments and mixer was run for an 

additional 3 minutes.  The sides of the mixer were scraped using the long metal bar 

between each mixing.  If at any time the ball in the ball test dripped water, then there was 
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too much water in the mix and the procedure would need to be restarted with fresh 

materials. 

 When the material passed the ball test, it was poured out into a wheelbarrow and covered 

with plastic until it was put into cylinders molds.  The top of each cylinder mold was 

scraped using a masonry knife to remove excess.   

 WA‟s were the first batch prepared and after curing some lower mass specimens had 

pockets void of concrete, so a minimum mass was established for placement in the 

cylinders molds.  The rest of the specimens were weighed to be sure a minimum mass of 

2900 grams was achieved.   

  A concrete tamper sized to fit the molds was placed over the opening.  Then a rubber 

mallet was used to tap the concrete tamper until 9-10% compaction was achieved.  This is 

representative of typical field compaction levels (Haselbach and Freeman 2006). 

 After the specimens were compacted in the cylinder molds, they were sealed.  Tape was 

used for additional sealing on caps that did not fit correctly.  Once all cylinders molds 

were filled, tamped and sealed they were left to cure for 7 days, which is typical of 

covered pervious concrete curing in the field (ACI 522R-10 2010). 

 After the WA, WB, WC, WD and WF specimens were cured for 7 days before the mass was 

measured with the covers off, but without removing the cylinder.  Then the cylinders were 

removed and infiltration pH test was performed on the WA, WB, WC and WD specimens (see 

Section 2.2.2).   

The WA, WB, WC and WD specimens were used to research Objective 1, and then 

compared to the results of Objective 2 using the WF specimens. The WA through WD specimens 

were immediately shrink wrapped after curing on the sides to simulate in-situ conditions by 
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limiting the air exposure of the sides of the specimens (WA specimens were allowed to air dry 

before being shrink wrapped).  For the WA, WB, WC, and WD batches caps were put on both 

ends of 6 of each batch of specimens as well as on the bottom of 6 other specimens of each 

batch.  The rest of the specimens were left uncapped.  The WA through WD specimens with the 

three different levels of ambient air exposure can be seen in Figure 2.1. 

 

Figure 2.1. Specimens with different levels of ambient air exposure, which are (a) capped 

on top and bottom, (b) capped on the bottom, and (c) not capped. 

After WF specimens cured for 7 days the caps and cylinders were removed and the pH 

immersion test was performed (see Section 2.2.5).  Immediately after the pH immersion test, the 

submerged mass of the specimens were taken for the porosity test.  Then the sides of the 

specimens were plastic wrapped prior to the exfiltration test (see Section 2.3). Finally, the plastic 

was removed and the WF specimens used in the submersion test for Objective 2. 
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Table 2.1.  Dimensions and variations of specimens made from different concrete batches. 

Batch Number of specimens Length Diameter Aggregate 

WA 18 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8 

WB 18 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

WC 17 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

WD** 17 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

WF 20 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

*All Fines specially removed from aggregate 

** Replaced 25 percent of Portland cement with fly ash 

 

2.2 pH testing procedures 

The following procedures include calibration of the pH measuring instrument, the pH 

infiltration test procedure, the pH immersion test procedures of both the new pervious concrete 

specimens (WA-WD) that were prepared in the laboratory and older pervious concrete 

specimens (B, C, TP, J, and E) that were cored from pavement placed in South Carolina and 

Oregon, as well as additional details of the pH submersion procedure.   

2.2.1 pH  calibration 

For calibration of the Oakton pH S10 Series two buffered solutions from Fisher Scientific 

were used.  One with a pH of 7.00 that was buffered with potassium monobasic and potassium 

hydroxide (SB 108-1) and the other with a pH of 10.00 that was buffered with potassium 

carbonate, potassium borate and potassium hydroxide (SB 116-1).  Fifteen milliliters of each 

buffer were poured into separate 25 milliliter beakers.  After turning on the pH meter the 

Cal/Mea button was pressed to put the meter in calibration mode.  The sensor for the Oakton pH 

meter was pat dried, and then placed in a holder over the 25 milliliter beaker with the blue tip of 

the sensor placed just under the surface of the buffered water.  The sensor was placed so that it 

did not touch the sides of the beaker.  Under the pH value it showed the pH 7.00 correction 

value.  Once “ready” was displayed on the screen, the enter button was pressed, which corrected 
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the pH value.  The sensor was rinsed in deionized water and pat dried, and then the sensor was 

placed in the holder again over the 25 milliliter beaker containing the water buffered to pH 10.  

The blue tip of the sensor was placed just under the surface of the buffered water.  The sensor 

was placed so that it did not touch the sides of the beaker.  Under the pH value it showed the pH 

10.00 correction value.  Once “ready” was displayed on the screen, the enter button was pressed, 

which corrected the value.  The Cal/Mea button was pressed to return the meter to the measure 

mode.  This calibration procedure was performed prior to each series of pH infiltration, pH 

immersion, or pH river water tests. 

2.2.2 pH infiltration test 

Tests were performed with either deionized water of tap water.  Deionized water was used 

for this test to show the worst case scenario for pH values, and is more representative of pore 

water pH values.  Also since deionized water was used more calcium hydroxide was expected to 

dissociate, which resulted in higher concentrations of hydroxide anion and higher pH values.  

Tap water was used in some tests instead of deionized water to show that the pH will be buffered 

if ions are already present as will be under natural conditions. 

After calibration (Section 2.2.1), each specimen was held over a 2 liter plastic Nalgene 

container, and 75-100 milliliters of deionized water was poured over the top of that specimen.  

The Nalgene container was then used to catch approximately 20 milliliters of exfiltrated water.  

Fifteen to twenty milliliters of infiltrated water was poured into a 25 milliliter beaker.  After the 

sensor for the Oakton pH meter was pat dried, the sensor was placed in a holder over the 25 

milliliter beaker with the blue tip of the sensor placed just under the surface of the exfiltrated 

water.  Also the sensor was not touching the sides of the beaker.  When the pH value leveled off 

the pH was recorded for that sample.  Each Nalgene container and 25 milliliter beaker was 
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carefully rinsed with tap water and dried using a paper towel between each use.  This procedure 

was repeated for all six randomly selected specimens in each specimen group.   

After the pH infiltration test, each specimen of pervious concrete was placed in a separate 

plastic container for the pH immersion test (new specimens) as performed in Section 2.2.4.  The 

dates of each pH infiltration test can be seen in Table 2.2 and 2.3. 

2.2.3 pH immersion test (aged specimens) 

The old specimens were tested about once a month from October 17, 2008 to July 2, 2009.  

Initially a pH infiltration test was used as well as the pH immersion test, but pH infiltration tests 

were stopped.  On July 2, 2009 a final pH was taken on the old specimens using the pH 

immersion test.  Deionized water was used for this test to show the worst case scenario for pH 

levels.  Since deionized water was used more calcium hydroxide was expected to dissociate, 

which may have resulted in higher concentrations of hydroxide anion and higher pH values.   

Cored specimens collected from various in place pavements where immersed in deionized 

water for 30 minutes.   Thirty minutes was chosen for this test because it was estimated in 

Montes et al. (2005) that 30 minutes was sufficient for water to reach most of the pore structure 

of the pervious concrete specimens (Montes et al. (2005) mainly focuses on measuring porosity 

and concludes that additional time past 30 minutes is negligible for porosity calculations).  

The older specimens were placed in 2000 milliliter graduated cylinders or 5 inch square 

plastic containers and deionized water was poured over them until the specimens were 

completely covered.  The specimens were left immersed in the deionized water for 30 minutes.  

After the 30 minutes the deionized water in which the pervious concrete specimens were soaking 

was manually stirred for about 10 seconds with the specimens still immersed.  A 25 milliliter 

beaker was rinsed twice using the immersion water before the beaker was filled with 
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approximately 25 milliliters of the immersion water.  After the sensor for the Oakton pH meter 

was pat dried, the sensor was placed in a holder over the 25 milliliter beaker with the blue tip of 

the sensor placed just under the surface of the infiltrated water.  Also the sensor was not touching 

the sides of the beaker.  When the pH value leveled off the pH was recorded for that sample.  

Each 25 milliliter beaker was carefully rinsed with tap water and dried using a paper towel 

between each use.  The 2000 milliliter graduated cylinders and plastic containers were rinsed 

with tap water and then rinsed with deionized water between each use. 

2.2.4 pH immersion test (new specimens) 

Deionized and tap water pH immersion tests were performed on the new specimens.  

Deionized water was also used for the immersion test to show the worst case scenario for pH, but 

tap water with moderate hardness (116 mg/l five year average) (City of Pullman 2009) was used 

in some tests instead of deionized water to simulate relatively clean runoff from adjacent areas or 

more realistic conditions.   

The immersion test was performed on six specimens at a time after the infiltration test was 

completed.  For this test all six of the specimens were placed in individual plastic containers and 

approximately 2 liters of deionized water was poured into the container, which completely 

immersed each of the pervious concrete specimens.  The specimens were left immersed in the 

deionized water for 30 minutes for the same reason discussed in Section 2.2.3.  After the 30 

minutes each specimens was lifted up over the plastic containers that they had been immersed in 

and drained for about 10 seconds.  Then the specimens were returned to the table and covers 

were placed on specimens that had them before.  The water in which the pervious concrete 

specimens were soaking was manually stirred in the plastic containers for about 10 seconds.  The 

25 milliliter beaker was rinsed twice using the immersion water before the beaker was filled with 
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approximately 25 milliliters of the immersion water.  After the sensor for the Oakton pH meter 

was pat dried, the sensor was placed in a holder over the 25 milliliter beaker with the blue tip of 

the sensor placed just under the surface of the infiltrated water.  Also the sensor was not touching 

the sides of the beaker.  When the pH value leveled off the pH was recorded for that sample.  

Each 25 milliliter beaker was carefully rinsed with tap water and dried using a paper towel 

between each use.  The plastic containers were rinsed with tap water and then rinsed with 

deionized water between each use.  This procedure was repeated for all six randomly selected 

specimens of each specimen type and treatment.   

The infiltration and immersion tests were performed two more times until all 18 specimens 

were tested in each group (WC and WD had 17 specimens each).  From June 3, 2009 to June 12, 

2009 the immersion water was not properly mixed.  The data between these dates were excluded 

because they were considered outliers.   

Tap water was used instead of deionized water on the following days May 18, 2009, May 27, 

2009, July 22, 2009, Aug 5, 2009.  Tap water was used to show that other compounds in solution 

can significantly impact the pH level.  Deionized water is thought to dissociate more calcium 

hydroxide resulting in higher observed pH‟s, and might also be more sensitive to minor levels of 

contaminants in the deionized water.  Tap water is thought to be a better representation of runoff 

from other areas that might infiltrate through pervious concrete.  

The pH infiltration and immersion procedures were performed approximately twice a month 

from February 28, 2009 to June 3, 2009 with the WA and WB specimens on the same day and 

WC and WD on other days.  After June 3, 2009 these procedures were performed more 

frequently.  Before June 26, 2009 specimens were tested in numerical order.  After June 26, 2009 

the specimen order was chosen at random using a list of random numbers.  The same order of 
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random numbers was used on each type of specimen per test date.  The infiltration and 

immersion test were all done simultaneously in sets of six (WC and WD only have 17 specimens 

so the last set only has five).  The dates that the pH infiltration and immersion (new specimens) 

test procedures were performed can be seen in Table 2.2 and 2.3. 
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Table 2.2. WA and WB specimen testing dates. 

WA 
 

WB 

Date pH Infiltration 
pH 

immersion  
Date pH Infiltration pH immersion 

11/7/2008 DI Water 
  

12/18/2008 DI Water 
 

12/19/2008 DI Water 
  

1/16/2009 DI Water 
 

1/16/2009 DI Water 
  

2/28/2009 
 

DI Water 

2/28/2009 
 

DI Water 
 

3/15/2009 DI Water 
 

3/15/2009 DI Water 
  

3/20/2009 
 

DI Water 

3/20/2009 
 

DI Water 
 

3/29/2009 DI Water DI Water 

3/29/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

4/19/2009 DI Water DI Water 

4/19/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

5/3/2009 DI Water DI Water 

5/3/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

5/18/2009 Tap Water Tap Water* 

5/18/2009 Tap Water Tap Water* 
 

6/3/2009 DI Water DI Water* 

6/3/2009 DI Water DI Water* 
 

6/17/2009 DI Water DI Water 

6/15/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

6/28/2009 DI Water DI Water 

6/26/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

7/9/2009 DI Water DI Water 

7/9/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

7/22/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

7/22/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 
 

7/29/2009 DI Water DI Water 

7/28/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

8/5/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

8/5/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 
 

8/18/2009 DI Water DI Water 

8/18/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

8/27/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

8/27/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 
 

9/3/2009 DI Water DI Water 

9/3/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

9/17/2009 DI Water DI Water 

9/17/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

9/30/2009 DI Water DI Water 

9/30/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

10/14/2009 DI Water DI Water 

10/14/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

10/28/2009 DI Water DI Water 

10/28/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

11/13/2009 DI Water DI Water 

11/12/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

12/3/2009 DI Water DI Water 

12/3/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

12/17/2009 DI Water DI Water 

12/17/2009 DI Water DI Water 
 

1/15/2010 DI Water DI Water 

1/15/2010 DI Water DI Water 
 

1/29/2010 Tap Water Tap Water 

1/29/2010 Tap Water Tap Water 
 

2/10/2010 DI Water DI Water 

2/10/2010 DI Water DI Water 
 

* Data omitted due to testing errors 
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Table 2.3. WC and WD specimen testing dates 

WC 

 
WD 

Date pH Infiltration pH immersion 

 
Date pH Infiltration pH immersion 

1/2/2009 DI Water   
 

1/2/2009 DI Water   

1/31/2009 DI Water   
 

1/31/2009 DI Water   

3/22/2009   DI Water 

 
3/23/2009   DI Water 

4/18/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
4/18/2009 DI Water DI Water 

4/26/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
4/26/2009 DI Water DI Water 

5/10/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
5/10/2009 DI Water DI Water 

5/27/2009 Tap Water Tap Water* 

 
5/27/2009 Tap Water Tap Water* 

6/10/2009 DI Water DI Water* 

 
6/12/2009 DI Water DI Water* 

6/22/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
6/24/2009 DI Water DI Water 

7/1/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
7/1/2009 DI Water DI Water 

7/15/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
7/15/2009 DI Water DI Water 

7/22/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

 
7/22/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

7/31/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
7/31/2009 DI Water DI Water 

8/5/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

 
8/5/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

8/19/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
8/20/2009 DI Water DI Water 

8/28/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

 
8/28/2009 Tap Water Tap Water 

9/8/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
9/10/2009 DI Water DI Water 

10/1/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
10/1/2009 DI Water DI Water 

10/15/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
10/15/2009 DI Water DI Water 

10/29/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
10/29/2009 DI Water DI Water 

11/13/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
11/12/2009 DI Water DI Water 

12/4/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
12/4/2009 DI Water DI Water 

12/18/2009 DI Water DI Water 

 
12/18/2009 DI Water DI Water 

1/15/2010 DI Water DI Water 

 
1/15/2010 DI Water DI Water 

1/29/2010 Tap Water Tap Water 

 
1/29/2010 Tap Water Tap Water 

2/17/2010 DI Water DI Water 

 
2/17/2010 DI Water DI Water 

    
* Data omitted due to testing errors 

 

2.2.5 pH submersion test 

The following is the method of testing used to determine if submersion in a bicarbonate 

solution accelerates the carbonation process as per Objective 2. 
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The 20 cylindrical WF specimens of pervious concrete were exposed to four different sodium 

bicarbonate solutions, as well as a control of de-ionized water. Each solution contained four 

pervious concrete specimens.  The volume of each solution was 80 liters (21.1 gal).  The 

concentration of sodium bicarbonate that was in each solution and other testing parameters is 

shown in Table 2.4.   

All of the five, 80 liter baths were open systems.  Equilibrium with atmospheric carbon 

dioxide was expected to be reached in each bath.  Test frequency was every two weeks.  For this 

test, specimens were removed from their sodium bicarbonate bath and rinsed in de-ionized water. 

The specimens were placed in individual plastic containers and de-ionized water was poured 

over the specimens until they were completely covered (approx. 2000mL or 33.81 oz).  The 

specimens remained immersed in de-ionized water for 30 minutes before removal.   

After the specimens were removed from the water, the water samples were manually stirred 

for about 10 seconds.  A 25 mL beaker was rinsed twice using the immersion water before the 

beaker was filled with approximately 25 mL (0.85 oz) of the immersion water.  After the sensor 

for the Oakton pH meter was pat dried, the sensor was placed in a holder over the 25 mL beaker 

with the blue tip of the sensor placed just under the surface of the water.  The sensor was not 

touching the sides of the beaker.   

When the pH value leveled off, the pH was recorded for that sample.  Each 25 mL beaker 

was carefully rinsed with tap water and dried using a paper towel between each use.  The plastic 

containers were also rinsed with tap water between each use. 
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Table 2.4.  Dimensions and variations of specimens made from different concrete batches. 

Containers Specimens 
concentration 

(mg/l) 

Conc. 

Replenishment 

1 1,6,11,16 0 yes 

2 2,7,12,17 20 yes 

3 3,8,13,18 100 yes 

4 5,9,13,18 250 yes 

5 4,10,15,20 100 no 

 

Before the specimens were placed back in their original sodium bicarbonate solutions three 

of the four solutions were replenished to the original concentration of sodium bicarbonate, and 

one of the 100 mg/l solutions was not replenished. 

 The concentration of each basin was replaced approximately every two weeks by 

dumping out the basins.   The basins were then washed with tap water to remove any residue on 

the sides of the basins.  After cleaning the basins, solid calcium bicarbonate was weighed using a 

scale (OHAUS Adventurer Pro AV213) and put into the corresponding basins.  The mass of 

sodium bicarbonate put in the 20, 100, and 250 mg/L basins was 1.6, 8, and 20 grams, 

respectively.  The basins with submerged pervious concrete specimens can be seen in Figure 2.1. 

 

2.3 Exfiltration test procedure 

The exfiltration test was performed on just the WF specimens to show how quickly water 

infiltrates through the specimens.  The exfiltration test gives similar results to in-situ infiltration 

tests, but is more representative of the exfiltration rate available to the storage bed or soil below, 

counting storage or uptake within the pervious concrete.  The procedure and apparatus (Figure 

2.2) used for this test is the following: 
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 The sides of the specimens were plastic wrapped with about a 2 inch lip of plastic wrap 

overlapping each edge.   

 The specimens were set on top of a large funnel that was placed on top of a 2000 mL 

graduated cylinder.   

 A 5 gallon bucket was used to pour water over the specimen.  As water was poured over 

the specimen, the water level of ~2 cm over the top of the specimen was maintained.   

 The timer started as water started to come out of the bottom of the funnel and was 

stopped when the water reached the 2000 mL mark.   

 This procedure was repeated for all WF specimens. 

 

Figure 2.2.  Apparatus for exfiltration test.  

 

The results of the exfiltration test can be seen in Appendix E. 
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2.4 Porosity measuring procedure 

The following procedure is the measurement of the void space within the pervious concrete 

specimens.  This procedure has three main steps: measure the mass, measure the submerged 

mass, and measure the volume.  These three parameters are used to then calculate the porosity. 

The dry mass of each specimen was first measured on an open scale (OHAUS Adventurer 

Pro AV213).  Once the specimens were all weighed, they were soaked for at least 30 minutes as 

suggested in Montes et al. (2005).  The same scale was set up over a water tank, where a basket 

was hung from a hook on the bottom of the scale.  The basket was lowered to a depth that would 

allow the specimen to become fully submerged.  Tare was pressed on the scale to zero it out once 

the water had settled.  The specimens were removed from the water where they were soaking one 

at a time and submerged in the larger water tank with the basket.  The pervious concrete 

specimen was then rotated until all directions have faced the water‟s surface and tapped on the 

side of the tank to allow trapped air to escape.  The pervious concrete specimen was set in the 

basket and weighed once the water settled.  The specimen was removed and set aside for drying. 

This procedure was repeated for all specimens. 

The volume of the cylinders where calculated from the average of 3 height measurements 

using a micrometer and the diameter, which was measured with a diameter tape.  The porosity 

was measured using Equation 2.1 from Montes et al. (2005). 

 Porosity, P (%) = [(1-((Wd-Ws)/ρw)/Vt] X 100 (2.1) 

Where, 

 Wd is the dry mass. 

 Ws is the submerged mass. 

 ρw is the density of water. 
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 Vt is the total volume of the specimen. 

The measurements for calculating the porosity were performed at different times for each 

batch of specimens.  The WAs were measured for calculating the porosity on November 10, 

2008, 10 days after batch mixing.  The WBs were measured for calculating the porosity on 

December 18, 2008, 10 days after batch mixing.  The WCs were measured for calculating the 

porosity on January 2, 2009, 9 days after batch mixing.  The WDs were measured for calculating 

the porosity on January 3, 2009, 10 days after batch mixing.  The aged specimens EA, B, C, TP, 

and J were tested for porosity at an unknown date.  The results of the porosity testing done on all 

specimens used for other pH infiltration and immersion tests are given in Appendix F. 

3 Aged Specimens 

Several pervious concrete specimens were taken from five separate locations that are shown 

in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1. Aged pervious concrete specimens with placement dates and locations. 

Specimens Date of Placement Location 

B 1/6/04 Spartanburg, SC 

C 4/1/04 Charleston, SC 

J 5/15/06 Georgetown, SC 

TP 4/28/05 Greenville, SC 

EA1-2 2/12/07 Salem, OR 

EA3-4 2/16/07 Salem, OR 

 

These specimens were exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide in laboratory conditions.  

Carbon dioxide restrictions may have occurred from lack of air exchange in the laboratory, but 

there is no way to verify any such restrictions.  
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3.1 Background on aged specimens 

The B specimens came from pervious concrete placed January 6, 2004 in Spartanburg South 

Carolina and a few weeks later were saw cut and sent to the laboratories at the University of 

South Carolina.  The B specimens are 3 inch diameter specimens cored out of the saw cut blocks 

later in 2004.  Five B specimens were pH tested.  These specimens have a low porosity with an 

average of about 14.7 percent.  The mixture used to make these concrete specimens is shown  in 

Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2.  Pervious concrete mix of Spartanburg, South Carolina placement (B 

specimens). 

Portland Cement 692 kg 1530 lb 

Aggregate (#789 granite) 2803 kg 6180 lb 

Water 692 kg 1526 lb 

MLR Admixture 1.7 kg 3.7 lb 

 

The C specimens came from pervious concrete placed April 1, 2004 in Charleston, South 

Carolina and a few weeks later were saw cut and sent to the laboratories at the University of 

South Carolina.  The C specimens are 3 inch diameter specimens cored out of the saw cut blocks 

later in 2004.  Four C specimens were pH tested.  The average porosity of the C specimens is 

28.8 percent and ranges from 27.2-34.2 percent.  The mixture used to make these concrete 

specimens is shown in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3  Pervious concrete mix of Charleston, South Carolina placement (C specimens). 

