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INTRODUCTION

Tierney Geotechnical Engineering (TGE) is pleased to present our report for the preliminary  subsurface

exploration and geotechnical investigation for the proposed Fishers Ridge Retail Development in the Town

of Victor, Ontario County, New York. This investigation was performed per the request of Mr. John DiMarco

II, President of The DiMarco Group (DIMARCO). 

A preliminary geotechnical report (dated August 24, 2004) was previously prepared by Foundation Design,

P.C. The recommendations presented in our  report are based upon the subsurface investigation completed

for the geotechnical report dated August 24, 2004, and upon the additional subsurface investigation and

laboratory testing program completed for this current geotechnical report. We understand that we can rely

upon the information presented in the geotechnical report prepared by Foundation Design, P.C. in the

preparation of this current report.

Our scope of services, which is outlined in our proposal dated August 31, 2007, includes subsurface

exploration consisting of test borings and test pits at various locations across the project site; preparation of

subsurface exploration logs; a laboratory testing program; geotechnical evaluation of the subsurface

conditions; and preparation of this preliminary report. Our report presents the results of our subsurface

investigations and geotechnical evaluation, and includes a description of the existing site conditions and

proposed construction; a description of the subsurface conditions; the results of the laboratory testing

program; and a brief discussion of constructability (i.e. foundation types and anticipated allowable bearing

pressures, suitability for slab-on-grade floor slabs and flexible/rigid pavement sections, reuse of on-site

materials, control of water during construction). The report also includes preliminary recommendations for

permanent cut and fill slopes and a discussion of potential retaining wall structures, and a discussion of

anticipated infiltration characteristics of the on-site soil. The appendices include a site vicinity map, a

subsurface exploration location plan, subsurface exploration logs, laboratory analyses results, and the soil

survey units and hydrologic soil group ratings

Existing Conditions

Information pertaining to the project, including site plans, was provided by DIM ARCO. Additional

information was obtained during site visits by our personnel.  The site is located within the northern corner

of the intersection of NYS Route 96 and Lane Road, and south of the NYS Thruway (I-90) in the Town of

Victor, New York. We understand that a portion of the site have been mined in the past for sand and gravel.

The project site is generally undeveloped, and consists of a combination of wooded areas, brush covered

areas, wetlands, and open land. Several trails cris-cross throughout the project site. One structure is located

on the west side of the site (adjacent to Route 96). The topography is variable across the site, with steep to

near vertical slopes observed. These steeper slopes may be the result of previous mining operations at the site.

Based upon the survey provided by DIMARCO, we anticipate that the surficial elevations change from

approximately 760 feet along the northern portion of the site, to approximately 600 feet along the southern

portion of the site. The surrounding area consists partially of commercial development, partially of residential
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and agricultural properties, and partially of undeveloped brush covered and wooded areas. We did not observe

any surficial evidence of bedrock at the site, such as outcroppings or exposed cuts.

Proposed Construction

We understand that the proposed development of the site may consist of several one- and two-story slab-on-

grade retail structures, with associated light and heavy duty pavement areas, and a storm water management

area. Furthermore, we understand that several retaining walls, and relatively steep cut/fill slopes may be

required throughout the site.  Access to the new retail development is proposed from NYS Route 96. 

At the time of our subsurface investigation, structural loading information was not available. We anticipate

that the maximum column load for the new retail structures are less than 200 kips, and that the maximum wall

loads are anticipated to be less than 10 kips per lineal foot (klf). We further anticipate that the maximum

uniform load on the slab-on-grade will be less than 300 pounds per square foot (psf).  We understand that

significant earthwork cut and fill will be performed as part of the site’s development.

PRELIMINARY SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION AND CONDITIONS

A total of 6 test borings and 6 test pits were completed for this geotechnical investigation across the project

site. The borings (designated as B-1 through B-6) were advanced to depths ranging from 20 to 35 feet below

the existing ground surface, and the test pits (designated as TP-1 through TP-6) were excavated to depths

ranging from approximately 8 to 10 feet below the existing ground surface. Two (2) temporary groundwater

observation wells (1-inch diameter PVC) were installed at the locations of the completed boreholes B-3 and

B-6 to provide stabilized groundwater levels. The test borings were advanced using hollow stem augers, and

the soil samples were obtained from the borings using the Standard Penetration Test (SPT) in general

accordance with the procedures set forth in test standard ASTM  D1586. Sampling by using a 2-inch diameter

split-spoon sampler was generally performed continuously in the upper 10 feet of overburden, and at 5-foot

intervals below 10 feet to the completion depths of the test borings. Representative portions of the soil

samples recovered from the test borings were transported to our office for visual classification by an associate

engineer. The test pits were excavated using a Chase 580L backhoe. The soil and water conditions at each

test pit location were observed by Mr. Matthew Billy, associate engineer with TGE. The approximate test

boring/pit locations are shown on the drawing in Appendix A, and the test boring and test pit logs are

presented in Appendix B.

