
Page 1 of  1

ADDENDUM NO. 1

2015 - Installation of 3 Precast Concrete Bridges

Essex County, NY

May 28, 2015

TO ALL HOLDERS OF BIDDING DOCUMENTS:

This Addendum, issued to bid document holders of record, indicates clarifications to the bid
documents for the 2015 - Installation of 3 Precast Concrete Bridges 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 shall 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 Project A (Algonquin Lane)
site on May 26, 2015 at 9:30 AM.  Minutes from the meeting are enclosed and are a part
of this Addendum and the Contract Documents.

2. General: Additional soil borings were taken at the sites for Projects B & C.  Revised
Geotechnical Reports for these sites are attached to this Addendum.

3. Drawings - Project B:  Drawing B/C-1 Rev. 3 is attached to this Addendum and shall
replace Drawing B/C-1 Rev. 2 included in the original Bidding Documents.

4. Drawings - Project C:  Drawings C/C-1, C/C-2, C/COE-1, C/S-1 and C/S-2, all Rev. 3,
are attached to this Addendum and shall replace Drawings C/C-1, C/C-2, C/COE-1, C/S-
1 and C/S-2, all Rev. 2 included in the original Bidding Documents. 

END OF ADDENDUM NO. 1
(attachments)



SCHODER RIVERS
ASSOCIATES

Consulting Engineers, P.C.

Evergreen Professional Park
453 Dixon Road, Suite 7, Bldg. 3

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

PRE-BID MEETING MINUTES

Report Date: May 27, 2015

Project: 2015 Installation of 3 Precast Concrete Bridges

Attending: Carl B. Schoder, PE - Schoder Rivers Assoc.
Joseph Leuci - Schoder Rivers Assoc.
Kirk Bassarab, PE - Essex Co. DPW
Gary Olcott - Peckham Road Corporation
Greg Ball - Harrison & Burrowes Bridge Constructors
Jason Westover - Prime Highway Contractors

Distribution: 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 May 26, 2015 at 9:30 AM
at the Algonquin Road project site in the Town of North Elba, NY.  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. Bassarab and Schoder noted that the project schedule dates included in the bidding documents for
Projects B & C of the overall project are controlled by scheduled dates for sport events which must utilize
these structures and by requirements for completion of all work within the stream channels by the NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation.  These dates must be adhered to by the contractor.
Schoder noted that the dates indicated for the precast concrete materials to be available from the precast
concrete materials supplier (under a separate contract) were established to coincide with the required
completion dates for the installation of the structures.

3. Bassarab noted that negotiations are ongoing to arrange for detour access to the south side of the bridge
at the Project A (Algonquin Road) site and that the start date for work at this site only may be delayed
by several weeks.  The date for completion of all work within the stream channel of October 1, 2015, as
required by the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, must be met for this project.  

4. Bassarab noted that the Project C site (Holcomb Pond Outlet Brook) is surrounded by state land and that
the County has obtained a Temporary Revocable Permit to complete the work indicated.  The contractor
must limit construction activities to the extents of regrading indicated on the drawings.  The contractor
shall also keep the gravel parking area at the southeast corner of the site open for parking  by individuals
accessing the adjoining hiking trails.

5. Schoder noted that the geotechnical reports and subsurface information included for Projects B and C
have been revised as a result of the installation of additional soil borings at the project sites.  The revised
geotechnical reports will be included in Addendum No. 1 for the project.
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6. Attached is a copy of the Pre-Bid Meeting Attendance Sheet for contact information for the attendees.

The meeting adjourned at 10:30 AM.

Respectfully submitted:

Carl B. Schoder, PE
Principal





PRECAST CONCRETE BRIDGE PROJECTS
APRIL, 2015

**********************************************

REVISED GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION REPORTS

PROJECTS B AND C



The following copies of Geotechnical Reports for the sites located at Projects B and C
included in this project are provided to the bidders for reference only.  These reports are
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, the reports 
must be delivered in their entirety only.  These revised reports include additional
information regarding subsurface conditions at the indicated project sites.

It is the bidder’s responsibility to determine if the information contained in these
geotechnical reports 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 reports and should be
reviewed for a description of the conditions encountered at 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 these
investigations.  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. 



REVISED GEOTECHNICAL REPORT FOR

PROJECT B

(Rev. 5/26/15)
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GEOTECHNICAL EVALUATION
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Important Information About Your
Geotechnical Engineering Report

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes

The following information is provided to help you manage your risks.

Geotechnical Services Are Performed for
Specifi c Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specifi c needs of 
their clients. A geotechnical engineering study conducted for a civil engineer 
may not fulfi ll the needs of a construction contractor or even another civil 
engineer. Because each geotechnical engineering study is unique, each geo-
technical engineering report is unique, prepared solely for the client. No one 
except you should rely on your geotechnical engineering report without fi rst 
conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And no one - not 
even you - should apply the report for any purpose or project except the one 
originally contemplated.

Read the Full Report
Serious problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical 
engineering report did not read it all. Do not rely on an executive summary. 
Do not read selected elements only.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Based on
A Unique Set of Project-Specifi c Factors
Geotechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-specifi c factors 
when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors include: the client’s 
goals, objectives, and risk management preferences; the general nature of the 
structure involved, its size, and confi guration; the location of the structure 
on the site; and other planned or existing site improvements, such as access 
roads, parking lots, and underground utilities. Unless the geotechnical engi-
neer who conducted the study specifi cally indicates otherwise, do not rely on 
a geotechnical engineering report that was:
• not prepared for you,
• not prepared for your project,
• not prepared for the specifi c site explored, or
• completed before important project changes were made.

Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical
engineering report include those that affect:
• the function of the proposed structure, as when it’s changed from a
  parking garage to an offi ce building, or from alight industrial plant
 to a refrigerated warehouse,

• elevation, confi guration, location, orientation, or weight of the
 proposed structure,
• composition of the design team, or
• project ownership.

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project 
changes - even minor ones - and request an assessment of their impact. 
Geotechnical engineers cannot accept responsibility or liability for problems 
that occur because their reports do not consider developments of which they 
were not informed.

Subsurface Conditions Can Change
A geotechnical engineering report is based on conditions that existed at the 
time the study was performed. Do not rely on a geotechnical engineering 
report whose adequacy may have been affected by: the passage of time; by 
man-made events, such as construction on or adjacent to the site; or by natu-
ral events, such as fl oods, earthquakes, or groundwater fl uctuations. Always 
contact the geotechnical engineer before applying the report to determine if it 
is still reliable. A minor amount of additional testing or analysis could prevent 
major problems.

Most Geotechnical Findings Are Professional
Opinions
Site exploration identifi es subsurface conditions only at those points where
subsurface tests are conducted or samples are taken. Geotechnical engineers 
review fi eld and laboratory data and then apply their professional judgment 
to render an opinion about subsurface conditions throughout the site. Actual 
subsurface conditions may differ-sometimes signifi cantly from those indi-
cated in your report. Retaining the geotechnical engineer who developed your 
report to provide construction observation is the most effective method of 
managing the risks associated with unanticipated conditions.

A Report’s Recommendations Are Not Final
Do not overrely on the construction recommendations included in your  re-
port. Those recommendations are not fi nal, because geotechnical engineers 
develop them principally from judgment and opinion. Geotechnical engineers 
can fi nalize their recommendations only by observing actual



subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical engi-
neer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or liability for 
the report’s recommendations if that engineer does not perform construction 
observation.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation
Other design team members’ misinterpretation of geotechnical engineer-
ing reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your 
geotechnical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team 
after submitting the report. Also retain your geotechnical engineer to review 
pertinent elements of the design team’s plans and specifi cations. Contractors 
can also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by 
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction 
conferences, and by providing construction observation.

Do Not Redraw the Engineer’s Logs
Geotechnical engineers prepare fi nal boring and testing logs based upon 
their interpretation of fi eld logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors or 
omissions, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering report should 
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings. 
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize 
that separating logs from the report can elevate risk.