Portland Cement 522 lb 

Aggregate (#789 granite) 2460 lb 

Water 738 lb 

Fly Ash 90 lb 

WRDA17 Admixture 1.3 lb 
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The J specimens came from pervious concrete placed May 15, 2006 in Georgetown, South 

Carolina.  The J specimens are 3 inch diameter specimens cored out of in-situ pavement. Three J 

specimens were pH tested. These specimens have a high porosity with an average of about 

30.3% (Gaither 2007).  These specimens were mixed with 17.9% fly ash.  The mixture of these 

concrete specimens is shown in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4.  Pervious concrete mix of Georgetown, South Carolina placement (J specimens). 

Portland Cement 550 lb 

Aggregate (#789 granite) 2507 lb 

Water 971 lb 

Fly Ash 120 lb 

Retarder Admixture 2.6 oz 

MRA Admixture 20.8 oz 

 

The TP specimens came from pervious concrete placed April 28-29, 2005 in Greenville, 

South Carolina.  Two separate batches were placed over a two day period because of the larger 

area of placement.  The TP specimens are 3 inch diameter specimens cored out of in-situ 

pavement. Three TP specimens were tested using the pH immersion test. These specimens have a 

high porosity with an average of about 33.0% (Gaither 2007).  These specimens were mixed with 

17.9% fly ash.  The mixture of these concrete specimens is shown in Table 3.5. 

Table 3.5.  Pervious concrete mix of Greenville, South Carolina placement (TP specimens). 

Portland Cement 550 lb 

Aggregate (#789 granite) 2507 lb 

Water 971 lb 

Fly Ash 120 lb 

Retarder Admixture 20.1 oz 

MRA Admixture 26.8 oz 

 

The E specimens came from pervious concrete placed February 12, 2007 (EA1-2) and 

February 16, 2007 (EA3-4) in Salem, Oregon.  Two separate batches were placed over a four day 
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period because of the larger area of placement.  The E specimens are 3 inch diameter specimens 

cored out of in-situ pavement. Eight of the EA1-2 and 6 of the EA3-4 specimens were tested 

using the pH immersion test. The average porosity of the EA specimens is 22.5 percent and 

range from 9.2-24.1 percent.  No other information was given about the mixture of the E 

specimens. 

3.2 Results and discussion from pH testing of aged specimens 

The pH of the immersion water from the pervious concrete specimens declined with 

additional exposure to ambient air carbon dioxide as shown in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6. Change in pH of aged specimens from ambient carbon dioxide exposure. 

Placement 
Age at Earliest 

Testing 
Avg. pH 

Age at Latest 

Testing 
Avg. pH 

Salem, OR 1.7 years 9.70±0.90 2.4 years 8.72±0.06 

Georgetown, SC 2.4 years 9.87±0.25 3.1 years 9.11±0.04 

Greenville, SC 2.8 years 9.74±0.19 3.5 years 9.22±0.15 

Charleston, SC 4.6 years 9.13±0.08 5.3 years 8.94±0.03 

Spartanburg, SC 4.8 years 9.66±0.31 5.5 years 8.99±0.11 

 

The drop in pH while in Albrook Laboratory most likely occurred from continued 

carbonation because of the additional exposure to unrestricted ambient air carbon dioxide.  Most 

of the drop in pH happened before the specimens entered Albrook Laboratory.  More detailed 

results of pH testing from the aged specimens are shown in Appendix A. 

3.3 Conclusions 

The pH of pervious concrete aged more than one year has a much lower pH level than 

pervious concrete at initial placement.  Even though the specimens were aged, they still were not 

fully carbonated.  This was made evident by the small decline in pH over the time the specimens 

were exposed in Albrook Laboratory. 
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4 pH vs. Ambient Carbon Dioxide Exposure 

The following section is written as the technical paper Thomle and Haselbach (2010), which 

was submitted as a manuscript to the Journal of Environmental Engineering under the title “The 

Declining pH of Pervious Concrete Exfiltrate.”  As a technical paper, this section has its own 

literature review, methods section, results, discussion and conclusion.  The research in this 

section was designed to satisfy Objective 1 listed in Section 1.3. 

4.1 Background 

Pervious concrete is a remarkable pavement material that allows stormwater to infiltrate by 

replacing impervious material with the highly permeable substitute.  Pervious concrete, like 

traditional concrete, is a mixture of cementitious material, aggregate, water, and admixtures.  

However, it allows stormwater to flow through pore spaces that form between its open graded 

aggregate.   The pore spaces are formed by coating the aggregate with paste without filling in the 

voids with additional paste, smaller aggregate or fine material that would inhibit water passage 

(Tennis et al. 2004). 

One of the first pervious concrete pavements in the United States was used in a parking lot in 

Sarasota, Florida in 1979 (Ghafoori and Dutta 1995a).  Since then, the use of pervious concrete 

pavement has grown.  Pervious concrete is mainly used to reduce or eliminate runoff from large 

parking lots.  It has also been used in many driveways, sidewalks, pathways and streets with light 

traffic.  As suburban areas expand, the need for stormwater best management practices (BMPs) 

that reduce runoff increases.  The extra surface water from road and parking lot runoff is 

currently overloading and eroding the banks of natural channels in areas with a high percentage 

of imperviousness (Booth and Jackson 1997; U.S. EPA. 2003).   As people become more aware 
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of the positive environmental impacts and benefits of pervious concrete it can be expected to 

become more widely used in future pavement design. 

The use of pervious concrete has many benefits over traditional concrete.  The American 

Concrete Institute‟s (ACI) document on pervious concrete, ACI 522R-10 (2010), lists the 

following as the advantages of pervious concrete over traditional concrete: it reduces stormwater 

runoff, controls pollutant sources, increases available parking areas that would otherwise be used 

for water retention ponds, reduces hydroplaning on roadways, adds to aircraft lift at takeoff, 

reduces wet roadway glare at night, reduces road noise, reduces the need for stormwater 

facilities, and permits water and air to reach root systems of nearby trees.  

Counter measures are usually recommended for freshly placed traditional concrete surfaces 

contiguous to natural waters sensitive to high alkalinity.  Water running off of newly placed 

concrete and also pervious concrete could have a high pH that may be potentially damaging to 

adjacent sensitive water bodies (Setunge et al. 2009).   

For traditional concrete pavement there may be some interaction between freshly placed 

concrete and stormwater that increases the pH in runoff to surface waters.  Usually this is not a 

concern with pervious concrete, as the water is infiltrated and does not runoff.  However, 

pervious concrete has more exposed surface area than traditional concrete.  As a result, water, 

passing through newly placed pervious concrete may reach a high pH (Setunge et al. 2009).  If 

this water does not infiltrate, but runs off during large storm events, it may be a concern to 

adjacent sensitive water bodies.   

When manufacturing concrete, the reaction of Portland cement and water forms calcium 

hydroxide, which is a strong base that buffers the pH of water to about 12.5 (Siqueira and Lopes 

1999).  However, as concrete ages, the pH drops due to molecular changes within the concrete‟s 
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crystalline structure (Pade and Guimaraes 2007).  The pH drop is mainly due to the replacement 

of calcium hydroxide with calcium carbonate as carbon dioxide is absorbed from the air or other 

carbonate sources (calcium carbonate buffers water to a pH of around 9) (Steffens et al. 2002; 

Huet et al. 2005).  In order to design appropriately for sensitive conditions under excessive flow, 

it is necessary to know how long it will take for the pH in concrete to drop to more ecologically 

favorable conditions.   

For most surface water, the pH is in a more neutral range from 6-9.  Lower or higher pH 

levels may put a strain on aquatic species and alter ecosystems.  For the most stringent 

regulations, streams and rivers should not have a man made change from the pH range of 6.5-8.5, 

and or 0.2 pH units (EPA 1988; WSDOE 2007).  This change is after dilution of the influent with 

the natural waters. Understanding the pH of pervious concrete exfiltrate over time will aid 

designers in providing a temporary buffer between a concrete placement and a stream if there is 

overflow and insufficient dilution. 

4.1.1 Previous water quality studies on pervious concrete 

There are various water quality studies on pervious concrete that report pollutant removals in 

stormwater with its use.  According to these studies, pervious concrete systems may filter out, 

trap, and biodegrade oil (Newman et al. 2002; Newman et al. 2004), as well as remove heavy 

metals without the danger of mobilization (Dierkes et al. 2002).  In a number of studies, pervious 

concrete has been considered as a media to grow biofilms for the removal of nutrients.  In other 

studies, pervious systems were reported to have reduced the amount of total nitrogen and 

phosphorous (Horst et al. 2008; Jianming et al. 2008; Park and Tia 2003), and in some systems, 

suspended phosphorous was reported to have precipitated out of solution as calcium or 

magnesium phosphates (Luck et al. 2008). 
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4.1.2 pH 

Four previous studies reviewed reported pH measurements, although none of these primarily 

focused on pH measurements and age.  These four studies are Collins (2007), which evaluates a 

pervious concrete system, Luck et al. (2008), which reports the pH of pervious concrete at one 

point in time, Park and Tia (2003), which evaluates the pH of laboratory prepared pervious 

concrete samples that were immersed in river water, and Kwiatkowski et al. (2007), which 

evaluates an infiltration best management practice utilizing pervious concrete.  An additional 

study, Horst et al. (2008), includes the change in pH from water flowing horizontally through 

pervious concrete; however, this study did not include any pH data. 

The four studies that reported pH data have differences in their methods that may have a role 

in the variation in pH between the studies.  One of the differences is that the data from Collins 

(2007), Luck et al. (2008), and Kwiatkowski et al. (2007)  all may indicate a decline in the pH 

with age of the concrete exposed to ambient air, but  Park and Tia (2003)  indicates that this 

decline in pH was accelerated with exposure to river water.  River water most likely contained a 

substantial amount of the carbonate species (Stumm and Morgan 1996).  There were other 

differences in the studies.  The reported pH values from Collins (2007) and Kwiatkowski et al. 

(2007) are both taken from pervious concrete systems exposed to outdoor weather conditions, 

where stormwater was exposed to both the pervious concrete and the base materials before they 

were collected for pH testing.  However, Luck et al. (2008) and Park and Tia (2003) performed 

pH tests on pervious concrete samples in a laboratory (just pervious concrete was tested, not 

including base materials). 

The data reported from all four studies includes the pH and age of pervious concrete, and 

shows a decline in pH from the typically elevated levels of freshly placed concrete to much 

lower levels within a year.  Data from Collins (2007) shows some of the initial pH measurements 
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as high as 11.4, but eventually converges to an average pH around 9.1±1.1 within a year of 

placement (see Figure 4.1).   

 

  Figure 4.1.  pH of exfiltrate from a pervious concrete system at various ages from data in 

(Collins 2007).   

The pH of the exfiltrate from 8 month old pervious concrete in the Luck et al. (2008) study 

was reported to be 9.3.  The age of the pervious concrete in this study was acquired by contacting 

one of the primary researchers.  Kwiatkowski et al. (2007) reports two data points within a year 

of placement that have a pH above 8, but the rest of the pH data after a year shows a pH close to 

neutral.  The pH values in Kwiatkowski et al. (2007) are much lower than in other studies 

presumably because of buffering from exposure to lime stone aggregate.  Park and Tia (2003) 

reports pervious concrete specimens soaking in river water to have a pH that dropped from an 

average of 10.6 to 8.7 in 90 days.  Park and Tia (2003) conclude that the low initial pH was due 

to the use of cement with high pozzolan content.  Pozzolan is not cementitious by itself, but is 

thought to react with calcium hydroxide to form calcium silicate hydrates instead of directly 

forming them with exposure to water (Mehta and Monteiro 1993).   

Many studies on pervious concrete are related to properties such as infiltration rates and 

acoustics (Bean et al. 2007; Marolf et al. 2004).  Several have some water quality information, 
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but only a few include pH level.  None of these studies specifically focuses on pH level.  The 

studies that do include pH show a trend that the pH declines as pervious concrete ages.   

4.1.3 The carbonation process and pH 

As shown previously in many applications, reduction in the pH of pervious concrete 

exfiltrate occurs with exposure to ambient air.  The same phenomenon that causes this drop in 

pH to occur in pervious concrete also occurs on the surface of traditional concrete.  The drop in 

pH of concrete is caused by a chemical replacement reaction within the cement paste that is 

usually thought to replace the hydroxide anion in calcium hydroxide with a carbonate anion to 

form calcium carbonate.  This chemical process is called carbonation.  The model of carbonation 

that is most widely accepted takes place in dissolved phases (Ishida and Maekawa 2000; 

Engelsen et al. 2005).  The dissolution theory of carbonation is a series of complex reactions that 

replace the hydroxide anions in calcium hydroxide with a carbonate anion.  The following 

equations summarize the main chemical reactions in the carbonate system:  

CO2(g) + 2H2O(l) ↔ H2CO3(aq)    (4.1) 

H2CO3(aq) ↔ H
+
(aq) + HCO3

-
(aq), pKa = 6.35  (4.2) 

HCO3
-
(aq) ↔ H

+
(aq) + CO3

2-
(aq), pKa = 10.33  (4.3) 

Depending on the pH, carbon dioxide dissolves in water to form different concentrations of 

bicarbonate or carbonate ions according to Equations 4.2 and 4.3 (Masters and Ela 2008).  The 

pKa values listed (negative logarithms of the equilibrium constants) are for dilute aqueous 

systems.  Water in concrete pores may be much more concentrated, but these pKa values still 

provide relative equilibrium information.  In concrete, bicarbonate dominates the pore water in 

the carbonated zones while carbonate dominates the uncarbonated zones based on the pH values 

(Engelsen 2005).   
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Pore water in cement paste is usually saturated with calcium hydroxide, which can react as in 

the following secondary chemical reactions of the carbonation process: 

Ca(OH)2 (s) ↔ Ca
2+

(aq) + 2OH
-
(aq)   (4.4)  

CaCO3(s) → Ca
2+

(aq) + CO3
2-

(aq)    (4.5) 

As the reactions in Equations 4.1-4.5 continue, with the addition of carbon dioxide more 

calcium hydroxide will dissolve in order to maintain equilibrium of the system allowing more 

calcium carbonate to form until essentially all of the calcium hydroxide is converted to calcium 

carbonate (Engelsen 2005; Ishida and Maikawa 2000).   

The rate that carbonation occurs in traditional concrete depends on the moisture content of 

the concrete, the relative humidity in the ambient air, the partial pressure of carbon dioxide in the 

atmosphere, depth of the specimen, and the surface area of the concrete specimen, etc (Neville 

1981; McPolin et al. 2008; Pade and Guimaraes 2007).  Pade and Guimaraes (2007) looked at 

the surface area of concrete and estimated that the rate of carbonation of concrete is significantly 

faster when more of the surface area is exposed to air.  According to Engelsen et al. (2005), the 

carbonation rate is usually a maximum at a relative humidity of 50-60 percent, and increases 

with higher porosity, higher temperature, increased surface area, higher partial pressure of 

carbon dioxide, and with added pozzolan. 

Carbonation depth is also an important factor associated with the surface pH value.  The 

carbonation depth is defined by industry as the depth at which a phenolphthalein indicator turns 

from red to colorless.  The colorless section is considered „carbonated‟ and the red section 

„uncarbonated‟ (NT-Build 357 1989).  However, the McPolin et al. (2008) study concludes that 

the use of phenolphthalein for measuring actual carbonation depth is limited by its range of pH 

detection.  In the concrete industry „carbonated‟ concrete is usually assumed to be the portions 
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behind the carbonation front and „uncarbonated‟ concrete portions are beyond the carbonation 

front.  In actuality there are varying levels of carbon dioxide adsorption within each of these 

regions (Pade and Guimaraes 2007).   

The carbonation rate in pervious concrete is expected to increase because of its extensive 

pore structure.  The pore structure may allow increased carbon dioxide diffusion into the micro 

pores of the cement paste as well as increase overall carbonation within pervious concrete.  If 

more overall carbonation occurs, pervious concrete can be considered more carbon neutral.   

The objectives of this study are to determine the pH of waters in contact with pervious 

concrete over time.  In addition to time, the independent variables will include varying levels of 

carbon dioxide exposure in a laboratory setting, and the pH of pervious concrete exposed to tap 

water with moderate hardness, more representative of stormwaters, versus deionized water, 

which is more representative of concrete pore waters. 

4.2 Methodology 

Four cylindrical pervious concrete specimen sets (WA, WB, WC, and WD) were made in a 

Washington State University laboratory.  Each set was made from a single batch of concrete.  

These specimens all were made with a similar mix using number 8 aggregate (fines removed) 

with the exception of the aggregate in the WAs (aggregate included some fine material) and the 

use of 25 percent fly ash instead of portland cement in the WDs (see Table 4.1).   

Table 4.1.   Dimensions and variations of specimens made from different concrete batches. 

Batch Number of specimens Length Diameter Aggregate 

WA 18 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8 

WB 18 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

WC 17 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

WD** 17 17.8 cm (7 in) 10.2 cm (4 in) #8* 

*All Fines specially removed from aggregate 

** Replaced 25 percent of Portland cement with fly ash 



47 

 

 

There were 18 WA specimens, 18 WB specimens, 17 WC specimens, and 17 WD specimens.  

They were all approximately 17.8 centimeters (7 inches) long and 10.2 centimeters (4 inches) in 

diameter. 

The testing procedure for comparing the pH drop with specimen age versus carbon dioxide 

exposure used three different levels of ambient air carbon dioxide exposure made by limiting air 

transfer.  All of the specimens were wrapped with shrink wrap around their circumference to 

simulate in place pavement conditions, where continuous slabs are mainly exposed to other 

environments only at the top and the bottom, as the circumference of the specimen would not be 

directly exposed to the above ambient air, soils, or base conditions below, but would be 

imbedded in the pavement.  Exposure to ambient air was further limited for approximately one-

third of the specimens from each set by adding a cover to the bottom so that ambient air carbon 

dioxide would be partially restricted.  This condition might be representative of slabs with 

impermeable barriers placed below.  Ambient air exposure was even further limited in 

approximately one-third of the specimens in each set by covering both the top and bottom of the 

specimens, greatly restricting the ambient air carbon dioxide exposure to these specimens.  This 

condition would be representative of applications such as pervious concrete in interior walls with 

cladding on both sides.  The top and bottom covers were only removed during pH immersion and 

infiltration testing procedures where the specimens were wetted, approximately every two weeks 

(Note that the pH immersion and infiltration testing procedures introduced water into the 

specimens, but also may have introduced limited amounts of additional carbon dioxide).  The 

specific specimens and the specimen numbers given to specimens with no covers (NC), covers 
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on the bottom (BC), and covers on both the top and the bottom (TBC) is given in Table 4.2 for 

the WA, WB, WC, and WD batches. 

Table 4.2.  The specimen numbers of WA, WB, WC, and WD specimens and associated 

restriction of ambient air carbon dioxide. 

Batch 
Top and Bottom 

Covers 

Bottom 

Covers 
No Covers 

WA 1,2,6,8,9,15 5,7,10,14,16,17 3,4,11-13,18 

WB 1-6 7-12 13-18 

WC 1-6 7-12 13-18 

WD 1-6 7-12 13-18 

 

The pH of water in contact with pervious concrete was tested using four different methods.  

The four methods can be summarized as follows: 

 the pH infiltration test using deionized water; 

 the pH immersion test using deionized water; 

 the pH infiltration test using tap water; and 

 the pH immersion test using tap water. 

For the pH infiltration test approximately 75-100 milliliters of either deionized water or tap 

water was poured through the pervious concrete specimens.  The exfiltrate was collected and the 

pH was measured using an Oakton pH meter.  The pH infiltration tests were mainly used to 

simulate frequent light storm events where a small amount of water might exfiltrate from the 

concrete.  When this test used deionized water, the exfiltrate was more representative of pore 

water or very clean rain.  Additional testing was performed using tap water in the pH infiltration 

test to show that other dissolved compounds in water may greatly affect the pH of water exposed 

to pervious concrete, which is more representative of clean stormwater.  The infiltration test was 

expected to have much more variable results than the pH immersion test because the water 
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randomly travels through the pores of the concrete, and some of the pores are more carbonated 

than others.  

For the pH immersion test, pervious concrete specimens were soaked in either deionized 

water or tap water for 30 minutes.  Thirty minutes was chosen for this test because it was 

estimated in Montes et al. (2005) that 30 minutes was sufficient for water to reach most of the 

pore structure of the pervious concrete specimens (Montes et al. (2005) mainly focused on 

measuring porosity and concludes that additional time past 30 minutes is negligible for porosity 

calculations).   After the 30 minutes the pervious concrete specimens where removed and 

allowed to drain.  The drained water was then mixed and the pH was measured using an Oakton 

pH meter.  The pH immersion test gave a more averaged result over the entire specimen, even 

partially connected, smaller, interior pores.  In the immersion test the deionized water better 

represented the pore pH, whereas tap water better represented clean stormwater (water 

containing some minerals picked up from the air or ground that may buffer the pH to a lower 

level). 

Each individual grouping of specimens (WA, WB, WC, and WD) were tested for both the pH 

infiltration test and the pH immersion test on the same day.  The specimens were randomly 

ordered for most of the testing days during these tests to reduce the affects of errors due to 

changes in environmental conditions.   

In addition to the laboratory prepared sets, a group of much older pervious concrete specimen 

collected from placements and previous studies were also analyzed with the immersion test using 

deionized water. 
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4.3 Results 

The pH values from both the infiltration and immersion tests using deionized water indicated 

a decline in pH as pervious concrete aged; however, the pH of specimens with ambient air 

restrictions showed less of a decline.  The results from these infiltration tests are summarized in 

Figures 4.2 and 4.3, respectively.  The pH data used in Figures 4.4 and 4.5 can be seen in more 

detail in Appendix B. 

 

Figure 4.2.  The pH infiltration test results from all laboratory prepared pervious concrete 

specimens (Deionized water). 
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Figure 4.3. The pH immersion test results from all laboratory prepared pervious concrete 

specimens (Deionized water).  

As seen in Figures 4.2 and 4.3, the specimens that had the least amount of ambient air 

restrictions, the NC set, had the most rapid pH decline, whereas those with the highest amount of 

ambient air restriction, the TBC set, the pH that declined the least.  Linear trend lines are 

depicted for each set to better visualize these declines.   

It is assumed from the results, as expected, that carbon dioxide may have been adsorbed by 

the concrete in the carbonation process, and was not replenished as rapidly due to carbon dioxide 

restrictions from the covers in the BC and TBC specimens.  The additional air exchange in the 

BC specimens only showed a slight acceleration from the TBC specimens.  Since the air did not 

have a direct pathway through the tortuous specimens, the fresh ambient air on the outside of the 

specimen had less of an exchange with the air inside the specimen while the covers were in 

place.  Also the TBC and BC specimens tended to retain water, which may have also restricted 

airflow.   
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The vertical-intercepts in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 were forced through a pH  value of 12 for three 

reasons.  The first is to compare the slopes of pH decline with pervious concrete age.  The 

second is that these intercepts were all close to 12, even when not forced.  The third is that all of 

the pervious concrete specimens should have had similar pH values on the first day after curing 

was completed.  For these reasons using 12 for the y-intercepts in these figures seemed to be a 

valid assumption.  In actuality, the pH of pure calcium hydroxide is ~12.5, but the pH of water in 

contact with fresh pervious concrete may be lower because of the interaction of other compounds 

or other reactions during curing. 