The test borings were staked in the field, and the ground surface elevation at each test location were provided

by the surveyor, Costich Engineering. The subsurface conditions discussed in this report were inferred from

the 6 test borings and 6 test pits performed for this preliminary geotechnical evaluation. Furthermore,

information were also inferred from the test pits performed for the previous preliminary geotechnical

investigation. Subsurface conditions between exploration locations, including topsoil and fill thicknesses, will

vary. The contractor should not rely solely upon the subsurface conditions discussed in this report for

bidding purposes, and is encouraged to perform site observations as needed. The stratification lines

indicated on the subsurface exploration logs are approximate and may indicate gradational changes. M ore
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detailed information about the subsurface conditions at each of the borehole locations are presented in

Appendix B. Subsurface Information

The subsurface conditions encountered in the test borings and test pits advanced for this geotechnical

evaluation are generally consistent across the project site. The borings and test pits encountered up to 8 inches

of topsoil at the ground surface, underlain by mixtures of sand, gravel, and silt (in varying proportions)

containing numerous small to large cobbles and boulders. These soil mixtures are brown to light-brown

(occasionally grayish-brown to gray) in color, generally moist to wet, and firm to very compact in density

as indicated by the SPT N-values (or medium to very difficult to excavate). Split-spoon sampler refusal was

generally encountered in the test borings below depths of 2 to 6 feet, as a result in part of the numerous

cobbles and boulders, and in part because of the compactness of the soils. It is our opinion that the less dense

surficial soil encountered at the project site represents outwash sand and gravel, and the underlying and more

dense native soils represent glacial till. The sidewalls of the test pits excavated for this geotechnical

evaluation were generally stable. The borings were completed at depths ranging from 20 to 35 feet. Boring

B-4 terminated with auger refusal at a depth of 21.5 feet. Test pits TP-1, TP-3, and TP-4 were completed at

a depth of approximately 10 feet, and test pits TP-2, TP-5, and TP-6 were completed at depths of

approximately 8 to 8.5 feet, as a result of hard digging. 

Indications of in-place fill and/or buried organics were not encountered at any of the test locations performed

for this geotechnical investigation. However, please note that test pits were excavated at the project site for

a previous geotechnical investigation. Information inferred from this previous geotechnical investigation

indicates that undocumented fill and possible buried topsoil may be encountered at localized locations across

the project site (i.e. as a result of filling of swales; areas disturbed during the mining operations).    

Free Standing Water

Free standing water was generally not encountered during drilling and/or upon boring completion at any of

the test boring locations. The temporary monitoring wells installed for this project were checked by Mr.

Matthew Billy (TGE) on October 24, 2007 for indication of stabilized water level readings. However,

groundwater was not observed within the wells at that time. Based upon these observations, and the color and

apparent moisture contents of the recovered soil samples, we anticipate that groundwater in perched

conditions may be encountered in proximity to the surface of the underlying denser glacial till. Trapped water

may also be encountered within the glacial till, in lenses or layers of more permeable materials such as silt

or sand, which may be interbedded within the glacial till. In addition, trapped water should also be anticipated

within the existing fill. It should be noted that post drilling and excavations free water observations may not

accurately represent groundwater levels as a result of the short time allowed for stabilization of the water

level. Groundwater levels will be influenced by seasonal and construction related fluctuations. 

Laboratory Analyses Results 

A laboratory testing program consisting of 5 grain-size analyses was performed on bulk samples obtained

from the test pits. The samples are representative of the upper 6 to 8 feet of on-site soils. These tests were

performed in accordance with the procedure set forth in ASTM D422 to provide information for soil

identification and classification and for strength correlations. In general, it appears that the grain-size analyses
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results are in agreement with the visual/manual classification of the soil, and indicate that the soils tested

generally consist of sand with little to some gravel, and trace to little silt (SM; SW). The results of the

laboratory tests are presented in Appendix C.

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The project is located within the Ontario Lowlands physiographic province. The soil deposits within this

province generally consist of glaciolacustrine lake silts, clays and fine sands, with major areas overlain by

glacial till or ground moraine. Also, moraines or beach ridge deposits are encountered within this province.

Minor deposits of sand and gravel are found in localized, glacially-related ice contact and outwash deposits.

The test boring indicates that the subsurface conditions generally consist of topsoil at the ground surface

overlying soil mixtures consisting of sand, gravel, and silt (in varying proportions) containing numerous small

to large cobbles and boulders. Based upon the Surficial Geologic Map of New York, Finger Lakes Sheet

(1986), the surficial deposits at the project site may be classified as outwash sand and gravel, overlying dense

glacial till. Bedrock was not encountered within the depth explored.