Give Contractors a Complete Report and
Guidance
Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can make 
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what 
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con-
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering report, but preface it with a
clearly written letter of transmittal. In that letter, advise contractors that the
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the report’s 
accuracy is limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical engineer 
who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) and/or to conduct ad-
ditional study to obtain the specifi c types of information they need or prefer. 
A prebid conference can also be valuable. Be sure contractors have suffi cient 
time to perform additional study. Only then might you be in a position to give 
contractors the best information available to you, while requiring them to at 
least share some of the fi nancial responsibilities stemming from unantici-
pated conditions.

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely
Some clients, design professionals, and contractors do not recognize that
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disciplines. 
This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expectations that have led 

to disappointments, claims, and disputes. To help reduce the risk of such 
outcomes, geotechnical engineers commonly include a variety of explanatory 
provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled “limitations” many of these 
provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers’ responsibilities begin 
and end, to help others recognize their own responsibilities and risks. Read 
these provisions closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical engineer should 
respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered
The equipment, techniques, and personnel used to perform a geoenviron-
mental study differ signifi cantly from those used to perform a geotechnical 
study. For that reason, a geotechnical engineering report does not usually re-
late any geoenvironmental fi ndings, conclusions, or recommendations; e.g., 
about the likelihood of encountering underground storage tanks or regulated 
contaminants. Unanticipated environmental problems have led to numerous 
project failures. If you have not yet obtained your own geoenvironmental in-
formation, ask your geotechnical consultant for risk management guidance. 
Do not rely on an environmental report prepared for someone else.

Obtain Professional Assistance To Deal with Mold
Diverse strategies can be applied during building design, construction, op-
eration, and maintenance to prevent signifi cant amounts of mold from grow-
ing on indoor surfaces. To be effective, all such strategies should be devised 
for the express purpose of mold prevention, integrated into a comprehensive 
plan, and executed with diligent oversight by a professional mold prevention 
consultant. Because just a small amount of water or moisture can lead to 
the development of severe mold infestations, a number of mold prevention 
strategies focus on keeping building surfaces dry. While groundwater, wa-
ter infi ltration, and similar issues may have been addressed as part of the 
geotechnical engineering study whose fi ndings are conveyed in-this report, 
the geotechnical engineer in charge of this project is not a mold prevention 
consultant; none of the services performed in connection with 
the geotechnical engineer’s study were designed or conducted 
for the purpose of mold prevention. Proper implementation of 
the recommendations conveyed in this report will not of itself 
be suffi cient to prevent mold from growing in or on the struc-
ture involved.

Rely on Your ASFE-Member Geotechnical
Engineer For Additional Assistance
Membership in ASFE/The Best People on Earth exposes geotechnical engi-
neers to a wide array of risk management techniques that can be of genuine 
benefi t for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer with your 
ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information.

8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telephone:’ 301/565-2733     Facsimile: 301/589-2017

e-mail: info@asfe.org       www.asfe.org

Copyright 2004 by ASFE, Inc. Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this document, in whole or in part, by any means whatsoever, is strictly prohibited, except with ASFE’s specifi c 
written permission. Excerpting, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission of ASFE, and only for purposes 

of scholarly research or book review. Only members of ASFE may use this document as a complement to or as an element of a geotechnical engineering report. Any other fi rm, 
individual, or other entity that so uses this document without being anASFE member could be committing negligent or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation.
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GEOTECHNICAL EVALUATION
ROARING BROOK BRIDGE
LAKE PLACID, NEW YORK

Dente File No. FDE-14-256

I. INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Evaluation completed for the bridge
replacement project at the River Road crossing over Roaring Brook in Lake Placid, New
York.  The evaluation was conducted in general accord with our proposal dated
November 20, 2014 which was approved by the Essex County Department of Public
Works.  In general, the evaluation included the following:

• Layout and completion of two test borings in February 2015 and three
supplemental borings in May 2015,

• Site reconnaissance by a Geotechnical Engineer,

• Laboratory testing to determine the gradation of representative soil samples,

• Evaluation of the data collected and the preparation of this report to assist in
planning for the geotechnical related aspects of the project.

This report and the recommendations contained within it were developed for specific
application to the site and construction planned, as we currently understand it.
Corrections in our understanding, changes in the structure locations, grades, loads, etc.
should be brought to our attention so that we may evaluate their effect, if any, upon the
recommendations offered.

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

It should be understood that this report was prepared, in part, on the basis of a limited
number of test borings performed for the field exploration.  The borings were advanced
at discrete locations and the overburden soils sampled at specific depths.  Conditions
are only known at the locations and through the depths investigated.  Conditions at other
locations and depths may be different, and these differences may impact on the
conclusions reached and the recommendations offered.

www.dente-engineering.com



II. PROJECT  AND  SITE  DESCRIPTION

The bridge site is located at the River Road crossing over Roaring Brook in Lake Placid,
New York as shown on the USGS topographic map presented in Appendix A.  The map
is provided to assist the reader in locating the site and reviewing the overall topography
in the project area.

The replacement structure will be a precast 3-sided bridge supported on new cast in
place concrete footings. The bridge will have a 28 foot clear travel way and 20 foot wide
waterway opening.  The existing and proposed road surface on the bridge is about 8 feet
above the stream bed.

At the time of our initial investigation the area was covered with deep layers of snow as
shown on the site photographs in Appendix A.  Due to the presence of this snow cover
it was not possible to visually observe the areas immediately surrounding the bridge for
bedrock outcrops or other features which may impact upon planning for design and
construction.  It was possible to observe that the stream bed on the downstream side
of the bridge consisted of sand, gravel, cobbles and boulders.

III. SITE INVESTIGATIONS

The site’s subsurface conditions were investigated through the completion of two test
borings (B-1 and B-2) and three probes to auger refusal (B-2A, B-2B, and B-2C) in
February 2015 and three supplemental borings (B-3, 4, and 5) in May 2015.  The
approximate test locations are shown on the Subsurface Investigation Plan presented
in Appendix B.

The borings were made using a standard rotary drill rig equipped with hollow stem
augers.   As the augers were advanced, the overburden soils were sampled and their
relative density determined through the Standard Method for Penetration Test and Split-
Barrel Sampling of Soils, ASTM D-1586.  Representative portions of the soil samples
recovered from the test borings were transported to our office for visual classification by
a Geotechnician or Geotechnical Engineer.  Individual subsurface logs were prepared
for the borings based on the visual classifications.  The logs are provided in Appendix
C along with a key to the terms used for their preparation.

The borings first penetrated through about 3.5 to 6 inches of asphaltic concrete followed
by 2 to 4 inches of base course material.  This pavement section was underlain by a
sequence of sand and gravel which contained cobbles, possible boulders, and trace to
little amounts of silt.  Based on laboratory gradation testing, these soils are categorized
under the Unified Soil Classification System groups GW-GM and GP-GM.  Portions of
the sand and gravel were likely placed as backfill for the existing structure.  Based upon
the standard penetration “N” values recorded as the sample spoon was driven, these
soils were judged to be of an overall firm relative density.  Higher densities and “N”
values were noted, however, they were likely influenced by the presence of cobbles and
boulders blocking penetration of the sample spoon.

Page 2



At the southwest corner of the bridge (west abutment), the upper sequence of sand and
gravel extended to a depth of about 12 to 15 feet in test boring B-1 and here was
underlain by glacial till soils.  The till was comprised of very compact fine sand with
some silt and little coarse sand and gravel.  Occasional cobbles were also noted in the
till.  Test boring B-1 was ended when sample spoon refusal was met in the till at a depth
of 26.7 feet.

At the northwest corner of the bridge (west abutment) test boring B-3 initially met auger
refusal in two attempts at a depth of 15 feet before the boring finally penetrated to its
termination depth of 35 feet.  Here the upper sequence of sand and gravel extended to
a depth of 16 feet and it was underlain by very compact glacial till similar to that
encountered in test boring B-1.

At the southeast corner of the bridge test (east abutment) boring B-2 did not fully
penetrate through the upper sequence of sand and gravel. Rather it met sample refusal
in these materials at a depth of 10.0 feet.  Three probes were then made at distances
of about 5 feet, 10 feet and 14 feet northeast from the original test boring.  These probes
met auger refusal at depths of 10.3, 9.7, and 9.1 feet, respectively.  Refusal was also
met in the supplemental boring B-4 at depths of 7.5, 10.0 and 15.0 feet before the auger
penetrated to a depth of 45 feet where the boring was ended.  This deep test boring
found that the upper sequence of sand and gravel extended to a depth of about 16 feet
and was underlain by a compact to very compact layer of silt and fine sand with
interbedded layers of sand and/or gravel.  Very compact glacial till, similar to that found
in test boring B-1, was found at a depth of 40 feet.