The pH values from the laboratory prepared specimens using tap water instead of deionized 

water also showed declines.  These pH values from the infiltration and immersion tests using tap 

water can be seen in Figures 4.4 and 4.5, respectively.  The pH data used in Figures 4.4 and 4.5 

can be seen in more detail in Appendix B. 

 

Figure 4.4. The pH infiltration test results from all laboratory prepared pervious concrete 

specimens (Tap water). 



53 

 

 

Figure 4.5. The pH immersion test results from all of the pervious concrete specimens (Tap 

water). 

Specimens with carbon dioxide restrictions (TBC and BC) also showed less of a decline than 

those with no restrictions (NC) and can be seen in Figures 4.4 and 4.5, but the slopes of the pH 

decline are all closer together than in the deionized water tests.  It became apparent that there is a 

linear section of pH decline and a non-linear section with a rate that may decline more rapidly as 

it approaches an asymptote.  Only the section that is thought to be linear is plotted in Figures 4 

and 5. 

Comparing Figures 4.2 and 4.3 to Figures 4.4 and 4.5, it is apparent that the tap water tests 

have a lower pH than the deionized water tests, and may be the result of buffering from 

carbonate hardness and/or reduced solubility from dissolved minerals already present in tap 

water, as is also expected in stormwater. 

The rate of decline in pH for all four tests were checked using a 95 percent confidence (95% 

CI) interval to determine if there was any significant differences in the slope from the TBC, BC, 

and NC specimens.  As shown in Figure 4.6 there was a significant difference between the rates 

of decline of the different levels of carbon dioxide restriction using the immersion test with 

deionized water.   
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Figure 4.6. The pH immersion test results from both deionized and tap water with a 95 

percent confidence interval to show the significant difference between slopes (Laboratory 

Specimens). 

The immersion test data with the tap water also showed a significant difference using a 95% 

CI between the NC specimens and both the TBC and BC specimens, but there was not a 

significant difference between the TBC and the BC probably because of the narrow range of data 

collected.  Similar results were obtained in the infiltration tests.  The difference in the slopes 

using the four testing methods listed in Section 4.2 can be seen in Appendix C. 

Note that the time given in Figures 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 are time from exposure in the 

Albrook Laboratory.  Two of the four sets initially were located in a small room with restricted 

carbon dioxide availability.  As a result, significant carbon dioxide exposure began when the sets 

were relocated to the large Albrook Laboratory airspace with substantial ambient air exchange. 

Other pervious concrete specimens cored from placements in South Carolina and Oregon 

also indicate that the pH of pervious concrete drops as the specimen‟s age.  Table 4.3 shows the 
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average pH of cored specimens from 5 different pervious concrete placements verses 

approximate age.   

Table 4.3. The pH of aged specimens cored from test placements in South Carolina and 

Oregon. 

Placement 
Age at Earliest 

Testing 
Avg. pH 

Age at Latest 

Testing 
Avg. pH 

Salem, OR 1.7 years 9.70±0.90 2.4 years 8.72±0.06 

Georgetown, SC 2.4 years 9.87±0.25 3.1 years 9.11±0.04 

Greenville, SC 2.8 years 9.74±0.19 3.5 years 9.22±0.15 

Charleston, SC 4.6 years 9.13±0.08 5.3 years 8.94±0.03 

Spartanburg, SC 4.8 years 9.66±0.31 5.5 years 8.99±0.11 

 

These specimens were mainly exposed to air on all sides in a laboratory in South Carolina or 

in place at a field location in Oregon, prior to the earliest testing.  They were then exposed in the 

Albrook laboratory until later testing. 

These cored specimens from different placements all had a pH less than 10.  The pH also 

continued to drop as the specimens continued to age. 

4.4 Discussion 

The variability in pH among the laboratory specimens that resulted from each of the four 

different testing methods may best be explained by seasonal differences in temperature, 

inconsistent exposure in concrete specimens, and inconsistencies in both the tap and deionized 

water.  Other factors may have played a role in pH variations, but these three factors are thought 

to have affected the pH the most. 

Testing occurred over all four seasons.  The temperature variations in the Albrook 

Laboratory may have affected the pH because changes in temperature affect the solubility of the 

two chemical compounds associated with pH levels.  The solubility of calcium hydroxide and 

calcium carbonate both increase with a decrease in temperature (Yeatts and Marshall 1967; 
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Johnson and Williams 1916), which is the opposite of most ionic compounds.  The solubility of 

calcium hydroxide controls the high pH because it is much more soluble than calcium carbonate 

(Silberberg 2003).  If the temperature is much lower, more calcium hydroxide will be dissolved 

causing a higher pH value than if tested at a higher temperature.   

Another aspect of the variability in Figures 4.2-4.6 is due to the use of pH, a logarithmic 

variable.  When the concentration of hydroxide ions is plotted instead, the variability is reduced 

as the pH drops as depicted by hydroxide concentration in Figure 4.7.  When comparing the pH 

infiltration test to the pH immersion test, more variability is seen in the pH infiltration test data.  

The pH infiltration test only uses a small amount of water, which randomly passes through the 

concrete specimens.  Some of the water may flow through areas which are more carbonated than 

others, and since the quantity of water used for this test is small compared to the pH immersion 

test, the pH of the water is greatly affected by variations in levels of carbonation within pervious 

concrete passages. 

During testing, some results from tests using deionized water were found to be extremely low 

on the same day.  The pH values on these days were almost comparable to the pH values from 

the corresponding tests using tap water.  This indicated that the water was not fully deionized.  

On days that this was an obvious problem the data was omitted.  Some other low data points may 

have had a similar problem with water that was not fully deionized, but were not as drastically 

affected, making it difficult to determine if this problem played a role in the pH variation. 

pH is a logarithmic scale and changes in pH are not necessarily good indicators of variability.  

This is evident when the concentrations of protons and hydroxides are considered instead of 

looking at pH levels.  The concentration of hydroxide ions has a fairly low variability as the pH 

drops as can be seen in Figure 7.    
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Figure 4.7. Concentration of hydroxide ions from pH immersion test using deionized water 

for the NC laboratory specimens. 

After assessing the properties of pervious pavement systems, the level of ambient air 

restrictions that best represent in place pavement conditions is thought to be the specimens with 

no covers (NC) restricting the ambient air exposure.  In place pervious pavement conditions 

would have top surfaces exposed and also usually have air which is free to move through the 

pavement into the base layers.  There is also air in the soil, which may contain elevated levels of 

carbon dioxide from microbial activity in the soil.  On average the concentration of carbon 

dioxide in soil voids is 10 times greater than in ambient air (Santruckova and Simek 1997).   

Elevated concentrations of carbon dioxide may increase the rate of carbonation even more than 

in the NC specimens, allowing the pH of exfiltrated water to drop more quickly as the pervious 

concrete ages (Engelson et al. 2005).  Thus, placements of pervious concrete in the field may 

actually carbonate faster and have even more rapid pH declines. 

4.5 Conclusions 

It was confirmed that exfiltrated waters with higher levels of hardness exposed to pervious 

concrete have a lower pH value.  This is consistent with Kwiatkowski et al. (2007)  which 

reported much lower pH values than in Collins (2007) , as the pervious concrete in Kwiatkowski 
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et al. (2007)  mainly exfiltrated runoff from other areas with higher levels of dissolved minerals, 

but the pervious concrete in Collins (2007)  exfiltrated mainly rain water with lower levels of 

dissolved minerals.   

The rate of decline in pH of pervious concrete is related closely to the level of ambient air 

restriction, and the rate of pH decline is greatly slowed by these restrictions.  Engelsen et al. 

(2005) reported that the carbonation rate, which alters the pH in concrete, is increased with 

higher carbon dioxide exposure.  Thus increased carbon dioxide exposure (decreased ambient air 

restrictions) should result in decreased pH levels.  The results support this observation. 

The pH of stormwater exposed to typical pervious concrete placements (NC) drop 

sufficiently in well under a year, usually in under 6 months.  This drop is from the pervious 

concrete layer alone, without further reductions in pH from base material. 

5 pH vs. Water Carbonate levels  

This section is written as an extended version of the technical paper Haselbach and Thomle 

(2010), which was submitted as a manuscript to the Journal of Environmental Science and 

Technology under the title “An Alternative Mechanism for Accelerated Carbon Sequestration in 

Concrete.”  As a technical paper, this section has its own small literature review, methods, 

results, discussion, and conclusion sections.  The research in this section was designed to satisfy 

Objective 2 listed in Section 1.3. 

5.1 Background 

The concentration of carbon dioxide is thought to have increased considerably since the 

industrial revolution due to anthropogenic activity and may have an impact on global climate 

change. The production of portland cement contributes to carbon dioxide emissions through both 
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energy usage and calcination, the chemical reaction whereby calcium carbonate dissociates into 

carbon dioxide and calcium oxide, a major component of portland cement. However, a 

significant portion of the carbon dioxide produced can be re-absorbed by the concrete in the 

reverse reaction to calcination, commonly referred to as carbonation (Pade and Guimaraes 2007).  

The carbonation process is generally very slow, taking years if not decades, for most concrete 

applications. There is interest in accelerating this process for appropriate primary life 

applications of concrete and for secondary usages of recycled concrete aggregate in order to 

make the life cycle of concrete structures more carbon neutral with respect to the calcination 

reaction. 

5.1.1 Concrete Carbonation and Carbon Dioxide Exposure in Ambient Air 

The carbonation process is frequently modeled as carbon dioxide dissolving in water and 

then reacting with the portlandite (calcium hydroxide) in the cement paste in concrete to form 

calcite (calcium carbonate).  Equations 1-3 represent chemical equilibriums in a typical aqueous 

(aq) carbonate system:  

 CO2(g)  +  H2O(l) = H2CO3(aq) (1) 

 H2CO3(aq)  =  H
+
(aq)  +  HCO3

-
(aq),  pKa = 6.35 (2) 

 HCO3
-
(aq)  =  H

+
(aq)  +  CO3

2-
(aq),  pKa = 10.33 (3) 

Equation 1 represents dissolution of gaseous (g) carbon dioxide into water and the 

equilibrium is typically represented by Henry‟s Law (Snoeyink and Jenkins 1980). In the water 

solution the dissolved carbon dioxide can then further dissociate into bicarbonate and carbonate 

ions with the equilibrium constants given by the noted pKa values for dilute aqueous systems. 

Water in concrete pores may be much more concentrated, but these pKa values still provide 

relative information.   
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The higher pH of pore water in uncarbonated cement paste is usually caused by the 

dissociation of solid (s) calcium hydroxide, a major component of hydrated cement, which can 

then react as in the following chemical reactions of the carbonation process: 

 Ca(OH)2 (s) = Ca
2+

(aq) + 2OH
-
(aq) (4)  

 Ca
2+

(aq) + CO3
2-

(aq) = CaCO3(s)  (5) 

The reactions in Equations 1-5 continue over time with the addition of carbon dioxide from 

the environment, allowing more calcium carbonate to form until theoretically all of the calcium 

hydroxide could be converted to calcium carbonate (Engelson 2005).   

Concrete carbonation in concrete structures has been widely studied for many decades, and is 

usually a very slow process, with significant carbonation on outer surfaces, and a carbonation 

front, slowly progressing inward at typically decreasing rates of millimeters or less annually. The 

rate of carbonation commonly refers to the rate of progression of this carbonation front and the 

depth of this front of carbonation (Dc) for these traditional applications is traditionally modeled 

as a function of the square root of time (t) as in Equation 6, where kc is the carbonation front 

coefficient. 

 Dc  =  kc * t
(1/2)

 (6) 

According to researchers of traditional concrete carbonation such as in buildings, kc increases 

at optimum ambient air relative humidity (50-60%), and with higher temperatures, higher partial 

pressures of carbon dioxide, higher porosities, larger surface areas, and higher pozzolan material 

contents (Neville 1981; Banks and McCabe 1988; Park and Tia 2003; Engelson 2005).   

Engelsen et al. (2005) indicates that concrete saturated with water due to a 100 percent 

relative humidity under ambient air conditions carbonates more slowly than unsaturated 

concrete. It is theorized that in traditional concrete applications exposed to ambient air, water 
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from a high relative humidity may block the micro pores common in the cement paste. This may 

then limit the rate of carbonation by reducing the surface area available for the dissolution of 

carbon dioxide from the air at the ends of the pores as depicted in Figure 5.1.  

  

Figure 5.1. Concrete with lower carbonation rate at 100 percent relative humidity due to 

reduced water surface area at the ends of the saturated pores. 

 

Conversely, if the relative humidity is too low, water will not be available in the shallow 

pores for calcium hydroxide to dissolve and little to no carbonation will occur.  The theorized 

optimum carbonation rate based on relative humidity of typical concrete structures such as 

buildings exposed to ambient air is depicted in Figure 5.2.   
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Figure 5.2. Optimum relative humidity for ambient air carbonation of concrete 

The primary method for identifying carbonation depth in concrete is by using a pH indicator.  

The carbonation depth is frequently defined by industry as the depth at which a phenolphthalein 

indicator turns from red to colorless. A pH indicator, such as phenolphthalein, can be used 

because the pH decreases with carbonation due to the shift from calcium hydroxide dominance to 

calcium carbonate dominance (Pade and Guimaraes 2007; Lagerblad 2007; Chang and Chen 

2006).  

5.1.2 Pervious Concrete and Carbonation 

Pervious concrete is a type of concrete with larger interconnected macro pores in addition to 

the typical cement paste micro pores. It is used for pavements and other structures where it is 

beneficial for water to be able to flow through. In pervious concrete, carbonation cannot be 

determined by depth from its outer surface because of the influence of its extensive 

interconnected pore structure, which allows ambient air and water to more readily reach interior 

spaces. When water flows through pervious concrete, the pH of the water will change due to the 
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presence of calcium hydroxide and calcium carbonate in the cement paste, with lower pH values 

indicating more calcium carbonate, or a higher amount of carbonation. Therefore, the pH of the 

exfiltrate may be a relative indicator of the amount of carbonation in the pavement over time.  

Several previous studies on pervious concrete include information on the pH of water 

exfiltrated through pervious concrete. Thomle and Haselbach (2010) specifically focused on the 

declining pH of waters exfiltrated through pervious concrete exposed to ambient air over time. 

The lower pH of the more carbonated pavement is typically a preferred condition if exfiltrate 

from the pavement might discharge to sensitive waters. They found that pH decreased with time 

and that the pH of the exfiltrate from specimens with more outer surfaces exposed to ambient air 

lowered more rapidly than those with fewer exposed outer surfaces, an indication of increased 

carbonation with increased exposure to carbon dioxide in the ambient air. Park and Tia (2003) 

evaluated the pH of laboratory prepared pervious concrete specimens that were immersed in 

river water in order to study contamination from concrete alkalinity. Park and Tia (2003) only 

reported that the pH had dropped as their specimens soaked in river water, but no explanation 

was given for the drop. The other studies did not focus on pH or carbonation but provided some 

pH information of either pervious concrete or pervious concrete pavement systems, where the 

pavement systems include an underlying aggregate storage bed for stormwater management 

(Collins 2007, Luck et al. 2008, Kwiatkowski et al. 2007, and Horst et al. 2008).  

Thomle and Haselbach (2010), Collins (2007), and Kwiatkowski et al. (2007) indicate that a 

decline in pH occurred in pervious concrete exfiltrate when aged with exposure to ambient air. 

Usually the decline was to a pH of 10 or less in six to 12 months. These studies used various 

types of waters periodically flowing through the pervious concrete, ranging from deionized 

water, to rain or stormwater. Collins (2007) reported the highest pH values of exfiltrated rain 
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water to be ~11.4, which dropped as the pervious concrete aged to ~9 within 1.3 years (see 

Figure 5.3). 

 

Figure 5.3.  pH of pervious concrete system exfiltrate versus time from data in Collins 2007, 

but taken directly from Thomle and Haselbach (2010). 

The pH of exfiltrate from an 8 month old pervious concrete specimen in the Luck et al. 

(2008) study was reported to be 9.3. The age of the pervious concrete in this study was 

determined by an author from contacting one of the primary researchers. The Kwiatkowski et al. 

(2007) study reported two data points within a year of placement that have a pH above 8, but the 

rest of the pH data after a year shows a pH close to neutral. The pH values in the Kwiatkowski et 

al. (2007) study were much lower than in other studies presumably because of buffering from 

exposure to lime stone aggregate.   

Some representative data from the Thomle and Haselbach (2010) study is depicted in Figure 

5.4.  This study focused on pervious concrete independent of other materials in the pervious 

concrete system such as granular base material and sub-base material. Thomle and Haselbach 

(2010) focused on rate limiting conditions for carbonation, namely the low relative humidity of 
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the semi-arid climate in the laboratory, and the specimens were periodically inundated with 

deionized or tap water, representative of precipitation events with fairly clean rainwater. 

 

Figure 5.4.  Change in pH of pervious concrete specimens exposed to ambient air at both 

ends (Thomle and Haselbach 2010). 

 

 The Park and Tia (2003) study reported pervious concrete specimens soaking in river 

water to have a pH that dropped from an average of 10.6 to 8.7 in 90 days. The Park and Tia 

(2003) study concluded that the low initial pH was due to the use of cement with high pozzolan 

content. Pozzolan is not cementitious by itself, but is thought to react with calcium hydroxide to 

form calcium silicate hydrates instead of directly forming them with exposure to water (Mehta 

and Monteiro 1993).  The Park and Tia (2003) study indicated that this decline in pH took only a 

few months when immersed in river water which is contrary to the accepted carbonation rate 

theories of traditional concrete exposed to ambient air, where saturation due to high relative 

humidities decreased the rate of carbonation. However, river water contains a substantial amount 

of carbonate species, generally in the form of bicarbonates (Stumm and Morgan 1996), which 

may have contributed to the carbonation process. This leads to the hypothesis postulated herein 
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that concrete immersed in carbonate laden waters may carbonate at a faster rate than concrete 

exposed to ambient air and that this rate may be through a modified mechanism from the models 

in Figures 5.1 and 5.2. 

 The carbonate and bicarbonate levels in the Park and Tia (2003) study were not given. 

However, river water generally has concentrations of bicarbonate anions from 20 mg/L to 250 

mg/L (Stumm and Morgan 1996).  In traditional concrete, carbonate species are thought to 

diffuse more slowly into pores than carbon dioxide because carbonate species are larger 

molecules (Lagerblad 2007). However, with a higher concentration gradient caused by the 

additional carbonate species in the river water, the specimens may have carbonated at a higher 

rate than ambient air carbonation. 

Higher carbonate species concentrations are not limited to rivers, but also exist in lakes and 

sea water.  Carbonate species in alkaline lakes such as Hannington in Tanzania and Balangida in 

Kenya can have concentrations as high as 59,000 mg/L (Hecky and Kilham 1973).  Sea water 

carbonate species concentrations vary depending on depth and latitude, with a typical 

concentration of  ~140 mg/L (Gianguzza et al. 2000). 

The primary objective of this study is to identify whether the pH of water exfiltrated through 

pervious concrete declines more rapidly when the concrete has been submerged in a bicarbonate 

solution than when exposed to ambient air. If so, then this indicates that concrete structures 

exposed to carbonate laden waters in their primary life might carbonate faster than indicated by 

the previous studies on ambient air exposure. It also implies that there may be an alternative 

accelerated method for secondary life or post disposal carbonation. The concentrations of 

bicarbonate used for this study directly reflect the range of bicarbonate concentrations found in 

rivers. If the rate of carbonation increases when the specimens were submerged it may be 
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attributed to both the breaking of pore water surface tension, allowing ions to exchange more 

freely, and the higher concentration gradient of dissolved carbonate species which may promote 

the diffusion of carbonate into the pores where it can react with calcium ions and produce 

calcium carbonate that precipitates in the concrete pores (Lagerblad 2007).  

5.2 Methods 

The testing protocol used in this study is based on the range of bicarbonate concentrations in 

rivers as reported in Stumm and Morgan (1996) and a control of deionized water. The 

concentrations chosen for this test were 0, 20, 100, and 250 mg/L. There was also a 

replenishment control with an additional 100 mg/L system with no replenishment of sodium 

bicarbonate solution for which de-ionized water is added to make up for evaporation.  The 

specimens were submerged in an open bath of water with added sodium bicarbonate. This 

methodology represents an open system, which assumes that carbon dioxide will dissolve from 

the air, increasing the concentration of carbonate species, which is representative of an outdoor 

system.  The overall testing design was to submerge pervious concrete specimens in water, and 

periodically test the pH of the waters in each basin, and also periodically remove the specimens 

and test the pH of water exfiltrated through the pervious concrete. 

5.2.1 Specimen Preparation 

The specimens were prepared the same way as the specimens in the Thomle and Haselbach 

(2010) study by using a mix of 54.4 kg (120 lb) of #8 granite aggregate (most fines removed), 

13.6 kg (30lb) of portland cement and 4.1 kg (9 lb) of water.  After mixing, 20 specimens were 

shaped using 10.2cm (4 inch) diameter molds, compacted by approximately 10 percent and 

covered with lids for curing.  Specimens were allowed to cure for 7 days before removal from 

the cylindrical molds and lids, and dried for another 7 days and weighed before the initial pH 
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measurement. The material mix design, compaction level and curing period are representative of 

typical pervious concrete pavement placements. 

5.2.2 Specimen Testing 

Twenty cylindrical specimens of pervious concrete were submerged in five separate baths 

and exposed to the same ambient air conditions as in the Thomle and Hasebach (2010) study.  

Each bath contained four pervious concrete specimens.  The volume of solution placed in each 

basin was 80 liters (21.1 gal).  The concentration of sodium bicarbonate that was in each basin 

and other testing parameters are shown in Table 1.   

Table 5.1.  Dimensions and submersion bath characteristics of pervious concrete specimens  

Containers Specimens Conc. NaHCO3 (mg/L) Conc. Replenishment 

1 1,6,11,16 0 Yes 

2 2,7,12,17 20 Yes 

3 3,8,13,18 100 Yes 

4 5,9,13,18 250 Yes 

5 4,10,15,20 100 No 

 

All five 80 liter baths were open systems.  Equilibrium with atmospheric carbon dioxide was 

expected to be reached in each bath.  The pH tests were performed approximately every two 

weeks. First a sample of water from each basin was taken and tested for pH (basin pH test) and 

then the pH was also tested on each pervious concrete specimen (pervious concrete pH 

immersion test). 

 For the pervious concrete pH immersion tests, specimens were removed from their sodium 

bicarbonate bath and rinsed in de-ionized water. The specimens were placed in plastic containers 

and de-ionized water was poured over the specimens until they were completely immersed 

(approximately 2000mL or 33.81 oz), and then the pervious concrete specimens were left 

immersed in de-ionized water for 30 minutes before removal of the specimens. (Thirty minutes 
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was chosen because Montes et al. (2005) reported that 30 minutes was an appropriate time in 

which water would reach most of the micro pore structure in pervious concrete for porosity 

testing purposes.) After the specimens were removed from the pH water test, the remaining 

immersion solutions in the plastic containers were manually stirred for about 10 seconds and 

their pH recorded.   

 Before the specimens were placed back in their original sodium bicarbonate solutions, 

four of the baths were replenished to the original concentration of sodium bicarbonate, and one 

of the 100 mg/L solutions was not replenished. After completion of the testing period, the 

specimens were removed from their baths, air dried for two weeks, weighed and the pervious 

concrete pH immersion test repeated.  