The following preliminary observations and recommendations are herein presented:

1. It is our opinion that the subsurface conditions are generally suitable to support the proposed retail

structures on a traditional shallow foundation system consisting of isolated spread and continuous

strip footers. We recommend that all foundations bear upon suitable native soils, and/or properly

compacted structural f ill (on-site and/or imported placed in mass fill operations), placed upon stable

native soil. We anticipate that a net allowable bearing pressure in the range of 3,000 to 5,000 pounds

per square foot may be considered for design of a foundation system which bears upon undisturbed

native soils. Given these values, and the estimated structural loading, we anticipate that the

foundation system could be designed to allow for total and differential settlements of less than 1 inch

and 1/2 inch, respectively.

2. It is our opinion that the on-site soils are generally suitable to support typical slab-on-grade sections,

and flexible and rigid pavement sections, provided proper proofrolling of the subgrades is performed

under the direction of a qualified geotechnical representative. Although recommendations for

pavement sections and base course/subbase course criteria will be based in part upon anticipated

loading, and in part upon construction considerations, we anticipate that the nature of the on-site

soils, both in an undisturbed state and reused as fill, may contribute to reduced thicknesses for the

base and subbase courses. 

3. We recommend that road and parking area subgrades be sloped a minimum of 1 percent (i.e. we

anticipate that the subgrade will generally follow proposed finished pavement grades) to direct water

from beneath the center of the pavement toward the pavement edge, and/or down gradient.
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1
 : Soil Survey Staff, N atu ral R esource s C onserva tion  Se rvice, U nited  States D epartment of  Agricultu re.  Web So il Survey. A vailab le

online  at http ://web soilsu rvey.n rcs.u sda .gov/.

4. We anticipate that Site Class C, as referenced on page 306 of the 2000 International Building

Code, or on page 317 of the 2002 Building Code of New York State (Chapter 16, Table 1615.1.1,

Site Class Definitions) may be appropriate for the site.

5. With regards to the infiltration characteristics of the on-site soils, according to the Web Soil Survey

of Ontario County1, the surficial native soils encountered at the project site consist primarily of

gravelly loam and fine sandy loam of the Ontario, Palmyra, Howard, and Phelps units. These soil

units are rated to hydrologic group “B”. Based upon the visual/manual classification of the recovered

soil samples and the grain-size test results completed for this subsurface investigation, it is our

opinion that the on-site overburden soil texture is consistent with that presented in the above

referenced soil survey. Soils in hydrologic group “A” have a high infiltration rate (low runoff

potential) when thoroughly wet; soils in hydrological group “B” have a moderate infiltration rate

when thoroughly wet; soils in hydrological group “C” have a slow infiltration rate when throughly

wet; and soils in hydrological group “D” have a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential)

when throughly wet. As referenced on Table 7-2, page 7-4 of the latest United States Department of

Agriculture (USDA) National Engineering Handbook, Part 630 Hydrology, Chapter 7 Hydrologic

Soil Groups, for soils rated to hydrologic group “B”, the saturated hydraulic conductivity is typically

between 1.4 to 0.6 inches per hour (1x10-3 to 4x10-4 cm/sec). However, with regards to the infiltration

characteristic of the soils located within the proposed stormwater management area,  we anticipate

that the bottom of the pond may consist of dense native soils (glacial till), which may have lower

values of saturated hydraulic conductivity (i.e. be less pervious material), possibly within the range

of 1.4x10-1 to 1.4x10-4 inches per hour (1x10-4 to 1x10-7 cm/sec). W e recommend that infiltration tests

be performed within the footprint of the new stormwater management area in accordance with the

guidelines presented in the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)

Stormwater Management Design Manual, Appendix D: Infiltration Testing Requirem ents,  to

better define the infiltration characteristics.

6. We understand that steep cut/fill slopes may be required at this project site. It is our opinion that

permanent cut slopes, and fill slopes consisting of on-site sand and gravel, may likely be maintained

at slopes ranging from 1 Vertical to 2 Horizontal (1V:2H), to 1 Vertical to 2.5 Horizontal (1V:2.5H),

provided proper erosion/slope stabilization, and stormwater runoff control measures are used.

However, we recommend that laboratory triaxial tests be performed on representative soil samples

from these areas to confirm these values. Control measures should consist of temporary measures

placed and maintained during construction, as well as permanent post-construction measures.  Failure

to do so may result in undermining of pavement structures and/of foundations, and failure of slopes.

Erosion control and slope stabilization may consist of a combination of siltation fencing, hay-bales,
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erosion control mats, seeding, "rip-rap", and retaining structures. Storm runoff should not be allowed

to discharge freely down unprotected slopes. Stormwater runoff, particularly from pavement areas

should be collected and discharged in a controlled manner (i.e. a catch-basin system or concrete lined

channels).

7. We understand that retaining structures may be required at various locations across the project site.

We anticipate that segmental retaining walls system may represent a feasible choice for the proposed

retaining structures. We recommend that the retaining structures be designed by a competent licensed

professional engineer.

8. We anticipate that the site work can generally be performed by conventional open cut methods using

standard construction techniques and equipment for excavations in the overburden soils. We

anticipate that excavations performed for construction of typical shallow foundations  should not

encounter significant groundwater. However, if construction is performed during the wet months, we

recommend that proper drainage measures be planned prior to starting the excavation for these

structures.