At the northeast corner of the bridge (east abutment) test boring B-5 initially met refusal
at depths of 8 and 13 feet before it was possible to extend the boring to its final depth
of 22 feet.  No soil sampling was done in this location until a depth of 20 feet was
reached.  At this depth the soils consisted of relatively compact fine to medium sand with
some silt and partings of silt and clay.

Based on the depth where the soils changed from “moist” to “wet”, it appears that
groundwater was present about 7 to 9 feet below the road surface at the time of
investigation.  It should be assumed that the groundwater depths will vary seasonally
and generally mirror the water levels in Roaring Brook.
  
IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. GENERAL

Overburden soils were found extending to depths of at least 22 to 45 feet below the road
surface at the boring and probe locations.  Shallower auger refusals on the order of 7
to 15 feet were met in a number of initial attempts to extend the borings to their final
depths.  On this basis it appears that many boulders are present within the upper
sequence of the overburden soils.  If scour protection can be provided consideration
may be given to supporting the structure on spread foundations bearing within the
overburden soils, without piles, as currently planned. 
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The following report sections provide recommendations to assist in planning for design
and construction of foundations and culvert walls.  We should review final plans and
specifications prior to their release for bidding to confirm that our recommendations were
properly interpreted and applied and to allow us to refine our recommendations if
necessary based on the final design.

B. SEISMIC DESIGN

Based on the available subsurface information Site Class D, Dense Soil profile, should
be assumed for seismic design purposes in accord with the AASHTO Guide
Specifications for Seismic Bridge Design.

C. EARTHWORK

The sides of temporary excavations in the embankment fills and native soils should be
sloped no steeper than one vertical on 1.5 horizontal (1V:1.5H) as required by OSHA
for a Type C soil.

All excavations should be completed so as not to undermine roads, utilities, and/or
foundations of adjacent structures.  In general, excavations should not encroach within
a zone of influence defined by a line extending out and down from the existing structures
at an inclination of one vertical on 1.5 horizontal.  Excavations that encroach within this
zone should be sheeted, shored and braced to support the soil and adjacent structure
loads, or the structure should be underpinned to establish bearing at a deeper level.

Backfill materials and placement methods for the bridge structure should conform to the
requirements, if any, specified by the precast concrete manufacturer.  The following fill
and backfill recommendations should be adjusted, if required, based on the
manufacturer’s specifications.

The on-site soils in the upper 10 to 12 feet should generally consist of sand or sand and
gravel which typically can be reused at least for portions of the backfill work provided
that cobbles and boulders greater than about four inches in size are removed.  If
imported fills are required, they should consist of processed sand and gravel which
meets the requirements for Type 4 material as detailed in Section 304 of the NYSDOT
Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials.

The fill should be placed in loose layers no more than eight inches thick in the zone
extending at least four feet from the bridge structure. Outside this zone the lift thickness
may be increased to twelve inches if heavy compaction equipment is employed.  Each
lift of backfill should be compacted to not less than 95 percent of the maximum dry
density for the material determined through the procedures of ASTM D-1557, the
Modified Proctor Compaction test.  

D. FOUNDATIONS

As previously discussed, conventional spread foundations may be used if adequate
scour protection is provided.  The foundations should be seated at least five feet below
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final adjoining grades for frost protection and at least two feet below expected scour
lines, whichever is deeper.  If boulders are found protruding above the plan bearing
elevation they should be removed in their entirety or reduced in size to at least 12 inches
below the bearing elevation.  

To establish a more stable base for construction and assist in dewatering, a minimum
12 inch thick base of clean crushed stone should be planned beneath the spread
foundations.  The stone should be an equal blend of No. 1 and No. 2 size aggregate and
it should be wrapped in a filter fabric (Mirafi 180N or eq.).  Prior to excavating for
foundations the stream should be diverted and dewatering conducted as required to
lower the water level at least one foot below the subgrade elevation.  Dewatering should
be performed on a continuous basis until the foundations are constructed and adequate
load is applied to resist hydrostatic uplift.

Using the LRFD design procedures, the foundations may be proportioned for a factored
bearing resistance equal to 4.0 kips per square foot (ksf) and nominal (ultimate) bearing
resistance equal to 12.0 ksf.

Assuming that standard care is employed in preparing the bearing grades for
construction, settlement of the soil bearing foundations should be less than one inch. 
The settlements should occur quickly as the bridge is constructed and backfilled. 
Foundations seated on bedrock, if present, should experience negligible settlement. 

E. ABUTMENT WALLS

The design of abutment walls may proceed using the following parameters.  The design
parameters assume backfill consists of on-site sand and gravel or imported Structural
Fill (NYSDOT Section 304, Type 4 material).

• Soils Angle of Internal Friction (φf) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 degrees
• Coefficient of At-Rest Earth Pressure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.50
• Coefficient of Active Earth Pressure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.33
• Coefficient of Passive Earth Pressure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.00
• Total Unit Weight of Compacted Soil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120 pcf
• Coefficient of Sliding Friction Soil (tanφf) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.58
• Resistance Factor for Passive Resistance (φep) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.50
• Resistance Factor for Shear Resistance (φτ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.80

Foundation drains and/or weep holes should be installed as specified by the precast
arch manufacturer to prevent groundwater from becoming trapped in the backfill soils.

G. CONSTRUCTION MONITORING

It should be understood that the actual subsurface conditions that exist across this site
will only be known when the site is excavated. The presence of the Geotechnical
Engineer during the earthwork and foundation construction phases will allow validation
of the subsurface conditions assumed to exist for this study and the design

Page 5



recommended in this report.  We believe this construction sequence observation and
testing should be provided by the Geotechnical Engineer of record as a consultant to the
Owner, Architect or Construction Manager.  We do not believe these services should be
provided through the general or earthwork contractor.

V. CLOSURE

This report was prepared for specific application to the project site and the construction
planned using methods and practices common to Geotechnical Engineering in the area
at the time, no other warranties expressed or implied are made.

Dente Engineering should be retained to review plans and specifications prior to their
release for bidding to confirm that the recommendations contained herein were properly
understood and applied.  Dente Engineering should also be retained during construction
to validate that the actual site conditions are similar to those assumed for development
of the recommendations contained in this report. 

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.

Prepared By:
Dente Engineering, P.C.

Edward C. Gravelle, P.E. Fred A. Dente, P.E.
Vice President President
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APPENDIX A
USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
AND SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Roaring Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York
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APPENDIX B
SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION PLAN

Roaring Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York
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APPENDIX C
SUBSURFACE LOGS AND KEY

Roaring Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York



INTERPRETATION OF SUBSURFACE LOGS

The Subsurface Logs  present observations and the results of tests  performed in the field by the Driller, Technicians, Geologists and
Geotechnical Engineers as noted.  Soil/Rock Classifications are made visually, unless otherwise  noted, on a portion of the materials
recovered through the sampling process and may not necessarily be representative of the materials between sampling intervals or
locations.

The following defines some of the terms utilized in the preparation of the Subsurface Logs.   

SOIL CLASSIFICATIONS

Soil Classifications are visual descriptions on the basis of the Unified Soil Classification  ASTM D-2487  and USBR, 1973 with  additional
comments by weight of constituents by BUHRMASTER. The soil 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 DENSITY/CONSISTENCY  (basis ASTM D1586)

SOIL TYPE PARTICLE SIZE GRANULAR SOIL COHESIVE SOIL

BOULDER >  12 DENSITY BLOWS/FT. CONSISTENCY BLOWS/FT.

