ADDENDUM NO. 1

2014 - St. Hubert’'s Road Bridge Replacement
Essex County, NY

July 16, 2014

TO ALL HOLDERS OF BIDDING DOCUMENTS:

This Addendum, issued to bid document holders of record, indicates clarifications to the
bid documents for the 2014 - St. Hubert's Road Bridge Replacement project. All
clarifications described herein shall be incorporated into the Contractor's bid proposal.
This Addendum is part of the Contract Documents. Adjustments required by each item
shail be understood to apply to all document references affected by the clarifications
described.

1. General: A Pre-Bid meeting was held for the project at the site on July 15, 2014
at 9:00 AM. Minutes from the meeting are enclosed and are a part of this
Addendum and the Contract Documents.

2. General: Regarding Bid Specification Page IFB-4, Section 16, DELETE “...10%
: retainage...” and SUBSTITUTE THEREFORE “...5% retainage...”.

3. General: A copy of the Geotechnical Report for the project is attached to this
Addendum for reference only. This report is provided for informational purposes
and shall not be considered to be part of the contract documents. If distributed
to others by the bidder or contractor, it must be delivered in its entirety only.

It is the bidder's responsibility to determine if the information contained in this
geotechnical report is adequate for bidding purposes. The bidders may make
their own investigations, tests and analyses for use in bid preparation if
additional information is required. Contractors will not be relieved of any of their
obligations for performance of the work for the project, nor shall they be entitled
to any additional compensation on the premise of differing subsurface conditions
or soils types which may be encountered.

Individual subsurface boring logs were prepared based upon the visual
classifications and laboratory testing. The individual subsurface logs and keys
explaining the terms used in their preparation are presented in the geotechnical
report and should be reviewed for a description of the conditions encountered at
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the specific test boring locations. It should be understood that conditions are
only known at the specific depths and locations sampled. Conditions at other
depths and locations may differ. Determinations of earthwork quantities for
bidding must not rely solely on the soil strata thicknesses measured at the
discrete test boring locations completed for this investigation. The bidder should
perform their own explorations as needed to obtain representative thicknesses of
soil layers and strata as required to prepare their bids for the work.

Regarding Drawing C-1 - Site Plan: At the end of the note referencing the new
asphalt pavement to be provided, DELETE “...C-3...” and SUBSTITUTE
THEREFORE “...C-2...". Bidders please note that the asphalt concrete binder
and top courses at the approach roadways and on the bridge shall be provided
and installed by the Owner and shall not be a part of the contract for the work.
The contractor shall provide and install the subbase course material at the
approach roadways and the waterproofing membrane at the bridge structure.

Regarding Drawing C-1 - Demolition and Erosion Control Plan:
CLARIFICATION - The amount of existing riprap at the streambank to be
removed at the northeast corner of the project shall be fimited to the extent
required to install the new heavy stone filling riprap at this location, as shown of
the Site Plan.

Regarding Drawing C-1 - Demolition and Erosion Control Plan: DELETE the
boxed note “Note: See Dwg. C-2 for additional tree removal locations.” The
extent of tree removal work is shown on the Demolition and Erosion Control
Plan only.

END OF ADDENDUM NO. 1
(attachments)
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SCHODER RIVERS

ASSOCIATES

Consulting Engineers, P.C.

Report Date:
Project:

Attending:

Distribution:

PRE-BID MEETING MINUTES

July 15, 2014
2014 - St. Hubert's Road Bridge Replacement

Carl B. Schoder, PE - Schoder Rivers Assoc.
Gary Rancour - Essex Co. DPW

Don Beaton - Luck Bros., Inc.

Dan Slifka - New Century Construction

Beth friend - Friend Commercial Contractors
Jeffrey Hanlon - Slate Hill Constructors, Inc.
Jim Kehrer - Rifenberg Construction, Inc.
William Patenaude - Alpine Construction, Inc.
Harper Callahan - Kubricky Construction
Josh Karon - Bast Hatfield

Evergreen Professional Park

453 Dixon Road, Suite 7, Bidg. 3

Queensbury, NY 12804
Tel. (518) 761-0417
Fax (618) 761-0513

Via posting on the Essex County Website as a part of Addendum No. 1 for access by all

holders of bidding documents.