9. As previously discussed, there is a possibility that fill material may be encountered at the project site,

especially in areas disturbed by previous mining operations. Since fill material is typically variable

in nature, localized undercuts should be anticipated across the project site. Since we anticipate that

additional subsurface explorations will be required for development of the site, areas which are

identified as potential fill areas should be thoroughly explored to determine the type, extent and

suitability of these fills.

10. Temporary excavations (i.e. trench excavations for service installation; foundation excavations) must

be performed in accordance with the current Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)

Standards for Excavations (29 CFR dated October 31, 1989). We highly recommend that additional

subsurface explorations are undertaken for the proposed development, to better define the subsurface

conditions across the site. However, it is our opinion that the on-site soil encountered in the test

borings and test pits may be preliminarily considered as Type “C”. Recommendations for excavation

slopes and procedures are presented in the OSHA reference.

11. It is our opinion that the on-site, non-organic soils may be reused as structural f ill below the

proposed floor slabs base course and beneath the pavement areas subbase course to attain proposed

subgrade elevation, provided proper compaction is achieved. The on-site soils may also be re-used

as structural f ill beneath the proposed structures’ foundations provided the fill is placed in mass fill

operations. We recommend a maximum particle size of 12 inches for structural fill located below

structures, paving, and graded areas. Cobbles and boulders were frequently encountered in the

existing fill and native soil. The contractor should anticipate that screening of these materials will be

required to achieve project gradation specifications.
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At this time, we do not recommend reusing the on-site soil as base or subbase course material below

floor slab or pavement areas, or for backfill material against retaining or loading dock walls, as a

result of the generally high fines content. However, we note that some samples achieved fines

contents of  less than 10%. It therefore may be feasible to identify on-site materials which may be

considered suitable for reuse as base/subbase course materials.

12. We note that the fines content of the soils tested generally ranged from 15 to 18 percent. These soils

may therefore be susceptible to disturbance of difficulty in achieving compaction if placed above the

optimum moisture content. W et weather at the project site is anticipated from April through  May,

and from October through November. Furthermore, cold  weather (frost conditions) is anticipated

during the months of December through March.

13. We recommend that a more comprehensive geotechnical investigation be completed at the project

site in order to better investigate the nature and quality of the on-site soils, including in-place fill

material. We recommend that additional test borings and/or test pits be advanced at selected

locations. Furthermore, we recommend that a laboratory testing program consisting of organic

content, DIPRA tests, and triaxial tests be performed. Infiltration tests should also be included in the

scope of work to aid in the design of the stormwater management area. The results of this

investigation should better characterize the on-site material, and provide better information for final

design recommendations.
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CLOSING 

We prepared this preliminary geotechnical report for the exclusive use of The DiMarco Group and their

designated agents to evaluate the suitability of the development of the Fishers Ridge site in Victor, New York.

Our conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based upon the information obtained from

the subsurface investigation, and our understanding of the anticipated construction. Changes to our

recommendations may be warranted if the actual subsurface conditions vary from those anticipated, or if the

proposed construction varies from our understanding, as discussed in this report.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. If you have any questions regarding this

report, or if we may provide additional services, please contact us.

Prepared By:

   

_________________________

Michele A. Fiorillo, E.I.T.

Geotechnical Engineer

Reviewed By: 10/25/07

__________________________
Kevin F. Tierney, P.E.

Geotechnical Engineer

Enclosed:
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Test Boring Logs (2007)





1.  These subsurface logs form a part of the geotechnical report and
    should not be seperated from the report.

2.  The information presented on these subsurface logs are subject to the
    limitations, discussions and conclusions presented in the report.

3.  The subsurface conditions between the subsurface exploration
    locations, including topsoil and fill thicknesses, will vary.

4.  The subsurface logs should not be used as the sole means of
    estimating material quantities, including fill, topsoil and/or
    organic subsoils, for bidding purposes.  Discussions presented in
    this report of subsurface conditions may aid in estimating
    quantities.  The contractor is ultimately responsible for performing
    any additional site observations/explorations to aid in bidding.

Notes:

Symbol Description

Strata symbols

Silty SAND

Silty SAND with Gravel

Gravel/Rock Fragments with Sand

SAND and GRAVEL

TOPSOIL

SAND with Gravel

CLAY and SILT

Soil Samplers

Standard penetration test

KEY TO SYMBOLS
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Boring complete at 35.0
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No split-spoon
recovery for sample
No.3

Augered to 35 ft.

No free standing
water was encountered
at boring completion.

HOLE NO. B-1 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: TGE.07.122

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION Victor, New York

CLIENT DiMarco Group

DATE STARTED 10/3/07 COMPLETED 10/3/07

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 12 " WITH 140 lb
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4
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trace silt (moist)
  (very compact)

  (wet)

  (compact)

grades to some Silt
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Boring complete at 20.0
feet.