5.3 Results 

Figures 5.5 and 5.6 depict the results of the basin pH tests, with pH plotted versus time in 

Figure 5 and the hydroxide concentration plotted versus time in Figure 5.6. The pH of water in 

each of the basins on average declined over time.  The pH of the water with the higher 

concentrations of sodium bicarbonate declined more rapidly than the basins with a lower sodium 

bicarbonate concentration. (In Figure 5.5, the corresponding outdoor temperature is plotted to 

show that the temperature was much colder on the day of testing for the fourth data set, and may 

explain the increase in pH before 0.2 years as noted in the discussion section.)  The hydroxide 

concentration plots in Figure 5.6 give a more visual representation of the rapid initial decline of 

the hydroxide ion concentration.  The pH data used in Figures 5.5 and 5.6 can be seen in more 

detail in Appendix D. 
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Figure 5.5. Basin water pH levels from the five basins were the pervious concrete specimens 

were submerged. 

 

Figure 5.6. Basin water hydroxide concentrations from the five basins were the pervious 

concrete specimens were submerged. 

The average pH of the specimens tested using the pH immersion test also showed a decline in 

the pH levels of specimens in all five basins.  The average pH declined to a much lower level in 



71 

 

the specimens that were submerged in higher concentrations of sodium bicarbonate as can be 

seen in Figure 5.7.   The pH data used in Figure 5.7 can be seen in more detail in Appendix D. 

 

Figure 5.7. Average specimen pH from the specimens submerged in the five basins. 

pH immersion tests were performed on the specimens before initial submersion in sodium 

bicarbonate solutions and after the specimens were allowed to dry for two weeks.   All of the pH 

values dropped significantly as can be seen in Table 5.2.  The corresponding difference in mass 

can also be seen in Table 5.3.  The difference in mass is important because it can show if 

leaching played large role in the decline in pH, or if carbonation played a larger role. 

Table 5.2. The change in pH from before submersion in basins with sodium bicarbonate 

solutions and final pH after drying for two weeks. 

Concentration of NaCO3 added 
Initial Avg 

pH 
Final Avg pH 

0 mg/L 11.47±0.09 9.26±0.13 

20 mg/L 11.48±0.08 9.38±0.11 

100 mg/L 11.47±0.09 9.49±0.10 

250 mg/L 11.55±0.09 9.56±0.14 

100NR mg/L 11.54±0.10 9.65±0.10 
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Table 5.3. The percent change in mass from dry specimens before submersion in basins 

with sodium bicarbonate solutions and final specimen mass after drying for two weeks. 

Conc. Of bicarbonate Avg Percent Change in 

Mass (%) 
mg/L 

0 -0.511 

20 -0.502 

100 0.150 

250 0.325 

100NR 0.325 

 

Basins with the same concentrations of sodium bicarbonate but with no concrete specimens 

were left in the same location as the basins with the submerged concrete for two weeks after 

completion of the submersion testing period in order to identify the difference in pH caused by 

the sodium bicarbonate and the environmental conditions of the laboratory.  The results from 

these basins that just had sodium bicarbonate and no concrete are plotted in Figure 5.8 with 

calculated equilibrium pH values using only sodium bicarbonate solutions, sodium bicarbonate 

solutions saturated with calcium hydroxide without carbon dioxide exposure, and the calculated 

sodium bicarbonate solutions saturated with calcium carbonate with carbon dioxide exposure. 
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Figure 5.8.  Calculated equilibrium pH values to show the affects sodium bicarbonate has 

on the pH of saturated solutions of portlandite and calcite. 

5.4 Discussion 

The results indicate that there is a more rapid decrease in the pH when the bicarbonate level 

of the water is higher. The decrease is not smooth, but the fluctuations of the pH data can be 

explained by both temperature fluctuations and some variability in the deionized water. The 

outside temperature is plotted with the basin pH values to show that very low temperatures 

correlate with a pH spike that can be seen in Figure 5 before 0.2 years.  This spike may have 

been caused by an increase in solubility of calcium hydroxide from low temperatures.  Calcium 

hydroxide is one of the few ionic compounds that are more soluble at lower temperatures (Yeatts 

and Marshall 1967). 

The pH of the pervious concrete from the Thomle and Haselbach (2010) laboratory test 

declined much more slowly than the pH of pervious concrete submerged in bicarbonate solutions 

as can be seen in Figure 9. This indicates that there may be a change in the rate limiting step for 

carbonation. It is postulated that ambient carbon dioxide dissolution is no longer limiting.  The 
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increased concentration gradient of carbonate species in the bicarbonate baths may cause a 

higher diffusion rate than from only ambient air carbon dioxide dissolution, allowing the 

carbonation rate to increase (Lagerblad 2007).  Higher concentrations of sodium bicarbonate also 

had higher rates of decline in pH levels.  Thus, higher rates of carbonation occur when pervious 

concrete is submerged in higher concentrations of sodium bicarbonate. 

 

 

Figure 9.  The pH from the pervious concrete (PC) specimens that had no end covers (NC) 

from the Thomle and Haselbach (2010) study are compared to the specimens immersed in 

250 mg/L of sodium bicarbonate solution. 

 

A possible mechanism for the accelerated decline of the pH of pervious concrete when 

exposed to carbonate laden waters may be the increased availability of dissolved carbonate 

species combined with the removal of the dissolution surface area restriction for high relative 

humidities as previously depicted in Figure 5.1.  For this accelerated mechanism, the rate of 

carbonation may no longer be controlled by carbon dioxide dissolution from ambient air as 

depicted in Figure 10. 
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Figure 10.  Proposed mechanism for the accelerated carbonation of pervious concrete when 

exposed to carbonate laden waters with the carbonation rate no longer limited by carbon 

dioxide dissolution from the air and lower carbonate concentration gradients. 

 

It was also noted that a layer of solids formed in each basin, mostly in the control basin and 

the basin with less sodium bicarbonate added. These solids are assumed to be from the leaching 

of calcium hydroxide out of the cement paste. According to Lagerblad et al. (2007), in these 

cases, the concentration gradient was too low to cause carbonate species to diffuse into the pores 

of the concrete, instead the calcium hydroxide leached out into the basin water.  Carbonation 

may have occurred, but not in the concrete. This assumption of leaching is further verified by the 

reduction of mass of the pervious concrete specimens in the basin with zero and 20 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. 

The difference in pH between the replenished and the non-replenished 100 mg/L sodium 

bicarbonate basins was insignificant, but the mass had more of an increase in the specimens that 

were submersed in the non-replenished basin.  This can be explained by a loss of dissolved 
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calcium being removed when the basin water was emptied and replenished.  A small amount of 

calcium was removed every time the water was replenished because more would dissolve in the 

unsaturated water that replenished the basin, but the amount of calcium in the non-replenished 

basins remained unchanged.  

5.5 Conclusions 

When pervious concrete specimens were submerged in carbonate species laden water, the pH 

dropped more rapidly than when exposed to ambient air, which indicates that there may be a 

change in the rate limiting step for carbonation. It is postulated that ambient carbon dioxide 

dissolution is no longer as limiting. The pH of immersion water exposed to pervious concrete 

specimens drops even more rapidly when submerged in baths with higher concentrations of 

sodium bicarbonate, and may indicate that the increased availability of carbonates dissolved in 

solution provide a higher concentration gradient and thus react more quickly with calcium 

hydroxide in concrete. 

The significance of this alternative accelerated mechanism for concrete carbonation is two-

fold. First, primary applications of concrete with exposure to carbonate species water might 

carbonate more rapidly than concrete applications only exposed to ambient air. This rate 

information is important in understanding the life cycle carbon footprint of these primary 

applications. Secondly, this alternative mechanism may be useful in designing enhanced 

carbonation processes in concrete post its primary life, either prior to disposal or before or during 

secondary life applications. 

More research is needed to investigate the mechanisms that accelerate the pH reduction in 

pervious concrete and concrete over time.  These mechanisms are important because they may be 

used in the future to reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide by using concrete as a sink. 
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6 Discussion 

6.1 Variations in pH associated with temperature. 

6.1.1 Variation from temperature changes between pH tests of specimens exposed to ambient 

air carbon dioxide. 

The water temperature of both the deionized water and the tap water may have been affected 

by seasonal variations, which may explain some of the divergence in the pH values from the pH 

infiltration and pH immersion tests.  The solubility of both calcium hydroxide and calcium 

carbonate increases significantly with decreases in temperature (Yeatts and Marshall 1967; 

Johnson and Williams 1916).  The deionized water or tap water may have been much cooler on 

testing days that the outside temperature was very low.  Testing at lower temperatures using the 

deionized water or tap water may have caused more calcium hydroxide to dissolve, raising the 

pH levels.  The temperature of the water used for pH infiltration and immersion tests were not 

actually measured. 

6.1.2 Variations in water temperature between pH tests of specimens exposed to carbonate 

laden waters 

As just discussed in Section 6.1.1, the pH varies with temperature due to the solubility of 

calcium hydroxide and calcium carbonate in water.  The effects of these variations were only 

evident one day when the average outside temperature dropped below negative 11 degrees 

centigrade.  The temperature in Albrook Laboratory would not have dropped below freezing, but 

may have dropped below 10 degrees centigrade. According to Visual MINTEQ, the change in 

temperature would be enough to raise the equilibrium pH without carbon dioxide exposure 0.4 

pH units, which is just relative information.  This temperature change only seemed to affect the 

pH of the basins.  The deionized water seemed cooler, but did not appear to significantly affect 

the pH immersion test See Figure 5.5.  There is a trend with the outside temperature and pH in 

the basins. 
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6.2 Variations in pH due to contaminated deionized water 

6.2.1 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide due to 

possible deionized water contamination.  

Variation in pH may also be caused by water that has not fully deionized.  There were some 

cases were the pH was observed to decrease significantly for multiple specimen batches and then 

the pH increased on the next set of tests to almost the values seen before the significant drop in 

pH levels.  Since the same buffering solutions and the same pH meter were used, the deionized 

water appears to be contaminated and not fully deionized.  The pH  values from August 18-19, 

2009 were omitted, due to suspicion of contamination, from calculations that were used to 

determine the slope of the rate of pH decline shown in Figures 4.2, 4.3, 4.6, and 4.7. 

6.2.2 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to carbonate laden waters due to possible 

deionized water contamination.  

As stated earlier in Section 6.2.2, there was some suspicion that the deionized water from the 

Laboratory in Dana 117 was occasionally contaminated.  On November 4, 2009, water that was 

supposed to be deionized had a pH of 4.5, and had a pH below 7 when exposed to pervious 

concrete specimens that previously had pH level above 10 when exposed to deionized water.  

When the low pH from the deionized water was realized, testing immediately stopped and the 

data from specimens that were suspect were not recorded. 

6.3 Variations in pH due to blocked micro pores and portlandite production 

6.3.1 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide due to 

potentially blocked micro pores opening up and continued portlandite production. 

In some cases, the pH of certain specimens where observed to have slight increases in pH 

before declining again.  These increases may be explained by two separate events or a 

combination of two events.  One hypothesis is that calcium carbonate may dissolve enough in 

pores to allow previously closed off pockets of portlandite (calcium hydroxide) to dissolve, thus 
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increasing the pH levels temporarily until that pocket of portlandite has either fully carbonated or 

the pore is resealed by calcium carbonate precipitation.  Pockets of portlandite may exist in 

partially carbonated zones.  As carbonation occurs, calcium carbonate precipitates out of solution 

in the pores.  The larger calcium carbonate molecules may potentially seal off some of the pores, 

not allowing the pore water to interact and affect water that is exposed to the cement paste 

(Fernandez Bertos et al. 2004; Lange et al. 1996).  The other hypothesis is that more portlandite 

is formed from continued hydration in cement past.  The hydration reaction that forms calcium 

silicate hydrate and calcium hydroxide continues for years after the cement is first placed (Wild 

and Khatib 1997).  The production of portlandite after initial hydration according to Wild and 

Khatib (1997) is depicted in Figure 6.1. 

 

Figure 6.1. Increase in portlandite from the continuation of the hydration reaction. 

 

Although it is likely that continued hydration does occur in the cement paste of pervious 

concrete, it is possible that continued hydration may be affected by the open pore structure 
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associated with pervious concrete.  In that case the information given by Figure 6.1 is only 

relative. 

6.3.2 Variations in pH test of specimens exposed to carbonate laden water due to potentially 

blocked micro pores opening up and continued portlandite production. 

The same two potential factors in pH variation that were mentioned in section 6.3.1, pores 

being blocked and re-opened and portlandite production, may be even more significant in 

pervious concrete specimens submerged in carbonate laden waters.   

Calcium leaching will be discussed later in Section 6.4, and may contribute to sealing off 

pores due to precipitation of calcium carbonate (Lagerblad 2007).  The concentration gradient of 

calcium hydroxide can cause the calcium ion to move toward the entrance of the micro pore.  At 

the same time if carbonate species are abundant in the water outside the micro pore, the free 

calcium ion and the carbonate may meet in the pore eventually closing it off.  Instead of leaching 

out the calcium hydroxide would stay in equilibrium with the sealed pore.  If the calcium 

carbonate dissolved during later testing, additional calcium hydroxide may be released.  If 

enough of the micro pores are opened up at one time the pH may increase from the added 

calcium hydroxide in solution. 

As also stated in Section 6.3.1, the hydration reaction continues in the cement paste 

producing more portlandite.  This continued production of portlandite could potentially affect the 

pH of specimens submerged in carbonate laden waters more than specimens exposed to varying 

levels of carbon dioxide because of the shorter time span of testing from initial production of the 

concrete specimens.  As depicted in Figure 6.1, portlandite production slowly declines as the 

cement paste ages, but potential increases in portlandite may also cause temporary increases in 

the pH levels observed. 
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6.4 Leaching from submerged specimens exposed to varying levels of 

bicarbonate. 

It is evident that carbonation was occurring in all of the five basins with varying 

concentrations of sodium bicarbonate.  During the first few two week periods of testing, as stated 

in Section 5.4, a layer of crystalline solid formed on the surface of all of the basins.  The entire 

surface of the water in the basins without sodium bicarbonate added and with only 20 mg/L 

sodium bicarbonate added was covered with a crystalline material believed to be calcium 

carbonate.  The other three basins with higher sodium bicarbonate concentrations only had small 

patches of the crystalline material floating on the surface.  It was not verified that the crystalline 

material was calcium carbonate, but other studies performed by the Minnesota Department of 

Transportation in Snyder and Bruinsma (1996) identified precipitated material from crushed 

concrete leachate as calcium carbonate.   

According to Lagerblad (2007), carbonation can occur differently in submerged specimens 

depending on the speed of carbonate diffusion from the outside of the cement paste and the speed 

of diffusion of calcium ions from the inside of the cement paste.  More leaching occurred in the 

basin without added sodium bicarbonate, which lead to the hypothesis that more leaching can 

occur due to the lack of a carbonate concentration gradient to increase carbonate diffusion into 

the cement paste.  The specimens in the basins with higher concentrations of sodium bicarbonate 

only experienced small amounts of calcium leaching.  It is hypothesized that the speed of 

diffusion of carbonate was greatly increased due to the higher concentration gradient of 

carbonate on the outside of the cement paste.  The two hypotheses are also supported by both 

Tables 5.2 and 5.3.   

The mass of the specimens without sodium bicarbonate and with 20 mg/L sodium 

bicarbonate decreased in mass over the testing period, which can be explained by calcium 
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leaching.  The specimens that were submerged in the 100 mg/L and 250 mg/L of sodium 

bicarbonate gained mass.  The increase in mass in these specimens can be explained by the 

higher atomic weight of calcium carbonate over calcium hydroxide.  From this we can assume 

that most of the carbonation and the corresponding precipitation of calcium carbonate occurred 

in the cement pores of specimens that were submerged in higher concentrations of sodium 

bicarbonate. 

6.5 Deionized versus tap water used for prediction of pH levels. 

The pervious concrete specimens were tested with both deionized water and tap water as 

stated in Section 4.2.  The reason for using both deionized water as well as tap water is because 

deionized water gives a better representation of the pore pH levels in the pervious concrete 

specimens.  The deionized water may also represent very clean rainwater exfiltrated through 

clean pervious concrete pavement.  However, if testing from deionized water alone is used to 

predict the decline in pH of waters exfiltrated through or exposed to pervious concrete pavement, 

the prediction may be very conservative.  Testing with deionized water is not a good 

representation of rainwater that exfiltrates through in-place pervious concrete pavement, which 

can contain dissolved minerals from exposure to soot and dirt on pavement surfaces.  Runoff 

from other areas can also contain minerals from the soil, which can lessen the effects that the 

concrete has over the pH level of exfiltrated water.  Tap water may better represent the pH 

decline of water exfiltrated through pervious concrete, and in the case of runoff from other areas 

it too may be conservative.  As reported by the City of Pullman (2009), the tap water in Pullman 

has an average hardness of 116 mg/L (five year average).  Runoff exposed to soils may 

potentially have even more dissolved minerals than the tap water in Pullman. 
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6.6 Differences in slopes between the pH infiltration test (simulated small 

storm events) and the pH immersion test (simulated large storm events). 

The variation from the pH infiltration test, which simulates smaller storm events, is increased 

because water may flow through different pathways within the pervious concrete specimen.  

Some paths through pervious concrete may be more carbonated than others.  The larger storm 

events simulated by the pH immersion test showed more of an average pH throughout the 

specimens.  The equations for the slope of pH decline of all three levels of ambient air 

restrictions are significantly different using a 90 percent confidence interval between the pH 

infiltration and immersion tests.  The difference can be explained by dilution from larger 

volumes of water.  In the pH infiltration test ~25 mL of water passes through the concrete 

specimen.  In the pH immersion test the specimens are immersed in ~2000 mL of water.  

Although more surface area within the concrete specimens are in contact with water, in the pH 

immersion test, the larger amount of water may dilute it and there is also a lack of mixing while 

the specimen is submerged.  Thus, a small amount of dilution may have caused the difference in 

slopes. 

6.7 Statistics used to confirm differences in slopes between specimens 

exposed to varying levels of carbon dioxide. 

In section 4.3, the slope of pH decline was calculated using IGOR Pro 6.1.2.1.  This program 

used the lowest chi squared value to calculate the best fit slope of each line.  The associated 95 

percent confidence interval was also calculated using IGOR Pro 6.1.2.1, which shows that if an 

infinite amount of testing was performed 95 percent of the resulting slopes would fall between a 

certain range that can be seen in Figure 4.6.  If the 95 percent confidence intervals from the slope 

of pH decline between two levels of ambient air exposures do not overlap, than it can be 

confirmed with 95 percent confidence that the two slopes are significantly different.  Equation 
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6.1 shows the calculations used by IGOR Pro 6.1.2.1 to determine a 95 percent confidence 

interval. 

 CI = [t(n-p, 1-α/2) ][V(Ŷ)]
½
 (6.1) 

 Where,  

 t (n-p, 1-α/2) is the t-value; 

 V(Ŷ) is the variance of a predicted model value and the observed value. 

The difference between slopes was also confirmed using an F-test with an alpha value of 

0.05.  The following is the procedure used for using an F-test to determine if two equations are 

significantly different.   

The error sum of squares (ESS) was calculated using the equation from the first linear fit 

(y1=m1+b) and the observed data that was used to make the first linear fit (yobs1).  Equation 6.2 is 

used to calculate the ESS. 

 ESS = Σ(y1-yobs1)
2
 (6.2) 

From the ESS and the degrees of freedom (dfEMS = n-1, n = the number of yobs1) the error mean 

square (EMS) is calculated, as depicted in Equation 6.3. 

 EMS = ESS/( dfEMS) (6.3) 

The hypothesis sum of squares (HSS) was than calculated using the equation from the second 

linear fit (y2=m2+b) and the observed data that was used to make the first linear fit (yobs1), as 

depicted in Equation 6.4. 

 HSS = Σ(y2-yobs1)
2 

(6.4) 

The conditional mean square (CMS) was than calculated using the HSS and the ESS previously 

calculated as well as the corresponding degrees of freedom (dfCMS = n-(n-1), n = the number of 

yobs1) as depicted in Equation 6.5. 



85 

 

 CMS = (HSS-ESS)/(dfCMS) (6.5) 

The Fcalc value was than calculated using the values previously determined for CMS and EMS 

as depicted in Equation 6.6. 

 Fcalc = CMS/EMS (6.6) 

The Fcalc value was than compared to the F0.05, 1,n-1 value, which was looked up on an F table.  

Two F-tests were performed between the three linear equations formed by the pH infiltration test 

data, which can be seen in more detail in Appendix C.   The resulting information shows that the 

three linear equations depicted in Figure 4.2 are significantly different with 95 percent 

confidence.  This verifies that the 95 percent confidence interval bands used by Igor Pro 6.1.2.1 

are correct. 

7 Overall Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research 

7.1 Overall Conclusions 

The initial primary goal of this research was to determine the rate of pH decline of waters 

exposed to aging pervious concrete to aid designers in the use of preventive measures in 

reducing the risk of possible damage to sensitive waters.  This goal was meet by the early aging 

linear approximation equations of the decrease in pH for the specimens that can be seen in 

Figures 4.2-4.5.     These drops are from the pervious concrete layer alone, without further 

reductions in pH from exposure to base material.  

The pH of water intermittently in contact with pervious concrete declines more quickly when 

it is aged with more external area exposed to ambient air, which partially satisfies Objective 1.1 

as can be seen in comparing the TBC, BC, and NC data in Figures 4.2-4.5.  The TBC specimens 

had the highest level of ambient air restriction and consistently had a lower overall rate of pH 
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decline as compared to the BC specimens with moderate exposure.  Water exposed to the NC 

specimens had a faster decline in pH than that of the BC specimens.  The level of ambient air 

exposure that best resembles pavement conditions is the specimens without caps (NC) because of 

the potential increased exposure to carbon dioxide from the ground, which is produced by the 

decomposition of soil organic matter by bacteria.   

It was confirmed through testing with tap water as compared to deionized water that minerals 

in exfiltrated water lessens the effect that pervious concrete has on increasing the pH of the 

exfiltrated water.  The equations for the specimens without caps (NC) in Figure 4.2 and 4.3 give 

an average pH below 10 within 8 months and below 9 within a year, for testing with deionized 

water, which is considered to be much more conservative (See discussion in Section 6.5).  The 

equations for the specimens without caps (NC) that can be seen in Figures 4.4 and 4.5 are based 

on tap water, which is a less conservative approach, and give an average pH below 10 within 4 

months and below 9 within 7 months.  Thus, it is assumed that runoff from other areas that 

exfiltrates through pervious concrete may have a lower pH value because of the higher 

concentration of dissolved minerals in the water, which satisfies the rest of Objective 1.1.  Also, 

minerals contained in dirt and soot on the surface of in-place pervious concrete may also 

decrease the exfiltrate pH of rainwater that falls directly on pervious concrete.  The slope of pH 

decline using tap water may more accurately predict pH values of in-place pervious concrete. 