A scheduled pre-bid meeting was held for the above referenced project on July 15, 2014 at 9:00 AM
at the project site. The following items were discussed:

1. Schoder reviewed bidding and construction requirements for the project and similar items as stated in
the bidding documents.

2. Drawing C-1 indicates an overhead utility wire above the future bridge location which has already been
removed. The electric utility service wires located at the north bridge approach roadway will be
deenergized and removed by the utility supplier to facilitate crane and equipment access. Essex County
DPW is responsible for coordination with the utility company and for scheduling the temporary removal
of the utility service wires.

3. Schoder noted that a subsurface investigation has been performed for this project and that the
geotechnical investigation report, including soil boring logs, will be distributed to bidders as a part of
Addendum No. 1 for the project.

4. Schoder noted that existing trees to be removed are indicated on the Drawings. All other existing trees,
including existing tree limbs, shall remain.

5. Attached is a copy of the Pre-Bid Meeting Attendance Sheet for contact information for the attendees.

The meeting adjourned at 9:45 AM.

Respectfully submitted:

A=

Carl B. Schoder, PE

Principal
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ENGINEERIN G

March 26, 2014

Mr. Anthony LaVigne
Superintendent

Essex County DPW
8053 Route 9
Elizabethtown, NY 12932

Re: Geotechnical Study
St. Hubert’'s Road Bridge over Beede Brook
Keene, NY
Project Number No. FDE-14-20

Gentlemen;

In accord with your authorization, we have completed a subsurface investigation and
prepared this geotechnical evaluation report for the planned replacement of the former
St. Hubert's Road Bridge over Beede Brook in the town of Keene, New York.

We understand that a new bridge structure is planned to replace the former bridge
which was damaged through flooding associated with irene. This report presents the
results of the subsurface investigation completed at the site on March 19 and 20,
2014, asummary of the conditions disclosed, and our recommendations for the design
and construction of the geotechnical aspects of the project.

Subsurface Conditions

The Subsurface Investigation completed at the site consisted of two (2) exploratory
test borings, one at each end of the farmer bridge. The borings were performed where
accessible and without utility conflicts in the general vicinity of the locations shown on
the attached Subsurface Investigation Plan. The bores were advanced using a rotary
drill rig mounted on a trailer, and overburden soils were sampled in general accord with
the procedures of ASTM D-1586. Subsurface Logs were prepared and are attached
to this report, together with sheets that explain the terms used in their preparation. It
should be understood that boring logs present a description of the conditions
encountered on the date, specific locations investigated, and the depths sampled.
Conditions at locations and depths other than those investigated may differ. It should
also be understood that conditions can change with time.

wewwdente-enginearing.com



The Subsurface Logs should be reviewed for the specific conditions encountered at
each investigated location. The borings were advanced from the roadway grades at
the site and, as such, penetrated soil fill, which is believed to have been placed to
establish the grades for the approach roads to the existing bridge crossing.

The fill soils were composed of a mixture of Rubble, Sand, Silt and Gravel with lesser
amounts of cobbles and possibly boulders. These fills were moist and judged to be
of a loose fo firm relative density. The fills extended fo estimated depths of about 4
feet. Underlying the fill soils are fine to coarse textured sand and gravel with lesser
amounts of silt, cobbles, and boulders. These soils were of a generally firm to very
compact relative density and extended through the depths explored, about 42 feet.

Groundwater was measured within the test borings advanced at the site as stated on
the logs. In our opinion, these measurements may not be representative of the true
saturated ground level at the time of the study. Groundwater should be expected to
coincide with the stream level at the site throughout the seasons.

Geotechnical Recommendations

in our apinion the planned bridge may be supported upon spread foundations within
sheet piles installed for scour protection, if required. It should be understood that if the
spread foundation option is selected, all fills and any organic materials contained
within or beneath these fill soils must be removed from beneath the foundation.

