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BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Appeal of Patrick J. Carome

of Building Permit : BZA Appeal No. 17285
No. B460927 :
Hearing Date: March 1, 2005
4825 Dexter Terrace, NW
Frank & Dina Economides, Owners :

AFFADAVIT OF JOSEPH S. KISH

I, Joseph S. Kish, being duly sworn, depose and say:

1. My named is Joseph S. Kish. I am an employee of the Department of the Interior, National
Park Service, National Capitol Region. I am a Resource Management Specialist of Rock
Creek Park, Washington, D.C. Ireside in Arlington, Virginia.

2. Thold a Bachelor of Science Degree in Wildlife Management from The Ohio State
University.

3. Among my duties as a Resource Management Specialist, I have the responsibility to
inspect the park wide boundaries of the parks administered by Rock Creek Park
(approximately 71 miles) on foot at least once each year to detect encroachments, other
environmental threats, and compliance concerns. Researching property records, maintaining
park data and files, installing Carsonite at monuments, and providing boundary assistance to
others are performed as needed throughout the year. Iidentify activities that do, or could,
cause harm to the natural or cultural resources and report such incidences to my supervisors.

4. On a couple of occasions during the summer of 2002, I showed and explained to Mr.
Economedes and his contractors the iron pipes which are the property comers of his property
and are also on the property line of the National park Service. The iron pipes marking the
limits of the respective ownerships and the Carsonite markers that are witness posts indicating
the proximity of the property corners were also pointed out.

5. In mid July of 2004, I became aware of a silt deposit in the park, and found that it came
from 4225 Dexter Terrace. I notified the individual identified as the job site supervisor of the
situation and stated that the silt needed to be removed and the silt fences needed to be fixed
and maintained. A letter dated August 6, 2004 was sent to the homeowner with the same
notification. At that time there was no evidence of a masonry structure being constructed.



6. Towards the end of July, 2004, I became aware of a “divergence agreement” that had been
entered with the owner of 4225 Dexter Terrace. At that time, I did not see indication that
construction was going to take place where the masonry structure is currently located. At that
time, I did not see or have reason to be aware of any subsurface construction relating to the
masonry structure. I was relying upon my understanding of the divergence agreement and that
the owner of 4225 Dexter Terrace would not enter upon park land due to the conditions of the
agreement.

7. The first opportunity I had to observe the activities of the construction of the masonry
structure was when the masonry block structure was established above the surface of the
current grade. At no time was I aware of, or saw evidence of , any subsurface construction or
footer for the structure.

8. Since my job was to see to that no further harm was done on park land and the structure did
not have any obvious outward appearance of encroaching upon park land, I had no reason to
comment on the wall other than to identify a number of pipes that appeared to be capable of
releasing concentrated waters onto park land which would likely cause erosive harm to park
land.

10. The extent of my conversation with any owner or potential representative of the owner of
4225 Dexter Terrace concerning the masonry structure was to identify my concern relative to
the aforementioned pipes and to the ongoing siltation and erosion on park land that was
evidently emanating from 4225 Dexter Terrace.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
“
Executed on this /_q_ day of May, 2005.

SHL
oséph S. Kish

h.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me, this I? day of May, 2005.

@Z Py, Qd %ﬂé
ﬁotary Public




BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Appeal of Patrick J. Carome

of Building Permit : BZA Appeal No. 17285
No. B460927 :
Hearing Date: March 1, 2005
4825 Dexter Terrace, NW :
Frank & Dina Economides, Owners :

AFFADAVIT OF LEON CHMURA

I, Leon Chmura, being duly sworn, depose and say:

1. My name is Leon Chmura. I am employed as a Cadastral Surveyor by the United States
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Eastern States Office,
Branch of Cadastral Survey. Our office is located at 7450 Boston Boulevard, Springfield,
Virginia, 22153. 1hold a Bachelor of Science Degree in Surveying from Pennsylvania State
University and have been with the BLM for 7 years.

2. The BLM has the responsibility for official surveys of Federal Interest Lands and under
an Interagency Agreement with the National Park Service (NPS), dated August 6, 1993,
amended April 14, 1999, to provide surveys for the National Park Service, National Capitol
Region (NCR).

3. In response to a phone conversation with Mr. David Murphy, Park Ranger, NPS, NCR, on
April 26, 2005, a survey crew from our office assisted NPS personnel by placing offset points
along a portion of the boundary of Reservation No. 529, Rock Creek Park, in Washington
D.C. The purpose was to select suitable sites within the bounds of the Park to conduct bore
testing of the soil. This descriptive report of the process is made at their recuest.

4. The dependent resurvey of Reservation No. 529 was executed under Group No. 10,
Washington D.C. and appreved on February 12, 2004. Reference should be made to the field
note record in regard to monumentation and measurements along the boundary.

5. Mr. Murphy and I had a discussion on the site as to the work to be done, at which time he
indicated that he wanted offsets to be marked 1 in. from the Park Service line. After
conferring with Mr. Robert D. Pinciotti, P.E., Principle Geotechnical Enginzer of URS
Corporation, a consultant firm contracted by NPS, Mr. Murphy showed us the specific points



where they wanted to extract the samples. He initially pointed out four sites. A fifth site was
added at the request of Detective Jon Crichfield, United States Park Police.

6. Two iron pipes identified as points on the boundary line in the 2004 dependent resurvey
were located, one on either side of the test area. Current conditions make these two pipes
inter-visible, where at the time of our original field work there were obstructions. A Topcon
GTS 300 total station survey instrument was set up on a tripod over the pipe east of the test
area. The pipe to the west was covered with cut firewood and a plastic mesh fence. A range
pole with a bipod and reflective prism were set up over this pipe. The index point on top of
the mirror was then sighted with the total station.

7. Before offsets from the boundary could be made, points on the line (POLs) were
established. This was done by fixing the instruments sight on the prism and then passing a
mobile range pole through the instrument’s sights until it was centered. The scope of the
instrument was then inverted and the process repeated. Upon determining the POL, an offset
distance of 0.15 ft. (1.8 ins.) into the Park was measured using a tape measure. I increased the
distance from the original 1 in. to allow for the fact that the offset was oriented by eye
perpendicular to the construction near the park. A nail was then set to mark the point.

8. A total of 6 nails were set. Two were set several feet apart at the first site to provide a
range within which the sample could be taken. After all the offsets had been made, the
direction and distance to each was observed using the total station instrument and mobile
range pole. Upon returning to our office, I computed the actual offsets and their distance,
measured at right angles, along the boundary line. The results are in the table at the end of this
document.