Objective 1.2 is satisfied by using both the pH infiltration test (simulating small storm 

events) and the pH immersion test (simulating large storm events).  Simulated large storm events 

may cause a dilution effect that reduces the pH level more than small storm events.  Although the 

difference in the slopes of pH decline of deionized water using the pH infiltration and immersion 

tests are significant using a 95 percent confidence interval.  The difference in time that it takes 
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for the pH of the specimens without caps (NC) to drop below 10 and below 9, are relatively 

insignificant (less than 0.5 months). 

During the research an additional primary goal was hypothesized relating an alternative 

mechanism for pervious concrete carbonation in carbonate laden waters and became Objective 2.  

Objective 2 is satisfied, by aging pervious concrete specimens while submerged in water with 

different concentrations of sodium bicarbonate.  The pH of deionized water exposed to the 

pervious concrete specimens that were submerged in carbonate species laden water declined 

more rapidly than when exposed to ambient air, which may indicate a change in the rate limiting 

step for the carbonation process.  The pH of deionized water and the basin water, in which the 

specimens were submerged, declined more quickly when submerged in basins with higher 

concentrations of sodium bicarbonate.  This increased decline in pH may be attributed to a higher 

concentration gradient of carbonate species outside the cement pores, which may have enhanced 

the diffusion of carbonate into the cement paste.  Leaching and removal of calcium species were 

also noted as contributing factors to the pH decline in basins with little or no bicarbonate added. 

7.2 Recommendations for future research 

The research in this thesis was designed to focus on the declining pH of waters exposed to 

pervious concrete and not carbon sequestration.  The methods used in this thesis only give 

relative information on the amount of carbonation that occurred within the pervious concrete 

specimens.  The amount of carbon dioxide that was retained in the cement of the pervious 

concrete specimens is unknown.  The total change in mass associated with the pervious concrete 

specimens would not necessarily represent the quantity of carbon dioxide absorbed because of 

leaching that was observed in both the specimens that were exposed to ambient air and carbonate 

laden waters.  If the testing methods in this study are repeated the mass of the material that was 
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leached out must be considered in some way to quantify the total carbonation that occurred.  

Another approach would be to use a thermo gravimetric analysis to determine the extent of 

carbonation within the pervious concrete specimens as described in McPolin et al. (2009).   

In the future, the quantity of carbon that is sequestered within the pervious concrete or 

crushed concrete should be evaluated using concrete that is submerged in carbonate laden waters.  

This may be accomplished by using a full speciation analysis of the basin water or other 

carbonation methods such as thermal gravimetric analysis (TGA) and mass spectrometry.  It is 

also recommended to use even higher concentrations of carbonate species than used in this study 

to further increase the concentration gradient between the outside water and the pore water.  It 

would also be less difficult to analyze the data from this experiment if the experiment is 

performed in a closed system instead of in an open system.  If a closed system is used, the 

amount of carbonation that occurred from the carbonate laden water can be directly determined. 

 

References 

1. American Concrete Institute (2010). ACI Committee 522, Technical Committee Document 

522R-10, 2010, p 4. 

2. Arnold, C.L., & Gibbons, C.J. (1996). Impervious surface coverage: the emergence of a key 

environmental indicator. APA Journal, 62(2), 243-258. 

3. Banks, H. J. and Macabe, J. B., (1988) Uptake of carbon dioxide by concrete and implication 

of this process in grain storage. Journal of Stored Product Research 24, pp. 183–190. 

4. Bean, E. Z., Hunt, W. F., & Bidelspach, D. A. (2007). Field survey of permeable pavement 

surface infiltration rates. Journal of Irrigation and Drainage Engineering, 133(3), 249–255. 



89 

 

5. Booth, D.B., & Jackson, C.R. (1997). Urbanization of aquatic systems: degradation 

thresholds, stormwater detection, and the limits of mitigation. J. Am. Water Resour. Assoc. 

33:1077–90  

6. Chang, C.F. & Chen, J.W. (2006). The experimental investigation of concrete carbonation 

depth. Cement and Concrete research 36 (2006) 1760-1767. 

7. City of Pullman. (2009, July 8). City of Pullman fact sheet. Retrieved from 

http://www.pullman-wa.gov/DrawOnePage.aspx?PageID=309 

8. Collins, K. A. (2007). A field evaluation of four types of permeable pavement with respect to 

water quality improvement and flood control. MS thesis. Raleigh, N.C. North Carolina State 

University, Department of Biological and Agricultural Engineering. 

9. Coupe, S.J., Smith, H.G., Newman, A.P., & Puehmeier, T. (2003). Bio-degradation and 

microbial diversity within permeable pavements. Europ. J. Prot., 39, 413-498. 

10. Dierkes C, Kuhlman L, Kandasamy J, Angelis G. (2002). Pollution retention capability and 

maintenance of permeable pavements. In: Strecker EW, editor. Proceedings of the ninth 

international conference on urban drainage, Portland, USA, September 2002, 8–13. 

11. Dryer, T., Jones, R., & Garvin, S. (2009). Exposure of Portland cement to multiple trace 

metal loadings. Magazine of concrete Research, 61: 1 57-65. 

12. Engelsen, C. J., Mehus, J. , Pade, C. & Saether, D. H. (2005). Carbon dioxide uptake in 

demolished and crushed concrete, CO2 uptake during the Concrete Life Cycle Nordic 

Innovation Centre Project 03018. Project report 395-2005, Norwegian Building Research 

Institute, Oslo, Norway. 



90 

 

13. Fernandez Bertos, M., Simons, S., Hills, C.D., Carey, P.J., (2004). A review of accelerated 

carbonation technology in the treatment of cement-based materials and sequestration of CO2. 

Journal of Hazardous Materials 112 (3), 193–205. 

14. Frumkin, H. (2002). Urban sprawl and public health. Public Health Reports, 117, 201-217. 

15. Gaither, A. (2007). Developing testing methods for pervious concrete. MS thesis. Columbia, 

S.C. University of South Carolina, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering. 

16. Ghafoori, N., & Dutta, S. (1995a). Development of no-fines concrete pavement applications. 

J. Transp. Eng., 121(3), 283–288. [CEDB] 

17. Ghafoori, N., & Dutta, S. (1995b). Building and nonpavement applications of no-fines 

concrete. Journal of Materials in Civil Engineering, 7(4) November 1995b, p 286-289.  

18. Gianguzza, A., Pelizzetti, E., & Sammartano, S. (2000). Chemical process in Marine 

environments. Springer-verlag Berlin Heidelberg, New York, NY. 

19. Haselbach, L.  & Thomle, J. (2010). An alternative mechanism for carbon sequestration in 

concrete. (under review for publication in Environmental Science and Technology). 

20. Haselbach, L. M., and Freeman, R. M. (2006). Vertical Porosity Distributions in Pervious 

Concrete Pavement,  ACI Materials Journal, 103 (6): 452-458. 

21. Hecky, R.E. & Kilham, P. (1973). Diatoms in alkaline, saline lakes: ecology and 

geochemical implications. Limnol. Oceanogr. 18, 53-72.  

22. Horst, M., Travel, R., & Tokarz, E. (2008). BMP Pollutant Removal Efficiency. World 

Environmental and Water Resources Congress 2008 -- Ahupua‟A. Conference Proceeding 

Paper. 

http://link.aip.org/link/?&l_creator=getabs-normal&l_dir=FWD&l_rel=CITES&from_key=JTPEDI000128000004000301000001&from_keyType=CVIPS&from_loc=AIP&to_j=JTPEDI&to_v=121&to_p=283&to_loc=AIP&to_url=http%3A%2F%2Flink.aip.org%2Flink%2F%3FQTE%2F121%2F283%2F1
http://link.aip.org/link/?&l_creator=getabs-normal&l_dir=FWD&l_rel=CITES&from_key=JTPEDI000128000004000301000001&from_keyType=CVIPS&from_loc=AIP&to_j=JTPEDI&to_v=121&to_p=283&to_loc=CEDB&to_url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.pubs.asce.org%2FWWWdisplay.cgi%3F9501409
http://cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplaybn.cgi?9780784409763
http://cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplaybn.cgi?9780784409763
http://cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplaybn.cgi?9780784409763


91 

 

23. Huet, B., Hostis, V. L., Miserque, F., & Idrissi, H. (2005). Electrochemical behavior of mild 

steel in concrete: Influence of pH and carbonate content of concrete pore solution, 

Electrochim. Acta 51 (2005) 172–180. 

24. Ishida, T. & Maekawa, K. (2000). Modeling of pH profile in pore water based on mass 

transport and chemical equilibrium theory, Translation from Proceedings of JSCE, 

No.648/V-47, pp. 125-140. 

25. Jianming, G., Xu, G., & Lu, X. (2008). Experimental study on eco-environmental effect of 

porous concrete.  Journal of Southeast University. V 38, n 5, p 794-798, September 2008. 

26. Johnston, J. & Williamson, E. D. (1916). The Complete Solubility Curve of Calcium 

Carbonate. J. Am. Chem. Soc, 38 (1916) 975-983. 

27. Kwiatkowski, M., Welker, A.L., Traver, R.G., Vanacore, M., and Ladd, T. (2007). 

Evaluation of a Pervious Concrete Best Management Practice Utilizing Pervious Concrete, 

Journal of the American Water Resources Association, Vol. 43, No. 5, pp. 1208-1222. 

28. Lagerblad, B. (2007). Mechanism and mode of carbonation of cementitious materials, in 

proceedings of the International Conference on Sustainability in the Cement and Concrete 

Industry, ed. by Jacobsen S, Jahren P, Kjellsen K O, Lillehammer, Norway, 2007. 

29. Lange, L.C., Hills, C.D, & Poole A.B. (1996). The effect of accelerated carbonation on the 

properties of cement-solidified waste forms, Waste Manage. 16 (1996) 757. 

30. Luck, J. D., Workman, S.R., Coyne, M. S., & Higgins, S. F. (2008). Solid material retention 

and nutrient reduction properties of pervious concrete mixtures. Biosystems engineering, 100, 

401-408. 



92 

 

31. Mangani, G., Berloni, A., Bellucci, F., Tatano, F., & Maione, M. (2005). Evaluation of the 

pollutant content in road runoff first flush waters. Water, Air, and Soil Pollution, 160, 213-

228. 

32. Marolf, A., Neithalath, N., Sell, E., Weiss, W.J., & Olek, J. (2004). Influence of aggregate 

size and gradation on the acoustic absorption of Enhanced Porosity Concrete, ACI Material 

Journal. 101 (2004) (1), pp. 82–91. 

33. Masters, G. M., & Ela, W. P. (2008). Introduction to environmental engineering and science. 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc. 

34. McPolin, D. O., Basheer, P. A. M., & Long, A. E. (2009). Carbonation and pH in mortars 

manufactured with supplementary cementitious material. Journal of Materials in Civil 

Engineering, 21:5, 217-225. 

35. Mehta, P.K. & Monteiro, P.J.M. (1993). Concrete: structure, properties, and materials, 2
nd

, 

ed.; Prentice-Hall, Inc: Eaglewood Cliffs, New Jersey. 

36. Montes, F., Valavala, S., & Haselbach, L. M. (2005). A new test method for porosity 

measurements of Portland cement pervious concrete. Journal of ASTM International, Jan 

2005, Vol. 2, No. 1: 12931 

37. Neville, A.M. (1981).  Properties of Concrete. Pitman Publishing Ltd, London. 

38. Neville, A.M. and Brooks, J.J. (1987). Concrete Technology. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New 

York, NY. 

39. Newman, A. P., Coupe, S. J., Puehmeier, T., Morgan, J. A., Henderson, J., & Pratt C. J. 

(2002a) Microbial Ecology of Oil Degrading Porous Pavement Structures.  Convertry 

University, School of Science and The Environment, Coventry United Kingdom. 



93 

 

40. Newman, A.P., Pratt, C.J., Coupe, S.J., & Cresswell, N. (2002b). Oil bio-degradation in 

permeable pavements by microbial communities. Wat. Sci. and Tech., 45(7), 51-56. 

41. Newman, A.P., Puehmeier, T., Kwok, V., Lam, M., Coupe, SJ, Shuttleworth A., & Pratt, C.J. 

(2004). Protecting groundwater with oil-retaining pervious pavements: historical 

perspectives, limitations and recent developments. Quart. J. Eng. Geol. Hydrogeol., 37, 283-

291.  

42. NT-Build 357 (1989).  Concrete, repairing materials and protective coating: Carbonation 

resistance, NORDTEST, Espoo, 1989.  

43. Pade, C., & Guimaraes, M. (2007). The CO2 uptake of concrete in a 100 year perspective. 

Cement and Concrete Research, 37, 1348-1356. 

44. Park, S., & Tia, M. (2003). An experimental study on the water-purification properties of 

porous concrete. Cement and Concrete Research, 34, 177-184. 

45. Pellegrini, F., Hills, C.D., Carey, P.J., Gardner, K.H., & Maries, A. (2006). Sorption and 

desorption of Cd, Co, Cu, Ni and Zn from carbonated Portland cement. Advances in Applied 

Ceramics, 105:4 185-190. 

46. Pratt, C.J., Newman, A.P. & Bond, P.C. (1999). Mineral oil bio-degradation within a 

permeable pavement: long term observations. Wat. Sci. and Tech., 39(2), 103-109. 

47. Räsänen, V., & Penttala, V. (2003). The pH measurement of concrete and smoothing mortar 

using a concrete powder suspension. Cement and Concrete Research, 34, 813-820. 

48. Santruckova, H. & Simek, M. (2007). Effect of soil CO2 concentration on microbial biomass. 

Biol. Fertil. Soils, (1997) 25:269-273. 

49. Setunge, S., Nguyen, N., Alexander, B.L., & Dutton, L. (2009). Leaching of alkali from 

concrete in contact with waterways. Water Air Soil Pollut: Focus (2009) 9:381-391. 



94 

 

50. Silberberg, M.S. (2003). Chemistry: the molecular nature of matter and change, 3
rd

 Ed. 

McGraw-Hill company, Inc. New York, NY. 

51. Siqueira, J.F. & Lopes, H.P. (1999). Mechanisms of antimicrobial activity of calcium 

hydroxide: a critical review. International Endodontic Journal, 32, 361–9. 

52. Snoeyink, V. L. and Jenkins, D. (1980) Water Chemistry. New York, NY: John Wiley and 

Sons, Inc. 

53. Snyder, M.B. & Bruinsma, J.E. (1996). Review of studies concerning effects of unbound 

crushed concrete bases on PCC pavement drainage. Transportation Research Record, No. 

1519, Transportation Research Board, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1996, pp. 

51-58. 

54. Spicer, G.E., Lynch, D.E., Newman, A.P., & Coupe, S.J. (2006). The development of 

geotextiles incorporating slow-release phosphate beads for the maintenance of oil degrading 

bacteria in permeable pavements. Water Science & Technology, 54 (6-7), 273-280. 

55. Steffens, A., Dinkler, D., & Ahrens, H. (2002). Modeling carbonation for corrosion risk 

prediction of concrete structures. Cement and Concrete Research, 32, 935-941. 

56. Stumm, W. and Morgan, J.J. (1996) Aquatic chemistry: chemical equilibria and rates in 

natural water. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

57. Tennis, P.D., Leming, M.L., and Akers, D.J. (2004). Pervious Concrete Pavements, Special 

Publication by the Portland cement Association and the National Ready Mixed Concrete 

Association, Silver Spring, Maryland, 28 pp. 

58. Thomle, J. & Haselbach, L. (2010). The declining pH of pervious concrete exfiltrate. (under 

review for publication in the Journal of Environmental Engineering). 



95 

 

59. U.S. EPA (1988). Acidity-alkalinity (ph): water quality standards criteria summaries: a 

compilation of state/federal criteria (EPA 440/5-88/020). Washington, DC: Office of Water 

Regulations and Standards. Retrieved from 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/water/owrcCatalog.nsf/e673c95b11602f2385256ae1007279fe/9ff1d9

c29b77db1785256b0600725975!OpenDocument (February 3, 2010) 

60. U.S. EPA. (2003). Protecting Water Quality from Urban Runoff. EPA 841-F-03-003. 

Washington D.C.: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Available: 

http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/nps_urban-facts_final.pdf (January 14, 2010).  

61. Washington State Department of Ecology (WSDOE) (2007). Fresh water designated uses 

and criteria (Table 200 (1)(g)). Retrieved from 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/swqs/criteria-freshwater/wac173201a_200-ph.html 

(February 3, 2010)  

62. Wild, S., Khatib, J.M. (1997). Portlandite consumption in metakaolin cement pastes and 

mortars, Cem. Concr. Res. 27 (1) (1997) 137- 146. 

63. Yeatts, L.B. & Marshall, W.L. (1967). Aqueous systems at high temperature. XVIII. Activity 

coefficient behavior of calcium hydroxide in aqueous sodium nitrate to the critical 

temperature of water. The Journal of Physical Chemistry 71:8 (1967) 2641-2650. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendices 

  



97 

 

Appendix A: pH data from aged specimens exposed to ambient air 

The pH values from aged specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide are listed in 

Table A.1, and are considered supporting information for results of Chapter 3.  The water 

samples from pH immersion tests from the corresponding underlined pH values in Table A.1 

may have been contaminated by residue in the 25 mL beakers described in Section 2.2.3.  The 

underlined values are not considered in results of Chapter 3. 

Table A.1. pH data from aged specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide. 

EA1 
Age (yr) 1.68 1.71 1.78 1.89 1.96 2.03 2.24 2.39 

Avg pH 10.06 9.02 9.63 9.43 9.15 9.29 9.19 8.69 

EA2 
Age (yr) 1.68 1.71 1.78 1.89 1.96 2.03 2.24 2.39 

Avg pH 9.74 8.68 8.88 8.79 8.66 7.88 9.02 8.81 

EA3 
Age (yr) 1.67 1.70 1.77 1.88 1.95 2.02 2.23 2.38 

Avg pH 9.34 8.99 8.96 8.65 8.56 7.46 9.02 8.85 

EA4 
Age (yr) 1.67 1.70 1.77 1.88 1.95 2.02 2.23 2.38 

Avg pH 9.97 9.74 9.41 9.13 8.86 8.87 9.02 8.81 

B 
Age (yr) 4.79 4.81 4.88 4.99 5.06 5.13 5.35 5.49 

Avg pH 9.96 9.49 9.83 9.46 8.98 9.09 9.14 8.99 

C 
Age (yr) 4.55 4.57 4.65 4.76 4.82 4.92 5.11 5.26 

Avg pH 9.13 9.26 9.03 9.11 8.86 8.55 9.03 8.94 

TP 
Age (yr) 2.82 2.89 3.00 3.07 3.14 3.36 3.50   

Avg pH 9.74 10.01 9.61 9.24 8.70 9.39 9.11   

J 
Age (yr) 2.43 2.45 2.53 2.64 2.70 2.79 2.99 3.14 

Avg pH 9.87 9.44 9.45 9.28 8.65 8.43 9.28 9.22 

 

Appendix B: pH data from specimens exposed to ambient air 

The pH data in this appendix is from specimens exposed to ambient air carbon dioxide, 

which is summarized in Chapter 4.  This data is included as supporting information for Chapter 

4, and does not necessarily give any additional information.   

As stated in Section 2.1, there are four different batches of pervious concrete.  There are 

some variations within the mixing of each batch of concrete.  The following results from the pH 
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infiltration and immersions tests were originally separated to identify differences in production 

that may affect pH testing.  Separating out the four batches also helped identify days that the 

deionized water may have been contaminated as discussed in Section 6.2.1. 

Shown in Figure B.1 are the average pH values of the WA pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH infiltration test. The specimens are aged under the three levels of ambient air 

restrictions as described in Section 2.1.  One data point was omitted from Figure B.1, Chapter 4 

results, and all slope of pH decline equations because of the obvious discrepancy, which is 

depicted in Figures B.3 and B.4 as well as Table B.1, but is not visible Figure B.2.  The 

discrepancy may have been caused by contaminated deionized water on August 18, 2010 as can 

be seen in Table 1.  In Figures B.2-B.4, the data from approximately the 295
th

 day after 

production was omitted because possible deionized water contamination. 

 

Figure B.1. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WA batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 
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Figure B.2. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 

  

 

Figure B.3. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 
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Figure B.4. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 

 

Table B.1. pH infiltration test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing) (Continued). 
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Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

11/7/2008 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
1

.6
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.2
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.3
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

12/19/2008 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2

 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.2
 

1/16/2009 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2
 

1
1

.8
 

1
2
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2

.1
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.8
 

1
2
 

3/15/2009 

1
1

.9
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

3/29/2009 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.4

 

4/19/2009 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.9

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

5/3/2009 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1

 

1
1

 

1
1

 

1
1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.6

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

5/18/2009 

1
0
.7

 

9
.6

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.5

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.6

 

9
.5

 

1
0
.8

 

9
.8

6
 

1
0
.1

 

9
.7

5
 

6/3/2009 1
1
 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
 

6/15/2009 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
0
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.5

 

1
0
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

6/26/2009 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
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Table B.1. pH infiltration test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing) (Continuation). 

WA Specimens 1 2 6 8 9 15 5 7 10 14 16 17 3 4 11 12 13 18 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

7/9/2009 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.5

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1

 

1
1
.5

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.7

 

7/22/2009 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
 

1
0
.6

 

9
.9

1
 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.2

 

9
.4

4
 

9
.6

5
 

1
0
.7

 

9
.3

8
 

9
.2

3
 

9
.2

4
 

9
.3

7
 

9
.2

5
 

8
.8

7
 

7/28/2009 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

8/5/2009 

1
0
.9

 

9
.8

5
 

9
.9

8
 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.1

 

9
.6

9
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.7

2
 

9
.6

4
 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.3

 

9
.0

1
 

8
.9

3
 

9
.2

4
 

9
.0

3
 

8
.8

6
 

8
.6

7
 

8/18/2009 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

9
.7

2
 

1
0
.8

 

9
.2

3
 

1
0
 

1
0
.5

 

9
.1

7
 

9
.3

4
 

8
.9

4
 

8
.9

8
 

8/27/2009 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.3

 

1
1
 

9
.8

7
 

1
0
.5

 

1
1
 

9
.2

4
 

9
.6

9
 

9
.5

6
 

1
1
 

1
0
.3

 

9
.8

1
 

8
.5

2
 

8
.7

 

8
.9

6
 

8
.5

9
 

9
.6

4
 

8
.5

1
 

9/3/2009 1
1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.4
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.3
 

9
.7

8
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

9/17/2009 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
1

 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

9
.7

 

9
.6

7
 

9
.8

8
 

9/30/2009 

1
1

.3
 

1
1
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.7

7
 

10/14/2009 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.5
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0
 

9
.8

4
 

10/28/2009 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

 

1
0

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.3
 

9
.9

5
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

 

1
0

 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

6
 

11/12/2009 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

6
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.7

9
 

12/3/2009 

1
0

.6
 

1
0
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.6
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

9
.7

8
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.4

8
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.2

4
 

12/17/2009 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.3

 

1
0

.3
 

9
.7

6
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

9
.6

4
 

9
.7

4
 

9
.4

3
 

1
0
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.8

 

1/15/2010 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.5
 

1
1
.7

 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.1
 

9
.9

7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.2
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

8
.9

1
 

8
.7

5
 

9
.6

2
 

9
.4

7
 

9
.6

6
 

9
.3

6
 

8
.6

9
 

8
.6

2
 

7
.8

4
 

8
.9

1
 

8
.7

 

9
.4

4
 

7
.7

8
 

7
.6

8
 

7
.7

5
 

8
.0

2
 

7
.8

7
 

7
.5

2
 

2/10/2010 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
0
 

1
1
 

9
.5

3
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.8
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 
 

Shown in Figure B.5 are the average pH values of the WA pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH immersion test. One data point was also omitted from Figure B.5, Chapter 4 

results, and all slope of pH decline equations because of the obvious discrepancy, which is 

depicted in Figures B.6-B.8 as well as Table B.2.  The discrepancy may have been caused by 

contaminated deionized water.  As can be seen in Figures B.6-B.8, the data from approximately 

the 295
th

 day after production was omitted because of possible deionized water contamination.  
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Two other data sets were omitted entirely from Figures B.5-B.8 because of pore mixing of the 

sample water in the pH immersion test.  The testing dates of the omitted data points are 

highlighted in Table B.2 

 

Figure B.5. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WA batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 
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Figure B.6. pH immersion data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 

 

 

Figure B.7. pH immersion data from individual WA specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 
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Figure B.8. pH immersion data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 

 

Table B.2. pH immersion test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continued). 