COBBLE 3" - 12" LOOSE <  10 VERY SOFT <  3

GRAVEL-COARSE 3"  - 3/4" FIRM 11  -  30 SOFT 4  -  5

GRAVEL  -  FINE 3/4"  -  #4 COMPACT 31  -  50 MEDIUM 6  -  15

SAND - COARSE #4  -  #10 VERY COMPACT 50 + STIFF 16  -  25

SAND - MEDIUM #10  -  #40 HARD 25  +

SAND - FINE #40  -  #200

SILT/NONPLASTIC <  #200

CLAY/PLASTIC <  #200

SOIL STRUCTURE RELATIVE PROPORTION OF SOIL TYPES

STRUCTURE DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION %  OF SAMPLE BY WEIGHT

LAYER 6" THICK OR GREATER AND 35  -  50

SEAM 6" THICK OR LESS SOME 20  -  35

PARTING LESS THAN 1/4" THICK LITTLE 10  -  20

VARVED     UNIFORM HORIZONTAL     
 PARTINGS OR SEAMS

TRACE LESS THAN 10

Note that the classification of soils or soil like materials is subject to the limitations imposed by the size of the sampler, the size of the
sample and its degree of disturbance and moisture.



ROCK CLASSIFICATIONS

Rock Classifications are visual descriptions on the basis of the Driller's, Technician's, Geologist's or Geotechnical Engineer's
observations of the coring activity and the recovered samples applying the following classifications.

CLASSIFICATION  TERM DESCRIPTION

VERY  HARD NOT  SCRATCHED  BY  KNIFE

HARD SCRATCHED  WITH  DIFFICULTY

MEDIUM  HARD SCRATCHED  EASILY

SOFT SCRATCHED  WITH  FINGERNAIL

VERY  WEATHERED DISINTEGRATED WITH NUMEROUS SOIL SEAM

WEATHERED SLIGHT DISINTEGRATION, STAINING, NO SEAMS

SOUND NO  EVIDENCE  OF  ABOVE

MASSIVE ROCK LAYER GREATER THAN 36" THICK

THICK BEDDED ROCK LAYER  12" - 36"

BEDDED ROCK LAYER  4" - 12"

THIN  BEDDED ROCK LAYER  1" - 4"

LAMINATED ROCK LAYER  LESS THAN  1"

FRACTURES NATURAL BREAKS AT SOME ANGLE TO BEDS

Core sample recovery is expressed as percent recovered of total sampled.  The ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION (RQD) is the total
length of core sample pieces exceeding 4" length divided by the total core sample length for N size cored.

GENERAL

! Soil and Rock classifications are made visually on samples recovered.  The presence of Gravel, Cobbles and Boulders will
influence sample recovery classification density/consistency determination.

!  Groundwater, if encountered, was measured and its depth recorded at the time and under the conditions as noted.

!  Topsoil or pavements, if present, were measured and recorded at the time and under the conditions as noted.

!  Stratification Lines are approximate boundaries between soil types.  These transitions may be gradual or distinct and are  
               approximated.     



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-1

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 2/4/15 FINISH: 2/4/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Drilling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: O. Burns

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

± 6" Asphalt, ± 4" Base Material

1 50/.1' REF Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace silt,

cobbles noted, Moist

2 38 50/.4' 50+ Similar

5'
3 48 12 Similar

12 7 24

4 12 38 Similar, Becomes Wet

29 27 67

10'
5 7 12 Grades Little Silt

12 19 24

(MOIST TO WET, V. COMPACT TO FIRM)

15'
6 27 50/.4' 50+ GLACIAL TILL: Brown Fine SAND and

SILT, Little M-C Sand and Gravel

20'
7 50/.4' REF Similar with cobbles noted

25'
8 45 40 Similar

48 50/.2' 88 (WET, VERY COMPACT)

Boring Ended at 26.7' with Spoon Refusal

Groundwater in augers at 8.9' depth below

grade after sample #5 was obtained.
.



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-2

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 2/4/15 FINISH: 2/4/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Drilling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: O. Burns

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

± 5" Asphalt, ± 4" Base Material

1 50/.1' REF Cobble blocking sample spoon

2 50 38 Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace silt,

5'
24 19 62 Cobbles notes, Moist

3 13 9 Similar

5 4 14

4 3 4 Similar, Becomes Wet

18 24 22

10'
(MOIST TO WET, VERY COMPACT TO FIRM)

5 50/.0' REF Boring Ended at 10.0' with Spoon Refusal

Driller moved boring location northeast from

original location 5' and met auger refusal in

15'
boring B-2A at 10.3' depth; moved another 5'

northeast and met refusal in boring B-2B at

9.7' depth; moved another 4' northeast

and met refusal in B-2C at 9.1' depth.

20'
Groundwater first encountered about 8'

below grade based on recovery of wet soils.

25'



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-3.1

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 5/13/15 FINISH: 5/13/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Drilling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

± 3.5" Asphalt, ± 3" Base Material

1 15 20 FILL: Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace

12 12 32 silt

2 10 10 Same, with Some Asphalt

5'
10 8 20 (MOIST, COMPACT TO FIRM)

3 37 8 Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace silt,

18 18 26 Moist

4 16 20 Similar

16 28 36

10'
5 50 24 Similar, Wet

21 19 45

15'
(MOIST TO WET, FIRM TO COMPACT)

6 48 50/.4' 50/.4' GLACIAL TILL: Brown F-C SAND, Some

Silt, Little Gravel, Wet

20'
7 50/.4' REF Similar, Moist

25'
8 50/.3' REF Similar, Poor Sample Recovery

(WET TO MOIST, VERY COMPACT)

.



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-3.2

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 5/13/15 FINISH: 5/13/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Drilling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

9 32 48 Orange Brown Fine SAND, Some Silt

50/.3' 98/.8' (WET, VERY COMPACT)

35'
Boring Ended at 35.0'

Boring was ended with running sand in

augers at 35' depth.

40'
Groundwater in augers at 8.1' below grade

after Sample #5 was obtained.

Auger refusal was initially met in 2 separate

45'
attempts at a depth of 15 feet.  Boring was

moved a few feet and extended to 35 feet

termination depth.

50'

55'

.



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-4.1

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 5/14/15 FINISH: 5/14/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Drilling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

± 5" Asphalt, ± 2" Base Material

1 17 19 FILL: Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace

11 12 30 silt

2 8 4 Similar

5'
2 2 6

3 5 3 Similar

5 9 8

4 4 1 (MOIST, COMPACT TO LOOSE)

1 4 2 4" Seam Black SILT & Fine SAND, Becomes

10'
Brown F-M SAND, trace Silt (WET, LOOSE)

5 52 38 Grayish Brown GRAVEL and F-C SAND,

36 22 74 trace silt

15'
6 19 16 (WET, VERY COMPACT)

10 17 26 Brown/Gray SILT, Some Fine Sand

20'
7 4 20 Grades Light Grayish Brown SILT and Fine

18 23 38 SAND

25'
(WET, FIRM TO COMPACT)

8 22 50/.4' 50/.4' Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace silt

(WET, VERY COMPACT)

.



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-4.2

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 5/14/15 FINISH: 5/14/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Drilling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

9 38 50/.4' 50/.4' Orange Brown Fine SAND and SILT

35'
10 50/.4' REF Grades Orange Brown F-C SAND, Some to

Little Silt

40'
(WET, VERY COMPACT)

11 50/.4' REF GLACIAL TILL: Brown Fine SAND, Some

Silt, trace coarse sand and fine gravel

45'
12 50/.3' REF (MOIST, VERY COMPACT)

Boring Ended at 45.3' with Spoon Refusal

50'
Groundwater first encountered at about 8'

depth based on recovery of wet soils.

Auger refusal was initially met at depths of

7.5, 10.0, and 15.0 feet in 3 closely spaced

55'
borings before reaching final depth of 45.3

feet.

.



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-5

 PROJECT: Roaring Brook Bridge  DATE START: 5/14/15 FINISH: 5/14/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Sampling

JOB NUMBER: FDE-14-256 SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

Augered to 20' depth with no soil sampling.

5'

10'

15'

20'
1 12 14 Brown F-M SAND, Some Silt, Partings Silt

22 36 36 and Clay       (WET, COMPACT)

Boring Ended at 22.0'

25'
No groundwater measurement obtained.

Auger refusal was initially met at depths of

8 and 13 feet in 2 closely spaced borings

before reaching final depth of 22 feet.

.



APPENDIX D
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS

Roaring Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York



Boring No. B-1 B-1
Sample No. 865/S3 866/S5

Sample Depth 5'-7' 10'-12'
Tare Weight 404.60 403.10
WS + Tare 653.60 755.00
WD + Tare 648.40 727.20

WWATER 5.20 27.80
WDRY SOIL 243.80 324.10

% Moisture (WW / WD) 2.1 8.6

Boring No.
Sample No.