9. The POLs, marked by indentations left in the ground by the mobile range pole, were
checked again using a plumb bob, a sight which is more precise but not necessarily more
accurate than the prism pole. In each case, the plumb bob was within the indentation left by
the range pole. The same process was used, essentially meaning that each POL was checked
four times.

10. Within the past few weeks, wood stakes marked “POL” have been placed along the line.
We evaluated these positions much in the same way as we established the points on line. All
the stakes, at grade level, are on, or are in close proximity to the line. Though distances
between our sighted line and the lathes were not directly measured, it appears that the
distances are, in extreme cases, between 0.2 ft. to 0.3 ft. While most of the discrepancies
place the lathes on the Park side of the line, the differences are random, not of a pattern to
suggest that they are on a different alignment than the sighted line.

11. POLs, marked with nails, were set near existing NPS Carsonite markers. This will enable
Park personnel to reset them in accordance with the sighted line.



12. The following table shows the down-line distance (DLD), starting at the pipe to the east,
to each of the 6 POLs and the corresponding offset distances as measured with the total station
instrument.

OFFSET
OFFSET DIST. DLD
NO. (in feet / in inches) | (in feet)
1 012 / 14 29.35
2 0.16 / 1.9 68.10
3 0.13 / 1.6 101.31
4 0.17 / 2.0 133.30
5 0.13 / 1.6 155.90
6 0.14 / 1.7 161.58

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

b
Executed on this LZ day of May, 2005.

e Ol —

6n Chmura
+#

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me, this /4 day of May, 2005.

8. Young

Public. O::trict of Cohambla
My Commissiun tapires 05-89+2009




BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

)
Appeal of Patrick J. Carome )

of Building Permit
No. B460927

BZA Appeal No. 17285

4825 Dexter Terrace, NW
Frank & Dina Economides, Owners

)

)

)

) Supplemental Brief

) National Park Service
)

)

Introduction

This responds to the Board’s May 10, 2005, request to the National Park Service for
supplemental briefing regarding NPS’s contention that the Zoning Administrator
wrongfully issued a permit which predictably would result in encroachment on NPS

lands.

Washington is one of the few places in the country where National Park Service (NPS)
lands are so closely intertwined with urban and suburban properties. Just as the
parklands are intertwined, District and NPS interests in protecting these parklands are
intertwined. Furthermore, officials from both the District and the NPS participate in
governmental bodies such as the BZA so that parklands are considered in decision-

making.

Protecting parklands, open spaces, and recreational opportunities for the benefit of

District residents, visitors to our Nation’s capital, and posterity, is a responsibility of



Washington area government officials involved in local 1and use decisions. Applicable
zoning laws and regulations should be interpreted by officials to ensure that this

responsibility is met to the greatest extent possible. (See 11 D.C.M.R. 131.1)

As will be discussed, in this case the Zoning Administrator had both the ability and the
responsibility to interpret zoning law to prevent the encroachment of the Economides’
structure on NPS property. He did not and therefore his decision to permit the structure

was in error.

The NPS relies on the Zoning Administrator to assist in protecting NPS property from
impairment both now and in the future. Rock Creek Park, which includes the park unit in
question, has over 70 miles of boundaries within the District alone. NP$ has only a
relative handful of employees to patrol these boundaries. The Zoning Administrator is
often the first government official to receive detailed information about proposed
construction activities near park boundaries. Therefore, the Zoning Administrator must
exercise reasonable care in evaluating all such proposals to determine whether some
aspect of the proposal, falling within his jurisdiction, may negatively affect parklands. By
intervening in this matter, NPS is asking this Board to remind the Zoning Administrator
of his duty to use reasonable care in the exercise of his responsibilities vvhere parkland is

concerned.

I The Economides’ Walled Structure Has Encroached on Parkland

On May 10, 2005, Mr. Robert Pinciotti, P.E., testified as follows:



On April 26, 2005, I was present on site to assist in the sampling and
classification of the soils in 7 exploration borings. The purpose of this test was to
determine whether the leveling pad [also referred to as a “footer”] was indeed
located on NPS property and, if so, whether it met the Mechanically Stabilized
Earth (MSE) design prepared by Ryan Associates. The initial boring, designated
Boring T, was used as a control test and was located several feet away from the
property line and the potential zone of construction activity. The other 6 borings,
designated Borings A through F were located approximately 8 inches on the park

side of the property hne.

In all 6 of the borings adjacent to the property line we encountered fill from the
ground surface down to a depth of 2.5 to 3.5 feet . . . . In Boring D and Boring F
we encountered crushed stone, approximately 6 and 7 inches thick, respectively.
The crushed'stone is part of the leveling pad for the MSE structure. There was a
sheet of heavy plastic on top of the crushed stone in Boring F. From these
borings we were able to confirm that portions of the leveling pad are located on
park property. This finding is not inconsistent with the MSE design and boring

analysis conducted by the Economides engineers.

The NPS has determined that the structure has encroached onto parkland. Counsel for the

Economides suggests that the encroachment is somehow NPS’s fault. NPS disagrees.'

' The Econmides’ May 17, 2005, filing states in part that “with respect to the alleged encroachment of the
underground gravel leveling pads of the wall in Mr. Pinciotti’s statement, we note that NPS did not rebut
our testimony (Hugo Ardon) that Joseph Kish, the park service boundary line specialist, monitored the
construction of the wall from start to finish and found no encroachment.” On the contrary, while the




Moreover, whether or not the Economides have some defense to a suit for trespass is
immaterial to the question of whether the Zoning Administrator erred in permitting the
structure initially. As is discussed below, information contained in materials submitted
with the Economides’ permit application clearly demonstrated the potential for an

encroachment onto park property.

Section 3202.1 provides that “a building permit shall not be issued for the proposed
erection, construction, conversion, or alteration of any structure unless that structure
complies with the provisions of this title.” During the April 5, 2005, BZA hearing in this
matter, the Zoning Adnﬁnistrator testified that consistent with § 3202.2(b), he used the
official building plat submitted with the Ecomonides’ permit application to determine
that the structure’s footer did not cross onto park service property in violation of Section
3202.1. (April 5,2005, Tr. at 209). However, § 3202.2 does not restrict the Zoning
Administrator to reviewing the plat to ensure compliance with § 3202.1. The Zoning
Administrator also reviews as necessary “scaled drawings showing the . . . plan,
elevation, and location by dimensions of all . . . proposed structures and the proposed
uses of those structures . . . [and] other information necessary to determine compliance
with this title.” § 3202.2 (a). The Zoning Administrator had scale draw.ngs in his
possession prior to permit issuance which, when read in conjunction with the plat,

indicated that the footer for the structure could encroach onto NPS property. .

transcript of the hearing is not yet available, it will reflect that Mr. Ardon could not say if Mr. Kish was
present when the encroaching below ground sections of the leveling pad were constructed. Once
construction is complete the leveling pads are not visible. Moreover, Mr. Kish has no engineering
background, was not privy to the engineering plans regardless, has no legal ability to estop the United
States from protecting federal property, and was only able to comment on the fact tha: the above ground
portions of the structure did not appear to encroach on the park boundary.