Based on the available subsurface information Seismic Site Class D should be used.
The soils, during the design seismic event. should not liquify.

Steel sheet piles may be used to form a cofferdam or an abutment wall, both designed
as a cantilever or tied back system. If steel sheetpiling is used, it will be necessary to
remave obstructions as the fills and native soils contain cobbles and boulders.

Excavation to establish bearing for foundations should proceed through the fill and any
buried organic soils or atleast one (1) foot beneath these grades, whichever is deeper.
Structural fill required to establish the design bearing grade shouid extend beyond the
edge of the foundations a distance at least equal to half the depth of the structural fill
placed beneath the foundations. The bearing grade excavation should be backfilled
with a run of crusher-run stone similar in gradation and quality to a NYSDOT Section
304 Type 2 Material. The material should be placed in a single lift and be compacted
to at least 95 percent of its maximum dry density established through the procedures
of ASTM D-1557, the Modified Proctor Test. |fthe grades are established at or within
a foot of the stream/groundwater levels, we recommend the foundation grade be
prepared by placing a layer of synthetic fabric such as Mirafi 500X upon the approved
bearing grade, followed by at least 12 inches of a 50/50 blend of NYSDOT number 1
and 2 sized aggregate to create a working surface that can also be dewatered with
ordinary sumps and pumps set within it.
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Dependent upon stream levels during construction, the excavations planned may
penetrate saturated soils and groundwater, which will coincide with the stream levels
in the immediate project area. Common sump and pump technigues from within
cofferdam sheets and behind sheetpile walls should be capable of limited depression
and control of the water table at this site. The dewatering system must be designed
and operated to assure that the system does not fail and allow groundwater to rise,
possibly creating “quick” conditions at the bearing grades within the cofferdam or
buoyant forces upon partially completed structures.

Sheet pile cantilever walls or enclosed cofferdams should be designed to achieve
stability for varying water elevations that might oceur during the construction process.
The Contractor's dewatering plan, as well as any construction sheeting and shoring,
should be designed by a Licensed Professional Engineer. The design should meet
the requirements of 29 CFR Part 1926 Occupational Safety and Health Standards -
Excavations for Type C Soils,

The structural fill used to backfill the abutment walls above the water table should
consist of NYSDOT Section 304 Type 4 Processed Sand and Gravel material. The
filt should be placed in loose layers no more than one (1) foot thick and each layer be
compacted fo no less than 95 percent of the material's maximum dry density
determined through the procedures of ASTM D-1557, the Modified Proctor
Compaction test.

The following parameters are recommended for use in the design of the bridge
foundations, abutments, and wing walls;

Fill Parameters :
125 |Ibs/Cu. Ft.

1. Overburden Unit Weight  (Total) =

2. Friction Angle of Soil = 30 Degrees

3. Coefficient of Active Earth pressure = 0.33

4, Coefficient of At-Rest Earth pressure = 0.5

5. Coefficient of Passive Earth pressure = 3.0 (FS=1.0)
Sand/Gravel/Silt Overburden Parameters

1. Allowable Net Bearing Pressure Total = 5,000 PSF

2. Overburden Unit Weight  (Total) = 1351bs/Cu. Ft,
3. Friction Angle of Soil = 32 Degrees

4. Coefficient of Active Earth pressure = 0.31

5. Coefficient of At-Rest Earth pressure = 0.47

6. Coefficient of Passive Earth pressure = 3.25 (F& =1.0)

Abutment and sheet pile abutment walls should be designed to restrain lateral earth
pressures calculated for the At-Rest Condition. Wing and temporary cofferdams may
be designed to resist Active Lateral Earth Pressures.
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Settiement of the bridge's spread foundations should occur in a semi-elastic manner
as loads are actually applied and cease with each incremental loading of the
foundations. We believe that the foundations will settle in total and differentially less
than about one-half (%4) inch, provided our recommendations concerning bearing
grade preparation are followed. It should be understood that actual settiements will
be dependent in great part upon the care exercised during bearing grade preparation.