Sample Depth
Tare Weight
WS + Tare
WD + Tare

WWATER

WDRY SOIL

% Moisture (WW / WD)

Boring No.
Sample No.

Sample Depth
Tare Weight
WS + Tare
WD + Tare

WWATER

WDRY SOIL

% Moisture (WW / WD)

Client: Essex Co DPW

Roaring Brook Culvert
Lake Placid, NY

Moisture Content Results - ASTM D2216

DENTE ENGINEERING

Ph. 518-266-0310
Fax 518-266-9238

File No. FDE-14-256
Date: February 11, 2015

594 Broadway
Watervliet, NY 12189



Tested By: EM Checked By: EG

EVERGREEN
TESTING, INC.
Watervliet, NY

GRAVEL and M-F-C SAND, trace Silt

GRAVEL and M-F-C SAND, little Silt

Per ASTM D422 Washed

Per ASTM D422 Washed

inches number
size size

0.0 58.0 35.0 7.0 GW-GM A-1-a NP NP

0.0 46.0 42.0 12.0 GP-GM A-1-a NP NP

3
2
1

.75
.5

.375
.25

100.0
100.0
100.0

93.6
69.5
54.4
47.3

100.0
100.0

90.4
79.0
65.4
63.2
57.7

#4
#10
#40

#100
#200

42.0
31.9
18.3
10.1
7.0

54.0
43.2
27.5
17.4
12.0

10.8132 7.3724

1.5916 0.5507

0.1477

1.59

73.22

Source of Sample: Borings Depth: 5'-7' Sample Number: 865: B-1/S3

Source of Sample: Borings Depth: 10'-12' Sample Number: 866: B-1/S5

Essex Co DPW

Roaring Brook Culvert
Lake Placid, NY

FDE-14-256 865-866

+3" % GRAVEL % SAND % SILT % CLAY USCS AASHTO PL LL

SIEVE PERCENT FINER SIEVE PERCENT FINER Material Description
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Important Information About Your
Geotechnical Engineering Report

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes

The following information is provided to help you manage your risks.

Geotechnical Services Are Performed for
Specifi c Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specifi c needs of 
their clients. A geotechnical engineering study conducted for a civil engineer 
may not fulfi ll the needs of a construction contractor or even another civil 
engineer. Because each geotechnical engineering study is unique, each geo-
technical engineering report is unique, prepared solely for the client. No one 
except you should rely on your geotechnical engineering report without fi rst 
conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And no one - not 
even you - should apply the report for any purpose or project except the one 
originally contemplated.

Read the Full Report
Serious problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical 
engineering report did not read it all. Do not rely on an executive summary. 
Do not read selected elements only.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Based on
A Unique Set of Project-Specifi c Factors
Geotechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-specifi c factors 
when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors include: the client’s 
goals, objectives, and risk management preferences; the general nature of the 
structure involved, its size, and confi guration; the location of the structure 
on the site; and other planned or existing site improvements, such as access 
roads, parking lots, and underground utilities. Unless the geotechnical engi-
neer who conducted the study specifi cally indicates otherwise, do not rely on 
a geotechnical engineering report that was:
• not prepared for you,
• not prepared for your project,
• not prepared for the specifi c site explored, or
• completed before important project changes were made.

Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical
engineering report include those that affect:
• the function of the proposed structure, as when it’s changed from a
  parking garage to an offi ce building, or from alight industrial plant
 to a refrigerated warehouse,

• elevation, confi guration, location, orientation, or weight of the
 proposed structure,
• composition of the design team, or
• project ownership.

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project 
changes - even minor ones - and request an assessment of their impact. 
Geotechnical engineers cannot accept responsibility or liability for problems 
that occur because their reports do not consider developments of which they 
were not informed.

Subsurface Conditions Can Change
A geotechnical engineering report is based on conditions that existed at the 
time the study was performed. Do not rely on a geotechnical engineering 
report whose adequacy may have been affected by: the passage of time; by 
man-made events, such as construction on or adjacent to the site; or by natu-
ral events, such as fl oods, earthquakes, or groundwater fl uctuations. Always 
contact the geotechnical engineer before applying the report to determine if it 
is still reliable. A minor amount of additional testing or analysis could prevent 
major problems.

Most Geotechnical Findings Are Professional
Opinions
Site exploration identifi es subsurface conditions only at those points where
subsurface tests are conducted or samples are taken. Geotechnical engineers 
review fi eld and laboratory data and then apply their professional judgment 
to render an opinion about subsurface conditions throughout the site. Actual 
subsurface conditions may differ-sometimes signifi cantly from those indi-
cated in your report. Retaining the geotechnical engineer who developed your 
report to provide construction observation is the most effective method of 
managing the risks associated with unanticipated conditions.

A Report’s Recommendations Are Not Final
Do not overrely on the construction recommendations included in your  re-
port. Those recommendations are not fi nal, because geotechnical engineers 
develop them principally from judgment and opinion. Geotechnical engineers 
can fi nalize their recommendations only by observing actual



subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical engi-
neer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or liability for 
the report’s recommendations if that engineer does not perform construction 
observation.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation
Other design team members’ misinterpretation of geotechnical engineer-
ing reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your 
geotechnical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team 
after submitting the report. Also retain your geotechnical engineer to review 
pertinent elements of the design team’s plans and specifi cations. Contractors 
can also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by 
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction 
conferences, and by providing construction observation.

Do Not Redraw the Engineer’s Logs
Geotechnical engineers prepare fi nal boring and testing logs based upon 
their interpretation of fi eld logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors or 
omissions, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering report should 
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings. 
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize 
that separating logs from the report can elevate risk.

Give Contractors a Complete Report and
Guidance
Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can make 
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what 
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con-
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering report, but preface it with a
clearly written letter of transmittal. In that letter, advise contractors that the
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the report’s 
accuracy is limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical engineer 
who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) and/or to conduct ad-
ditional study to obtain the specifi c types of information they need or prefer. 
A prebid conference can also be valuable. Be sure contractors have suffi cient 
time to perform additional study. Only then might you be in a position to give 
contractors the best information available to you, while requiring them to at 
least share some of the fi nancial responsibilities stemming from unantici-
pated conditions.

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely
Some clients, design professionals, and contractors do not recognize that
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disciplines. 
This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expectations that have led 

to disappointments, claims, and disputes. To help reduce the risk of such 
outcomes, geotechnical engineers commonly include a variety of explanatory 
provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled “limitations” many of these 
provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers’ responsibilities begin 
and end, to help others recognize their own responsibilities and risks. Read 
these provisions closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical engineer should 
respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered
The equipment, techniques, and personnel used to perform a geoenviron-
mental study differ signifi cantly from those used to perform a geotechnical 
study. For that reason, a geotechnical engineering report does not usually re-
late any geoenvironmental fi ndings, conclusions, or recommendations; e.g., 
about the likelihood of encountering underground storage tanks or regulated 
contaminants. Unanticipated environmental problems have led to numerous 
project failures. If you have not yet obtained your own geoenvironmental in-
formation, ask your geotechnical consultant for risk management guidance. 
Do not rely on an environmental report prepared for someone else.

Obtain Professional Assistance To Deal with Mold
Diverse strategies can be applied during building design, construction, op-
eration, and maintenance to prevent signifi cant amounts of mold from grow-
ing on indoor surfaces. To be effective, all such strategies should be devised 
for the express purpose of mold prevention, integrated into a comprehensive 
plan, and executed with diligent oversight by a professional mold prevention 
consultant. Because just a small amount of water or moisture can lead to 
the development of severe mold infestations, a number of mold prevention 
strategies focus on keeping building surfaces dry. While groundwater, wa-
ter infi ltration, and similar issues may have been addressed as part of the 
geotechnical engineering study whose fi ndings are conveyed in-this report, 
the geotechnical engineer in charge of this project is not a mold prevention 
consultant; none of the services performed in connection with 
the geotechnical engineer’s study were designed or conducted 
for the purpose of mold prevention. Proper implementation of 
the recommendations conveyed in this report will not of itself 
be suffi cient to prevent mold from growing in or on the struc-
ture involved.