The official plat depicts, in relevant part, a 1 foot wide - plus or minus — “typ” or typical
buffer between the face of the walled structure and the NPS boundary line. (Appendix
A). The wall is also depicted as 1 foot wide - plus or minus - typically. However, the
Ryan Associates design plan for the structure, which was also in the possezssion of the
Zoning Administrator and the DCRA prior to permit issuance, contains a full page scale
drawing depicting a 4-foot wide footer. (Appendix B). This footer would extend
approximately 1.5 feet beyond the face of the wall. Thus, when read in conjunction with
the official plat, the design plan raises the possibility that the footer would be located on

NPS property where it was ultimately found.

According to the Ryan Associates design, how far the footer protrudes from the face of
the wall is a function of how dense the soil under the footer is. In this regard, Mr.

Pinciotti also testified to the following:

Design and the soil borings [were] conducted by the Economides’ engineer as part
of the infiltration trench study. (Appendix C). According to these documents the
leveling pad, at the design depth, would have to be 48 inches to 72 inches wide,
12 inches to 18 inches thick and reinforced with 2 or 3 layers of zeogrid. Thus,
the pad should extend 18 to 30 inches beyond the face of the wall. A plat drawing
showing a 1 foot plus or minus buffer between the face of the MSE structures
outer wall and the park boundary was also part of the permit package (Appendix

A). When the plat is read together with the MSE design and the boring



information, it should have been clear that the leveling pad would extend beyond

the approximate 1 foot buffer and onto NPS property.”

The boring information is dated October 7, 2002, and therefore predates permit issuance.
A simple phone call to the applicant by the Zoning Administrator could have produced it.
No such call was made. In sum, the Zoning Administrator did not exercise reasonable
care in evaluating the implications of the permit application on neighboring NPS lands.
Had he, it would have been apparent that the project, as proposed, would encroach on
federal property in violation of district zoning regulations. Additionally, issuance of such
a permit exceeds tﬁe Zoning Administrator’s legal authority. Applicable zoning

regulations and the scope of the Zoning Administrator’s authority is discussed below.

Il. The Zoning Administrator Mistakenly Issued a Permit for a Structure that
Encroaches on NPS Property in Violation of the Zoning Code and his Legal

Authority

A. The Zoning Code Favors Interpretations of Regulations that are
Protective of Parklands

The Preamble to the Zoning Code instructs that:

In their interpretation and application, the provisions of this title shall be held to
be the minimum requirements . ..to ... provide ... use of land that will tend to
create conditions favorable to . . . protection of property, civic activity, and

recreational, educational, and cultural opportunities . . . .

? Note: the original citations were deleted and replaced with citations to the same docuraents as they appear



11 D.C.M.R. § 101.1. Thus, when possible, the Zoning Administrator is instructed to
interpret zoning regulations to permit him to take measures to ensure protection of NPS
property interests, and civic activity, recreation, educational, and cultural opportunities on
parkland. Encroachments on parkland are contrary to NPS property rights, and the

activities and values contained in § 101.1.

B. The Zoning Administrator Could Not Issue a Permit for a Party Wall
Without NPS’s Written Consent

Assuming, arguendo, that the face of the structure is a retaining wall, pursuant to 11.
D.C.M.R. § 2503.3 a retaining wall may only be located in a required yard provided that

it is constructed consistent with the building code. Pursuant to 12 DCMR § 3110.2:

Those portions of a length of fence [or fence wall] including footings, which are
partly on each side of a party line, shall be considered as party fences. Permit
applications for party fences shall be signed by the owners of the property on

which the fence is to be located.

Italics added. A retaining wall which by engineering design requires the placement of a
footer on adjoining property is also a fence wall and is subject to the requirements of

§ 3110.2. As was discussed in detail, information reviewed by and available to the
Zoning Administrator prior to permit issuance indicated that the footer would encroach

onto park property. Therefore, the Zoning Administrator could not sign-off on the zoning

as appendices in this brief.



aspects of the permit without receiving the prior written approval of NPS. Since he did

not, he erred in issuing the permit.

B. The Zoning Admininstrator did not use Reasonable Care in Evaluating
the Permit Application

The Zoning Administrator has testified that the “DCRA did not issue a permit to a private
citizen to construct a structure that allows encroachment on federal parkland.” DCRA
power-point presentation entitled Response of the District of Columbia Zoning
Administrator. Additionally, counsel for DCRA has stated that “we don’t have any legal
authority to issue a permit to anyone to build or construct on federal parkland” (April 5,
2005, Tr. at 197). The NPS does not contend that the Zoning Administrator knowingly
issued a permit allowing construction on federal land. Rather, NPS contends that the
Zoning Administrator had an obligation to use reasonable care in evaluating permit
applications which, if authorized, could result in an encroachment on parkland. In this
instance the Zoning Administrator had sufficient information in the reccrd before him to
put him on notice of this potentiality. He did not exercise reasonable care in investigating
the permit application and therefore negligently issued a permit. NPS lands and the

public should not suffer damage because of the Zoning Admnistrator’s inattention.

It may be suggested that BZA jurisdiction may not extend below four feet above adjacent
grade and therefore the BZA lacks jurisdiction to find error on the part of the Zoning
Administrator. The better view is that the zoning laws apply to the location and

specifications of all components of a structure authorized by the Zoning Administrator. In



this case the Zoning Administrator permitted, in part, a wall that is upwards of 32 feet
high and 400 feet long. The wall’s footer canﬂot be lopped off for purposes of the
Zoning Administrator’s evaluation because it is an integral part of the structure; nor did
the Zoning Administrator argue in this case that he cannot consider the footer in his
permit evaluation. Moreover, as discussed § 3202.1 of the zoning code incorporates the
building code requirement that the application must be signed by the adjacent property
owner where the footer of a proposed wall creates a fence wall by extending onto the
adjacent owner’s land. Thus, in this instance at least, the Zoning Administrator has
jurisdiction over below grade structures. Lastly, the NPS questions whether the Zoning
Administrator and the BZA believe they have no jurisdiction with respect to below grade
structures such as an underground parking garages. Holding that the Zoning
Administrator’s jurisdiction ends below four feet above adjacent grade here could set a
precedent which greatly restricts the ability of the Zoning Administrator and the BZA to

protect the District’s interests in other important areas.