Summary

This report was prepared for specific application to the project site and the
construction planned. itwas prepared on the basis of a limited number of investigated
locations at the site. Subsurface conditions at other than the investigated locations
may be different. We should be allowed the opportunity to review appropriate plans
and specifications prior to their release for bidding. The Geotechnical Engineer should
be retained to observe and test earthwork and bearing grades during construction.
This report was prepared using methods and practices common to Geotechnical
Engineering in the area at the time, no other warranties, expressed or implied, are
made.

A sheet entitled "Important Information about your Geotechnical Engineering Report”
prepared by the Assaciation of Engineering Firms Practicing in the Geosciences is
attached to this report. This sheet should never be separated from this report and be
carefully reviewed as it sets the only context within which this report should be used.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service. Should questions arise or if we may
be of any other service, please contact us at your convenience.

Yours truly, e
Dente Engineering, P.C.
!f.?" . ,.".‘ - .

-

Enclosures:
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Important information Ahout Your

Geotechnical Engineering Report
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Geotechnical Services Are Performed for
Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers siruciuee thelr servises o mesl the spesitic nesds of
{heir clients. A geotechnicat engineering study conducted for a ivil enginesr
may nat fulfill the needs of a constriiction conteactor or even another civil
enginser. Because each geolechnical engicesring study is unique, sach gea-
fechrical enginesring rapor is enique, prepared saigly for the client. Ne ane
except you should rely on your geotechnical enginearing raport without first
canferring with the geotechnical enginger who prepared i And o one - nof
gven you - shoustd apply the renor for any purpese or projact excent the ong
originally comemplated,

Read the Full Report

Serious problems have gecurred because these relying on a gectechnical
enginearing report did not read it all. Do not rely on an exacufive summary.
Da not sead selected elements anly.

A Geotechnical Enpinoering Report Is Basad on

A Uninue Set of Projact Factors

Geotechnica! engineers consider 2 number of unique, project-specilic factors
whan establishing the scope f a study. Typical faciors inclide: the clierts
goals, objectives, and risk management preferences; the general nature of the
structure involved, its size, and configuration; the location of the stuciure
onhe sits; and other planngd or existing siie improvements, such as actess
r0ads, parking lots, and underground utilities, Uniess the gaotachnical engé-
nest who conducted the study spacifically indicates atherwise, do not refy on
a penlechnical angineering report that was;

& ot prepared for you,

» not prapared for your project,

* not prepared for the specific sils explered, or

* compieted befors important droject changes were mads.

Typical changes that can erada the refiability of an existing gectechnical
engineering report include thase that afiect:
» the function of the proposed siucture, as when [f's changed irom &
parking garage to an office buitding, or from alight industrial plant
{0 3 refrigeraied warehouse,

N

« slavation, configuration, location, orientation, or waicht of the
sopasad struciure,

» composition of the dasign team, or

* nroject ownership,

As 2 general rule, aways inform your gentschnical eagineer of project
changes - even mingr ongs - ang request an assessment of their impact,
Geotschrical engineers cannol accept responsibifity or liability for problems
that ocour because their reporls do nof consider deveiopments of which they
were ot informed.

Subsurfaca Gontitions Can Change

A geotechaical enginesring report is based on conditions that existed at the
time the study was performed. Do nof rely on a geolechnical engineering
feport whose adequacy may have Deen afiected by: the passage of time; by
men-made evarts, sich s construction on of adiacent to the site; or Dy naiu-
ral events, such &s finods, earthguakes, of groundwater iluctuations. Atways
coniact the gentechnical engineer before applying the report fo delermine if i
15 still reliable. A minor amount of additiona testing or analysfs could prevent
major problems.

Most Geotachnical Findings Are Protessional
Opiniens

Sile axplaration identifies subsurtace conditions only at thoss points where
subsuriace fests are conducied or samples are faken, Geotechnisal enginesrs
teview field and iaboratory daia and then apply their professional iudgment
1o render an opinion about subswriace cangitions throughout the sile. Actual
subsurace conditions may Giffer-sometimes significantly irom those indi-
cated in your report, Retaining the geotechnical engineer who developed your
repoit to provide construction observation is the most effective method of
managing {he risks associated with unanticipated conditions.