WA Specimens 1 2 6 8 9 15 5 7 10 14 16 17 3 4 11 12 13 18 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

2/28/2009 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2

.2
 

1
1
 

1
1

.7
 

1
2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.7
 

3/20/2009 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.8
 

1
2

.1
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.6
 

1
2
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.6
 

1
2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.8
 

3/29/2009 

1
1

.4
 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.6

 

4/19/2009 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.3

 

5/3/2009 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
0
.5

 

1
1
 

1
1
 

5/18/2009 

9
.0

9
 

9
.0

2
 

9
.5

5
 

9
.4

1
 

8
.1

9
 

8
.1

 

9
.7

 

8
.1

8
 

8
.8

5
 

8
.3

1
 

9
.0

5
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.5

2
 

8
.7

7
 

8
.8

7
 

9
.0

4
 

8
.5

3
 

8
.5

8
 

6/3/2009 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.6

 

9
.6

6
 

9
.4

2
 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.7

 

9
.3

8
 

9
.7

6
 

1
1

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.1

 

9
.5

 

1
0
.2

 

9
.9

1
 

9
.5

5
 

6/15/2009 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.5

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.9

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1

 

1
1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.1

 

6/26/2009 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.6
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.7
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Table B.2. pH immersion test data from the WA specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continuation). 

WA Specimens 1 2 6 8 9 15 5 7 10 14 16 17 3 4 11 12 13 18 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

7/9/2009 
1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

7/22/2009 

9
.4

8
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.7

4
 

9
.7

6
 

9
.2

1
 

9
.6

5
 

9
.5

5
 

9
.6

9
 

9
.6

7
 

9
.6

 

9
.8

 

9
.1

2
 

9
.2

2
 

9
.2

1
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.2

5
 

9
.1

9
 

7/28/2009 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.8

 

8/5/2009 

9
.3

5
 

9
.3

1
 

9
.5

8
 

9
.5

8
 

9
.5

5
 

9
.4

2
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.3

4
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.2

5
 

9
.6

3
 

9
 

8
.9

 

8
.9

9
 

8
.8

9
 

8
.9

7
 

8
.9

 

8/18/2009 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.7

 

9
.9

6
 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.4

 

9
.9

8
 

1
0
.5

 

9
.9

8
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.7

3
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.4

1
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.2

2
 

8/27/2009 

9
.3

6
 

9
.2

 

9
.6

8
 

9
.4

5
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.5

5
 

9
.3

 

9
.3

2
 

9
.3

3
 

9
.6

3
 

9
.4

3
 

9
.4

6
 

8
.8

3
 

8
.9

4
 

8
.8

6
 

8
.7

1
 

8
.8

6
 

8
.6

4
 

9/3/2009 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

2
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0
 

9
.9

8
 

9
.6

6
 

9/17/2009 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

1
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.5

3
 

9/30/2009 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.5
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1
 

9
.8

6
 

1
0

.9
 

9
.9

3
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.8

3
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.5

3
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.0

2
 

10/14/2009 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.6
 

9
.8

 

9
.4

7
 

9
.7

9
 

9
.7

 

9
.5

1
 

9
.0

3
 

10/28/2009 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.5
 

1
1

 

1
0

.6
 

1
1

 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.9
 

9
.3

7
 

9
.5

5
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.6

4
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.1

4
 

11/12/2009 1
1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.5
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

9
.4

8
 

1
0
 

9
.6

8
 

9
.8

6
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.2

6
 

12/3/2009 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.6

3
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.9

8
 

1
0

.2
 

8
.6

1
 

8
.6

5
 

8
.7

 

9
.1

 

8
.9

8
 

8
.9

5
 

12/17/2009 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

9
.6

7
 

1
1
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.1

7
 

9
.5

3
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.2

5
 

9
.1

1
 

1/15/2010 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.4
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

9
.5

8
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

8
.7

7
 

8
.7

3
 

9
.1

3
 

8
.9

 

9
.0

2
 

8
.9

1
 

8
.6

4
 

8
.5

6
 

7
.6

2
 

8
.7

5
 

8
.8

8
 

8
.9

8
 

7
.5

9
 

7
.5

5
 

7
.6

4
 

7
.6

5
 

7
.6

5
 

7
.5

 

2/10/2010 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.7
 

9
.4

5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 
 

Shown in Figure B.9 are the average pH values of the WB pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH infiltration test. The specimens are aged under the three levels of ambient air 

restrictions as described in Section 2.1.  No data points were omitted from Figure B.9 because 

there are no obvious discrepancies in Figures B.10-B.12.  The deionized water on August 18, 

2009 may not have been contaminated during testing of the WB set.  Table B.3 is the raw data 

from the pH infiltration test on the WB set and just gives supporting information. 
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Figure B.9. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WB batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 

 

Figure B.10. pH infiltration data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 
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Figure B.11. pH infiltration data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 

 

 

Figure B.12. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 
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Table B.3. pH infiltration test data from the WB specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing). 

WB  Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

12/18/2008 
1
1
.9

3
 

1
1
.9

8
 

1
1
.9

0
 

1
1
.8

8
 

1
2
.0

3
 

1
1
.8

2
 

1
1
.7

2
 

1
1
.8

3
 

1
1
.9

4
 

1
1
.8

9
 

1
1
.9

0
 

1
1
.9

3
 

1
1
.9

0
 

1
1
.9

3
 

1
2
.0

0
 

1
1
.9

7
 

1
1
.8

9
 

1
1
.8

8
 

1/16/2009 

1
1
.8

4
 

1
1
.9

1
 

1
1
.8

3
 

1
1
.8

7
 

1
1
.9

9
 

1
1
.8

6
 

1
2
.0

5
 

1
1
.8

0
 

1
2
.1

5
 

1
2
.1

9
 

1
2
.1

2
 

1
2
.1

6
 

1
2
.0

6
 

1
2
.0

1
 

1
1
.9

8
 

1
1
.9

0
 

1
2
.0

5
 

1
1
.9

9
 

3/15/2009 

1
2
.0

5
 

1
2
.1

1
 

1
2
.1

8
 

1
2
.1

7
 

1
2
.1

4
 

1
2
.0

1
 

1
1
.2

4
 

1
1
.8

2
 

1
2
.0

3
 

1
1
.9

6
 

1
1
.9

1
 

1
1
.8

3
 

1
1
.7

9
 

1
1
.8

1
 

1
1
.6

7
 

1
1
.8

9
 

1
1
.9

2
 

1
1
.7

0
 

3/29/2009 

1
1
.7

2
 

1
1
.8

3
 

1
1
.7

8
 

1
1
.7

6
 

1
1
.6

4
 

1
1
.5

4
 

1
1
.6

3
 

1
1
.2

9
 

1
1
.6

7
 

1
1
.6

6
 

1
1
.5

7
 

1
1
.7

0
 

1
1
.5

3
 

1
1
.4

9
 

1
1
.5

1
 

1
1
.3

4
 

1
1
.6

8
 

1
1
.4

9
 

4/19/2009 

1
1
.4

9
 

1
1
.7

6
 

1
1
.5

5
 

1
1
.6

6
 

1
1
.6

0
 

1
1
.3

9
 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
1
.2

0
 

1
1
.6

8
 

1
1
.1

9
 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.2

7
 

1
1
.3

7
 

1
1
.1

5
 

1
1
.1

5
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
1
.3

2
 

1
1
.2

6
 

5/3/2009 

1
0
.6

5
 

1
1
.2

1
 

1
1
.2

8
 

1
1
.1

7
 

1
1
.0

7
 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
1
.0

2
 

1
1
.0

0
 

1
1
.0

8
 

1
1
.1

2
 

1
1
.1

0
 

1
1
.0

1
 

1
0
.6

9
 

1
0
.6

7
 

1
0
.5

2
 

1
0
.7

1
 

1
0
.9

8
 

1
0
.8

7
 

5/18/2009 

1
1

.5
4

 

1
0

.6
2

 

1
1

.3
4

 

1
0

.5
6

 

1
1

.0
8

 

1
1

.0
8

 

1
0

.1
6

 

1
0

.9
1

 

1
0

.5
6

 

1
1

.1
1

 

1
0

.1
1

 

1
0

.8
1

 

1
0

.3
2

 

9
.7

4
 

9
.6

6
 

9
.6

6
 

1
0

.0
3

 

9
.9

2
 

6/3/2009 

1
0

.7
4

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
1

.3
0

 

1
1

.0
5

 

1
1

.0
1

 

1
1

.3
0

 

1
0

.9
6

 

1
1

.0
9

 

1
1

.2
3

 

1
1

.3
6

 

1
1

.2
7

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
0

.9
7

 

1
0

.8
2

 

1
0

.4
5

 

1
0

.6
8

 

1
0

.4
5

 

6/17/2009 

1
1

.3
0

 

1
1

.2
2

 

1
1

.3
7

 

1
1

.3
3

 

1
1

.2
2

 

1
1

.3
2

 

1
1

.0
8

 

1
1

.0
0

 

1
1

.1
6

 

1
1

.4
4

 

1
1

.5
4

 

1
1

.6
4

 

1
1

.2
5

 

1
1

.2
9

 

1
0

.6
0

 

1
0

.8
9

 

1
0

.8
9

 

1
0

.8
0

 

6/28/2009 

1
1

.2
9

 

1
1

.0
6

 

1
1

.3
5

 

1
1

.1
8

 

1
1

.5
1

 

1
1

.2
0

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
0

.3
7

 

1
1

.2
7

 

1
1

.5
4

 

1
1

.0
9

 

1
1

.2
7

 

1
1

.0
2

 

1
0

.1
1

 

1
0

.6
8

 

1
0

.4
2

 

1
1

.0
2

 

1
0

.5
4

 

7/9/2009 

1
1

.6
0

 

1
1

.0
8

 

1
1

.1
3

 

1
1

.2
7

 

1
1

.5
1

 

1
1

.4
2

 

1
1

.2
5

 

1
0

.6
7

 

1
1

.1
8

 

1
1

.4
0

 

1
1

.4
6

 

1
1

.2
6

 

1
0

.5
2

 

1
0

.5
6

 

1
0

.4
7

 

1
0

.5
7

 

1
0

.3
8

 

1
0

.5
8

 

7/22/2009 

1
0

.1
6

 

1
0

.0
2

 

9
.7

2
 

1
0

.3
6

 

1
0

.0
2

 

9
.7

8
 

9
.6

4
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.4

7
 

1
0

.5
9

 

9
.9

1
 

1
0

.4
6

 

9
.3

7
 

8
.8

2
 

8
.9

8
 

1
0

.3
6

 

8
.5

4
 

9
.3

0
 

7/29/2009 

1
0

.8
3

 

1
0

.8
7

 

1
1

.0
4

 

1
1

.2
3

 

1
1

.2
1

 

1
1

.2
2

 

1
0

.7
9

 

1
0

.5
7

 

1
1

.1
1

 

1
1

.3
2

 

1
1

.2
3

 

1
1

.1
6

 

1
0

.5
9

 

1
0

.5
0

 

1
0

.3
0

 

1
0

.2
5

 

1
0

.4
1

 

1
0

.4
4

 

8/5/2009 

9
.9

7
 

9
.7

5
 

1
0

.0
1

 

9
.4

5
 

9
.9

5
 

1
0

.0
9

 

9
.5

6
 

9
.6

6
 

9
.6

9
 

9
.7

4
 

9
.7

9
 

9
.5

2
 

8
.6

5
 

8
.5

5
 

8
.8

3
 

9
.2

8
 

8
.9

2
 

9
.1

2
 

8/18/2009 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.1
2

 

1
0

.4
0

 

1
0

.3
1

 

1
0

.8
7

 

1
0

.5
6

 

1
0

.0
4

 

9
.4

6
 

9
.6

2
 

1
1

.2
6

 

1
0

.6
7

 

1
0

.1
3

 

8
.9

3
 

8
.9

6
 

8
.6

0
 

8
.7

3
 

8
.9

1
 

8
.8

0
 

8/27/2009 

9
.8

6
 

9
.7

6
 

1
0

.5
0

 

9
.5

9
 

1
0

.1
0

 

1
0

.0
5

 

9
.6

2
 

9
.7

6
 

9
.3

2
 

1
0

.2
0

 

9
.3

7
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.0

0
 

8
.4

3
 

8
.5

3
 

8
.5

3
 

8
.4

5
 

8
.6

4
 

9/3/2009 

1
1

.2
9

 

1
1

.0
5

 

1
0

.9
4

 

1
0

.8
0

 

1
1

.0
7

 

1
1

.2
2

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
0

.1
6

 

1
0

.3
9

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
0

.9
1

 

1
0

.6
1

 

9
.8

0
 

9
.5

6
 

9
.6

6
 

9
.5

7
 

9
.8

9
 

9
.8

7
 

9/30/2009 

1
0

.1
8

 

1
0

.1
0

 

1
0

.9
4

 

1
0

.2
4

 

1
0

.1
1

 

1
0

.0
4

 

1
0

.3
0

 

9
.5

6
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.9

3
 

1
0

.2
8

 

1
0

.0
5

 

9
.2

6
 

9
.0

8
 

9
.1

8
 

8
.9

7
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.1

7
 

10/14/2009 

1
0
.0

8
 

1
0
.5

3
 

1
0
.4

6
 

1
0
.1

6
 

1
0
.4

5
 

1
0
.7

3
 

1
0
.0

5
 

9
.5

5
 

9
.6

1
 

1
1
.1

1
 

1
0
.3

3
 

1
0
.4

6
 

9
.0

5
 

9
.4

3
 

9
.4

6
 

8
.9

4
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.0

6
 

10/28/2009 

1
0
.2

7
 

1
0
.9

7
 

1
0
.0

2
 

1
0
.3

7
 

1
0
.3

9
 

1
0
.4

1
 

1
0
.5

9
 

1
0
.0

5
 

9
.7

8
 

1
0
.1

4
 

1
0
.7

8
 

1
0
.0

8
 

9
.5

6
 

1
0
.0

3
 

1
0
.1

5
 

9
.2

7
 

9
.1

6
 

9
.3

1
 

11/13/2009 

1
1
.2

4
 

1
0
.7

5
 

1
0
.8

2
 

1
1
.0

6
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
1
.4

2
 

1
1
.1

9
 

9
.9

6
 

1
0
.2

9
 

1
1
.2

3
 

1
0
.9

8
 

1
1
.0

8
 

9
.9

1
 

1
0
.0

6
 

9
.6

0
 

9
.9

5
 

9
.7

9
 

1
0
.0

0
 

12/3/2009 

1
0
.2

8
 

1
0
.1

7
 

1
0
.2

0
 

1
0
.1

0
 

1
0
.0

3
 

1
0
.1

9
 

9
.9

0
 

9
.2

3
 

9
.3

5
 

1
0
.2

1
 

1
0
.1

0
 

1
0
.2

0
 

9
.1

5
 

9
.2

6
 

8
.8

8
 

8
.9

9
 

9
.1

1
 

9
.4

5
 

12/17/2009 

1
0
.8

0
 

1
1
.0

5
 

1
0
.0

7
 

1
0
.8

9
 

9
.8

1
 

1
0
.0

4
 

9
.6

5
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.5

8
 

1
1
.1

8
 

9
.9

2
 

1
0
.1

5
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.2

4
 

9
.4

0
 

8
.8

0
 

9
.2

1
 

8
.9

6
 

1/15/2010 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
 

9
.8

9
 

9
.4

7
 

9
.7

3
 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.7

 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 9
.7

 

9
.5

 

9
.3

 

9
.3

 

9
.5

 

9
.5

 

8
.9

 

8
.1

 

8
.8

 

9
.2

 

8
.9

 

8
.7

 

8
.2

 

8
.4

 

8
.2

 

8
.1

 

8
.1

 

8
.2

 

2/10/2010 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.6
 

9
.8

6
 

9
.7

3
 

9
.6

6
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 
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Shown in Figure B.13 are the average pH values of the WB pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH immersion test. The specimens are aged under the three levels of ambient air 

restrictions as described in Section 2.1.  No data points were omitted from Figure B.13 because 

there are no obvious discrepancies in Figures B.14-B.16.  Two data sets were omitted from 

Figures B.13-B.16 because of poor mixing of sample water from the pH immersion test.  The 

dates of the omitted data sets are highlighted in Table B.4.  Table B.4 is the raw data from the pH 

infiltration test on the WB set and just gives supporting information.   

 

 

Figure B.13. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WB batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 
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Figure B.14. pH immersion data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 

 

 

Figure B.15. pH immersion data from individual WB specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 
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Figure B.16. pH immersion data from individual WB specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 

 

Table B.4. pH immersion test data from the WB specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continued). 

WB Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

2/28/2009 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.7
 

1
2
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2
 

1
1

.6
 

3/20/2009 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.5
 

3/29/2009 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

4/19/2009 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

5/3/2009 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.6

 

1
1

 

1
1
.1

 

5/18/2009 

9
.7

6
 

8
.7

6
 

8
.8

4
 

9
.7

6
 

9
.2

8
 

9
.4

7
 

9
.2

6
 

8
.9

8
 

9
.2

3
 

9
.3

3
 

9
.2

1
 

9
.1

8
 

9
.1

8
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.4

5
 

9
 

9
.2

1
 

9
.3

7
 

6/3/2009 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.5

 

1
1

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.1

 

6/17/2009 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.6

 

6/28/2009 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.5

 

7/9/2009 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

7/22/2009 

9
.8

1
 

9
.5

9
 

9
.6

3
 

9
.5

3
 

9
.7

2
 

9
.7

8
 

9
.6

1
 

9
.2

5
 

9
.4

7
 

9
.7

4
 

9
.4

5
 

9
.6

6
 

8
.7

9
 

8
.8

7
 

8
.6

 

8
.7

5
 

9
.2

 

8
.7

5
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Table B.4. pH immersion test data from the WB specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing and highlighted data was omitted due to human error) (Continuation). 

WB Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

7/29/2009 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.3

 

8/5/2009 

9
.6

1
 

9
.5

8
 

9
.5

6
 

9
.3

9
 

9
.9

5
 

9
.5

7
 

9
.2

8
 

9
.0

5
 

9
.5

5
 

9
.3

4
 

9
.3

4
 

9
.5

2
 

8
.6

9
 

8
.7

3
 

8
.5

8
 

8
.5

6
 

8
.5

9
 

8
.7

2
 

8/18/2009 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.5

 

9
.8

6
 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.5

 

9
.1

2
 

9
.3

 

8
.8

3
 

8
.9

1
 

8
.8

3
 

9
.0

3
 

8/27/2009 9
.5

 

9
.6

1
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.4

7
 

9
.4

8
 

9
.2

 

8
.9

1
 

9
.2

2
 

9
.4

1
 

9
.3

 

9
.4

1
 

8
.4

2
 

8
.3

6
 

8
.3

2
 

8
.3

 

8
.3

1
 

8
.4

 

9/3/2009 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.8

 

9
.4

2
 

9
.5

 

9
.4

2
 

9
.3

7
 

9
.5

2
 

9
.4

6
 

9/30/2009 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.2

 

9
.8

8
 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.2

 

9
.3

2
 

9
.4

1
 

9
.4

5
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.4

5
 

9
.5

1
 

10/14/2009 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.5

6
 

1
0
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

9
.1

6
 

9
.3

6
 

9
.3

1
 

9
.0

7
 

9
.3

6
 

9
.1

1
 

10/28/2009 

1
0

.5
4

 

1
0

.3
5

 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.2
8

 

1
0

.5
4

 

1
0

.4
3

 

1
0

.0
9

 

9
.5

8
5

 

1
0

.1
1

 

1
0

.2
1

 

1
0

.1
8

 

1
0

.2
8

 

9
.4

 

9
.1

7
 

9
.3

1
 

9
.5

 

9
.2

4
 

9
.4

8
 

11/13/2009 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.5
 

9
.9

6
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.7

9
 

9
.9

1
 

9
.6

7
 

9
.7

9
 

12/3/2009 

1
1

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.3
 

1
1
 

9
.4

7
 

9
.9

5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.2
 

1
1
 

9
.9

1
 

8
.8

9
 

9
.9

9
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.9

4
 

9
.5

 

12/17/2009 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.3
 

1
1

 

1
0

 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.1

 

9
.2

 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.0

6
 

8
.7

1
 

8
.8

5
 

9
.5

6
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.2

3
 

1/15/2010 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.8

 

9
.0

9
 

9
.6

8
 

1
0
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

9
.2

8
 

9
.2

9
 

9
.2

7
 

8
.9

2
 

9
.2

3
 

9
.3

 

8
.6

9
 

7
.9

5
 

8
.2

5
 

9
.0

2
 

9
.0

3
 

9
 

8
.0

2
 

7
.9

2
 

7
.8

6
 

7
.9

2
 

7
.9

9
 

7
.9

8
 

2/10/2010 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.7
 

9
.9

3
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

 

Shown in Figure B.17 are the average pH values of the WC pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH infiltration test. The specimens are aged under the three levels of ambient air 

restrictions as described in Section 2.1.  One data point was omitted from Figure B.17, Chapter 4 

results, and all slope of pH decline equations because of the obvious discrepancy, which is 

depicted in Figures B.18-B.20 as well as Table B.5.  The discrepancy may have been caused by 

contaminated deionized water on August 19, 2010 as can be seen in Table B.5.  In Figures B.18-

B.20, the data from approximately the 225
th

 day after production was omitted because possible 

deionized water contamination. 
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Figure B.17. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WC batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 

 

 

Figure B.18. pH infiltration data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 
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Figure B.19. pH infiltration data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 

 

 

Figure B.20. pH infiltration data from individual WA specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 

 

8

9

10

11

12

13

0 100 200 300 400 500

p
H

Time Since Production of Concrete (days)

WC  BC Infiltration

7

8

9

10

11

12

8

9

10

11

12

13

0 100 200 300 400 500

p
H

Time Since Production of Concrete (days)

WC NC Infiltration

13

14

15

16

17



115 

 

Table B.5. pH infiltration test data from the WC specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing) (Continued). 