I11. The Encroachment is Properly before the BZA: This is not an Enforcement
Action that should be Investigated Solely by the Zoning Administrator

Counsel for the Zoning Administrator has argued that “if we subsequently learned, as a
result of infofmation, that one of the permits that we issued, as well as the CFO issued,
was issued inappropriately, then we would take remedial action to resolve that issue.”
Notwithstanding this statement, the DCRA has been aware for some time that an
encroachment has been, at the very least, alleged. DCRA has taken no steps to

investigate this matter let alone initiate an enforcement action. Moreover, the BZA exists



to hear appeals regarding the actiéns of the Zoning Administrator. Counsel for the
Zoning Administrator suggests that the DCRA has a right to self-police. This would
defeat the regulatory scheme that places the BZA in a review capacity.

Conclusion
For all the foregoing reasons, and for all the reasons set forth in the filings and arguments
made by the NPS made during this appeal, fhe Board should reverse the decision of the
DCRA to issue the Economides a building permit for the Economides walled structure
and order the Economides to take such actions, including removal of the wall and

associated materials in an environmentally safe manner, as is necessary to redress the

harm done to NPS.
Respectfully Submitted

By: Q’ﬁ‘g‘” F /ZQ\M%;MTW

v

Jeffrey P. Bernstein

United States Department of the Interior
Office of the Solicitor

1849 C Street, NW

Mail Stop 3217

Washington, DC 20240

Tel: 202-208-7957

Fax: 202-208-3877

Counsel for the National Park Service
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Plat



T 219.19 x 8 o' :,

'R .
25" REAR
Q—-—Ao-t-.a TP WD ey S S IR S T NP Wm SR WS A Vet W WA W N B e Mgty o D Ch APy e s Gy, Ot . Sg Sz (Bl P

() Lso-ooognzonz;




Appendix B

Geogrid Reinforced
Leveling Pad



GEOGRID REINFORCED
LEVELING PAD
for building segmental retaining
walls on fill soils or to enhance
the soil’s bearing capacity

WALL FACE

1* DRAINAGE LAYER.
{(#57 GRAVEL OR
EQUIVALENT)

GEOGRID (SEE WALL
DESIGN)

-*\>

FINISHED GRADE CoAVEL o, A R A
T MODIFIED, RCLE OR EQUIVALENT
NVSYVINY

-
{
WY IR
J
e D) g

3

L SUBGRADE To RE COMPACTED
TO 85% OF A STANDARD
PROCTOR MAXIMUM DRY
DENSITY WITH A “JUMBING
JACK® OR “J~TAMP" TYPE
COMPACTOR. (MINIMUM OF
THREE PASSES)

NOTE:; THIS 1' x 4’ LEVELING PAD
WILL. IMPROVE THE SOIL'S BEARING
CAPABILITIES BY A MINIMUM OF
1,000 PSF. A 1.5' X 6" LEVELING
PAD WILL INCREASE THE SOIL'S
BEARING CAPACITIES BY A MINIMUM
OF 2,000 (3 LAYERS GF GOEGRID
REQUIRED)

RYAN & ASSOCIATES— Conswulting & Design Engineers
68 Vest King Street, PO, Box 6, Shippenshurg, PA 17257-DR06
© PHONE 717-477-8400  FAX 717-477-8410




Appendix C

Boring Data



INFILTRATION RATE STUDY
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DWELLING
4825 DEXTER TERRACE, NW
WASHINGTON, DC
SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING #021625

Prepared for:

Mzr. Frank Economides
Economides Development
4825 Dexter Terrace, NW
Washington, D. C. 20007

Prepared by:

Ronald L. Pyles, P. E.
Specialized Engineering
9607 Dr. Perry Road, Suite 102
Ijamsville, Maryland 21754

7] SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING

| Geotechnical - Environmental - Materials




Principals

"’-‘l S PEC lALl Z E D ‘David [. Wiegand, BG.
M ENGINEERING Charles R. Mitchell, PE.

i Engineers ° Geologists * Inspectors Gregory S. Seldon
Ronald L. Pyles, PE.
October 9, 2002 onaic - Byles

Mr. Frank Economides
Economides Development
4825 Dexter Terrace, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20007

Re: Infiltration Rate Assessment ‘
Stormwater Management Facilities
Proposed Residential Dwelling
4825 Dexter Terrace, N. W,
Washington, D. C.

Specialized Engineering #021625

Dear Mr. Economides:

Specialized Engineering is pleased to submit our report conceming the infiltration
testing for the stormwater management facilities proposed to accommodate the
development at 4825 Dexter Terrace, N. W., Washington, D. C.

The report explains the exploration procedures and presents conclusions relevant to
infiltration rate considerations for the project. The project civil engineers provided the
siting and project characteristics used in the evaluation. If site or project characteristics
are changed, this office should be notified so that the conclusions may be reviewed and

revised, if necessary.

Soil samples obtained during the field investigation phase of the study will be stored for
a period of 30 days from the date of this report. It will be necessary to discard the
samples at the end of this period unless an alternate disposition for the samples is
specified prior to the termination of the storage period.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you in the subsurface investigation
phase of this project. If you have any questions conceming this report or if we can be of -
further assistance on the project, please do not hesitate to contact this office.

Respectfully,
Specialized Engineering

Ronald L. Pyles, P. E.
Principal

CC: Mr. Curt Schreffler, P.E.
CAS Engineering

9607 Dr. Perry Road, Suite 102 * Tjamsville, Maryland 21754
Phone: 301-607-4180 * Fax: 301-607-4331 * E-mail: SpecEngr@aol.com

Serving Maryland, DC, Virginia;, West Virginia and Pennsylvania
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AUTHORIZATION

INFILTRATION RATE ASSESSMENT
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DWELLING
4825 DEXTER TERRACE, N. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C.
SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING #021625

In accordance with the approval of our proposal dated September 10, 2002, Specialized
Engineering "has conducted an infiltration rate assessment for the stormwater
management facilities proposed.to accommodate the development at 4825 Dexter

Terrace, N. W. located in Washington, D. C.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of the study was to define and evaluate the generalized subsurface
conditions in the areas of and to the depths of various test borings and conduct in-situ
infittration testing at appropriate levels based on the results of the tést borings.

To accomplish these tasks, the following scope of services was-performed:

a.

b.

Review the site developmental plan.

Implement an exploration and testing program defined by the civil
engineer for the project.

Obtain a total of three (3) test borings in accessible areas in areas
proposed to accommodate the stormwater management facilities.