A Report’'s Recommendations Are Not Final

Do nol overrely on the canstruction recommendalicns included i your re-
oort, Thase recommendations ars rat final, because geotachnical enginesrs
develop them pringipally from judgment and opinion. Geatechnizal enginesrs
tan finzlize their recommendations only by observing aclual
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substiriace sondtions revealed during construgtion, The geotechnical engi-
neer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility o lability for
tie reparts recommendations if that engineer does not perform construction
abservation.

A Gootechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation

Other design (eam members’ misinierpretation of geoteshnical engineer-
ing reports has resuited in costly problams, Lower that risk by having yous
geatechnical enginaer confer with appropriate members of the design team
after submiting the report. Also retain your geolechnical enginesr 10 review
pertinenl etements of the design team's plans and specifications. Cantractars
can atso misinterore! 2 gaotechnical enginesring report, Redtics thal sk by
havirg your gectechnical snginesr participzte in prebid and preconstruction
gorterencas, and Dy providing construction chservation,

Do Not Redraw the Engineer's Logs

Geatechnical engineers prepare final boring and testing logs based upon
their intgrpretation of field logs and laboraiary date. To prevent eners of
amisstons, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering raport should
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings.
Only photographic or elsctrenic reproduction s accaplable, buf recognize
that separating Ings from the report can elgvate risk,

Give Contractors a Compiete Report and
Guidance

Some owners and gssign professioaals mistakenly belisve they can make
contractors liable for unanticipated subsuriaca conditions by limiting what
thay provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problams, give con-
{ractors the complete geotechnical enginssring report, buf preface it with
clearly writian Tetiar of transmitial. In tha tefter, advise confractors that the
report was ot prepared for purposes of bid development and that the report’s
accuracy s fimited; encotirage them to confer with the geolechnicat engineer
who prepared ihe repor: (2 modast fee may be reguired) and/or to conduct ad-
ditianal stugy to olstain the specific types of information they nead o prefer.
A prebid conference can also be valusbie, Bs sure cantractors have suffisient

time 0 perform additional study. Only then might vou be in & position tc give

contraciors e best information available to you, while requiring therr: 1o al
least share some of the financial responsibilities stemming from Unantick-
nated conditions.

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely
Some ciients, design professionals, ang contractors do not recagnize that
geatectinica! enginsaring is far less exact than oiher engineeriag disciplines.

to diszppointments, claims, and cispules. To help reduce ihe risk of such
putcomes, geatechnical engineers commonly include a variety of explanatory
provisions in their reports. Sometimes labefed “limitations™ many of these
provisions indicaie where geofechnical enginesrs’ respansibilities begin
and end, to help cthers recognizs their own responsibitities and risks. Read
these provisions closely. Ask quastions. Your gaotechrical enginger should
respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Coversd

The equipment, techniques, and parsaanel used te perdarm a geaenviron-
mental siudy dider significantly from thse used to perform & gelechnica!
study. For that reason, a geatechnical engingering repart does nat usually re-
1ale any geoenvironmental findings, conclusions, or recommendations; 9.,
ahout the likelinood of ancountering underground storage tanks of reguiated
contaminants. Unanticipated environmental problems have ted lo numerous
project failures. 1t you have rot el oblained your own geoenvironmental in-
formation, ask your geotechnical consultant for fisk managemsent quidarce.
Do rot rely on &n sivironment2! report prepared for SOmeong else.