Ref.-Sample Refusal

No free standing
water was encountered
at boring completion,

HOLE NO. B-2 SURF. ELEV. 669.2 PROJECT NO.: TGE.07.122

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION Victor, New York

CLIENT DiMarco Group

DATE STARTED 10/5/07 COMPLETED 10/5/07
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6
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little Silt, trace gravel
  (moist, very compact)

8
Brown SAND and GRAVEL,
trace silt (moist)

28
Brown fine SAND and SILT
  (very moist)

30
Boring complete at 30.0
feet

Drill notes Borehole
was relocated 30 feet
east of stacked
location. A 1" ground
water monitoring well
was installed in
completed borehole at
a depth of 26.0 feet.
Ref.-Sample Refusal

No split-spoon
recovery for sample
No.6

No free standing
water was encountered
at boring completion.

HOLE NO. B-3 SURF. ELEV. 704.8 PROJECT NO.: TGE.07.122

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION Victor, New York

CLIENT DiMarco Group
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Brown fine SAND, some
Gravel, little Silt
  (moist, compact)

grades to little Gravel
  (very compact)

grades to some Silt, trace
clay

18
Light brown fine SAND,
little silt (moist)

21.5
Boring complete with auger
refusal at 21.5 feet.

Ref.-Sample refusal

Driller notes refusal
at 4.0 feet.  Moved
borehole 5.0 feet
west.

No free standing
water was encountered
at boring completion.

HOLE NO. B-4 SURF. ELEV. 694.3 PROJECT NO.: TGE.07.122

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION Victor, New York

CLIENT DiMarco Group

DATE STARTED 10/5/07 COMPLETED 10/5/07

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 12 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY MJB SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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e
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e
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BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N
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50/2

50

15
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15

40

41

50/2

20

31

28

73

71

Ref.

85

    TOPSOIL
0.5

Brown fine SAND, little
Silt, trace gravel
  (moist, firm)

2
Light brown fine SAND and
SILT, trace roots
  (moist, compact)
  (firm)
grades to little Silt,
little Gravel
  (very compact)

13
Light brown fine SAND,
little Gravel, trace silt
  (moist)

  (very compact)

20
Boring complete at 20.0
feet.

Ref.-Sample refusal

No free standing
water was encountered
at boring completion.

HOLE NO. B-5 SURF. ELEV. 736.6 PROJECT NO.: TGE.07.122

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION Victor, New York

CLIENT DiMarco Group

DATE STARTED 10/9/07 COMPLETED 10/9/07

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 12 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY MJB SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

S
am

pl
e
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e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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42
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17
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14
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23

17

23

Ref.

Ref.

Ref.

Ref.

37

Brown SILT and CLAY, trace
sand (moist, stiff)

4
Brown fine to medium SAND
and GRAVEL, trace silt
  (moist)
grades to little Silt

grades to trace silt

18
Brown fine SAND, little
Silt
  (very moist, compact)

20.4
Boring complete at 20.4
feet.

A 1" PVC ground water
monitoring well was
installed in
completed borehole to
a depth of 20.4 feet.
Ref.-Sample refusal
Driller notes auger
refusal at 4.8 feet.
Moved borehole 5.0
feet north.
No split-spoon
recovery for sample
No.5

No free standing
water was encountered
at boring completion.

HOLE NO. B-6 SURF. ELEV. 640.9 PROJECT NO.: TGE.07.122

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION Victor, New York

CLIENT DiMarco Group

DATE STARTED 10/3/07 COMPLETED 10/3/07

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 12 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY MJB SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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Test Pit Logs (2007)



1.  These subsurface logs form a part of the geotechnical report and
    should not be seperated from the report.

2.  The information presented on these subsurface logs are subject to the
    limitations, discussions and conclusions presented in the report.

3.  The subsurface conditions between the subsurface exploration
    locations, including topsoil and fill thicknesses, will vary.

4.  The subsurface logs should not be used as the sole means of
    estimating material quantities, including fill, topsoil and/or
    organic subsoils, for bidding purposes.  Discussions presented in
    this report of subsurface conditions may aid in estimating
    quantities.  The contractor is ultimately responsible for performing
    any additional site observations/explorations to aid in bidding.

Notes:

Symbol Description

Strata symbols

TOPSOIL

SAND with Gravel

Silty SAND with Gravel

Silty SAND

SAND and GRAVEL

KEY TO SYMBOLS



0

3

6

9

669

666

663

660

          0.6' TOPSOIL
0.6

Brown fine SAND, some Gravel, little Cobbles, little medium to coarse Sand, trace silt

grades to little Silt

Test pit complete at 10.2 feet.

