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FISHERS RIDGE 

TOWN OF VICTOR, ONTARIO COUNTY, STATE OF NEW YORK 

STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 

 

OVERVIEW 

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for the Fishers Ridge development is outlined in this 

report. The proposed development will occupy a 95.3± acre parcel on N.Y.S. Route 96. The site 

is situated between Rowley Road to the west and Lane Road to the east and is bordered by the 

N.Y.S. Thruway (Rte. 90) to the north. Refer to the location map in Appendix I. The site 

currently drains via sheet, overland, and channelized flow from north to south, discharging at 

four separate points along N.Y.S. Route 96. Runoff ultimately reaches an unnamed tributary of 

Irondequoit Creek, which is listed as a Class ‘C’ stream. Multiple Stormwater Management 

Facilities will be constructed to detain and treat stormwater runoff in a combination of practices 

including permanent pools, infiltration, and underground detention.  

 

SCOPE OF PROJECT 

The proposed mixed use development includes retail, office and residential uses to be 

constructed in multiple phases. The first phase includes the northernmost anchor retail parcel, 

parking areas, access roads, and Stormwater Management Facilities. The remaining buildings 

will be constructed in later phases. To accommodate the development, a section of N.Y.S. Route 

96 will be widened from two to four lanes. The calculations within this report are based on total 

build out. The Stormwater Extended Detention Basins located adjacent to N.Y.S. Route 96 will 

be constructed during the first phase of construction, and sized to receive drainage for complete 

build out. Soil disturbing activities will include: clearing and grubbing of existing vegetation, 

mass earthwork for current and future phases, road, parking lots and the Stormwater 

Management Facilities.  

 

BASIS FOR DESIGN 

The design criteria used for this analysis is based on the “New York State Stormwater 

Management Design Manual”, dated August 2010 in association with “SPDES General Permit 

for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity”, dated January, 2010 (GP-0-10-001) and 

the Irondequoit Creek Watershed Stormwater Management report requirements.  Existing and 

developed drainage sheds will be modeled using the SCS method to determine volume and 

peak rates of stormwater runoff.  Developed peak rates will be reduced below existing peak 

rates for the entire development through the use of multiple stormwater management facilities 

(SWMF). 
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These facilities will also provide required water quality, runoff reduction and channel 

protection volumes.  This analysis is only for areas that will be affected by the proposed 

development from increases in impervious area or changes in drainage patterns. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF SOILS 

According to the Ontario County Soil Survey, the original predominant soils present onsite are 

the Palmyra and Ontario Series.  Refer to the soils map in Appendix 1.  These soils have been 

classified as Hydrological Soil Groups (HSG) B and C. 

 

Palmyra Series: This soil is designated as a Hydrological Series Group (HSG) type B. 

Approximately 55% of the site sits within the Palmyra series. The Palmyra series consists of 

very deep, well drained to somewhat excessively drained soils formed in glacial outwash. The 

potential for surface runoff is very low to high. Slope ranges from 3 to 25 percent. 

 

Ontario Series: Approximately 45% of the site sits within the Ontario series, HSG Type C. The 

Ontario series consists of deep or very deep, well drained soils formed in till which is strongly 

influenced by limestone and sandstone. The potential for surface runoff is low to very high. 

Slope ranges from 3 to 55 percent. 

 

Subsurface Exploration and Geotechnical Testing services were conducted by ROC 

Geotechnical in May 2012. That report includes Subsurface Infiltration Testing throughout the 

site. Those results have been input into the developed stormwater model to replicate the effects 

of infiltration. 

 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The overall existing drainage area for the site is comprised of four sub-areas (E-1), (E-2), (E-3) 

and (E-4).  These areas drain north to south, discharging through storm sewers and culverts 

along Route 96. For the analysis, the discharge for the four drainage areas will be combined to 

create an overall site discharge area of 129.22 acres.  

 

Under existing conditions, the site topography drops by more than 100 feet from the Thruway 

to Route 96. Although there are areas onsite with soils that are favorable for infiltration, overall 

the existing topography limit’s infiltration. Calculations for generating the Time of 

Concentration and Curve Number for each drainage area can be found in Appendix I. 

