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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1. Eight Standard Penetration Test Borings were performed in accordance with the 
Suggested Geotechnical Boring Exhibit provided to our office. Generally, all borings 
encountered fill and residual soils that are generally competent foundation bearing soils. 

 
2. The planned construction will not probably, include any building. Only structure that will 

be constructed on site is light pole. Foundations for light poles can be either shallow raft 
foundation or short piers. A detail analysis for light pole foundation should be performed 
once the type, number, location and structural loading of poles are finalized.  

 
3. If any lightly loaded building, shed or structure is built on the project site, the 

recommended foundation type can be continuous wall footings and conventionally 
reinforced isolated column footings designed for a maximum net allowable soil bearing 
capacity of 2500 pounds per square foot (psf). .  

 
4. Due to the inherent variability of prior undocumented fill materials, and weak soil 

conditions some localized undercutting or in-place stabilization using #57 stone, Graded 
Aggregate Basecourse (GAB) or geo-fabric may be required. Evaluation of subgrade 
and determination of whether any localized undercutting is required, should be 
determined by a geotechnical engineer at the time of construction. The depth of 
undercutting in these isolated areas due to disturbance and wet conditions may vary 
between 12 to 18 inches below the stripped and excavated surface. 

 
5. The site is a demolition site and buried objects, e.g., concrete slabs, foundations, utility 

pipes, septic tanks, unsuitable materials, etc., should be expected. Some difficult 
excavation related to buried objects should be anticipated and budgeted. A Phase I and 
Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I/II ESA) reports will help understand 
the site environmental conditions, including the conditions of buried objects. 

 
6. All fill placement, compaction and compaction testing should be performed according to 

project specification in line with our recommendations included in this report. 
 

7. Pavement design and construction for parking lot, driveway, dumpster-pad and 
entrance/exit aprons should be based on anticipated soil subgrade strength as 
discussed in this report. 
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1.0.     INTRODUCTION 
 

 
1.1 Site and Project Information  
 

The proposed site for the Georgia State University (GSU) football practice field, at 
present, includes a partially demolished warehouse building (See site photos in the 
appendix) located at, 188 Martin Luther King (MLK), Jr. Dr. in Atlanta, Georgia 30312. 
MLK Jr. Dr, Moore St and Corey St bound the site respectively, to the south, the east 
and the west. A MARTA Rail track borders the site to the north (Figure 1: Site Location 
Plan). 
 
The development for the new football practice field will take place on areas behind the 
existing warehouse building. All partially demolished walls and slabs will be removed. No 
building, spectators’ stand or, parking garage will be included in the proposed 
development. Four to six 60 feet tall electrical poles will be constructed for proper 
lighting in the field. Some minor drainage structures, e.g., ditches, head walls, etc. are 
included for drainage design.  The new field will probably, occupy about 18,000 square 
feet (approximately 300 ft x 60 ft) area. The proposed finished grade elevation is 
assumed to be within ± 2 ft from the existing grade.  
 
We have assumed a parking lot will be included in the new football practice facility. The 
traffic loading on the proposed parking lot is estimated to predominantly consist of 
automobiles with some heavy truck traffic resulting from deliveries and trash removal. 
For pavement design purposes, the pavement has been divided into drive lanes and 
parking stalls. A maximum daily traffic volume of 1000 automobiles and five 18,000-
pound equivalent axle loads (one to two heavy trucks) was assumed and used for the 
design of the drive lane pavement section. A lower number of automobiles and no truck 
traffic was assumed for design of the parking stall pavement section. The pavement 
sections were designed based upon a twenty-year design service life.  

 
We recommend the final plan including the finished grade elevation and pavement 
subgrade bearing grades and other development related information be provided to our 
office before construction, if different than provided or assumed in this report. Depending 
on final field and grading plans, alterations to the recommendations included herein may 
be needed. 
 