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

TIERNEY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

TEST PIT LOG
Test Pit No.: TP-1

PROJECT Fishers Ridge PROJECT NO. TGE.07.122 GROUND ELEVATION 669.0 ft.
LOCATION Victor, New York DEPTH TO BOTTOM 10.2 ft. BOTTOM ELEVATION 10/3/07 ft.
CLIENT The DiMarco Group DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER ft. GROUNDWATER ELEVATION ft.
EXCAVATION METHOD Backhoe Chase 580L GROUNDWATER CHECKED CAVING ft.
LOGGED BY MJB DATE 10/3/07

Notes:

Depth
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ELEVATION
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SAMPLE
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Type
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Graphic
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0

3

6

9

627

624

621

618

       0.2' TOPSOIL
0.2

Brown Silty SAND, some Gravel, some Cobbles, little Boulders

6
Brown fine SAND, some Gravel, little Silt, little Cobbles

grades to some Cobbles
Test pit complete at 8.5 feet.

X x

x

X

x

X
c

x

X

x

TIERNEY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

TEST PIT LOG
Test Pit No.: TP-2

PROJECT Fishers Ridge PROJECT NO. TGE.07.122 GROUND ELEVATION 628.8 ft.
LOCATION Victor, New York DEPTH TO BOTTOM 8.5 ft. BOTTOM ELEVATION 10/3/07 ft.
CLIENT The DiMarco Group DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER ft. GROUNDWATER ELEVATION ft.
EXCAVATION METHOD Backhoe Chase 580L GROUNDWATER CHECKED CAVING ft.
LOGGED BY MJB DATE 10/3/07

Notes:

Depth
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9

606

603

600

597

        0.7' TOPSOIL
0.7

Brown fine SAND, little Gravel, little Cobbles, trace silt
1.5

Light Brown fine SAND, little Gravel, little Cobbles, trace silt

7.0
Brown fine SAND and SILT, trace gravel

Test Pit complete at 10.0 feet

X
X

X

X

x

x

X
X

X

X

x

x

TIERNEY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

TEST PIT LOG
Test Pit No.: TP-3

PROJECT Fishers Ridge PROJECT NO. TGE.07.122 GROUND ELEVATION 608.7 ft.
LOCATION Victor, New York DEPTH TO BOTTOM 10.0 ft. BOTTOM ELEVATION 10/3/07 ft.
CLIENT The DiMarco Group DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER ft. GROUNDWATER ELEVATION ft.
EXCAVATION METHOD Backhoe Chase 580L GROUNDWATER CHECKED CAVING ft.
LOGGED BY MJB DATE 10/3/07

Notes:

Depth
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Type
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Graphic
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9

609

606

603

600

        0.4' TOPSOIL
0.4

Brown Silty SAND, little Gravel

grades to little Cobbles/Boulders

9
Light brown fine SAND, little Gravel, little Silt

Test pit complete at 10.0 feet.

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

TIERNEY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

TEST PIT LOG
Test Pit No.: TP-4

PROJECT Fishers Ridge PROJECT NO. TGE.07.122 GROUND ELEVATION 609.5 ft.
LOCATION Victor, New York DEPTH TO BOTTOM 10.0 ft. BOTTOM ELEVATION 10/4/07 ft.
CLIENT The DiMarco Group DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER ft. GROUNDWATER ELEVATION ft.
EXCAVATION METHOD Track Kubota Excavator GROUNDWATER CHECKED CAVING ft.
LOGGED BY MJB DATE 10/4/07

Notes:

Depth
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ELEVATION
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Graphic
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0

3

6

9

678

675

672

669

        0.2' TOPSOIL
0.2

Brown fine SAND and GRAVEL, little Silt

grades to some Gravel with Cobbles

grades to some Cobbles

Test pit complete at 8.5 feet, due to hard excavating.

X
X

X

X X

X

X

X

X

TIERNEY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

TEST PIT LOG
Test Pit No.: TP-5

PROJECT Fishers Ridge PROJECT NO. TGE.07.122 GROUND ELEVATION 679 +/- ft.
LOCATION Victor, New York DEPTH TO BOTTOM 8.0 ft. BOTTOM ELEVATION 10/4/07 ft.
CLIENT The DiMarco Group DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER ft. GROUNDWATER ELEVATION ft.
EXCAVATION METHOD Track Kubota Excavator GROUNDWATER CHECKED CAVING ft.
LOGGED BY MJB DATE 10/4/07

Notes: Test pit relocated in field, could not find staked location in heavy brush.

Depth
(feet)

ELEVATION
(feet)

SAMPLE
No.