 

Existing drainage area (E-1) is comprised of meadow and N.Y.S. Route 96 from the west end of 

the site, westerly to the limits of improvements. This drainage area contains 13.17 acres, Time of  
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Concentration (Tc=0.220 hours), Curve Number (CN=80) which drains in a south westerly 

direction to an existing culvert at the intersection of Rowley Road and N.Y.S. Route 96 

(Discharge Point 1).  

 

Existing drainage area (E-2) is comprised of a combination of meadow, woods, and N.Y.S. 

Route 96. This drainage area contains 37.26 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.260 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=69) and drains southerly to an existing 48” X 30” concrete box culvert 

under N.Y.S. Route 96 (Discharge Point 2). 

 

Existing drainage area (E-3) is comprised of a combination of meadow, woods, and N.Y.S. 

Route 96.This drainage area contains 50.60 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.415 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=71) and currently drains south to an existing 82” X 30” concrete box 

culvert under N.Y.S. Route 96 (Discharge Point 3).  

 

Existing drainage area (E-4) is comprised of a combination of meadow, woods, and N.Y.S. 

Route 96 from the east end of the site, easterly to the limits of improvement . This drainage area 

contains 28.19 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.335 hours), Curve Number (CN=67) and 

currently drains in a south easterly direction to an existing culvert at the intersection of Lane 

Road and N.Y.S. Route 96. (Discharge Point 4).  

 

The existing drainage areas affected by this development are shown on the drawing entitled, 

“Existing Drainage Area Map” (See Appendix 1).   

 

Table 1 provides a summary of the “original” existing peak flow rates. 

 

TABLE 1 - EXISTING PEAK FLOW RATES (129.22 Acres) 

Area Designation 
Q1 

(cfs) 

Q2 

(cfs) 

Q10 

(cfs) 

Q100 

(cfs) 

(E-1) (13.17 acres) 11.06 14.50 23.14 47.52 

(E-2) (37.26 acres) 8.92 14.65 30.67 85.24 

(E-3) (50.60 acres) 11.91 18.55 37.75 99.05 

(E-4) (28.19 acres) 4.05 7.36 17.21 52.27 

Overall (129.22 acres) 35.94 55.06 108.77 284.08 

All supporting data and calculations used to derive these results can be found in Appendix 1. 
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DEVELOPED CONDITIONS 

The developed drainage areas are shown on the drawing entitled, “Developed Drainage Area 

Map” (See Appendix II).  Under the proposed developed conditions, the majority of the site 

runoff will be directed to “onsite detention\infiltration systems” before being discharged to the 

dedicated road storm sewers which conveys the runoff to the two ponds along Route 96. The 

discharge rates will be reduced below existing conditions for the entire development. 

 

The proposed development will improve the infiltration capacity. Under existing conditions, a 

majority of the development is sited on sloped topography, which limits the opportunity for 

infiltration. Earthwork operations will create level areas which are more suitable for infiltration. 

It is expected that the volume of storm water runoff to be infiltrated will increase as a result of 

this development. 

 

The location of each Infiltration test and their results are shown on the Overall Grading and 

Erosion Control Plan included in Appendix II. The locations where porous pavement and 

infiltration practices will be implemented are located in subareas (D3-E, D3-G North, D3-G 

South, and D3-J). 

 

Table 2 below provides a summary of the infiltration flow rates used to calculate the developed 

hydrograph reservoir routings. 

 

TABLE 2 - INFILTRATION FLOW RATES 

Drainage Area 
Boring Location Infiltration Rate 

In. / hr. 

Average Infiltration 

Flow Rate (ft3/sec.) 

D3-E B-107 5.5 1.08 

D3-J B-109 16.6 5.35 

D3-G NORTH B-111A 9.4 4.19 

D3-G SOUTH B-110 1.7 0.28 

 

The above average Infiltration flow rates have been used in the storm water model to effectively 

eliminate that quantity of water from the detention system, which reduces the required size of 

the detention system. 