 
1.2 Purpose of Exploration 

 
The objective of this exploration was to determine the subsurface conditions within the 
area of the proposed construction and to analyze these conditions, as they relate to 
foundation design and construction. Since no structure is planned within the proposed 
football practice field, the purpose of this geotechnical engineering exploration was 
mainly to understand the critical issues related to site grading. 
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1.3 Scope of Exploration  
  

The scope of work included a site reconnaissance, soil test boring and sampling, 
geotechnical  testing, engineering evaluation of the field data, and the preparation of this 
report. This report addresses the following:  

  
1. Soil nature and origin including changes resulting from construction activities.   

  
2. Depth, thickness and composition of soil strata which will be appreciably stressed 

by the intended construction.  
  

3. Preliminary recommendations concerning foundation types and allowable 
bearing capacity. 

 
4. Recommendations for soil related construction conditions, such as site 

preparation, fill construction and excavation of slopes. 
 

5. Recommendation for site class for Seismic Design.  
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2.0. EXPLORATION  PROCEDURES 

 
 
2.1 Site Reconnaissance 
  

Prior to the field exploration, the site and surrounding areas were visually evaluated by 
CETS’ Geotechnical Engineer, Mr. Sujan Bhattacharya, PhD, P.E.  These observations 
were used in mobilizing the drilling rig, in determining the approximate topography of the 
area, and in relating site conditions to known geologic conditions in the area.  

  
2.2 Field Exploration 
  

During this exploration, eight Standard Penetration Test (SPT) borings (designated B-1 
through B-8) were drilled at the approximate locations, shown on Suggested 
Geotechnical Boring Exhibit dated 4/8/09 prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.. 
All borings were terminated at 20 feet.  

  
Prior to geotechnical drilling, concrete was cored using a 8” diameter barrel at six boring 
locations. Boring locations were set up in the field by CETS’ geotechnical engineer 
based on the Boring Exhibit provided to our office and utilizing the existing site features 
that were shown on the Exhibit. Due to obstruction by mounds of rubbles, etc. actual 
boring locations were offset as given in the Table below: 
 

BORING LOCATION OFFSET 
B-1 6½ ft to Southeast 
B-2 6½ ft to Southwest 
B-3 No Offset 
B-4 30 ft to Northeast 
B-5 10 ft to West 
B-6 15 ft to West 

 
All borings, soil sampling and standard penetration testing were performed in general 
accordance with ASTM Standard D 1586.  The borings were advanced by mechanically 
twisting hollow stem augers into the soil.  At regular intervals, soil samples were 
obtained with a standard 1.4 inch I.D., 2.0  inch O.D., split barrel sampler.  The sampler 
was first seated 6 inches and then driven an additional foot with blows of a 140 pound 
hammer falling 30 inches.  The number of blows required to drive the sampler the final 
foot was recorded and is designated the “standard penetration resistance”. Penetration 
resistance, when properly evaluated, is an index of the soil's strength, density and 
foundation support capability.  
 
Some portions of the samples from the split-barrel sampler were sealed in glass jars and 
transported to our laboratory. In the laboratory, they were examined by a geotechnical 
engineer and classified using the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS). The soil 
descriptions and classifications are based on visual examinations and should be 
considered approximate. Test Boring Records, which present soil descriptions and 
depict penetration resistance, and observed groundwater levels, are included in the 
report Appendix 



  

 

 

 

Consulting Engineering & Testing Services, Inc. 

 
 

3.0   SITE  AND  SUBSURFACE  CONDITIONS 
  
3.1 Area and Site Geology  
 
According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map edited by David E. 
Lawton (1977), the project site is located in the Piedmont Physiographic Province of Georgia. 
The main rock type that exists in this area is granite gneiss that includes all strongly banded 
metamorphic units (600 million years old) of granitic composition whether of igneous or 
sedimentary origin. No outcrop of this rock was observed during our geotechnical drilling.  