Determine the generalized subsurface conditions in the area of and
to the depth of the test borings.

- Conduct in-situ infiltration testing based on an assessment of the

findings from Item d above.

Evaluate all the data obtained and submit this report of findings,
conclusions, and recommendations.
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SITE CONDITIONS

Site Vicinity and Location maps are attached to the end of the text portion of this report
as Figures 1 and 2 respectively. As shown, the site is located in the northwest portion
of Washington, D. C. The site is bordering on the north, east, and west by private
property, while Dexter Terrace borders the site fo the south.

At the time of the investigation, the project site was an active residential facility. As a

result, the subject areas consisted of a combination of domestic grass growth, planter
areas, and wooded land.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Stormwater management is required for the project site for water quslity and water
quantity control purposes. Stormwater management is proposed to consist of infiltration
trenches that will be situated within a northem or southern portion of the rear yard of the

project site.

Based on discussions with the project civil engineers, it is' understood that the base
level of the trenches can be varied and will be situated at applicable depths wherein
infiltration is established to be feasible (based on test boring results).

PROJECT SITE GEOLOGY

An excerpt of the geological map for the project site is included on Figure 3 to this
report. A review of the Geological Map will indicate that the parent bedrock formation for
the project site is the Paleozoic aged (300 +/- million year old) Kensington Quariz Diorite
member of the Eastern Piedmont Plutonic Province.

In-situ chemical -decomposition of the materials generally occurs as the result of
percolating groundwater charged with carbon dioxide. The process typically produces a
surficial layer of residual soils (soils formed in place and hence a resident of the area)
having variable thickness and situated over the parent bedrock materials. Typically, the
residual soils are silty and generally quite high in mica content. With depth, the soils
generally increase in density and develop a remnant rock structure.

Specialized Engineering
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FIELD EXPLORATION

To establish an approximation of the generalized subsurface conditions in applicable
areas of the site, a total of three (3) test borings (A, B, and C) were drilled in various
potential proposed infiltration areas. The test borings were drilled in the approximate
areas depicted in plan on Figure 4 of the attached.

For the test borings, samples were taken by driving a 1-3/8 inch ID (2 inch QD) split-spocn
sampler in accordance with ASTM D-1586 specifications. The sampler was first seated 6
inches, to penetrate any loose cuttings, then driven an additional foot with blows of a 140-
pound hammer falling 30 inches:- The number.-of-hammer blows required for driving the
sampler the final foot often is designated as the "Penetration Resistance" or "N" value. The
N-value is an indication of soil density and excessively dense materials are generally not
considered feasible for infiltration. Therefore, in-situ testing was done at depths as deep as
feasible provided that excessively dense materials were not encountered.

Samples of the subsurface materials from the test borings were examined by a
geotechnical engineer and visually classified in accordance with the Unified Soil
Classification system. The estimated Unified Soil Classification Symbols and a
description of the materials encountered for the test borings appear on the Records of
Subsurface Exploration contained in Appendix A of this report.

After assessing the test boring information, PVC pipe was installed in areas slightly
offset from the test boring loc¢ation for each of the A, B, and C locations. The holes were
then presoaked with a minimum of 2.5 gallons of water.

Subsequent to a 24-hour time interval following the dirilling operation, in-situ infiltration
testing was done in each of the borings. Infiltration test results are included in Appendix
B. A review of the results will indicate that the residual infiltration rates were 0.96 inches
per hour, 0.96 inches per hour, and 1.44 inches per hour respéctively for Locations A,

B, and C.

Groundwater observations were made during the fieldwork at the project site.
Groundwater was not encountered in any of the borings at the time of the investigation
or at the time of the infiltration testing. Long-term readings have not been obtained to
date. Variations in the presence and the depth to groundwater should be expected to
occur due to seasonal changes and fluctuations in rainfall intensities during a particular

season.

Specialized Engineering
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General -~

In summary, infiltration for the proposed stormwater management facilities would
generally appear to be feasible in the potential areas proposed. Groundwater is
generally not anticipated to impact the proposed construction, based on the

results of the various test borings.

For the design of the facilities, the following rates are recommended:

Location Maximum Infiltration Rate, | Base Level of the Facility Beneath
inches/hour Existing Grades

A 1.00 From 7+/- feet to up to 10 +/- feet*
B 1.00 Up to 10 +/- feet
C 1.50 Up to 9 +/- feet

*Fill present above the 7-foot depth level

Site Preparation -—--

Prior to the construction of the facilities, all organic, frozen, wet, soft or loose
soils, existing fill, and other deleterious materials should be removed.

After the excavating has been completed the geotechnical engineer should
inspect the exposed subgrade soils. The purpose of the inspection would be to
ascertain that the facilities are based in naturally occurring materials suitable to
accommodate the various design infiltration rates. All unsuitable areas should be

modified as defined by the geotechnical engineer.

Rains prior to or during construction could significantly impact the progress of
work at the site due to excessively wet soils. Due to the fine-grained nature of
the on-site soils, the action of equipment and foot traffic may very well create
pumping and a general deterioration of the soils if conducted in the presence of
high moisture contents. The work should, therefore, be carried out during a dry
season, if at all possible. If problems arise, the geotechnical enginzer should be
consulted for an evaluation of the conditions.

Fill Selection and Placement ----
After construction of the various facilities, it is anticipated that backfill for the
project typically will consist of on-site materials. At the time of corstruction, the

Specialized Engineering
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various soil materials may have moisture contents either dry or wet of the

- optimum moisture level. Accordingly, the contractor may have to adjust moisture
levels by adding water, air drying the soils, or stabilizing (wet) soils to permit
construction to continue in a satisfactory manner.

All backfill should be placed in horizontal loose lifts not in excess of 8 inches thick
and compacted with a heavy walk-behind sheepsfoot roller or similar approved
equipment. Smaller, confined areas may necessitate the use of 4 inch or thinner
loose lifts and a J-tamper. Backfill should be compacted to at least 95% of the
standard Proctor maximum dry density value. Moisture content levels for the soil
materials.should be maintained within +/- 3 % of the optimum level as defired
using the standard Proctor procedure.

All lift depths, compaction equipment, moisture levels, and compactive effort
should be monitored and approved by the geotechnical engineer. Also, the work
should be done in accordance with applicable governmental ciriteria, if more
stringent than required herein.

Groundwater and Drainage ----
Based on the results of the borings, groundwater related problems are generally

not anticipated during construction.