WC Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC 

1/2/2009 
1
1
.8

 

1
2
.1

 

1
2
.1

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2
.1

 

1
2

 

1
2
.1

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2
.1

 

1
2
.1

 

1/31/2009 1
2
 

1
2
.2

 

1
2
 

1
1
.9

 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
2
.2

 

1
2
 

1
2
.2

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.9

 

1
1
.9

 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
1
.7

 

1
2
 

3/22/2009 

1
1
.5

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
2

 

1
1
.9

 

1
1
.9

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.8

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.6

 

4/18/2009 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1

.6
 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

4/26/2009 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

5/10/2009 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
 

5/27/2009 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.4
 

1
1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1
 

9
.6

7
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.5

9
 

9
.6

2
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0
 

6/10/2009 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

N
.T

. 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

 

1
0

.8
 

6/22/2009 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
 

N
.T

. 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.6
 

7/1/2009 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1
 

7/15/2009 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

7/22/2009 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.6
 

9
.8

2
 

9
.2

7
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.4

8
 

9
.9

1
 

9
.3

6
 

7/31/2009 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.4
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.5
 

8/5/2009 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0
 

1
0

.2
 

9
.8

2
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

5
 

1
1
 

9
.9

6
 

9
.7

3
 

8
.8

8
 

8
.8

 

8
.7

7
 

8
.6

1
 

8
.9

2
 

8/19/2009 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.9
 

9
.7

5
 

1
1
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0
 

8
.9

3
 

8
.9

3
 

9
.2

5
 

8
.8

6
 

1
0

.4
 

9/8/2009 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.5
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

9
.9

3
 

9
.8

4
 

9
.8

5
 

9
.6

9
 

9
.9

7
 

10/1/2009 

1
0

.5
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.4
 

1
1

.3
 

1
0

.6
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.8

5
 

9
.5

3
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

7
 

9
.1

3
 

10/15/2009 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.2
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.4
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.9
 

9
.7

 

9
.7

2
 

9
.9

 

9
.7

9
 

1
0

.1
 

10/29/2009 1
1
 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.9

 

9
.6

8
 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.1

 

9
.7

4
 

1
0
.1
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Table B.5. pH infiltration test data from the WC specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing) (Continuation). 

WC Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC 

11/13/2009 
1
0
.7

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.3

 

9
.8

6
 

9
.8

6
 

9
.9

4
 

9
.8

5
 

9
.9

5
 

12/4/2009 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.1

 

9
.6

5
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.6

 

9
.5

2
 

12/18/2009 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1

 

9
.9

 

9
.9

5
 

9
.9

2
 

9
.6

8
 

1
0

 

1/15/2010 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1

 

1
1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.6

 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

8
.8

6
 

9
.8

 

9
.5

1
 

9
.2

 

9
.6

2
 

9
.4

 

8
.6

6
 

9
.0

5
 

8
.8

6
 

9
.2

5
 

9
.2

7
 

8
.8

8
 

8
.0

4
 

8
.2

3
 

8
.0

7
 

8
.1

1
 

8
.0

7
 

2/17/2010 1
1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1

 

1
1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.4

 

1
1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.5

 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

 

Shown in Figure B.21 are the average pH values of the WC pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH immersion test. One data point was also omitted from Figure B.21, Chapter 4 

results, and all slope of pH decline equations because of the obvious discrepancy, which is 

depicted in Figures B.22-B.24 as well as Table B.6.  The discrepancy may have been caused by 

contaminated deionized water.  As can be seen in Figures B.22-B.24, the data from 

approximately the 225
th

 day, August 19, 2009, after production was omitted because of possible 

deionized water contamination.  Two other data sets were omitted entirely from Figures B.5-B.8 

because of pore mixing of the sample water in the pH immersion test.  The testing dates of the 

omitted data points are highlighted in Table B.6. 
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Figure B.21. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WC batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 

 

 

Figure B.22. pH immersion data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 
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Figure B.23. pH immersion data from individual WC specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 

 

 

 

Figure B.24. pH immersion data from individual WC specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 
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Table B.6. pH immersion test data from the WC specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing and highlighted data was omitted due human error). 

WC Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC 

3/22/2009 
1
1
.7

4
 

1
1
.7

5
 

1
1
.7

3
 

1
1
.7

7
 

1
1
.7

6
 

1
1
.7

1
 

1
1
.6

1
 

1
1
.8

1
 

1
1
.7

2
 

1
1
.4

7
 

1
1
.5

4
 

1
1
.6

6
 

1
1
.4

6
 

1
1
.3

7
 

1
1
.4

4
 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

3
 

4/18/2009 

1
1
.5

6
 

1
1
.5

8
 

1
1
.5

8
 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.4

6
 

1
1
.5

4
 

1
1
.4

3
 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.4

7
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

9
 

1
1
.3

5
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
1
.2

2
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
1
.2

6
 

1
1
.2

4
 

4/26/2009 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
1
.3

3
 

1
1
.2

4
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
1
.1

9
 

1
1
.2

3
 

1
1
.2

6
 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
0
.9

6
 

1
1
.1

1
 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.0

8
 

5/10/2009 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.3

7
 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

8
 

1
1
.3

2
 

1
1
.4

6
 

1
1
.1

1
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

1
 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.2

6
 

1
1
.2

8
 

1
1
.0

4
 

1
1
.0

1
 

1
1
.0

4
 

1
1
.0

7
 

1
1
.0

2
 

5/27/2009 

9
.0

5
 

8
.9

7
 

9
.4

3
 

9
.2

5
 

1
0
.0

5
 

9
.4

6
 

8
.7

8
 

9
.2

5
 

8
.6

9
 

9
.1

 

9
.1

5
 

9
 

8
.4

1
 

8
.5

1
 

8
.6

9
 

8
.9

8
 

9
.1

2
 

6/10/2009 

1
0
.6

7
 

1
1
.0

5
 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
0
.8

8
 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

8
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.9

8
 

1
0
.4

8
 

1
0
.0

8
 

1
0
.1

3
 

N
.T

. 
 

9
.4

9
 

9
.4

6
 

1
0
.1

6
 

1
0
.2

3
 

1
0
.3

3
 

6/22/2009 

1
1

.0
2

 

1
1

.0
1

 

1
1

.0
8

 

1
1

.1
9

 

1
1

.0
7

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
1

.0
2

 

1
0

.8
4

 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.6
4

 

N
.T

. 
 

1
0

.4
1

 

1
0

.3
2

 

1
0

.2
5

 

1
0

.3
7

 

1
0

.2
2

 

7/1/2009 

1
1

.2
7

 

1
1

.1
1

 

1
1

.1
2

 

1
1

.2
3

 

1
0

.9
5

 

1
1

.0
1

 

1
0

.8
8

 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
9

 

1
0

.7
6

 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.8
2

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
0

.6
8

 

1
0

.7
1

 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.7
 

7/15/2009 

1
1

.2
2

 

1
1

.1
1

 

1
0

.9
8

 

1
1

.0
9

 

1
1

.1
2

 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
5

 

1
0

.9
8

 

1
0

.9
1

 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
9

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.6
3

 

1
0

.6
1

 

1
0

.6
2

 

1
0

.6
4

 

1
0

.5
1

 

7/22/2009 

9
.6

7
 

9
.6

7
 

9
.5

9
 

9
.6

2
 

9
.8

2
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.2

6
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.2

6
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.3

 

9
.7

4
 

9
.0

3
 

8
.9

8
 

9
.9

8
 

9
.6

5
 

8
.8

8
 

7/31/2009 

1
1

.0
3

 

1
0

.9
9

 

1
0

.8
2

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.7
6

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
0

.3
1

 

1
0

.8
9

 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
5

 

1
0

.6
7

 

1
0

.7
3

 

1
0

.5
3

 

1
0

.4
1

 

1
0

.3
9

 

1
0

.3
8

 

1
0

.4
9

 

8/5/2009 

9
.8

1
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.6

 

9
.6

 

9
.7

6
 

9
.6

3
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.5

8
 

9
.4

2
 

9
.6

5
 

9
.4

8
 

9
.4

2
 

8
.9

4
 

8
.9

1
 

8
.9

8
 

8
.8

5
 

8
.9

 

8/19/2009 

1
0

.3
8

 

1
0

.6
9

 

1
0

.1
8

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
0

.4
1

 

1
0

.6
8

 

1
0

.1
7

 

1
0

.0
5

 

1
0

.2
9

 

8
.9

5
 

9
.7

7
 

1
0

.3
2

 

9
.2

7
 

9
.2

4
 

9
.5

3
 

9
.2

1
 

8
.9

9
 

8/28/2009 

9
.4

3
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.4

8
 

9
.4

5
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.1

1
 

9
.2

7
 

9
.1

7
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.2

 

9
.2

3
 

8
.4

9
 

8
.2

8
 

8
.5

8
 

8
.2

6
 

8
.3

1
 

9/8/2009 

1
1

.2
5

 

1
1

.2
1

 

1
1

.1
2

 

1
1

.1
7

 

1
1

.2
4

 

1
1

.2
6

 

1
0

.9
4

 

1
1

.0
3
 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
1

.0
5

 

1
0

.9
9

 

1
0

.9
1

 

9
.9

7
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.0
7

 

9
.8

3
 

9
.7

6
 

10/1/2009 

1
0

.4
8

 

1
0

.3
8

 

1
0

.4
2

 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.4
6

 

1
0

.4
4

 

9
.9

 

1
0

.0
6

 

9
.9

6
 

1
0

.5
1

 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.3
2

 

9
.4

9
 

9
.3

6
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.4

3
 

9
.4

7
 

10/15/2009 

1
0

.5
8

 

1
0

.5
9

 

1
0

.5
8

 

1
0

.6
8

 

1
0

.4
9

 

1
0

.5
7

 

1
0

.2
2

 

1
0

.3
9

 

1
0

.3
6

 

1
0

.4
7

 

1
0

.2
8

 

1
0

.3
2

 

9
.5

3
 

9
.5

6
 

9
.3

8
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.3

1
 

10/29/2009 

1
0
.0

6
 

1
0
.3

1
 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

7
 

1
0
.1

5
 

1
0
.2

1
 

1
0
.1

4
 

1
0
.3

4
 

1
0
.2

3
 

1
0
.4

8
 

1
0
.2

4
 

1
0
.2

6
 

9
.1

8
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.1

5
 

9
.3

6
 

11/13/2009 

1
0
.0

9
 

1
0
.2

8
 

1
0
.2

4
 

1
0
.4

8
 

1
0
.4

5
 

1
0
.0

8
 

1
0
.0

3
 

1
0
.1

1
 

9
.9

7
 

1
0
.1

1
 

1
0
.0

8
 

1
0
.0

7
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.0

9
 

9
.2

9
 

9
.0

4
 

9
.1

 

12/4/2009 

1
0
.2

5
 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.1

3
 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.5

9
 

1
0
.5

7
 

9
.9

7
 

1
0
.2

4
 

1
0
.1

6
 

1
0
.3

3
 

1
0
.0

7
 

1
0
.0

3
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.2

1
 

9
.1

3
 

9
.3

8
 

12/18/2009 

1
1
.2

3
 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

4
 

1
1
.3

1
 

1
1
.2

5
 

1
0
.9

3
 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.8

4
 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
0
.9

5
 

1
0
.8

8
 

9
.9

 

1
0

 

1
0
.0

1
 

9
.9

2
 

9
.8

6
 

1/15/2010 1
1

 

1
1
.1

5
 

1
1
.0

1
 

1
1
.0

5
 

1
1
.1

9
 

1
1
.0

6
 

1
0
.3

8
 

1
0
.9

3
 

1
0
.5

1
 

1
0
.8

2
 

1
0
.7

1
 

1
0
.6

3
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

9
.1

4
 

9
.0

9
 

9
.0

6
 

9
.1

3
 

9
.3

3
 

9
.1

8
 

8
.7

6
 

8
.8

3
 

8
.3

9
 

9
.1

7
 

8
.7

3
 

8
.7

4
 

7
.9

1
 

7
.9

1
 

7
.8

5
 

7
.9

9
 

7
.8

8
 

2/17/2010 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.0
8

 

1
1

 

1
0

.9
5

 

1
0

.8
7

 

1
0

.2
9

 

9
.9

8
 

9
.9

8
 

9
.8

5
 

1
0

.1
9

 

1
0

.0
2

 

1
0

.0
5

 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 
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Shown in Figure B.25 are the average pH values of the WD pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH infiltration test. The specimens are aged under the three levels of ambient air 

restrictions as described in Section 2.1.  No data points were omitted from Figure B.25 because 

there are no obvious discrepancies in Figures B.26-B.28.  The deionized water on August 20, 

2009 may not have been contaminated during testing of the WD set.  Table B.7 is the raw data 

from the pH infiltration test on the WD set and just gives supporting information. 

 

Figure B.25. Averaged pH infiltration test data from the WD batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 
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Figure B.26. pH infiltration data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 

 

 

Figure B.27. pH infiltration data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 
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Figure B.28. pH infiltration data from individual WD specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 

 

Table B.7. pH infiltration test data from the WD specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing) (continued). 

WD Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC 

1/2/2009 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2
 

1
2
 

1/31/2009 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2

 

1
2

.1
 

1
1

.8
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2

 

1
2

 
3/23/2009 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.9
 

1
2
 

1
1

.9
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
2
 

1
2

.1
 

1
2
 

1
1

.7
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.8
 

1
1

.7
 

4/18/2009 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

4/26/2009 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.7

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

5/10/2009 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1

 

5/27/2009 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.1

 

9
.8

8
 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.6

 

9
.8

4
 

9
.6

8
 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.1

 

9
.7

2
 

9
.3

5
 

6/12/2009 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.7

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.7

 

6/24/2009 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.6

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.6

 

7/1/2009 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.5
 

1
1

.6
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.5
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Table B.7. pH infiltration test data from the WD specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing) (continuation). 

WD Specimens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC 

7/15/2009 
1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.1

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.8

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.6

 

7/22/2009 1
1
 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
 

1
0
.4

 

1
1
 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.6

 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
 

1
0
.4

 

9
.2

9
 

9
.7

6
 

9
.1

5
 

9
.6

 

9
.7

7
 

7/31/2009 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1
.4

 

1
1

 

1
0
.6

 

1
1
.2

 

1
1
.1

 

1
0
.9

 

1
1

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
1
.2

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.6

 

8/5/2009 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.4

 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

9
.9

4
 

1
0
.1

 

9
.9

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.1

 

1
0

 

8
.9

2
 

8
.9

1
 

9
.2

3
 

8
.8

2
 

9
.2

1
 

8/20/2009 1
1
 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.8

 

1
1
 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.5

 

1
0
.4

 

9
.6

2
 

9
.7

3
 

9
.3

1
 

9
.7

5
 

9
.4

7
 

8/28/2009 

9
.8

3
 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.4

 

9
.7

1
 

1
0
.3

 

1
0
.4

 

9
.2

3
 

9
.9

2
 

1
0
.1

 

9
.8

1
 

9
.8

8
 

9
.8

 

9
.3

2
 

8
.8

1
 

8
.7

 

8
.5

8
 

8
.7

 

9/10/2009 1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.7
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

9
.8

2
 

9
.8

5
 

9
.8

3
 

9
.6

9
 

9
.9

2
 

10/1/2009 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.9

7
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.8

9
 

9
.5

2
 

9
.0

8
 

9
.1

8
 

9
.4

2
 

9
.6

3
 

10/15/2009 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.6
 

9
.8

1
 

9
.4

 

9
.1

8
 

9
.6

5
 

9
.5

4
 

10/29/2009 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.1
 

9
.8

6
 

9
.3

6
 

9
.3

6
 

9
.2

1
 

9
.3

9
 

9
.5

6
 

11/12/2009 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.6

4
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.6

8
 

9
.8

2
 

9
.7

4
 

12/4/2009 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.4
 

1
1
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.5
 

9
.5

1
 

9
.6

2
 

9
.4

9
 

9
.6

2
 

9
.8

3
 

12/18/2009 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1

.4
 

1
1

.4
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0
 

1
0
 

1
0

.1
 

1
0

.1
 

1/15/2010 

1
0

.8
 

1
1

.2
 

1
1
 

1
1
 

1
1

.1
 

1
1
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.4
 

1
1

.1
 

1
0

.8
 

1
0

.6
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

9
.4

4
 

9
.1

9
 

9
.8

1
 

9
.6

5
 

9
.6

7
 

9
.3

6
 

9
.1

6
 

9
.1

2
 

9
.1

3
 

9
.1

7
 

9
.1

7
 

8
.5

7
 

8
.1

7
 

7
.9

5
 

7
.9

9
 

7
.9

1
 

8
.3

1
 

2/17/2010 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.5
 

9
.6

6
 

9
.9

2
 

1
0

.5
 

1
0

.4
 

1
0

.4
 

9
.8

6
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 
 

Shown in Figure B.29 are the average pH values of the WD pervious concrete specimens 

tested with the pH immersion test. The specimens are aged under the three levels of ambient air 

restrictions as described in Section 2.1.  No data points were omitted from Figure B.29 because 

there are no obvious discrepancies in Figures B.30-B.32.  Two data sets were omitted from 

Figures B.29-B.32 because of poor mixing of sample water from the pH immersion test.  The 

dates of the omitted data sets are highlighted in Table B.8.  Table B.8 is the raw data from the pH 

infiltration test on the WD set and just gives supporting information.   



124 

 

 

Figure B.29. Averaged pH immersion test data from the WD batch of pervious concrete 

(error bars are at a 90 percent confidence interval). 

 

 

Figure B.30. pH immersion data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on both the top and the bottom (TBC). 
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Figure B.31. pH immersion data from individual WD specimens aged with ambient air 

restriction on the bottom (BC). 

 

 

Figure B.32. pH immersion data from individual WD specimens aged without ambient air 

restriction on the top or bottom (NC). 
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Table B.8. pH immersion test data from the WD specimens (dates underlined used  tap 

water for testing and highlighted data was omitted due human error). 

WD 

Specimens 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Covering TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC TBC BC BC BC BC BC BC NC NC NC NC NC 

3/23/2009 
1
1
.6

3
 

1
1
.5

2
 

1
1
.5

5
 

1
1
.5

6
 

1
1
.5

6
 

1
1
.6

2
 

1
1
.5

4
 

1
1
.5

3
 

1
1
.5

9
 

1
1
.5

6
 

1
1
.5

9
 

1
1
.5

7
 

1
1
.4

5
 

1
1
.4

5
 

1
1
.4

2
 

1
1
.3

9
 

1
1
.2

7
 

4/18/2009 

1
1
.4

2
 

1
1
.3

5
 

1
1
.3

6
 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

8
 

1
1
.4

6
 

1
1
.3

3
 

1
1
.3

6
 

1
1
.3

6
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

8
 

1
1
.3

6
 

1
1
.0

3
 

1
1
.0

9
 

1
1
.1

1
 

1
1
.0

8
 

1
1
.0

5
 

4/26/2009 

1
1

.3
1

 

1
1
.3

4
 

1
1
.3

4
 

1
1
.3

6
 

1
1
.2

8
 

1
1
.4

 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

3
 

1
1
.3

2
 

1
1
.2

6
 

1
1
.3

4
 

1
1
.3

1
 

1
1
.1

7
 

1
1
.0

8
 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.0

2
 

1
1
.0

1
 

5/10/2009 

1
1
.1

2
 

1
1
.3

7
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

5
 

1
1
.3

2
 

1
1
.2

9
 

1
1
.1

3
 

1
1
.4

4
 

1
1
.2

7
 

1
1
.3

 

1
1
.3

7
 

1
1
.2

4
 

1
0
.9

8
 

1
0
.8

3
 

1
1
 

1
0
.9

4
 

1
0
.9

 

5/27/2009 

1
0
.8

8
 

9
.4

1
 

9
 

9
.5

7
 

9
.0

4
 

9
.7

 

9
.1

9
 

9
.3

3
 

9
.4

9
 

8
.6

3
 

9
.0

3
 

8
.6

4
 

8
.6

2
 

8
.8

1
 

8
.7

9
 

8
.9

 

8
.9

6
 

6/12/2009 

1
1
.5

7
 

1
1
.5

1
 

1
1
.5

 

1
1
.5

7
 

1
1
.3

8
 

1
1
.1

6
 

1
0
.0

9
 

1
0
.2

6
 

1
0
.2

6
 

1
0
.2

7
 

1
0
.1

3
 

1
0
.2

 

1
0
.2

2
 

1
0
.2

2
 

1
0
.3

9
 

1
0
.0

6
 

9
.7

 

6/24/2009 

1
1

.0
3

 

1
1

.0
5

 

1
0

.7
9

 

1
0

.9
8

 

1
1

.7
7

 

1
0

.8
9

 

1
0

.8
3

 

1
0

.6
 

1
0

.9
3

 

1
0

.9
3

 

1
0

.5
3

 

1
0

.5
4

 

1
0

.6
6

 

1
0

.5
7

 

1
0

.4
9

 

1
0

.2
2

 

1
0

.2
3

 

7/1/2009 

1
1

.0
3

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
1

.0
6

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
0

.8
5

 

1
0

.8
8

 

1
0

.9
4

 

1
0

.9
 

1
0

.6
6

 

1
0

.7
5

 

1
0

.5
3

 

1
0

.5
5

 

1
0

.5
2

 

1
0

.3
6

 

1
0

.4
8

 

7/15/2009 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.8
8

 

1
0

.9
6

 

1
0

.7
 

1
0

.9
4

 

1
1

.0
3

 

1
0

.8
1

 

1
0

.8
7

 

1
0

.7
8

 

1
0

.7
5

 

1
0

.9
3

 

1
0

.6
9

 

1
0

.4
6

 

1
0

.3
3

 

1
0

.5
8

 

1
0

.3
4

 

1
0

.4
6

 

7/22/2009 9
.2

 

9
.2

3
 

9
.1

8
 

9
.1

2
 

9
.5

 

9
.5

3
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.1

6
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.3

5
 

9
.2

7
 

9
.3

5
 

8
.8

4
 

8
.9

3
 

8
.8

4
 

8
.7

3
 

8
.9

9
 

7/31/2009 

1
1

.0
3

 

1
1

.0
4

 

1
0

.9
8

 

1
0

.9
3

 

1
0

.9
7

 

1
1

.0
5

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.9
1

 

1
0

.9
2

 

1
0

.8
9

 

1
0

.8
6

 

1
0

.4
7

 

1
0

.4
3

 

1
0

.3
5

 

1
0

.3
2

 

1
0

.4
9

 

8/5/2009 

9
.4

8
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.4

 

9
.3

2
 

9
.3

4
 

9
.4

6
 

9
.2

4
 

9
.2

7
 

9
.2

8
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.2

7
 

9
.3

1
 

8
.7

8
 

8
.8

1
 

8
.8

4
 

8
.7

5
 

8
.8

2
 

8/20/2009 

1
0

.2
1

 

9
.9

4
 

1
0

.0
2

 

1
0

.1
3

 

1
0

.0
7

 

1
0

.5
2

 

1
0

 

9
.8

4
 

9
.9

5
 

9
.8

9
 

9
.8

3
 

9
.9

6
 

9
.3

 

9
.1

3
 

9
.2

5
 

9
.1

 

9
.3

1
 

8/28/2009 

9
.3

5
 

9
.1

3
 

9
.2

3
 

9
.3

2
 

9
.3

1
 

9
.1

9
 

9
.1

4
 

9
.1

3
 

9
.1

5
 

9
.1

2
 

8
.9

 