 
In piedmont region, the boundary between soil and rock is not clearly defined. A transitional 
zone called Partially Weathered Rock (PWR) is normally found above the parent bedrock. PWR 
is locally defined for engineering purposes, as residual materials with standard penetration 
resistance in excess of 100 blows per foot. PWR was observed in some samples. Another form 
of weathered rocks that are frequently observed in subsurface soils in Atlanta area are 
Saprolites that are dark powdered rock fragments that generally remain cemented within 
residual soil layers. Saprolites were also present in some samples. Weathering is facilitated by 
fractures, joints, and through the presence of less resistant rock types. Consequently, partially 
weathered rock and the hard rock profiles are irregular and zones of partially weathered rock or 
hard rock may occur with the soil mantle well above the general bedrock level. 
 
Groundwater in this region is contained in joints, fractures and other openings in bedrock and 
the pore spaces in the overlying residual soils. Recharge of groundwater is predominantly from 
precipitation that falls in the area, but can also be controlled by rivers in lower areas. In this type 
of geologic structure, the direction of groundwater flow can be expected to mimic the 
topography. 
 
The web site of Microsoft Terraserver was visited to review the USGS topographic map dated 
07/01/95 for the Project Site (Longitude: (-) 84.38101 and Latitude: 33.75078). No water body, 
e.g., creek, lake or river was observed near the project site. The elevation of the site appeared 
to be at about El. 1000.0 and the site grade gently sloped from the north to the south. However, 
it may be noted that the site is a demolition site that is located within an urban area which might 
have altered the site topography reflected in the USGS topographic map. 
 
3.2 Subsurface Conditions 
  
Data from the soil test borings are shown on the Test Boring Records in the Appendix.  The 
subsurface conditions discussed in the following paragraphs and those shown on the Test 
Boring Records represent an estimate of the subsurface conditions based on interpretation of 
the boring data using normally accepted geotechnical engineering judgments. 
 
Although individual test borings are representative of the subsurface conditions at the boring 
locations on the dates shown, they are not necessarily indicative of subsurface conditions at 
other locations or at other times.  Below the ground surface, the borings encountered concrete, 
gravel, asphalt, topsoil, Fill and residual soils. These strata are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 
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3.2.1  Concrete 
  
Prior to demolition, the site was occupied by buildings and therefore, concrete was encountered 
in six out of eight borings (Borings B-1 through B-6). Thickness of concrete varied between 3 
and 8 inches, as recorded in Table-1 in the Appendix. Borings B-7 and B-8 encountered top soil 
that was about 6 inches thick. 

 
3.2.2 Fill Soil 
 
All borings except Boring B-3, encountered fill soils below concrete or topsoil layers. The fill 
consisted of very loose to loose sand or soft to medium stiff silt. In Boring B-2, a 2 ft-thick layer 
of gravel existed as fill, below concrete.  
 
3.2.3 Possible Fill 
 
No possible fill was encountered in any of the borings.  
   
3.2.4 Residual Soil 
 
Residual soils that are formed by in place weathering of parent rock, were present underneath 
the concrete and asphalt in borings B-3 and underneath fill layers, in rest of the borings. 
Generally, residual soils classified as loose to firm, brown and red sand existed below fill layers 
in Borings B-1 and B-4 through B-8. In B-3, same residual soils were encountered below the 
ground surface. Boring B-2 encountered residual soils sampled as, brown silt below the gravel 
fill layer. Below reddish and brown soil layers, pink-red and orange-pink residual soils were 
present between 7½ and 15 feet. Whitish orange and tan-white sand were encountered 
between 5 and 15 feet in Borings B-7 and B-8. Brown silt with some mica and Partially 
Weathered Rock (PWR) was encountered in both B-7 and B-8 below 15 ft to boring termination 
depth: 20 ft. In Borings B-1, B-5 and B-6, pink sand and in Borings B-2 through B-4, brownish 
silt were sampled between 15 and 20 ft.  
 
Laboratory testing consisting of natural moisture content tests (ASTM 2492) were performed on 
all soil samples collected from the Test Borings. Most of the results of natural moisture content 
tests varied between 15% and 30%. High moisture contents (about 40% and above) resulted in 
samples obtained  from Borings B-2. Eight Pocket Penetrometer Tests (qp) were performed on 
selected samples obtained from each of Test Borings B-1 through B-8 and recorded in Table 2 
in the Appendix. Two Gradation Analysis (ASTM D 422) were performed (See Results of 
Gradation Analysis in the Appendix) from samples obtained from Borings B-3 and B-6. Based 
on Gradation Analysis Results, samples were classified as sands with some silt. 
 