Rely on Your ASFE-Member Geotechnical
Engineer For Additional Assistance
Membership in ASFE/The Best People on Earth exposes geotechnical engi-
neers to a wide array of risk management techniques that can be of genuine 
benefi t for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer with your 
ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information.

8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telephone:’ 301/565-2733     Facsimile: 301/589-2017

e-mail: info@asfe.org       www.asfe.org

Copyright 2004 by ASFE, Inc. Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this document, in whole or in part, by any means whatsoever, is strictly prohibited, except with ASFE’s specifi c 
written permission. Excerpting, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission of ASFE, and only for purposes 

of scholarly research or book review. Only members of ASFE may use this document as a complement to or as an element of a geotechnical engineering report. Any other fi rm, 
individual, or other entity that so uses this document without being anASFE member could be committing negligent or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation.

IIGER06045.0M

T h e  B e s t  P e o p l e  o n  E a r t h



  ALBANY AREA   BUFFALO AREA

  594 Broadway   PO Box 482

Watervliet, NY 12189                       Orchard Park, NY 14127

 Voice   518-266-0310         Voice   716-649-9474

  Fax   518-266-9238   Fax   716-648-3521

GEOTECHNICAL EVALUATION
HOLCOMB POND BROOK BRIDGE

LAKE PLACID, NEW YORK

Dente File No. FDE-15-007

I. INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Evaluation completed for the bridge
replacement project at the River Road crossing over Holcomb Pond Brook in Lake
Placid, New York.  The evaluation was conducted in general accord with our proposal
dated November 20, 2014 which was approved by the Essex County Department of
Public Works.  In general, the evaluation included the following:

• Layout and completion of two test borings and four probes to auger refusal in
January 2015 and three supplemental borings in May 2015,

• Site reconnaissance by a Geotechnical Engineer,

• Laboratory testing to determine the soil’s moisture and organic contents,

• Evaluation of the data collected and the preparation of this report to assist in
planning for the geotechnical related aspects of the project.

This report and the recommendations contained within it were developed for specific
application to the site and construction planned, as we currently understand it.
Corrections in our understanding, changes in the structure locations, grades, loads, etc.
should be brought to our attention so that we may evaluate their effect, if any, upon the
recommendations offered.

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

It should be understood that this report was prepared, in part, on the basis of a limited
number of test borings performed for the field exploration.  The borings were advanced
at discrete locations and the overburden soils sampled at specific depths.  Conditions
are only known at the locations and through the depths investigated.  Conditions at other
locations and depths may be different, and these differences may impact on the
conclusions reached and the recommendations offered.

www.dente-engineering.com



II. PROJECT  AND  SITE  DESCRIPTION

The bridge site is located at the River Road crossing over Holcomb Pond Brook in Lake
Placid, New York as shown on the USGS topographic map presented in Appendix A. 
The map is provided to assist the reader in locating the site and reviewing the overall
topography in the project area.

The replacement structure will be a precast 3-sided bridge supported on new cast in
place concrete footings. The bridge will have an approximate 27.3 foot clear travel way
and 16 foot wide waterway opening.  The existing and proposed road surface on the
bridge is about 8 feet above the stream bed.

The existing bridge is a jack arch culvert on concrete footings on the east side of the
road and with a CMP culvert extending from the jack arch beneath the road as shown
on the site photographs in Appendix A.  At the time of our investigation the area was
covered with deep layers of snow.  Due to the presence of this snow cover it was not
possible to visually observe the areas immediately surrounding the bridge for bedrock
outcrops or other features which may impact upon planning for design and construction. 
However, it did appear that the stream bed was bedrock beneath the jack arch culvert
portion of the existing bridge.

III. SITE INVESTIGATIONS

The site’s subsurface conditions were investigated through the completion of two test
borings (B-1 and B-2) and four probes to auger refusal (B-1A, B-1B, B-2A, and B-2B)
in January 2015 and three borings (B-3, 4, and 5) in May 2015.  The approximate boring
locations are shown on the Subsurface Investigation Plan presented in Appendix B.

The borings were made using a standard rotary drill rig equipped with hollow stem
augers.   As the augers were advanced, the overburden soils were sampled and their
relative density determined through the Standard Method for Penetration Test and Split-
Barrel Sampling of Soils, ASTM D-1586.  In two borings coring was performed in accord
with ASTM D2113 to confirm the presence of bedrock.

The rock cores and representative portions of the soil samples recovered from the test
borings were transported to our office for visual classification by a Geotechnician and
Geotechnical Engineer.  Individual subsurface logs were prepared for the borings based
on the visual classifications.  The logs are provided in Appendix C along with a key to
the terms used for their preparation.

The borings first penetrated through about four to five feet of loose to firm density sand
and gravel fill material which contained cobbles, possible boulders, and trace amounts
of silt.  The native soils beneath the fills generally consisted of sand or sand and gravel
with trace to some silt.  The soils were initially of a firm to compact relative density and
they became very compact at depths of about 10 to 15 feet below grade.  A thin layer
of loose/soft, black silt with trace amounts of organic matter separated the fills from the
native sand and gravel soils in two boring locations and in one location a thin layer of silt
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and clay was present between the bottom of the sand and gravel soil sequence and the
bedrock surface.

Near the northeast corner of the bridge auger refusal was met in three closely spaced
borings/probes at depths ranging between 7.4 and 8.0 feet below grade and in a fourth
boring at a depth of 13.5 feet.  Coring was done at the deepest refusal depth revealing
bedrock composed of hard granitic gneiss.  On this basis it is suspected that the
shallower refusal depths encountered in the nearby borings/probes were due to the
presence of boulders.

Near the southeast corner the refusal depths were between 6.0 and 6.5 feet.  A few
granite rock fragments were recovered at the refusal depth in one of the test borings. 
The refusal depths roughly correspond with the streambed elevation on the east side of
the bridge where it appeared that bedrock was present. 

Near the southwest corner of the bridge the refusal depth was at 23.0 feet.  The
presence of hard granitic gneiss bedrock was confirmed through coring at this location. 
At the northwest corner refusal was met at 14.1 feet.

No groundwater was encountered within the maximum 8 foot depth explored in test
boring B-1.  In boring B-2 a layer of trapped groundwater appeared to be present
between depths of about 2 and 4 feet below grade based on the recovery of “wet” soil
samples. In borings B-3 and B-4 groundwater was encountered at depths of about 12.4
and 6.7 feet, respectively.  It should be assumed that the groundwater depths will vary
seasonally and generally mirror the water levels in Holcomb Pond Brook.
  
IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. GENERAL

Based upon the results of the test borings, it appears that bearing grade conditions near
the expected foundation bearing depth for the new bridge may vary significantly.  Near
the northeast and southwest corners of the bridge the presence of bedrock was
confirmed through rock coring at depths of about 13.5 feet and 23.0 feet below the road
surface, respectively.  At the other bridge corners, auger refusals were met at depths
of about 6 and 14 feet below grade.  The cause of refusal, i.e., boulders or bedrock, was
not determined at these locations.  

Considering that bedrock is known to be relatively deep at the southwest corner of the
bridge and variable elsewhere, we recommend that the new bridge foundations be
conservatively designed for bearing on soil.  It should be understood that it may be
necessary to remove bedrock and/or boulders to establish a relatively level surface at
the planned bearing elevation.

The following report sections provide recommendations to assist in planning for design
and construction of foundations and culvert walls.  We should review final plans and
specifications prior to their release for bidding to confirm that our recommendations were
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properly interpreted and applied and to allow us to refine our recommendations if
necessary based on the final design.

B. SEISMIC DESIGN

Based on the available subsurface information Site Class B should be assumed for
seismic design purposes in accord with the AASHTO Guide Specifications for Seismic
Bridge Design.

C. EARTHWORK

The sides of temporary excavations in the embankment fills and native soils should be
sloped no steeper than one vertical on 1.5 horizontal (1V:1.5H) as required by OSHA
for a Type C soil.