 

The overall developed drainage area is comprised of seventeen subareas which drain to the 

same four discharge points as under existing conditions. Calculations for generating the Time of 

Concentration and Curve Number for each drainage area can be found in Appendix II. 
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Drainage Area (D1-A) is a bypass area at the southwest corner of the site comprised of meadow 

and N.Y.S. Route 96 from the west end of the site, westerly, to the limits of improvements. 

N.Y.S. Route 96 will be widened for this project. This drainage area contains 10.63 acres, Time of 

Concentration (Tc=0.095 hours), Curve Number (CN=85), and will drain in a south westerly 

direction to an existing culvert at the intersection of Rowley Road and N.Y.S. Route 96 

(Discharge Point 1). Due to the site topography, this drainage area cannot be detained in the 

Stormwater Management Facilities. There is a slight increase in the developed peak flow rates 

when compared to existing conditions. 

 

Drainage Area (D2-A) is a bypass area comprised of 2.15 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 

hours), Curve Number (CN=91). This area contains a portion of the proposed Fishers Ridge 

access drive and N.Y.S. Route 96.  

 

This area will drain to an existing 48” X 30” concrete box culvert at N.Y.S. Route 96 (Discharge 

Point 2). Runoff to Discharge Point 2 will be greatly reduced because the developed drainage 

area will be reduced.  

 

The majority of the proposed impervious areas, 14 subareas, will ultimately reach Discharge 

Point 3. The future development areas (D3-C, D3-D, D3-E, D3-F, D3-G, and D3-H) have been 

assigned the same impervious percentage of (72) that was calculated from drainage area D3-J 

(northernmost anchor retail) because the future development areas only have a conceptual 

layout, and area D3-J has a more defined Preliminary layout. The impervious percentage was 

interpolated from the Soil Conservation Service’s Curve Number Worksheets. These areas also 

have the same curve number values as drainage area D3-J.  

 

The curve numbers were used to generate hydrographs which were routed through the 

theoretical underground storage and/or infiltration systems to calculate peak flow rates which 

will discharge to the road storm sewer systems. The infiltration rates used for each of the 

porous pavement/infiltration systems were converted from (inches/hour) to (cubic 

feet/second) by multiplying the infiltration rate by the surface area of the infiltration practice.  

Since detention systems for Phase 1 and future development areas were designed to detain up 

to a 100 year storm frequency event, the storm sewer systems for roads ‘A’ and ‘B’ were also 

designed for the 100 year storm event. 

 

Drainage Area (D3-A) is a bypass area comprised of 3.56 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 

hours), Curve Number (CN=92). This area contains a portion of the proposed Fishers Ridge 

access drive and N.Y.S. Route 96. This area will drain to an existing 82” X 30” concrete box  
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culvert at N.Y.S. Route 96 (Discharge Point 3). This area will not be detained in either of the 

ponds. 

 

Drainage Area (D3-B) is comprised of 6.55 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 hours), Curve 

Number (CN=82). This area contains the eastern section of the proposed access drive and 

Stormwater Management Pond ‘B’. Pond ‘B’ and the road storm sewers receive runoff from 

areas (D3-C, D3-D, and D3-E).  

 

Drainage Area (D3-C) is comprised of 2.98 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=89). This area will be developed in a future phase. Runoff from this area 

drains south, discharging into Pond ‘B’.  

 

Drainage Area (D3-D) is comprised of 1.59 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=89). This area will be developed in a future phase. Runoff from this area 

drains southwest, discharging into Pond ‘B’.  

 

Drainage Area (D3-E) is comprised of 6.16 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 hours), Curve 

Number (CN=89). Runoff from this area will be detained in an underground 

infiltration/detention system below the porous pavement section of the parking lot. This 

system has been designed to reduce the developed discharge rates and volume. The proposed 

infiltration system meets the design guidance and required elements of section 6.3 of the New 

York State Stormwater Design Manual. All infiltration practices shall comply with following 

requirements: 

 To be suitable for infiltration, underlying soils shall have an infiltration rate of at least 

0.5 inches per hour, as confirmed by field geotechnical tests.  

 The minimum geotechnical testing is one test hole per 5,000 sf, with a minimum of two 

borings per facility (taken within the proposed limits of the facility). 

 Infiltration practices cannot be located on areas with natural slopes greater than 15%. 