Groundwater was not encountered in any test boring.  Based on the relative moisture contents 
and the coloration of the soils, the groundwater was estimated to be below 20 feet underneath 
the ground surface, during the time of the exploration. A more accurate estimation of the water 
table would require installation of groundwater observation wells along with observing the wells 
over a longer period of time. A fluctuation in the water table or the development of perched 
water levels at shallower depths in more permeable zones within the soils may occur 
seasonally, depending upon the amounts of precipitation and water runoff to the site. 
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3.3 NRCS Soil Data 

 
Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS) web based soil database was reviewed to 
understand the soil classification based on United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) soil 
classification system. The site soils were classified as Urban Land (Ub) and no soils data 
including erosion factors could be recorded.  
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4.0 PRELIMINARY  DESIGN  RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

4.1 General 
  
The following conclusions and recommendations are based on our observations at the site, 
interpretation of the field data obtained during this exploration, and our experience with similar 
subsurface conditions. Subsurface conditions in unexplored locations may vary somewhat from 
those encountered. These design recommendations are based on available information related 
to structure location, magnitude of loads and existing building elevations. If this information is 
changed, we request that we be advised so that we may re-evaluate our recommendations.  
 

4.2 Foundations 
 
No building, spectators’ stand, parking garage or, any other structure is planned for this project. 
Only light poles will require foundation design and construction. We do not know the type, 
number and location or, vertical and lateral loads that will be applied to poles. Therefore, no 
detail foundation analysis for light pole foundation could be performed at present. Based on our 
experience, both short pier (10 to 15 feet deep and 24 to 30 inches diameter) or shallow raft 
foundation are possible foundation options for light poles. We recommend that we be provided 
with light pole type, load and location information once finalized, in order for us to perform a 
detail foundation analysis for light pole. Depending upon structural load, additional deeper 
borings and more laboratory tests may be needed.    
 
If any lightly loaded structure, e.g., one to two story building is included in the plan, the 
recommended net allowable soil bearing capacity is 2500 pounds per square foot (psf). This 
recommendation is applicable assuming the footing grade will be within  ± 2 feet of the existing 
grade. We recommend that we be requested to reevaluate this recommendation if a structure is 
planned so that we can perform bearing capacity with settlement analysis.   
 

 4.3  Slope Stability 
 
Our exploration did not include a detailed analysis of slope stability for any temporary or 
permanent condition.  However, within building, pavement and landscaped areas, we 
recommend temporary slopes no steeper than 1.5(H):1.0(V) and permanent slopes no steeper 
than 2.0(H):1.0(V) for construction in undisturbed residual soils, partially weathered rock, or 
structural fill placed in accordance with our recommendations.  Slopes that exceed 20 feet in 
height should be engineered. 
 
A minimum building setback of 10 feet from the top of all slopes is recommended.  In pavement 
areas, a minimum setback of 5 feet is acceptable.  
 
During construction, temporary slopes should be regularly evaluated for signs of movement or 
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unsafe conditions.  Soil slopes should be covered for protection from rain, and surface runoff 
should be diverted away from the slopes.  For erosion protection, a protective cover of grass or 
other vegetation should be established on permanent soil slopes as soon as possible. 
 
4.4 Seismic Design Consideration 
 
A soil Site Class D is recommended to be used for seismic design considerations, based on the 
20 foot deep borings, our past knowledge and understanding of the area geology and Table 
1615.1.1 of the 2006 International Building Code with Georgia Amendment (IBC). The IBC site 
class is based on the average soil conditions in the top 100 feet of the subsurface profile. The 
IBC permits the soil properties to be estimated by the Geotechnical Engineer based on known 
regional geologic conditions where site specific data is not available to a depth of 100 feet. A 
100-foot deep test boring would be required to more accurately determine the soil Site Class. 
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5.0   CONSTRUCTION  RECOMMENDATIONS 
  
 
5.1 Site and Subgrade Preparation  
  
Before proceeding with construction, all rubbles, concrete, asphalt, vegetation, topsoil 
including large debris 3 inches or more in diameter, root systems, and other deleterious 
non-soil materials should be stripped from proposed construction areas.   
 