ADDITIONAL SERVICES RECOMMENDED

Additional engineering, testing, and consulting services recommended for this project
are summarized below:

General Review ~---

It is recommended that Specialized Engineering be given the opportunity to
review the final design drawings and specifications in order to ascertain that our

recommendations are properly implemented.
Site Preparation and Proofrolling -—- |

The g‘eotechnical engineer should inspect the site after it has been excavated.
The Inspector should determine if any modifications to the propose:d construction

are necessary.

Specialized Engineering
Geotechnical — Environmental - Materials



SWM Infiltration Rate Study
4825 Dexter Terrace, N. W.
Washington, D. C. Page 6

Fill Placement and Compaction

The geotechnical engineer should witness any required backfill operations and
should verify that an adequate degree of compaction is achieved. The inspector
should observe and approve all on-site or borrow ‘materials used and should

-determine if they are suitable.

REMARKS

This report has been prepared for the sole and exclusive..use..of._Economides..
Development and CAS Engineering to aid in the evaluation of the infiltration rate for the
proposed stormwater management facilities. [t is considered that .adequate
recommendations have been provided to serve as a basis for design and preparation of
plans and specifications. Additional recommendations can be provided as needed or as

established to be necessary in the field.

Due to the fact that our study is for design guideline purposes only, poteritial contractors
shouid be required to conduct their own individually tailored studies to assess soils
conditions, excavation slope: gradients, and groundwater/perched water levels and
conditions. Specifically, our report has been prepared for generalized design and
planning purposes not for bid preparation purposes.

These analyses and recommendations are, of necessity, based on the information
made available to us at the time of the actual writing of the report and the on-site
conditions, surface and subsurface, that existed at the time the exploratory investigation
was made. Further assumption has had to be made that the limited exploratory
techniques, in relation both to the areal extent of the site and to the depth, are
representative of conditions across the site. Subsurface conditions may be present, and-
encountered, that differ significantly from those reported herein. If this is occurs, this
office should be notified immediately so that the analyses and recommendations can be

reviewed and/or revised as necessary.

Our professional services have been performed, our findings obtained, and our
recommendations prepared in accordance with generally . accepted engineering
principles and practices. No warranty is either expressed or implied. Specialized
Engineering assumes no responsibility for interpretations made by others based upon

work or recommendations made by us.

Specialized Engineering
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Major Group Clasgification criteria for’
divisions _ symbol Typical names coarie-grained soils
e CW Well-graded ‘gravels, gravel-sand Cuy = Dgo/Dyo > 4
gg ‘é 5g mixtures, little or no fines Cc=1<DEDyp x Dgop <3
N D o . . N
% g gg = GP Poorly graded gravels, gravel- Not meeting all gradation requirements
5:7 ov sand mixtures, little or no fines | for GW
21 ag” -
§ g"s < PR d Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt Atterberg limits Above A line with
S| SEg| E.F|GM || mixtures below A line or 4<I,<T7are
g g2 585 I, <4 borderline cases
s S5 282 - - requiring use of
23 g H] 32 g5 Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay Atterberg limits dual symbols
] E=) 52E | GC mixtures above A line
T © with [, > 7
- | .
g’g @ o SW Well-graded sands, gravelly " Cy = Dgp/Dyo > 6
55 55 gfi sands, little or rio fines Cc=1<D3/Dyy X Dgg < 3
(4] Q O ‘B S L . . .
E & % ééé SP Poorly graded sands, gravelly Not meeting all gradation requirements
5 g'a oE sands, little or no fines for SW
-3 6:’:__“ — TR ——— a -
2| 8527 Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures | Atterberg limits | Limits plotting in
E|2E5]| £,.3 below A line or hatched zone
: -;'F: i:gé I,<4 withd =1, =<7
£ % 3 $3 are borderline
gE _§ ag Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures Atterberg liinits cases requiring
E= E E2 1 SC above A line use of dual
¢ with I, > 7 symbols
Inorganic silts and very fine 1. Determine percentages of sand and
ML sands, rock flour, silty or . gravel from grain-size curve.
clayey fine sands, or clayey 2. Depending on percentages of fines
s silts with slight plasticity {fraction smaller than 200 sieve size),
- gw coarse-grained uoils are classified as
g =] Y: Inorganic clays of low to medium follows:
S 'E E CL plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy Less than 5%—GW, GP, SW, SP
z 33 clays, silty clays, lean clays More than 12%-—GM, GC, SM, SC
_g @z 5 to 12%—Bordetline cases requiring
& =~ dual symbols
3 . .
33 oL Organic silts and organic silty
'g :,g : clays of low plasticity
E"é Inorganic silts, micaceous or di-
ol g MH atomaceous fine sandy or silty
i 2 soils, elastic silts
2 52 :
g '§ _*:‘5.: CH Inorganic clays of high plasticity,
= 3= fat clays .
£ e -
E < oH Organic clays of medium to high
plasticity, organic silts
28
) {,é Pt Peat and other highly organic soils
-+ o v .
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NON COHESIVE SOILS COHESIVE SCILS

(Silt, Sand, Gravel and Combinations) (Clay, Silt and Combinations)
Density SPT VALUE Consistency SPT VALUE
Very loose 5 blows/ft. or less Very Soft 3 blows/ft. or less
Loose 6 to 10 blows/ft. Soft . 4 to 5 blows/ft.
Medium Dense 11 to 30 blows/ft. Medium Stiff 6 to 10 blows/ft.
Dense 31 to 50 blows/ft. Stiff 11 to 15 blows/ft.
Very Dense '51 blows/ft. or more Very Stiff 16 to 30 blows/ft.

Hard 31 blows/ft. or more

Relative Proporﬁons

Descriptive Term Percent

Trace 1-10

Little 11-20
Some 21-35
And 36-50

Classification on logs are made by visual inspection of samples.

Ground Water Observations were made at the times indicated. Porosity of soil strata, weather
conditions, site topography, etc., should be expected to cause changes in the water levels indicated
on the logs.

*Standard Penetration Test (SPT Value) - Driving a 2.0" O.D., 1-3/8' LD. sampler a distance of 1.0
foot into undisturbed soil with a 140 pound hammer free falling a distance of 30.0 inches. It is
customary to drive the spoon 6.0 inches to seat into undisturbed soil, then perform the test. The
number of hammer blows for seating the spoon and making the test are recorded for each 6.0 inches
of pénetration on the drill log (Example-6/8/9). The standard penetration test result, or

N-value, can be obtained by adding the last two figures (i.e. 8 +9 = 17 blows/ft.; ASTM D-1586-67).