 The bottom of the infiltration facility shall be separated by at least three feet vertically 

from the seasonally high water table or bedrock, as documented by on-site soil testing. 

 

After being detained/reduced in the porous pavement infiltration system, the remaining runoff 

will be conveyed to Pond ‘B’ via the access road ‘B’ storm sewer system. 

 

Drainage Area (D3-F) is comprised of 12.74 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.083 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=89). This area contains access road ‘A’ and future out parcel areas. Runoff 

from this area will directed into Pond ‘A’ directly, or via the road ‘A’ storm sewer system. 
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Drainage Area (D3-G North) is comprised of 14.40 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.146 

hours), Curve Number (CN=89). This area will be developed in future phases. Runoff from this 

area will be detained in an underground infiltration system below the porous pavement section 

of the parking lot. The infiltration system meets the design guidance and required elements of 

section 6.3 of the New York State Stormwater Design Manual. The system has been designed to 

limit the amount of water to the road storm sewer system. After being detained, this area will 

drain to Pond ‘A’ via the access road ‘A’ storm sewer.  

 

Drainage Area (D3-G South) is comprised of 14.40 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.146 

hours), Curve Number (CN=89). This area will be developed in future phases. Runoff from this 

area will be detained in an underground infiltration system below the porous pavement section 

of the parking lot. The infiltration system meets the design guidance and required elements of 

section 6.3 of the New York State Stormwater Design Manual. The system has been designed to 

limit the amount of water to the road storm sewer system. After being detained, this area will 

drain to Pond ‘A’ via the access road ‘A’ storm sewer.  

 

Drainage Area (D3-H) is comprised of 9.04 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.085 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=91). This area will be developed in future phases. Runoff from this area 

will be detained in an underground storm water detention system. After being detained, this 

area will drain to Pond ‘A’ via the access road ‘A’ storm sewer.  

 

Drainage Area (D3-I) is comprised of 2.85 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.234 hours), Curve 

Number (CN=69). This area is an offsite area that will be collected by the access road ‘A’ storm 

sewer system. This area will ultimately drain to Pond ‘A’. 

 

Drainage Area (D3-J) is comprised of 13.21 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.168 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=89). This area contains the proposed northernmost anchor retail 

development. An underground infiltration system below the porous pavement section of the 

parking lot has been designed to reduce the developed discharge rates and volume. The 

infiltration system meets the design guidance and required elements of section 6.3 of the New 

York State Stormwater Design Manual.  After being detained/reduced in the infiltration system, 

the remaining runoff volume from this area will discharge to Pond ‘A’ via access road ‘A’ storm 

sewer system. 

 

Drainage Area (D3 Bypass ‘A’) is comprised of 3.18 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.160 

hours), Curve Number (CN=66). This area receives runoff from upstream bypass areas and 

discharges directly to discharge point 3.  
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Drainage Area (D3 Bypass ‘B’) is comprised of 0.75 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.106 

hours), Curve Number (CN=66). This area is a wetland bypass area that receives runoff from 

upstream wetland bypass areas and discharges to Drainage Area (D3 Bypass ‘A’). 

 

Drainage Area (D3 Bypass ‘C’) is comprised of 1.03 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.108 

hours), Curve Number (CN=66). This area receives runoff from upstream wetland bypass areas 

and discharges to Drainage Area (D3 Bypass ‘B’). 

 

Drainage Area (D3 Offsite) is comprised of 7.01 acres, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.261 hours), 

Curve Number (CN=79). This is an offsite area that drains to an enhanced water quality 

treatment pond adjacent to the retail anchor before discharging into the new stream corridor. 

The storm sewers designed to collect the offsite runoff and culverts from the pond to Route 96 

have been designed for a 100 year storm frequency event. 

 

Drainage Area (D4-A) is a bypass area comprised of 20.94 acres along the eastern portion of the 

site, Time of Concentration (Tc=0.335 hours), Curve Number (CN=68), and will drain in a 

southeasterly direction to an existing culvert at the intersection of Lane Road and N.Y.S. Route 

96 (Discharge Point 4). This drainage area will not be disturbed by the Fishers Ridge 

development. Since the developed drainage area will be reduced, a decrease in runoff to 

Discharge Point 4 is produced. This area will not be detained in the proposed Stormwater 

Management Facility.  