Type
of

Sample
Taken

Graphic
Log DESCRIPTION

E
as

y

EXCAVATION
DIFFICULTY

M
ed

iu
m

D
iff

ic
ul

t

V
. D

iff
ic

ul
t

D
ry

APPARENT
MOISTURE

M
oi

st

V
. M

oi
st

W
et



0

3

6

9

687
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        0.2' TOPSOIL
0.2

Light brown fine SAND, some Silt, little Gravel

grades to little Cobbles, trace boulders

grades to some Gravel

grades to some Cobbles

Test Pit complete at 8.0 feet, due to hard excavating.
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TIERNEY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

TEST PIT LOG
Test Pit No.: TP-6

PROJECT Fishers Ridge PROJECT NO. TGE.07.122 GROUND ELEVATION 687 +/- ft.
LOCATION Victor, New York DEPTH TO BOTTOM 8.0 ft. BOTTOM ELEVATION 10/4/07 ft.
CLIENT The DiMarco Group DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER ft. GROUNDWATER ELEVATION ft.
EXCAVATION METHOD Track Kubota Excavator GROUNDWATER CHECKED CAVING ft.
LOGGED BY MJB DATE 10/4/07

Notes: Test pit relocated in field, could not find staked location in heavy brush.
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Previous Exploratory Logs





































Soil Survey Units and Hydrological Soil Group Ratings
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Units

Soil Ratings
A

A/D

B

B/D

C

C/D

D

Not rated or not available

Political Features
Municipalities

Cities

Urban Areas

Water Features
Oceans

Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Roads
Interstate Highways

US Routes

State Highways

Local Roads

Other Roads

Original soil survey map sheets were prepared at publication scale.
Viewing scale and printing scale, however, may vary from the
original. Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for proper
map measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 18N

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Ontario County, New York
Survey Area Data:  Version 6, Aug 8, 2007

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  4/22/1994; 5/3/1994

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Hydrologic Soil Group–Ontario County, New York
(Fishers Ridge Development)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey 2.0
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/18/2007
Page 2 of 4



Hydrologic Soil Group

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Ontario County, New York

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Oc Ontario fine sandy loam,
3 to 10 percent slopes

B 12.1 6.7%

Oe Ontario fine sandy loam,
eroded, 10 to 20
percent slopes

B 18.5 10.2%

Of Ontario gravelly loam, 3
to 10 percent slopes

B 19.7 10.9%

Og Ontario gravelly loam,
eroded, 10 to 20
percent slopes

B 29.3 16.2%

Oh Ontario, Lansing, and
Honeoye soils, 30 to
60 percent slopes

B 13.2 7.3%

Pa Palmyra and Howard
soils, 25 to 35 percent
slopes

B 26.8 14.8%

Pc Palmyra fine sandy loam,
0 to 5 percent slopes

B 4.4 2.4%

Pe Palmyra gravelly loam, 5
to 15 percent slopes

B 7.9 4.4%

Pf Palmyra gravelly loam,
15 to 25 percent
slopes

B 47.1 26.0%

Pk Phelps gravelly silt loam,
0 to 5 percent slopes

B 2.2 1.2%

Totals for Area of Interest (AOI) 181.2 100.0%

Hydrologic Soil Group–Ontario County, New York Fishers Ridge Development

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey 2.0
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/18/2007
Page 3 of 4



Description

Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are
assigned to one of four groups according to the rate of water infiltration when the
soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive precipitation
from long-duration storms.

The soils in the United States are assigned to four groups (A, B, C, and D) and
three dual classes (A/D, B/D, and C/D). The groups are defined as follows:

Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly
wet. These consist mainly of deep, well drained to excessively drained sands or
gravelly sands. These soils have a high rate of water transmission.

Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These
consist chiefly of moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained
soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils
have a moderate rate of water transmission.

Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist
chiefly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or
soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water
transmission.

Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell
potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or clay layer
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material.
These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

If a soil is assigned to a dual hydrologic group (A/D, B/D, or C/D), the first letter is
for drained areas and the second is for undrained areas. Only the soils that in their
natural condition are in group D are assigned to dual classes.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method:  Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff:   None Specified

Tie-break Rule:  Lower

Hydrologic Soil Group–Ontario County, New York Fishers Ridge Development

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey 2.0
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/18/2007
Page 4 of 4



Summary Table of Subsurface Conditions 



Fishers Ridge
Town of Victor, New York

TGE.07.122

 Depth bottom Elevation Date Topsoil Remarks

Area Existing Elev. boring/pit bottom
(ft) boring/pit Thick., inches (Depth, ft) Elev. (ft) (Depth, ft) Elev. (ft) (Depth, ft) Elev. (ft) (Depth, ft) Elev. (ft) (Depth, ft) Elev. (ft)

B-1 Hotel 730.8 35.0 695.8 10/3/2007 N/A N/A 2.0 728.8 N/A N/A
B-2 Retail P/Q 669.2 20.0 649.2 10/5/2007 N/A N/A 2.0 667.2 N/A N/A
B-3 Retail G,H,I 704.8 30.0 674.8 10/3/2007 N/A N/A 2.0 702.8 N/A N/A 1" PVC Well. No water on 10/24/07.
B-4 Retail J,K 694.3 21.5 672.8 10/5/2007 N/A N/A 2.0 692.3 N/A N/A Auger refusal at 21.5 ft
B-5 Retail A 736.6 20.0 716.6 10/9/2007 N/A 1.0 735.6 6.0 730.6 N/A N/A
B-6 Storm Water Basin 640.9 20.4 620.5 10/3/2007 N/A 1.0 639.9 4.0 636.9 N/A N/A 1" PVC Well. No water on 10/24/07.