After clearing and stripping, areas intended to support slab, pavements, new fill, and 
foundations should be carefully evaluated by a CETS’ geotechnical engineer. At that 
time, the engineer may require proof rolling of the subgrade with a 20 to 30 ton loaded 
truck or other pneumatic tired vehicle of similar size and weight. The purpose of the 
proof rolling is to locate soft, weak, or excessively wet soils present at the time of 
construction.  Any unsuitable materials observed during the evaluation and proof rolling 
operations should be undercut and replaced with compacted fill or stabilized in place.    
 
Due to the inherent variability of prior undocumented fill materials, and weak soil 
conditions, especially in a demolition site,  some localized undercutting or in-place 
stabilization using #57 stone, Graded Aggregate Basecourse (GAB) or geo-fabric may 
be required. High moisture content was detected in samples obtained from Boring B-2. 
In-Place stabilization may be required for soils in areas near Boring B-2. Evaluation of 
subgrade and determination of whether any localized undercutting is required, should be 
determined by a geotechnical engineer at the time of construction. Based on the 
recommended 2500 pounds per square foot (psf) net allowable soil bearing capacity, a 
Dynamic Cone Penetrometer (DCP) reading of at least 10 blows per 1.75 inches 
penetration for sandy soils and at least 1.25 tons per square foot penetration using a 
Static Cone Penetrometer (SCP) for cohesive clayey or silt soils should be recorded. 
Some loose and soft soils resulting from disturbance due to the movements of earth-
moving equipment or, due to rain may need to be undercut from isolated areas of the 
site. The undercut areas will have to be backfilled with compacted structural fill soils or, 
crushed granular materials such as, GAB, #57 or #4 stones. The depth of undercutting in 
these isolated areas due to disturbance and wet conditions may vary between 12 to 18 
inches below the stripped and excavated surface. 
 
5.2 Structural Fill 
  
Fill placed to replace undercut areas or achieve finished grades should be low to 
moderate plasticity soil (Liquid Limit (LL) less than 40 and Plasticity Index (PI) less than 
20), free of deleterious materials, and free of rock fragments larger than 3 inches in 
diameter. Structural fill should be tested by a geotechnical engineer prior to use. 
 
We recommend that the grading contractor have equipment on site during earthwork for 
both drying and wetting fill soils.  We do not anticipate significant problems in controlling 
moisture within the fill during dry weather, but moisture control may be difficult during 
winter months or extended periods of rain.  
 
Structural fill should be placed on a competent subgrade as tested by a geotechnical 
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engineer and in lifts of 6 to 8 inches loose measure.  We recommend that all layers of 
structural fill be compacted to 95 percent of the Standard Proctor maximum dry density 
in the field to the finished grade and pavement areas up to a depth of 2 feet below the 
bottom of  pavement subgrade. Structural fill placed within the top 2 feet below the  
pavement should be compacted to at least 98% of the Standard Proctor density.  The 
moisture content of the fill should be within ± 3% of the Optimum Moisture Content 
(OMC) of the Standard Proctor Test. All fill material should be placed in horizontal lifts 
and adequately keyed into stripped and scarified subgrade soils.  

 
In excavated areas, the upper 4 inches of soils intended to support any foundation and 
pavement should be scarified and re-compacted to 98 percent maximum dry density 
according to Standard Proctor Test (ASTM D 698-00).    
 
During fill placement, density tests should be performed by a soils technician to 
determine the degree of compaction and compliance with the project specifications.  For 
practice field areas, at least one field density test should be made per 2500 square feet 
of fill area for each 6 to 8 inches thick lift in loose measure.   
 