All excavations should be completed so as not to undermine roads, utilities, and/or
foundations of adjacent structures.  In general, excavations should not encroach within
a zone of influence defined by a line extending out and down from the existing structures
at an inclination of one vertical on 1.5 horizontal.  Excavations that encroach within this
zone should be sheeted, shored and braced to support the soil and adjacent structure
loads, or the structure should be underpinned to establish bearing at a deeper level.

Backfill materials and placement methods for the bridge structure should conform to the
requirements, if any, specified by the precast concrete manufacturer.  The following fill
and backfill recommendations should be adjusted, if required, based on the
manufacturer’s specifications.

The existing on-site fill soils should generally consist of sand or sand and gravel which
typically can be reused at least for portions of the backfill work provided that cobbles and
boulders greater than about four inches in size are removed.  The native soils underlying
the fills may contain organic matter, and for planning purposes it should be assumed
that they cannot be reused.  If imported fills are required, they should consist of
processed sand and gravel meeting the requirements for Type 4 material as detailed in
Section 304 of the NYSDOT Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials.

The fill should be placed in loose layers no more than eight inches thick in the zone
extending at least four feet from the bridge structure. Outside this zone the lift thickness
may be increased to twelve inches if heavy compaction equipment is employed.  Each
lift of backfill should be compacted to not less than 95 percent of the maximum dry
density for the material determined through the procedures of ASTM D-1557, the
Modified Proctor Compaction test.  

D. FOUNDATIONS

For planning purposes it should be assumed that the new bridge foundations will bear
on soil.  The soil bearing foundations should be seated at least five feet below final
adjoining grades for frost protection and at least two feet below expected scour lines,
whichever is deeper.  If boulders are found protruding above the plan bearing elevation
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they should be removed in their entirety or reduced in size as required to establish the
plan grade.  If bedrock is encountered the foundation can be seated on sound rock
above the standard frost depth provided that any fractures in the rock are cleaned out
to the five foot depth and grouted full.

To establish a more stable base for construction of soil bearing foundations and assist
in dewatering, a minimum 12 inch thick base of clean crushed stone should be planned
beneath the spread foundations.  The stone should be an equal blend of No. 1 and No.
2 size aggregate and it should be wrapped in a filter fabric (Mirafi 180N or eq.).  Prior
to excavating for foundations the stream should be diverted and dewatering conducted
as required to lower the water level at least one foot below the subgrade elevation. 
Dewatering should be performed on a continuous basis until the foundations are
constructed and adequate load is applied to resist hydrostatic uplift.

Using the LRFD design procedures, the foundations may be proportioned for a factored
soil bearing resistance equal to 4.0 kips per square foot (ksf) and nominal (ultimate)
bearing resistance equal to 12.0 ksf.

Assuming that standard care is employed in preparing the bearing grades for
construction, settlement of the soil bearing foundations should be less than one inch. 
The settlements should occur quickly as the bridge is constructed and backfilled.  

E. ABUTMENT WALLS

The design of abutment walls may proceed using the following parameters.  The design
parameters assume backfill consists of on-site sand and gravel or imported Structural
Fill (NYSDOT Section 304, Type 4 material).

• Soils Angle of Internal Friction (φf) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 degrees
• Coefficient of At-Rest Earth Pressure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.50
• Coefficient of Active Earth Pressure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.33
• Coefficient of Passive Earth Pressure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.00
• Total Unit Weight of Compacted Soil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120 pcf
• Coefficient of Sliding Friction Soil (tanφf) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.58
• Resistance Factor for Passive Resistance (φep) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.50
• Resistance Factor for Shear Resistance (φτ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.80

Foundation drains and/or weep holes should be installed as specified by the precast
arch manufacturer to prevent groundwater from becoming trapped in the backfill soils.

F. CONSTRUCTION MONITORING

It should be understood that the actual subsurface conditions that exist across this site
will only be known when the site is excavated. The presence of the Geotechnical
Engineer during the earthwork and foundation construction phases will allow validation
of the subsurface conditions assumed to exist for this study and the design
recommended in this report.
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We believe this construction sequence observation and testing should be provided by
the Geotechnical Engineer of record as a consultant to the Owner, Architect or
Construction Manager.  We do not believe these services should be provided through
the general or earthwork contractor.

V. CLOSURE

This report was prepared for specific application to the project site and the construction
planned using methods and practices common to Geotechnical Engineering in the area
at the time, no other warranties expressed or implied are made.

Dente Engineering should be retained to review plans and specifications prior to their
release for bidding to confirm that the recommendations contained herein were properly
understood and applied.  Dente Engineering should also be retained during construction
to validate that the actual site conditions are similar to those assumed for development
of the recommendations contained in this report. 

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.

Prepared By:
Dente Engineering, P.C.

Edward C. Gravelle, P.E. Fred A. Dente, P.E.
Vice President President
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APPENDIX A
USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
AND SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Holcomb Pond Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York
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View south across culvert/bridge area

View north toward area of B-1 locations



View of upstream side of bridge

Looking downstream through culvert



APPENDIX B
SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION PLAN

Holcomb Pond Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York
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APPENDIX C
SUBSURFACE LOGS AND KEY

Holcomb Pond Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York



INTERPRETATION OF SUBSURFACE LOGS

The Subsurface Logs  present observations and the results of tests  performed in the field by the Driller, Technicians, Geologists and
Geotechnical Engineers as noted.  Soil/Rock Classifications are made visually, unless otherwise  noted, on a portion of the materials
recovered through the sampling process and may not necessarily be representative of the materials between sampling intervals or
locations.

The following defines some of the terms utilized in the preparation of the Subsurface Logs.   

SOIL CLASSIFICATIONS

Soil Classifications are visual descriptions on the basis of the Unified Soil Classification  ASTM D-2487  and USBR, 1973 with  additional
comments by weight of constituents by BUHRMASTER. The soil 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 DENSITY/CONSISTENCY  (basis ASTM D1586)

SOIL TYPE PARTICLE SIZE GRANULAR SOIL COHESIVE SOIL

BOULDER >  12 DENSITY BLOWS/FT. CONSISTENCY BLOWS/FT.

COBBLE 3" - 12" LOOSE <  10 VERY SOFT <  3

GRAVEL-COARSE 3"  - 3/4" FIRM 11  -  30 SOFT 4  -  5

GRAVEL  -  FINE 3/4"  -  #4 COMPACT 31  -  50 MEDIUM 6  -  15

SAND - COARSE #4  -  #10 VERY COMPACT 50 + STIFF 16  -  25

SAND - MEDIUM #10  -  #40 HARD 25  +

SAND - FINE #40  -  #200

SILT/NONPLASTIC <  #200

CLAY/PLASTIC <  #200

SOIL STRUCTURE RELATIVE PROPORTION OF SOIL TYPES

STRUCTURE DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION %  OF SAMPLE BY WEIGHT

LAYER 6" THICK OR GREATER AND 35  -  50

SEAM 6" THICK OR LESS SOME 20  -  35

PARTING LESS THAN 1/4" THICK LITTLE 10  -  20

VARVED     UNIFORM HORIZONTAL     
 PARTINGS OR SEAMS

TRACE LESS THAN 10

Note that the classification of soils or soil like materials is subject to the limitations imposed by the size of the sampler, the size of the
sample and its degree of disturbance and moisture.



ROCK CLASSIFICATIONS

Rock Classifications are visual descriptions on the basis of the Driller's, Technician's, Geologist's or Geotechnical Engineer's
observations of the coring activity and the recovered samples applying the following classifications.

CLASSIFICATION  TERM DESCRIPTION

VERY  HARD NOT  SCRATCHED  BY  KNIFE

HARD SCRATCHED  WITH  DIFFICULTY

MEDIUM  HARD SCRATCHED  EASILY

SOFT SCRATCHED  WITH  FINGERNAIL

VERY  WEATHERED DISINTEGRATED WITH NUMEROUS SOIL SEAM

WEATHERED SLIGHT DISINTEGRATION, STAINING, NO SEAMS

SOUND NO  EVIDENCE  OF  ABOVE

MASSIVE ROCK LAYER GREATER THAN 36" THICK

THICK BEDDED ROCK LAYER  12" - 36"

BEDDED ROCK LAYER  4" - 12"

THIN  BEDDED ROCK LAYER  1" - 4"

LAMINATED ROCK LAYER  LESS THAN  1"

FRACTURES NATURAL BREAKS AT SOME ANGLE TO BEDS

Core sample recovery is expressed as percent recovered of total sampled.  The ROCK QUALITY DESIGNATION (RQD) is the total
length of core sample pieces exceeding 4" length divided by the total core sample length for N size cored.