_ |SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING |
.| Geotechnical - Environmental - Materials Test Boring Information Explanation




SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING
RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

Project Name 4825 DEXTER TERRACE : Boring # B-A
Location 4825 DEXTER TERRACE, ‘NWl WASHINGTON, DC Job # 21625
. SAMPLER .
Datum MSL ) Hammer Wt 140 Lbs. Hole Diameter 2.25" |.D. Foreman S. Connelly
Surf. Elev. Hammer Drop 30 Inches __Rock Core Dia. N.A. Inspector
Date Started 10.07.02 Pipe Size 20 inches OC Boring Method ~_HSA Date Complete 10.07.02
ELEV. SOIL DESCRIPTION STRA. | DEPTH SAMPLE REC.] BORING & SAMPLING
Color.Molsture,Density Size,Proportion| DEPTH| SCALE CONIBLOWS 6°| NO. | in. NOTES
SURFACE . 0.0
. I 345 1] 15 -
: Brown moist medium dense to — :
loose Silty SAND (FILL)
— 5,6,6 2{ 16 .
L 334 . 3] 16 L
_ 4,69 4| 18 -
o Light brown, moist, medium dense, Silty .
fine to medium SAND (SM) o
_ 1B | 5| 15 B
- : 20 , N
SAMPLER TYPE SAMPLE CONDITIONS GROUND WATER DEPTH " BORING METHOD
DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON UNLES  D-DISINTEGRATED AT Completion Dry ciat 9.0 FT. HSA-HOLLOW STEM AUGERS
OTHERWISE NOTED. 1INTACT AFTER CFA-CONT. FLIGHT AUGERS
FT. DC-DRIVING CASING

PT-PRESSED SHELBY TUBE U-UNDISTURBED
CA-CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AU L-LOST
RC-ROCK CORE

STANDARD PENETRATION TEST-DRIVING 2°

MD-MUD DRILLING

0D SAMPLER 1' WITH 140# HAMMER FALLING 30":COUNT NMADE AT 6" INTERVALS



SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING
RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

Project Name 4825 DEXTER TERRACE . Boring # B-B
Location 4825 DEXTER TERRACE, NW, WASHINGTON, DC Job # . 21625
SAMPLER
Datum MSL Hammer WL. 140 Lbs. Hole Diameter 2.25" |:D. Foreman S. Connelly
Surf, Elev. Hammer Drop 30 Inches Rock CoreDia. N.A. Inspector o
Date Started 10.07.02 Pipe Size 2.0 Inches OL Boring Method HSA ‘Date Complete 10.07.02
ELEV. ~ SOIL DESCRIPTION STRA. | DEPTH SAMF"LE REC.] BORING & SAMPLING
Color, Moisture,Density,Size,Proportion| DEPTH| SCALE | CON| BLOWS 6" NO. {_in. NOTES -
SURFACE 0.0 | '
— 1 [|1.24 1{ 10 .
_ Light brown, moist, medium dense _ :
Siity SAND (SM) . ) _
_ R 2,45 2] 10 -
_ 13,13,15 3| 18 B
_ 8119 | 4| 18 _ B
: 15,35,56 s| 6 -
SAMPLER TYPE SAMPLE CONDITIONS GROUND WATER DEPTH BORING METHOD
DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON UNLES  D-DISINTEGRATED AT Completion Dry ciat9.0 FT. HSA-HOLLOW STEM AUGERS
OTHERWISE NOTED. [-INTACT AFTER CFA-CONT. FLIGHT AUGERS
PT-PRESSED SHELBY TUBE U-UNDISTURBED FT. DC-DRIVING CASING
CA-CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AU+ L-LOST MD-MUL DRILLING
RC-ROCK CORE

STANDARD PENETRATION TEST-DRIVING 2" OD SAMPLER 1" WITH 140# HAMMER FALLING 30":COUNT MADE AT 6" INTERVALS



SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING
RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

Project Name 4825 DEXTER TERRACE Boring # B-C
Location 4825 DEXTER TERRACE, NW, WASHINGTON, DC Job # . 21625
SAMPLER
Datum. MSL Hammer WL 140 Lbs. Hole Diameter 2.25" 1.0, Foreman S. Connelly
Surf. Elev. HammerDrop 30 Inches _ Rock Core Dia.  N.A, inspector
Date Started 10.07.02 Pipe Size 2.0 Inches OL Boring Method HSA Date Complete 10.07.02
ELEV. SOIL DESCRIPTION STRA. | DEPTH | SAMPLE REC.] BORING & SAMPLING
_{Color,Moisture Density, Size Proportion DEPTH| SCALE {CON| BLOWS 6%] NO. | in. NOTES
- SURFACE 0.0 i
— 1 2,4,5 1 8 .
: Light brown, moist, medium dense — :
— Siity SAND (SM) -
_ 1 337 21 10 _
= s —
_— 1 112,14 3} 18 B
_ 10,12,15 4} 18 —
_ 13,25,36 5| 12 1
— 20
SAMPLER TYPE SAMPLE CONDITIONS GROUND WATER DEPTH BORING METHOD
DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON UNLES  D-DISINTEGRATED AT Completion Dry ol at 9.0 FT. HSA-HOILOW STEM AUGERS
OTHERWISE NOTED. [HINTACT AFTER _- . CFA-CONT. FLIGHT AUGERS
FT. DC-DRIVING CASING

PT-PRESSED SHELBY TUBE  U-UNDISTURBED
CA-CONTINUQUS FLIGHT AU-  L-LOST
RC-ROCK CORE

STANDARD PENETRATION TES

MD-MUD DRILLING

T-DRIVING 2° OD SAMPLER 1" WITH 140# HAMMER FALLING 30":COUNT MADE AT 6" INTERVALS
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INFILTRATION FIELD LOG

Project: 4—82‘5_ WWN W  Date: @J 9,2002.

Infiltration Test No.: f\

Project No... 02\ 625

Depthto Time ~ :
Time Water Change, cha?wggﬂ}eet inclﬁi(lei';our
Level, feet* Minutes ! ) ‘
Nso 10,00 15 —_— —
12085 10.13 o.\3 . G.24d
1220 10.22 ° 0.09 Y.-32
(236 160.24 & .02 690
12650 10.26 6.02 0.96
1308 10. 29 0.03 . 1.4
1320 (0,32 0.03 .44
1335 10.%6 0.¢4 .92
1350 ip.40 0.04 .92
oS 10.4% 6.03% . 4Y
1420 10.46 0.03 {4y
14y 10.50 0.04 .92
i4so jo.s4 0.0Y4 .92
L5085 lo.57 0.2 (.44
1520 o, G2 0.05 2.40
1535 10.64 _0.D2 o.G%
1560 1066 0.02 0.96
1608 10.68 0.0% 0 9¢
\GLO 1. o0 Y 0.02. 0.96
1635 —_ p— — —
* As measured from top of pipe.