Olstain Professional Assistance To Deal with Mold
Diverse strategias can be appliad during building design, construction, op-
eratior, and rmainlenanca to pravent significant amounts of mold from grow-
ing on indoar surlaces. To he effective, all such strategies should be devised
ior the express purpose of mold prevention, integrated into a comprehensive
plan, and executed with diligent oversight by a professional mold prevention
consultant, Because just @ smalf amount of water or moisture can lead to
the development of severs mold infestations, a number of mold prgvention
strategies focus on keeping building surfaces dry. While groundwaier, wa-
ter infiltration, and similar issues may have bean addressed as par of the
gectechnical angineering study whose findings are conveyed in-this report,
ine gectechnical engineer in charge of this project is nol @ mold prevention
consultant, mome of the services performed in connection swith
tise geptechaical enpineens StNIY were designed o comiicted
for the purpese of moid prevention. Proper implementation of
the recominendations conveyed in thiy report wi¥ aot of iself
be suiticient to prevent mold from growing iz ar on the strix-
hure invoived.

Rely on Your ASFE-Member Gectechnical
For Additiona Assistance

Mambarship in ASFE/The Best Peaple on Earth exposes geotechrical engi-
neers to a wide amray of risk sanagement ischniques that can be of gesuin
tienefi for evervone involved with a construction project. Confer withs your
ASFE-member gentechnical enginess for more informatan.

k‘f‘ﬂis tack of understanding has created unrealistic expactations that have led

/
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INTERPRETATION OF SUBSURFACE LOGS

The Subsurface Logs present observations and the results of tests performed in the fiald by the Drller, Technicians, Geologists and
Geotechnical Enginesrs as noted. Soil/Rock Classifications are made visually, uniess otherwise noted, on a portion of the materials
recoverad through the sampling pracess and may not necessarily be representative of the matarials betwsen sampling intervals or
locations.

The following defines same of the terms utilized in the preparation of the Subsurface Logs.
SOIL CLASSIFICATIONS
Soll Classifications are visual descriptions on the basis of the Unified Soll Classification ASTM D-2487 and USBR, 1973 with additional

comments by weight of constituents by BUHRMASTER. The solt density or consistency is based on the penetration resistance
determined by ASTM METHOD D1586. Soil Moisture of the recovered materials is described as DRY, MOIST, WET or SATURATED.

SIZE DESCRIPTION RELATIVE DENSITYICONSISTENCY (basis ASTM D1586)
SOIL TYPE PARTICLE SIZE GRANULAR SQIL COMESIVE S0IL
BOULDER > 12 DENSITY BLOWS/FT, CONSISTENCY BLOWSIFT.
COBBLE 3".12" LOOSE <10 VERY SOFT < 3
GRAVEL-COARSE 3" -34" FIRM 11 - 30 SOFT 4 -5
GRAVEL - FINE 3/4" - #4 COMPACT 3t - 50 MEDIUM 8 - 18
SAND - COARSE *4 - #i0 VERY COMPACT 50 + STIFF 16 - 25
SAND - MEDIUM #10 - #40 HARD 25 +
SAND - FINE #40 - #200
SILTNONPLASTIC < #200
CLAYIPLASTIC < J__t'Z_mf-}O —
T
l SOIL STRUCTURE RELATIVE PROPORTION OF SOIL TYPES
STRUCTURE DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION % OF SAMPLE BY WEIGHT
LAYER 8" THICK OR GREATER AND 35 - 60
SEAM 6 THICK OR_LESS SOME 20 - 35
PARTING LESS THAN 1/4™ THICK LITTLE 10 - 20
VARVED UNIFORM HORIZONTAL TRACE LESS THAN 30
PARTINGS OR SEAMS l )
- J

Note that the dassification of soils or soil like materials is subjedt to the timitations imposed by the size of the sampler, the size of the
sarnple and itz degree of disturbance and moisture.



Rock Classifications are visual descriptions on the basis of the Drillgr's, Technician's, Geologist'

ROCK CLASSIFICATIONS

observations of the coring activity and the recovered samples applying the foliowing classifications.