TP-1 Retail M,N,O 669.0 10.2 658.8 10/3/2007 7.0 N/A 0.6 668.4 N/A N/A N/A
TP-2 Storm Water Basin 628.8 8.5 620.3 10/3/2007 3.0 N/A 0.2 628.6 N/A N/A N/A
TP-3 Convenience Store/Car Wash 608.7 10.0 598.7 10/3/2007 8.0 N/A 0.7 608.0 N/A N/A N/A
TP-4 Retail Y 609.5 10.0 599.5 10/4/2007 5.0 N/A 0.4 609.1 N/A N/A N/A
TP-5 Retail P/Q 679.0 8.5 670.5 10/4/2007 3.0 N/A 0.2 678.8 3.0 676.0 N/A N/A
TP-6 Retail K 687.0 8.0 679.0 10/4/2007 3.0 N/A 0.2 686.8 5.0 682.0 N/A N/A Hard digging.

TP4-3 Off Site 695.1 10.0 685.1 7/28/2004 8.0 N/A 0.7 694.4 6.0 689.1 5.0 690.1 N/A Side caving in upper 6 ft. Seepage from sand and gravel layer.
TP4-4 Off Site 717.6 12.5 705.1 7/28/2004 30.0 N/A 2.5 715.1 N/A N/A 9.0 708.6 Side caving in upper 9 ft. 
TP4-5 Retail D,E,F 725.3 12.0 713.3 7/28/2004 12.0 N/A 1.0 724.3 8.0 717.3 N/A N/A

TP4-6 Pavement 707.3 8.0 699.3 7/28/2004 6.0 N/A 0.5 706.8 3.5 703.8 N/A N/A
TP4-7 Pavement 695.5 10.5 685.0 7/28/2004 8.0 N/A 0.8 694.7 2.6 692.9 N/A N/A

TP4-8 Retail P/Q 678.9 14.5 664.4 7/28/2004 6.0 5.5 673.4 6.0 672.9 N/A 10.0 668.9 10.0 668.9
Possible fill in upper 6 feet. Side caving below 4 
ft. Light seepage below 10 ft.

TP4-9 Pavement 634.2 14.0 620.2 7/28/2004 6.0 8.5 625.7 8.5 625.7 N/A N/A 8.5 625.7
Fill overlying buried topsoil in upper 8.5 feet. 
Modest seepage. 

TP4-10 Pavement 603.1 6.0 597.1 7/28/2004 2.0 N/A N/A 0.2 602.9 N/A 4.0 599.1 Very hard digging. 
TP4-11 Pavement 644.5 7.5 637.0 7/28/2004 2.0 N/A N/A 0.2 644.3 4.0 640.5 N/A Very hard digging. 
TP4-12 Convenience Store/Car Wash 623.6 6.0 617.6 7/28/2004 6.0 N/A 0.5 623.1 2.0 621.6 3.5 620.1 N/A Slight seepage at 3.5 ft. Very hard digging.
TP4-13 Retail M,N 672.3 14.0 658.3 7/28/2004 6.0 N/A 0.5 671.8 N/A N/A N/A

TP4-14 Pavement 699.1 7.0 692.1 7/28/2004 2.0 N/A 0.2 698.9 1.8 697.3 6.8 692.3 N/A Water flow at 6.8 ft.
TP4-15 Retail A 746.3 8.5 737.8 7/28/2004 12.0 N/A 1.0 745.3 2.5 743.8 N/A N/A
TP4-16 Pavement 725.4 10.8 714.6 7/28/2004 13.0 N/A 1.1 724.3 6.5 718.9 N/A N/A
TP4-17 Retail A 738.1 9.5 728.6 7/28/2004 11.0 N/A 1.0 737.1 4.5 733.6 N/A N/A
TP4-18 Retail D N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Boring log is missing from previous geotechnical report
TP4-19 Off Site 751.4 8.0 743.4 7/28/2004 11.0 N/A 1.0 750.4 4.0 747.4 N/A N/A Boulder at ground surface.

Top of

Dense Native Soil

Top of Bottom of 

in place fill loose/firm Native Soil

Summary Table of Subsurface Conditions

NOTES:
This table was prepared for the exclusive use of The DiMarco Group and is intended to convey general information and interpretations of subsurface conditions.  
Subsurface information presented in the test borings should be interpreted from existing grades at the time at which the borings were performed.  
This information is not to be relied on as being exact or complete, and shall not be used for bidding purposes. TGE does not make any representations or warranties, either expressed or implied, as to the suitability of this information for any specific purpose. 
Isolated information is not to be reproduced, copied or transferred without written consent from TGE. 

Location

Top of Top of 

gray layersfree standing water

Tierney Geotechnical Engineering



Appendix C: Laboratory Analyses Results
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