9
.1

 

8
.5

8
 

8
.4

9
 

8
.5

5
 

8
.3

5
 

8
.6

2
 

9/10/2009 

1
0

.8
1

 

1
0

.7
3

 

1
0

.6
7

 

1
0

.5
4

 

1
0

.7
7

 

1
0

.8
5

 

1
0

.5
6

 

1
0

.5
5

 

1
0

.5
2

 

1
0

.5
3

 

1
0

.6
2

 

1
0

.4
2

 

9
.7

4
 

9
.8

4
 

9
.7

1
 

9
.8

5
 

9
.7

7
 

10/1/2009 

1
0

.3
8

 

1
0

.3
 

1
0

.2
9

 

1
0

.2
3

 

1
0

.3
5

 

1
0

.3
2

 

1
0

.0
3

 

1
0

.0
7

 

1
0

.1
6

 

1
0

.2
9

 

1
0

.3
1

 

1
0

.3
6

 

9
.6

9
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.5

4
 

9
.5

6
 

9
.6

1
 

10/15/2009 

1
0

.3
8

 

1
0

.2
2

 

1
0

.1
2

 

1
0

.0
7

 

1
0

.3
3

 

1
0

.4
 

9
.9

9
 

9
.9

5
 

1
0

.2
6

 

1
0

.2
5

 

9
.9

4
 

1
0

.1
4

 

9
.3

 

9
.3

5
 

9
.4

9
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.5

4
 

10/29/2009 

1
0
.9

7
 

9
.8

6
 

1
0
.1

8
 

9
.9

8
 

1
0
.9

5
 

1
1
.0

1
 

9
.8

5
 

9
.8

 

9
.9

8
 

9
.8

3
 

9
.8

1
 

9
.8

8
 

9
.9

3
 

8
.9

7
 

9
.1

5
 

1
0
.0

2
 

9
.1

6
 

11/12/2009 

1
0
.2

3
 

1
0
.9

7
 

1
0
.0

9
 

1
0
.1

8
 

1
0
.2

7
 

1
0
.2

2
 

1
0
.1

1
 

1
0
.7

2
 

1
0
.7

 

1
0
.1

9
 

1
0
.0

1
 

9
.9

6
 

9
.4

4
 

9
.3

9
 

1
0
.0

1
 

9
.4

2
 

9
.9

2
 

12/4/2009 1
1

 

1
1
.2

1
 

1
0
.1

9
 

1
0
.1

8
 

1
1
.1

8
 

1
1
.2

9
 

1
0
.4

3
 

1
0
.0

5
 

1
0
.2

8
 

1
0
.1

8
 

1
0
.2

3
 

1
0
.1

2
 

1
0
.1

3
 

1
0
.1

5
 

1
0
.1

1
 

9
.3

1
 

1
0
.1

7
 

12/18/2009 

1
0
.7

6
 

1
0
.9

6
 

1
0
.9

 

1
0
.9

3
 

1
0
.2

3
 

1
0
.6

6
 

1
0
.2

7
 

1
0
.8

5
 

1
0
.8

3
 

1
0
.7

3
 

1
0
.0

2
 

1
0
.6

1
 

1
0
.0

1
 

9
.9

6
 

1
0
.0

6
 

9
.8

6
 

1
0
.0

3
 

1/15/2010 1
1

 

1
1
.1

5
 

1
1
.0

1
 

1
1
.0

5
 

1
1
.1

9
 

1
1
.0

6
 

1
0
.3

8
 

1
0
.9

3
 

1
0
.5

1
 

1
0
.8

2
 

1
0
.7

4
 

1
0
.6

3
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

1/29/2010 

8
.7

5
 

8
.7

1
 

8
.9

 

8
.7

6
 

8
.9

9
 

8
.7

9
 

8
.7

9
 

8
.7

9
 

8
.3

 

8
.4

8
 

8
.4

 

8
.1

5
 

7
.8

 

7
.7

3
 

7
.7

1
 

7
.7

1
 

7
.8

6
 

2/17/2010 

1
0

.3
6

 

1
0

.1
6

 

1
0

.2
4

 

9
.8

2
 

1
0

.1
6

 

1
0

.0
6

 

9
.7

1
 

9
.7

4
 

1
0

.0
2

 

9
.9

2
 

9
.9

1
 

9
.7

2
 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 

N
.T

. 
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Appendix C: pH data from specimens exposed to ambient air 

This appendix is supporting information for Section 4.3 and Section 6.5.  The word count 

limitations of Chapter 4 did not permit the following information, which supports that the slopes 

of pH decline of the three levels of ambient air carbon dioxide are significantly different.  This 

appendix includes Figures C.1-C.4 that were made using IGOR Pro, which show that the 

significant difference in slope of pH decline within a 95 percent confidence interval bands.   

 

Figure C.1. pH infiltration test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions 

at a 95 percent Confidence interval (tested with deionized water). 
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Figure C.2. pH immersion test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions 

at a 95 percent Confidence interval (tested with deionized water). 

 

 

Figure C.2. pH infiltration test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions 

at a 95 percent Confidence interval (tested with tap water). 
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Figure C.4. pH Immersion test variation in slope of three levels of ambient air restrictions 

at a 95 percent Confidence interval (tested with tap water). 

 

As can be seen in Figures C.3-C.4, not all of the slopes are significantly different.  Refer to 

Equation 6.1 for calculations used to determine the 95 percent confidence interval bands.  As 

shown in Section 6.5, the significant difference in slopes of pH decline as determine by the 95 

percent confidence interval bands from IGOR Pro were verified for some of the slopes of pH 

decline using Fcalc tests.  The calculations for the Fcalc tests are also included in this appendix 

and are summarized in Table C.1.  Refer to Section 6.5 for notation and equations for Table C.1 

and C.2.  As depicted in Tables C.1 and C.2, the slopes of pH decline of the specimens aged 

without covers on the ends, with a cover on the bottom, and with covers on both the top and 

bottom are significantly different.  Thus, it can be concluded that the calculations used by IGOR 

Pro to create Figure C.1 are correct in indicating the significant difference between slopes of pH 
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decline.  Therefore, all other 95 percent confidence interval bands used in Figures C.2-C.4 are 

considered to identify a significant difference between slopes of pH decline. 

Table C.1.  F-test used to determine the significant difference between the slopes of pH 

decline from the specimens without covers (NC) and with a cover on just the bottom (BC) 

as indicated by the pH infiltration test using deionized water. 

Null Hypothesis NC = BC 

n 391 

ESS = Σ(y1-yobs1)
2
 56.24 

EMS = ESS/( dfEMS) 0.14 

dfEMS = (n-1) 390 

HSS = Σ(y2-yobs1)
2
 240.70 

dfHMS = n-(n-1) 1 

CMS = (HSS-ESS)/(dfCMS) 184.46 

Fcalc = CMS/EMS 1279.15 

F0.05,1,(n-1) 3.89 

Hypothesis  FALSE 

 

Table C.2.  F-test used to determine the significant difference between the slopes of pH 

decline from the specimens with covers on both the top and bottom (TBC) and with a cover 

on just the bottom (BC) as indicated by the pH infiltration test using deionized water. 

Null Hypothesis TBC = BC 

n 474 

ESS = Σ(y1-yobs1)
2
 64.11 

EMS = ESS/( dfEMS) 0.14 

dfEMS = (n-1) 473 

HSS = Σ(y2-yobs1)
2
 89.0877 

dfHMS = n-(n-1) 1 

CMS = (HSS-ESS)/(dfCMS) 24.98 

Fcalc = CMS/EMS 184.26 

F0.05,1,(n-1) 3.89 

Hypothesis  FALSE 
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Appendix D: pH data from specimens submerged in a sodium 

bicarbonate solution 

This appendix is includes supporting information for Chapter 5.  Most of the information in 

this appendix was presented within figures in Chapter 5, but other details such as dates and 

omitted data were added the tables in this section.   

Tables D.1-D.5 are of pH data from specimens submerged in sodium bicarbonate solutions.  

The highlighted values on Tables D.1-D.5 were omitted from Figure 5.7 because of obvious 

problems with contaminated deionized water.  On November 4, 2009, the pH of some of the 

deionized water was below 5, which is very unusual for deionized water.  Also, pH immersion 

test values with the same deionized water were approximately 7.5.  The testing was immediately 

stopped.  Only the testing of specimens that used uncontaminated water were recorded.  The 

reason for low pH on December 2, 2009 is unknown, but these pH values were also removed 

from Figure 5.7. 

Table D.1. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 0 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. 

Sodium Bicarbonate @ 0 mg/L 80% CI 

Date Time (yr) Avg. pH Stdev [H+] pH Stdev t(σ) Min Max 

9/22/2009 0.000 11.47 6.26E-13 0.074 0.116 11.36 11.55 

10/8/2009 0.041 10.62 8.38E-12 0.131 0.198 10.43 10.77 

10/21/2009 0.079 10.55 1.62E-11 0.198 0.320 10.23 10.89 

11/4/2009 0.118 9.71 1.03E-10 0.184 0.419 9.29 10.13 

11/17/2009 0.159 10.57 7.90E-12 0.112 0.171 10.40 10.69 

12/2/2009 0.195 9.48 1.57E-10 0.168 0.249 9.23 9.69 

12/23/2009 0.233 10.67 1.23E-11 0.197 0.288 10.38 10.95 

1/6/2010 0.271 10.73 4.38E-12 0.092 0.142 10.59 10.82 

2/10/2010 0.367 10.58 4.32E-12 0.065 0.103 10.47 10.64 

2/23/2010 0.403 9.26 1.63E-10 0.114 0.173 9.09 9.39 

 

Table D.2. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 20 mg/L of 

sodium bicarbonate. 
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Sodium Bicarbonate @ 20 mg/L 80% CI 

Date Time (yr) Avg. pH Stdev [H+] pH Stdev t(σ) Min Max 

9/22/2009 0.000 11.48 5.80E-13 0.070 0.110 11.37 11.62 

10/8/2009 0.041 10.62 8.17E-12 0.128 0.194 10.43 10.77 

10/21/2009 0.079 10.70 5.76E-12 0.110 0.188 10.51 10.84 

11/4/2009 0.118 9.75 2.01E-11 0.047 0.130 9.62 9.84 

11/17/2009 0.159 10.47 1.19E-11 0.132 0.199 10.27 10.62 

12/2/2009 0.195 9.43 2.13E-10 0.197 0.287 9.14 9.71 

12/23/2009 0.233 10.64 1.07E-11 0.168 0.249 10.40 10.86 

1/6/2010 0.271 10.69 4.97E-12 0.095 0.147 10.55 10.79 

2/10/2010 0.367 10.47 7.98E-12 0.092 0.142 10.33 10.56 

2/23/2010 0.403 9.38 1.04E-10 0.096 0.148 9.23 9.47 

 

Table D.3. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 100 mg/L 

of sodium bicarbonate. 

Sodium Bicarbonate @ 100 mg/L 80% CI 

Date Time (yr) Avg. pH Stdev [H+] pH Stdev t(σ) Min Max 

9/22/2009 0.000 11.47 6.77E-13 0.080 0.124 11.35 11.47 

10/8/2009 0.041 10.33 2.02E-11 0.157 0.234 10.10 10.33 

10/21/2009 0.079 10.30 1.51E-11 0.115 0.197 10.11 10.30 

11/4/2009 0.118 9.73 1.29E-10 0.230 0.498 9.24 9.73 

11/17/2009 0.159 10.19 2.16E-11 0.126 0.190 10.00 10.19 

12/2/2009 0.195 9.03 1.79E-10 0.076 0.119 8.91 9.03 

12/23/2009 0.233 10.16 5.33E-11 0.246 0.352 9.80 10.16 

1/6/2010 0.271 10.33 9.02E-12 0.076 0.118 10.21 10.33 

2/10/2010 0.367 10.23 2.69E-11 0.162 0.240 9.98 10.23 

2/23/2010 0.403 9.49 6.77E-11 0.082 0.127 9.36 9.57 
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Table D.4. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 250 mg/L 

of sodium bicarbonate. 

Sodium Bicarbonate @ 250 mg/L 80% CI 

Date Time (yr) Avg. pH Stdev [H+] pH Stdev t(σ) Min Max 

9/22/2009 0.000 11.55 4.98E-13 0.071 0.111 11.44 11.69 

10/8/2009 0.041 10.33 2.02E-11 0.157 0.234 10.10 10.52 

10/21/2009 0.079 10.30 1.51E-11 0.115 0.197 10.11 10.45 

11/4/2009 0.118 9.08 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

11/17/2009 0.159 9.91 1.68E-11 0.056 0.088 9.83 10.00 

12/2/2009 0.195 8.80 1.10E-09 0.230 0.331 8.47 9.13 

12/23/2009 0.233 9.49 3.49E-10 0.316 0.440 9.05 9.93 

1/6/2010 0.271 9.91 1.24E-11 0.042 0.066 9.84 9.95 

2/10/2010 0.367 9.65 5.60E-11 0.096 0.148 9.50 9.75 

2/23/2010 0.403 9.61 3.22E-11 0.054 0.085 9.53 9.66 

 

Table D.5. Supporting pH data from the specimens submerged in the basin with 100 mg/L 

of non-replenished sodium bicarbonate. 

Sodium Bicarbonate @ 100NR mg/L 80% CI 

Date Time (yr) Avg. pH Stdev [H+] pH Stdev t(σ) Min Max 

9/22/2009 0.000 11.54 6.64E-13 0.089 0.138 11.40 11.72 

10/8/2009 0.041 10.37 1.55E-11 0.135 0.204 10.17 10.53 

10/21/2009 0.079 10.54 4.71E-12 0.065 0.116 10.42 10.61 

11/4/2009 0.118 9.49 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

11/17/2009 0.159 10.19 1.90E-11 0.111 0.169 10.02 10.35 

12/2/2009 0.195 9.10 3.96E-10 0.175 0.259 8.84 9.36 

12/23/2009 0.233 10.12 4.09E-11 0.188 0.276 9.85 10.40 

1/6/2010 0.271 10.27 5.22E-12 0.040 0.064 10.20 10.33 

2/10/2010 0.367 10.02 2.10E-11 0.087 0.135 9.89 10.11 

2/23/2010 0.403 9.60 1.06E-10 0.153 0.229 9.37 9.78 

 

The basin pH values with corresponding sodium bicarbonate concentrations, date, and time 

submerged are listed in Table D.6.  Generally, the basin pH values were recorded before the pH 

immersion tests of the specimens submerged in varying levels of carbonate laden waters, but 

were not recorded during the first three replenishment cycles.  

 



134 

 

Table D.6. pH data from basins with varying concentrations of sodium bicarbonate 

Basins Time Submerged (yr) 
Sodium Bicarbonate Concentrations 

0 20 100 250 100NR 

11/4/2009 0.118 11.29 11.26 11.02 10.19 10.82 

11/17/2009 0.159 11.11 10.29 10.04 9.22 9.85 

12/2/2009 0.195 10.9 10.82 9.92 8.93 9.73 

12/23/2009 0.233 10.88 10.8 10.32 9.36 9.95 

1/6/2010 0.271 11 10.54 9.93 9.03 9.5 

2/5/2010 0.353 10.46 10.17 9.95 9.14 9.71 

Appendix E. Exfiltration Test Results from WF specimens. 

As described in the Section 2.3 the exfiltration test was used to find the exfiltration rate of the 

WF pervious concrete specimens.  The difference between the exfiltration rate and the 

infiltration rate should be negligible because of the volume used during the test.  The exfiltration 

rate for each specimen is listed in Table E.1.  Specimen WF04 was not tested (N.T.) because it 

was damaged during removal from its cylindrical mold. 
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Table E.1. The exfiltration rate of the WF specimens. 

Specimen 
Exfiltration Rate 

(cm/hr) (in/hr) 

WF01 4148 1633 

WF02 4936 1943 

WF03 3642 1434 

WF04 N.T N.T 

WF05 3284 1293 

WF06 3977 1566 

WF07 3995 1573 

WF08 2457 967 

WF09 3338 1314 

WF10 3566 1404 

WF11 2721 1071 

WF12 2630 1036 

WF13 2908 1145 

WF14 3840 1512 

WF15 2621 1032 

WF16 3571 1406 

WF17 2659 1047 

WF18 3642 1434 

WF19 3169 1248 

WF20 2409 949 

Avg 3343 1316 

Stdev 679 267 

 

Appendix F. Specimen Porosity 

As described in the Section 2.4 the specific gravity test was used to find the porosity of each 

specimen.  The porosities for each specimen tested for pH are listed in Tables F.1-F.10, and are 

considered supporting information. 
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Table F.1. The porosity of all WA specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

WA01 1470 2805 1664 22.38 

WA02 1460 2735 1637 24.79 

WA03 1470 2854 1699 21.43 

WA04 1470 2820 1682 22.59 

WA05 1470 2814 1680 22.86 

WA06 1440 2502 1496 30.14 

WA07 1470 2917 1723 18.78 

WA08 1470 2694 1603 25.78 

WA09 1470 2856 1682 20.14 

WA10 1460 2673 1593 26.03 

WA11 1460 2722 1628 25.07 

WA12 1470 2955 1755 18.37 

WA13 1460 2785 1653 22.47 

WA14 1470 2954 1755 18.44 

WA15 1470 2986 1775 17.62 

WA16 1460 2794 1665 22.67 

WA17 1450 2529 1517 30.21 

WA18 1440 2476 1487 31.32 

Avg 1463 2771 1650 23.39 

Stdev 10 152 85 4.16 
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Table F.2. The porosity of all WB specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

WB01 1493 2827 1686 23.55 

WB02 1493 2862 1701 22.26 

WB03 1493 2822 1691 24.21 

WB04 1493 2717 1669 29.80 

WB05 1493 2832 1686 23.23 

WB06 1493 2813 1686 24.53 

WB07 1493 2839 1699 23.66 

WB08 1493 2975 1775 19.57 

WB09 1493 2832 1689 23.46 

WB10 1493 2813 1670 23.41 

WB11 1493 2830 1680 22.99 

WB12 1493 2828 1685 23.46 

WB13 1493 2818 1680 23.80 

WB14 1493 2802 1668 24.05 

WB15 1493 2851 1686 21.96 

WB16 1493 2830 1672 22.40 

WB17 1493 2847 1676 21.55 

WB18 1493 2818 1676 23.49 

Avg 1493 2831 1687 23.41 

Stdev 0 47 24 1.97 
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Table F.3. The porosity of all WC specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

WC01 1490 2794 1672 24.74 

WC02 1490 2799 1672 24.32 

WC03 1490 2842 1696 23.13 

WC04 1490 2833 1694 23.50 

WC05 1490 2859 1706 22.61 

WC06 1490 2842 1692 22.81 

WC07 1490 2859 1694 21.83 

WC08 1490 2845 1695 22.78 

WC09 1490 2801 1674 24.34 

WC10 1490 2823 1674 22.91 

WC11 1490 2831 1689 23.40 

WC12 1490 2842 1689 22.63 

WC13 1490 2832 1692 23.49 

WC14 1490 2844 1692 22.69 

WC15 1490 2849 1691 22.33 

WC16 1490 2820 1676 23.19 

WC17 1490 2845 1695 22.77 

Avg 1490 2833 1688 23.14 

Stdev 0 20 10 0.76 
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Table F.4. The porosity of all WD specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

WD01 1490 2814 1690 24.53 

WD02 1490 2829 1696 23.94 

WD03 1490 2827 1695 24.03 

WD04 1490 2836 1702 23.85 

WD05 1490 2840 1698 23.35 

WD06 1490 2838 1700 23.62 

WD07 1490 2838 1685 22.58 

WD08 1490 2857 1700 22.34 

WD09 1490 2813 1682 24.08 

WD10 1490 2814 1678 23.74 

WD11 1490 2803 1672 24.07 

WD12 1490 2785 1665 24.81 

WD13 1490 2841 1695 23.05 

WD14 1490 2825 1691 23.91 

WD15 1490 2835 1697 23.61 

WD16 1490 2777 1658 24.87 

WD17 1490 2866 1711 22.43 

Avg 1490 2826 1689 23.69 

Stdev 0 23 14 0.75 
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Table F.5. The porosity of all WF specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

WF01 1513 2836 1731 26.94 

WF02 1509 2773 1691 28.30 

WF03 1509 2760 1688 28.96 

WF04 1239 2259 1379 29.03 

WF05 1474 2738 1671 27.63 

WF06 1502 2763 1681 27.95 

WF07 1505 2761 1687 28.64 

WF08 1496 2781 1698 27.63 

WF09 1490 2761 1687 27.99 

WF10 1488 2717 1661 29.06 

WF11 1500 2822 1723 26.79 

WF12 1498 2819 1721 26.70 

WF13 1500 2808 1713 27.01 

WF14 1498 2750 1676 28.34 

WF15 1492 2775 1693 27.50 

WF16 1490 2764 1683 27.48 

WF17 1502 2754 1678 28.39 

WF18 1498 2765 1690 28.27 

WF19 1496 2769 1688 27.78 

WF20 1492 2791 1695 26.56 

Avg 1485 2748 1677 27.85 

Stdev 58 119 72 0.78 
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Table F.6. The porosity of EA specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

EA1a 622.18 1182.1 663.8 16.70 

EA1d 649.79 1129.4 636 24.07 

EA1g 633.76 1153.3 655.9 21.52 

EA2ab 304.59 566.1 316.3 17.99 

EA2cb 307.86 542.1 304 22.66 

EA2eb 307.74 590.1 328 14.83 

EA2gb 302.51 560.4 285.8 9.23 

EA2hb 307.26 538.1 280.1 16.03 

EA3ab 283.59 523.1 294.3 19.32 

EA3bb 294.36 539.8 287.6 14.32 

EA3cb 299.94 552.5 310.2 19.22 

EA4a 600.73 1074 606.8 22.23 

EA4d 598.17 1071.2 586.4 18.95 

EA4g 584.61 1068.1 596 19.24 

Avg 436 792 439 18.31 

Stdev 162 290 168 3.91 
 

Table F.7. The porosity of B specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

B41d 590.52 1133.4 653.8 18.78 

B52a 635.76 1343.2 761.1 8.44 

B52d 632.00 1349.6 764.1 7.36 

B52h 649.19 1361.7 778.3 10.13 

B53c 590.24 1223.9 696 10.56 

Avg 620 1282 731 11.06 

Stdev 24 90 48 4.03 
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Table F.8. The porosity of C specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

C8d 596 1006 566 26.19 

C11a 679 1237 698 20.64 

C12a 630 1065 607 27.24 

C15e 597 993 575 29.88 

Avg 626 1075 611 25.99 

Stdev 39 112 60 3.89 
 

Table F.9. The porosity of TP specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

TP2 673 1396 759 5.37 

TP4 778 1417 792 19.60 

TP5 560 975 557 25.30 

Avg 670 1263 702 16.76 

Stdev 109 250 127 10.26 
 

Table F.10. The porosity of J specimens. 

Specimen Total Volume (CC) Dry Mass (g) Submerged Mass (g) Porosity (%) 

J1 624 964 573 37.45 

J5 652 1102 639 28.86 

J10 742 1316 768 26.23 

Avg 673 1127 660 30.85 

Stdev 62 177 99 5.87 
 