B e T

CLASSIFICATION TERM

|

——

DESCRIPTION

VERY HARD

NOT SCRATCHED BY KNIFE
HARD SCRATCHED WITH DIFFIGULTY
MEDIUM HARD SCRATCHED EASHLY
SOFT SCRATCHED WITH FINGERNAIL

VERY WEATHERED

DISINTEGRATED WITH NUMEROUS SOIL SEAM

WEATHERED SUGHT DISINTEGRATION, STAINING, NO SEAMS
SOUND NO _EVIDENCE QF ABOVE
MASSIVE RQCK LAYER GREATER THAN 38" THICK
THICK BEDDED ROCK LAYER {2".3g"
BEDDED ROCK LAYER 4"- 12"
THIN BEDDED ROCK LAYER 1"-4"
LAMINATED ROCK L_AYER. LESS THAN 1"
FRACTLURES

NATURAL BREAKS AT SOME ANGLE TO BEDS

s or Geotechnical Engineer's

Care sample recovery is expressed as percent recaveres of total sampled, The ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION {(RQD) is the total
length of core sampie pieces exceeding 4" length divided by the tots! core sample fength for N size cored.

GENERAL
. Soft and Rock classifications are made visually op samples recovered, The prasence of Gravel, Cobbles and Boulders will
influence sample recovery classification density/consistency determination.
L Groundwater, if encountered, was measured and ils depth recarded at the time ang ynder the conditions as noted.
. Tepsoil or pavements, if present, were measured and recorded at the time and under the conditions as noted.
L] Stratification Lines are approximate boundaries between soil types. These transitions may be gradual or distinct and are

approximated,



LOCATION: Keene, New York

DENTE ENGINEERING,

_ PROJECT Samt Hubert’s Road Brldge

P.C. | SUBSURFACE LOG B-1

E star: 1214 | rsw: 3719414

METHODS: 3 1/4" Hollow Stem Augers, ASTM

CLIENT: Essex County DPW

D1586 Lriling Methods with Auto Hammer

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-20

SURFACE ELEVATION: +/- 98.5'

DRILL TYF'E CME 450

CLASSIFICAT%ON O Burns

SAMPLE BLOWS ON SANFPLER CLASSIFICATION | OBSERVATIONS
GEFTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N +i- &" Asphalt, +/- 4" Base
1 5012 50+ | FILL: Brown F-C SAND and-GRAVEL, trace
silt, bouiders noted
{(MOIST, VERY COMPACT)
g ,
2 11 13 Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace siit,
4 6 17 | rootiets and trace organics noted
10
3 12 21 Grades (WET)
15 40 38
15
4 16 22
18 22 40
20 .
5 20 16
10 12 26
28 - L .
B8 9 12 Similar with F-M Sand Seams
14 17 28
{MOIST TO WET, FIRM AND COMPACT)
30




DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. lSUBSURFACE LOG B-1 cantn

PROJECT: Saint Hubert's Roa Bridge DATE starT: /1914 [emiss: 3/19/14

1.OCATION: Keene, New York METHODS: 3 1/4" Hollow Stem Augers, ASTM

CLIENT: Essex County DPW 1588 Drilling Methods with Auto Hammer

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-20 SURFACE ELEVATION: +/- 98.5'

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: O.Burns

SAMPLE BLOWS ON SAMPLER CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS
DEPTH | # 6" 12 18" 24" N
4 8 & Brown F-C SAND, trace gravei and silt
g 10 17
{(WET, FIRM)
3y .
8 7 9 : ' Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace siit
19 22 28
40 : (WET, FIRM TO VERY COMPACT)
9 150/4 - 50+

End of boring 40.4' depth with split spoon
refusal.

45 Groundwater measured at 7.8' depth within
auger casings after Sample #3.
Driller notes 3.0' of running sand within
auger casings after Sample #9.

50

55'

I—s—c-’'——a--------—-----—-------————-———————-——-—-—-—-----—-----«.“m,m,,,,,l oA B FIRTT AP KT T PRI ——-