The site is a demolition site and in demolition site, buried utility pipes, old septic tanks, 
portions of foundations, unsuitable non-soil materials should be expected. All pipes and 
tanks should be removed before fill placement and compaction or, utility pipes should be 
jammed with concrete if can not be removed. Similarly, foundations, large pieces of  
boulders that cause void spaces within fill, should be removed or, crushed in smaller 
pieces on site and re-compacted at the discretion of a site geotechnical engineer. Large 
pieces of concrete, slabs or foundations can also be crushed into smaller pieces (less 
than 3 inches in diameter) and can be used as a fill material under the observance of a 
geotechnical engineer familiar with the site and subsurface conditions.  
 
 
5.3 Excavation Of Trenches 
 
Stability problems will generally depend upon the excavation depth, length of time that 
the excavations remain open, inclination of excavation side-walls, magnitude and 
location of surcharges near the excavations, groundwater levels and the suitability of any 
dewatering systems if needed. The contractor(s) are responsible for site and excavation 
safety and should familiarize themselves with local, state, and federal safety regulations 
including current OSHA excavation and trench safety standards. Slope height, slope 
inclination, and excavation depth should not exceed those specified in local, state, or 
federal (OSHA) regulations. Excavations may need to be widened, sloped or temporarily 
braced, especially on areas adjacent to existing footings, to maintain a safe work 
environment. We recommend that excavation of footings on areas adjacent to existing 
building should be in stages of bout 5 to 10 feet length and be monitored by a 
geotechnical engineer familiar with the design of existing footing. Temporary shoring 
may be required if loose soils are encountered or, excavation lengths can not be limited 
within 5 to 10 feet. Temporary shoring must be designed by a structural engineer in 
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. 
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5.4 Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
 
Silt fences should be installed in accordance with the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan and Best Management Practices (BMPs) inspection required for National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, should be performed by one  
of our qualified erosion inspector. The site entrance/exit driveway should be properly 
stabilized using surge stones. The existing utility easement areas and the drop inlet area 
should be properly fenced to prevent sedimentation. 
 
 
 

6.0   PAVEMENT DESIGN 
 

A parking lot with entrance/exit aprons may need to be designed for the proposed 
development. Preparation of site and subgrade in the new parking lot should be 
completed as previously recommended in Chapter 5 of this Report.  

6.1 Subgrade 
 
The conditions of subgrade-soils are expected to be the same as that encountered in 
borings and it will generally consist of sand with some silt or similar soils used as 
structural compacted fill.  Sand mixed with silt is rated as a good subgrade materials and 
the estimated field California Bearing Ratio (CBR) values ranging from 10 to 20 based 
on the Unified Soil Classification (USC) of SC.  In order to be conservative, a CBR value 
of 10 was used for pavement design.  In order to use a CBR of 10, all fill used to raise 
low areas must have similar pavement support characteristics as the existing soils (SC) 
and must be placed in accordance with our recommendations in Chapter 5. 

6.2 Asphaltic Concrete Pavement 
 
The following table represents the recommended thicknesses for an asphaltic concrete 
pavement with an aggregate base course along with the appropriate Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT) specifications so that proper materials are 
specified and used.  However, county or city codes may require specific testing to 
determine the soil support characteristics and/or minimum pavement section 
thicknesses. A parking stall pavement section has also been presented. We have 
assumed that truck traffic will be included in the parking stalls. 
 
The appropriate pavement section(s) should be selected based on actual or predicted 
traffic volumes.  If the sections presented herein do not satisfy the actual traffic volumes, 
we can provide additional recommendations based upon alternate traffic loadings.  
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Asphalt Pavement Section Thickness (Inches) Materials 
Drive Lanes Parking Stalls 

Georgia DOT 
Standard Specifications 

Asphaltic Concrete 
Surface Course 1 1 Section 400 

Asphaltic Concrete 
Binder Course 2 2 Section 400 

Aggregate 
Base Course 9 9 Section 310 

 
 
 
6.3 Portland Cement Concrete Pavement 

 
A minimum 5 inch thick properly reinforced, air entrained concrete pavement or, 6-inch-
thick properly reinforced and air-entrained concrete pavement in the high stress areas 
such as at the trash enclosure and lot entrance/exit aprons, over a 4-inch thick free-
draining aggregate base course on a properly prepared subgrade is recommended.  The 
materials and construction procedures should be in accordance with the Georgia DOT 
Standard Specifications Section 430 for concrete and Section 310, for base course. 
 