Total depth of pipe below existing grade = \O  feet




INFILTRATION FIELD LOG

Project 4825 W\PGN\M,NW Date: (® St g}z 002

Infiltration Test No.: E)

Project No.:. D2 \VG 25

Depthto

Time

Time Water Change, h Depthf el i :‘Qat;eh,
| Level, feet* | Minutes | C"angS: teet} inchesiour
1206 b2 1S 0.10. 4.80
122\ 7-64 0.02 0.4
1236 2247 4 0.0% 1-44
1251 22 ¢ 0.0y 192
1301, 7:.73 0.2 096
1324 176 6.03 ¢, 44
\ 33 113 6.02 0ab
\35°) 7.82. _0.04 ) §%
T2 2.8¢ .04 1492
td2.4 71.89 6.03 1.4Y
1436 1.93 0.04 1AL
LYS\ 2.95 0.02 0Aac
1506 1.98 6,03 144
1524 Q.03 0.03 (. 44
1536 - 8.03 0.92 03¢
1551) .05 0.62 04qL
C1bol Q.07 0.02 096
162\ B8.09 6.0% D9k
) 636 A. il 0,02, 096
* As measured from top of pipe.

Total depth of pipe below existing grade = \O  feet




INFILTRATION FIELD LOG

Project: 48 25 W/\/ENMAQ, AW Date: @ ej‘ @720 oz

Project No.: AO 2\ Gy

Infiltration Test No.: C

Depthto “Time : : :
Time Water Change, - Ch'aDepﬂ} t] inc Fas{t"‘g
~ - | Level, feet* Minutes nge, feet | inches/hour
HEs | Q.60 — —
1210 q.¢7 15 0.077.. %536
p2d | 475 6.08 TRy
R3S SO By v N G.02 oAat
{254 - geo 0.03 ud
1309 q.8% B.o5 2.40
\324 9.89 0.04 .92
1339 14 .02 0946
1354 9.95 - 0.04 .92
(409 {0.0% 0.06 _2.88
1424 io. 04 8.0% .44
14329 io.08 0.64 92
td sy 10,14 0:0% 44
1569 10.14 0.02 .44
1524 10.16 0 .02 0.9k
(539 0.1 .03 LYy
_tssd | 022 . .03 1.4y
1609 10.25 6.03 [
24 10.2.8 Y 6.03 (49
1639 1031 0.03 49

* As measured from top of .pipe.

Total depth of pipe below existing grade = S , feet
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Geotechnical Services Are Performed for

Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the spe-
cific needs of their clients. A geotechnical engineering study con-
ducted for a civil engineer may not fulfill the needs of a construc-
tion contractor or even another civil engineer. Because each geot-
echnical engineering study is unique, each geotechnical engh
neering report is unique, prepared solely for-the client. No one
except you should rely on your geotechnical engineering report
without first conferring with the geotechnical engineer who pre-
pared 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 Unigue Set of Prroject-Specific Factors
Geotechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-spe-
cific factors when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors
include: the client's goals, objectives, and risk management pref-
erences; the general nature of the structure involved, its size, and
configuration; 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
engineer who conducted the study specifically indicates other-
wise, do not rely on a geotechnical engineering report that was:
e not prepared for you,

& not prepared for your project,

e not prepared for the specific site explored, or

o 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

____[mjortant Information About Vo
beotechnical Engineering Repor

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction dela Vs, cast verruns, claims, and disputes.

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

it's changed from a parking garage to an office
building, or from a fight industrial plant to a
refrigerated warehouse,

e elevation, configuration, location, orientation, or
weight of the proposed structure,

e composition of the design team, or

e 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 responsibllity or- liability for problems that occur

" because their reports do not consider developments of which

they were not informed.

Subsuriace Gonditions Gan Ghange

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 maninade events,
such as construction on or adjacent to the site; or by natural
events, such as floods, earthquakes, or groundwater fluctua-
tions. Always contact the geotechnical engineer before apply-
ing the report to determine if it is stilf refiable. A minor amount
of additional testing or analysis could prevent major problems.

Most Geotechnical Findings Are

Professional Opinions
Site exploration identifies subsurface conditions only at those

points where subsurface tests are conducted or samples are
taken. Geotechnical engineers review field and laboratory data
and then apply their professional judgment to render an opinion
about subsurface conditions throughout the site. Actual sub-
surface conditions may differ—soretimes significantly—from
those indicated in your report. Retaining the geotechnical engi-
neer who developed your report fo provide construction obser-
vation is the most effective method of managing the risks asso-
ciated with unanticipated conditions. j
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( A Report’s Recommendations Are Nof Final

Do not overrely on the construction recommendations included
in your report. Those recommendations are not final, because
geotechnical engineers develop them principally from judgment
and opinion. Geotechnical engineers can finalize their recom-
mendations only by observing actual subsurface conditions
revealed during construction. The geotechnical engineer 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
engineering 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 perti-

nent elements of the design team's plans and specifications. -

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 final boring and testing logs
based upon thelr interpretation of field 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 photo-
graphic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize
that separating logs from the repoi ! 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 condi-
tions by limiting what they provide for bid preparation. Yo help
prevent costly problems, give contractors the comiplete geotech-
nical engineering report, but preface it with a clearly written let-
ter of transmiittal. In that letter, advise contractors that the report
was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the

_responsibilities stemming from unanticipated conditions.

- Read Responsihility Previsions Closely

~ geoenvironmental study differ significantly from those used to

\

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 additional study to obtain
the specific 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 feast. share some of the financial

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 -disappoint-
ments, ctaims, and disputes. To help reduce such risks, geot-
echnical engineers commonly include a variely of explanatory
‘provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled “limitations”,
many of these provisions indicate where gectechnical~engi-
neers responsibilities begin and erd, to help others recognize
their own responsibilities and risks. Read these provisions
closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical engineer should
respond fully and frankly.

Gecenvironmental Goncerns Are Not Covered
The equipment, techniques, and personnel used to perform a

perform a geotechnical study. For that reason, a geotechnical
engineefing report does not usually relate any geoenvironmen-
tal findings, conclusions, or recomriendations; e.g., about the
likelihood of encountering underground storage tanks or regu-
lated contaminants. Unanticipated environmental problems have
led to numerous project failures. If you have not yet obtained
your own geoenvironmental information, ask your geotechnical
consultant for risk management guidance. Do not rely on an
environmental report prepared for sumeone else.

Rely on Your Geotechnical Engineer for

Additional Assistance

Membership in ASFE exposes geotechnical engineers Yo a wide
array of risk management techniques that can be of genuine ben-
efit for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer with
your ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information. j
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