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. | SUBSURFACELOG B-2
PROJECT: Saint Hubert's Road Bridge DATE  ismrr: 3/20/14  |rwsk: 3/20/14
LOCATION: Keene, New York : METHODS: 3 1/4” Hollow Stem Augers, ASTM
CLIENT: Essex County DPW D1588 Drillihg Methods with Auto Hammer
JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-20 SURFAGCE ELEVATION: +/- 100.0'
DRILL TYPE: CME 450C CLASSIFICATION: O.Bumns
SAMPLE BLOWS ON SAMPLER CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS
DEPTH # B" 12" 18" 24" N +/ " Asphalt, NO Base
1 15011 50+ | FILL: Gray CONCRETE Fragments
(MOIST, VERY COMPACT)
5(
2 8 4 Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace silt,
6 4 10 | Some Roots and Organics noted
10 _
3 20 18 _ Grades (WET)
28 | 22 | 44
15
4 50/0 { 50+ | NO RECOVERY, boulder noted
20’
5 47 150/4 50+
25 - L
g 5 11 Similar with F-C Sand Seams
14 | 12 | 25 '
Kl N T I N




LOCATION: Keene, New York

DENTE EHGINEERING,” :

P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG B-2 cnin

DATE START: 3[20! 14 | Fmasm: 31 3!20] 14

METHODS: 3 1/4" Hollow Stem Augers, ASTM

CLIENT: Essex County DPW

015886 Drilling Methods with Auto Hammer

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-20

SURFACE ELEVATION: +/- 100.0°

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C

BLOWS ON SAMPLER

CLASSIFICATION: O Bums

SAMPLE CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS
DEPTH| # | & 12 18" 24 N
11 15 Brown F- C SAND and GRAVEL with
14 14 | 29 | Occasional F-C Sand Seams
35
8 9 13
14 16 | 27 {MOIST TO WET, LOOSE, FIRM, & V. COMPACT)
End of boring 37.0" depth.
40 Driller notes 3.5' of running sand within
auger casings after Sample #8.
45'
50
55
80'







St. Huberts Road Bridge

Keene, NY

Moisture Content Results - ASTM D2216

Boring No. B-2 B-2

Sample No. 111/33 112/S6

Sample Depth 1012 25%-27

Tare Weight 411.20 413.80

Ws + Tare 879.70 817.80

Wy + Tare 839.20 77470

Wyarer 40.50 43.10

Wory sow, 428.00 360.90

% Maisture (W, / Wp) 95 11.9

Boring No.

Sample No.

Sample Depth

Tare Weight

W + Tare

Wp + Tare

Wivaren

Wory sor

% Moisture (Wy / Wp)

Boring No.

Sample No.

Sample Depth

Tare Waight

Ws + Tare

Wy + Tare

Wiater

WDRY S0IL

% Moisture (W, / Wp)

DENTE ENGINEERING Client: Essex Co. DPW
594 Broadway File No. FDE-14-20
Watervliet, NY 12189 Date: March 25, 2014

Ph. 518-266-0310

Fax 518.266-9238




Particle Size Distribution Report
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.
| +3" % GRAVEL % SAND % SILT [ Y% CLAY UsSCS AASHTO PL LL
e 0.0 548 37.2 8.0 GP-GM A-l-a NP NP
o 0.0 226 73.3 4.1 sp A-l-b NP | NP
SIEVE PERCENT FINER SIEVE PERCENT FINER Material Description
inches o ) number o o O GRAVEL and F-M-C SANI, trace Silt
size ” size
3 0G0 1600 4 45.2 774
: 000 1o 410 370 | 610 0 M-F-C SAND, some Gravel. trace Silt
7 05 529 #40 249 246
5 589 917 | #160 132 1.3
373 53.6 s74 | #200 3.0 4.1
a5 488 8.6
sl GRAIN SIZE REMARKS:
Dgo 14.814% 1 1.9074 O Per ASTM 1422 Washed
D3p (.7613 0.5382
D10 0.1009 (4.1912 | T Per ASTM D422 Washed
P COEFFICIENTS |
Ce 0.39 0.79 ‘
Cy 146.82 9.98
o Source of Sample: Barings Depth: 10-12 Sample Number: 111: B-1/83
7 Source of $ample: Borings Depth: 2527 Sample Number; 112: B-2/86
" EVERGREEN [Client. Essex Co DPW
TESTING. INC I Project St Huberts Road Bridge
3 . !
- Watervliet, NY | Project No.. FDE-14-20 _Figue 1112

Tested By:

EM

Checked Bv: OB