 
General Pavement Consideration 

 
Pavement design recommendations assume proper drainage and construction 
observation and are based on AASHTO Design parameters for a twenty-year design 
period.  However, pavement maintenance along with a major rehabilitation after about 
eight to ten years should be expected to obtain a twenty-year service life.   
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7.0   QUALIFICATION  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
Our Geotechnical evaluation of foundation design and construction conditions has been 
based on our understanding of the site and project information and the data obtained 
during our field exploration.  The general subsurface conditions used were based on 
interpolation of the subsurface data between the borings.  Regardless of the 
thoroughness of a subsurface exploration, there is the possibility that conditions between 
borings will differ from those at the boring locations, that conditions are not as 
anticipated by the designers, or that the construction process has altered the soil 
conditions.  Therefore, geotechnical engineers should evaluate earthwork and 
foundation construction to verify that the conditions anticipated in design actually exist.  
Otherwise, we assume no responsibility for construction compliance with the design 
concepts, specifications or recommendations.  
 
The design recommendations in this report have been developed on the basis of the 
previously described project characteristics and subsurface conditions.  If project criteria, 
or locations change, we should be permitted to determine if the recommendations must 
be modified.  The findings of such a review will be presented in a supplemental report.  
  
The nature and extent of variations between the borings may not become evident until 
the course of construction.  If such variations then appear evident, it will be necessary to 
re-evaluate the recommendations of this report after on-site observations of the 
conditions.  

 
Our professional services have been performed, our findings derived, and our 
recommendations prepared in accordance with generally accepted geotechnical 
engineering principles and practices.  This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties 
either expressed or implied.  This company is not responsible for the conclusions, 
opinions or recommendations of others based on these data. 
 
Because geotechnical design recommendations used as the basis of design are 
necessarily based on limited number of observations and tests, the client should be 
sensitive to the potential need for adjustments in the field.  Unanticipated or different 
conditions should, at least to some extent, be expected during the earthworks 
construction.  Construction observation is a technique employed to correlate the findings 
of the geotechnical study with the actual field conditions as encountered during 
construction to verify the design concepts.  Such observation therefore increases the 
likelihood of the design intent being considered adequately during construction and will 
allow confirmation of the design recommendations.   

 
This can best be accomplished if there is close communication between the 
geotechnical engineer of record and the earthworks construction inspector. It will 
therefore be in the best interest of the client and the project to retain this consultant to 



  
  

  

Consulting Engineering & Testing Services, Inc. 

observe the geotechnical aspects of the construction of the project, observe general 
compliance with the design concepts, specifications, and recommendations, and to 
assist in development of design changes should subsurface conditions differ from those 
revealed by this study.  

 
However, construction observation is not insurance, nor does it constitute a warranty or 
guarantee of any type, and in all cases, contractors et. al., should retain responsibility for 
the quality of their work and for adhering to plans and specifications. 
 
 Environmental concerns are not included in our scope of services for this project.  
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APPENDIX 
 
 

1. FIGURE 1: SITE LOCATION PLAN 
2. GEOTECHNICAL BORING EXHIBIT PROVIDED BY OUR CLIENT 
3. BORING LOGS (8) 
4. TABLE 1: THICKNESS OF CONCRETE 
5. TABLE 2: POCKET PENETROMETER TEST READINGS 
6. GRADATION ANALYSIS FOR SAMPLE FROM B-3 
7. GRADATION ANALYSIS FOR SAMPLE FROM B-6 
8. SITE PHOTOS 
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Figure 1: SITE LOCATION PLAN 
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