GENERAL

! Soil and Rock classifications are made visually on samples recovered.  The presence of Gravel, Cobbles and Boulders will
influence sample recovery classification density/consistency determination.

!  Groundwater, if encountered, was measured and its depth recorded at the time and under the conditions as noted.

!  Topsoil or pavements, if present, were measured and recorded at the time and under the conditions as noted.

!  Stratification Lines are approximate boundaries between soil types.  These transitions may be gradual or distinct and are  
               approximated.     



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-1

 PROJECT: Holcomb Pond Outlet Bridge  DATE START: 1/29/15 FINISH: 1/29/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Sampling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-15-007 SURFACE ELEVATION: 

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: O. Burns

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

1 40 50 FILL: Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace

68 48 118 silt, cobbles and boulders noted

2 38 11 Grades Little Silt, trace organics

8 7 19 (MOIST, VERY COMPACT TO FIRM)

5'
3 2 3 Dark Brown F-C SAND, Some Silt, Little

9 3 12 Gravel, trace organic matter

4 9 16

8 8 24 (MOIST, FIRM)

Boring Ended at 8.0' with Auger Refusal

10'
Auger refusal was met at 8.0' depth, driller

then moved boring location 6' and met auger

refusal at 7.4' depth in B-1A, boring was

moved another 6' and refusal again met at

15'
7.4' depth in B-1B.

No measurable groundwater in augers at

completion of drilling and sampling.

20'

25'



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-2

 PROJECT: Holcomb Pond Outlet Bridge  DATE START: 1/29/15 FINISH: 1/29/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 Sampling Methods

JOB NUMBER: FDE-15-007 SURFACE ELEVATION: 

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: O. Burns

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

1 40 25 FILL: Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace 

13 7 38 silt, Moist

2 6 5 Becomes Wet

3 2 8 (MOIST TO WET, COMPACT TO LOOSE)

5'
3 3 16 Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, Little Silt,

7 12 23 roots noted (MOIST, FIRM)

4 34 50/.0' REF Granite fragments at 6.5'

Boring Ended at 6.5' with Auger Refusal

10'
Auger refusal was met at 6.5' depth, driller

then moved boring 6' and met refusal at 6.5'

depth in B-2A, boring was moved another 6'

and refusal was met at 6.0' depth in B-2B.

15'
No measurable groundwater in augers at

completion of drilling and sampling.

20'

25'



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-3

 PROJECT: Holcomb Pond Outlet Bridge  DATE START: 5/11/15 FINISH: 5/11/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 and D2113 Sampling

JOB NUMBER: FDE-15-007 SURFACE ELEVATION: 

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

± 5" Asphalt and ± 4" Base Material

1 12 12 FILL: Brown F-C SAND, Some Gravel, trace

9 8 21 silt, Cobbles Noted

2 4 4 (MOIST, FIRM TO LOOSE)

5'
2 4 6 Black SILT and Fine SAND, trace rootlets

3 2 1 Becomes Brown F-M SAND, Little Silt

1 7 2 (MOIST, LOOSE)

4 8 22 Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace silt,

18 18 40 Moist

10'
5 10 10 Similar

8 10 18

15'
6 12 29 Similar, with thin seam Fine Sand and Silt,

50/.4' 79/.9' Wet

20'
7 5 9 (MOIST TO WET, FIRM TO VERY COMPACT)

11 15 20 Gray Varved SILT

(WET, STIFF)

Rock Core Run #1
23.0' to 27.5'

Recovery = 100%
RQD = 60%

Gray Granitic GNEISS, Hard, Bedded,

25'
Slightly Weathered, Vertical Fracture 23.0'

to 23.5', Fractured Layer at 25' to 26'

Boring Ended at 27.5'

Groundwater in augers at 12.4' below grade after Sample #6 was obtained.



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-4

 PROJECT: Holcomb Pond Outlet Bridge  DATE START: 5/12/15 FINISH: 5/12/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW with ASTM D1586 and D2113 Sampling

JOB NUMBER: FDE-15-007 SURFACE ELEVATION: 

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

1 5 6 FILL: Brown F-C SAND and GRAVEL, trace

8 8 14 silt

2 7 3 Grades Brown F-M SAND, Some to Little

3 2 6 Silt, Little Gravel

5'
3 3 2 (MOIST, FIRM TO LOOSE)

1 2 3 Black SILT, trace organic matter

4 1 6 (MOIST TO WET, SOFT)

10 10 16 Brown GRAVEL and F-C SAND, trace silt

5 8 11

10'
14 14 25

6 9 24 Becomes Grayish Brown

37 29 61

(WET, FIRM TO VERY COMPACT)

Rock Core Run #1
13.5' to 18.5'

Recovery = 94%
RQD = 83%

Gray Granitic GNEISS, Very Hard, Sound,

15'
Bedded to Thick Bedded

20'
Boring Ended at 18.5'

Groundwater in augers at 6.7' below grade

after Sample #5 was obtained.

25'



DENTE ENGINEERING, P.C. SUBSURFACE LOG   B-5

 PROJECT: Holcomb Pond Outlet Bridge  DATE START: 5/12/15 FINISH: 5/12/15

LOCATION: Lake Placid, New York METHODS: 3-1/4" Hollow Stem Augers

CLIENT: Essex County DPW Probe to Refusal with No Sampling

JOB NUMBER: FDE-15-007 SURFACE ELEVATION: 

DRILL TYPE: CME 45C CLASSIFICATION: E. Gravelle, P.E.

SAMPLE                 BLOWS ON SAMPLER                     CLASSIFICATION / OBSERVATIONS

DEPTH # 6" 12" 18" 24" N

Auger to refusal with no soil sampling.

5'

10'

15'
Boring Ended at 14.1' with Auger Refusal

Auger refusal was initially met at a depth of

5.0 feet.  The boring location was moved a

few feet and refusal was met at 14.1 feet.

20'

25'



APPENDIX D
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS

Holcomb Pond Brook Bridge
Lake Placid, New York



Boring No. B-1 B-1
Sample No. 863/S3 864/S4

Sample Depth 4'-6' 6'-8'
Tare Weight 403.30 411.10
WS + Tare 686.20 579.50

WD + Tare 614.70 531.30

WWATER 71.50 48.20
WDRY SOIL 211.40 120.20

% Moisture (WW / WD) 33.8 40.1

Boring No.
Sample No.

Sample Depth
Tare Weight
WS + Tare

WD + Tare

WWATER

WDRY SOIL

% Moisture (WW / WD)

Boring No.
Sample No.

Sample Depth
Tare Weight
WS + Tare

WD + Tare

WWATER

WDRY SOIL

% Moisture (WW / WD)

Fax 518-266-9238

File No. FDE-15-07
Date: February 11, 2015

594 Broadway
Watervliet, NY 12189

Client: Essex Co. DPW

Holcomb Pond Outlet Culvert
Lake Placid, NY

Moisture Content Results - ASTM D2216

DENTE ENGINEERING

Ph. 518-266-0310



Boring No. B-1 B-1
Sample No. 863/S3 864/S4

Sample Depth 4'-6' 6'-8'
Tare Weight 69.42 74.50
WS + Tare 79.42 84.49

WA + Tare 78.52 83.54

WS 10.00 9.99

WA 9.10 9.04
%ASH = WA / WS 91.0 90.5

%ORGANICS 9.0 9.5

Boring No.
Sample No.

Sample Depth
Tare Weight
WS + Tare

WA + Tare

WS

WA

%ASH = WA / WS

%ORGANICS

Boring No.
Sample No.

Sample Depth
Tare Weight
WS + Tare

WA + Tare

WS

WA

%ASH = WA / WS

%ORGANICS

Holcomb Pond Outlet Culvert
Lake Placid, New York

Organic Content Results ASTM D2974

DENTE ENGINEERING Client: Essex Co. DPW

Ph. 518-266-0310
Fax 518-266-9238

594 Broadway File No. FDE-15-07
Watervliet, NY 12189 Date: February 11, 2015
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