 

Table 3 summarizes the undetained developed peak flow rates for the drainage area (before 

stormwater management facility routing).   

 

TABLE 3 - DEVELOPED PEAK FLOW RATES (133.17 acres) 

Area Designation 
Q1 

(cfs) 

Q2 

(cfs) 

Q10 

(cfs) 

Q100 

(cfs) 

(D1-A) (10.63 acres) 15.11 18.88 28.03 52.47 

(D2-A) (2.15 acres) 4.34 5.21 7.25 12.48 

(D3-A) (3.56 acres) 7.59 9.04 12.42 21.06 

(D3-B) (6.55 acres) 7.67 9.83 15.16 30.40 

(D3-C) (2.98 acres) 5.36 6.54 9.33 16.60 

(D3-D) (1.59 acres 2.86 3.49 4.98 8.86 

(D3-E) (6.16 acres) 11.09 13.51 19.28 34.31 

(D3-F) (12.74 acres) 22.96 27.99 39.94 71.08 
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(D3-G North) (14.40 ac.) 23.87 29.05 41.39 73.49 

(D3-G South) (14.40 ac.) 23.87 29.05 41.39 73.49 

(D3-H) (9.04 acres) 16.35 19.61 27.29 47.02 

(D3-I) (2.85 acres) 0.71 1.16 2.50 6.81 

(D3-J) (13.21 acres) 21.50 26.05 36.83 64.78 

(D3 Bypass ‘A’) (3.18 ac.) 0.58 1.06 2.44 7.43 

(D3 Bypass ‘B’) (0.75 ac.) 0.15 0.28 0.64 1.89 

(D3 Bypass ‘C’) (1.03 ac.) 0.21 0.38 0.87 2.59 

(D3 Offsite) (7.01 acres) 5.01 6.71 11.03 23.35 

(D4-A) (20.94 acres) 3.52 6.12 13.71 40.08 

Overall (133.17 acres) 172.75 213.96 314.48 588.19 

 

Supporting data and calculations used to derive the developed peak flow rates can be found in 

Appendix II. 

 

ROUTED OUTFLOWS 

The proposed stormwater ponds A and B are designed to accommodate the proposed 

development in order to reduce the developed peak flow rates to less than the existing rates.  

 

The storm water ponds have been designed in accordance with, and meet the standards of 

section 6.1 of the New York State Stormwater Design Manual. Tables 4-8 summarize the results 

of routing the developed hydrographs through the “onsite” facilities using an inflow-storage-

outflow scenario, before they discharge to the road storm sewer systems. 
 

TABLE 4 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (D3-J) 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 21.50 18,992 711.58 2.26 

2 26.05 22,564 712.06 5.53 

10 36.83 31,015 713.09 11.06 

100 64.78 57,238 716.20 19.97 
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TABLE 5 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (D3-E) 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 11.09 6,621 714.20 4.37 

2 13.51 8,451 714.66 4.95 

10 19.28 13,242 715.71 6.13 

100 34.31 25,744 718.16 11.49 

 

TABLE 6 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (D3-H) 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 16.35 14,854 697.25 8.44 

2 19.61 17,337 697.65 10.03 

10 27.29 23,043 698.58 12.96 

100 47.02 37,897 701.49 19.46 

 

TABLE 7 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (D3-G) NORTH 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 23.87 16,727 674.31 3.58 

2 29.05 21,083 674.77 6.05 

10 41.39 30,753 675.76 11.94 

100 73.49 60,636 679.29 18.49 

 

TABLE 8 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (D3-G) SOUTH 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 23.87 24,394 674.61 5.16 

2 29.05 29,185 675.01 7.75 

10 41.39 40,598 675.93 12.73 

100 73.49 75,838 679.29 18.94 
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Tables 9 and 10 summarize the results of routing the “onsite” and some of the by-pass drainage 

areas through the two proposed ponds using an inflow-storage-outflow scenario, before they 

discharge to discharge point 3.  

 

TABLE 9 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (POND ‘A’) 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 33.72 125,627 599.37 0.90 

2 41.64 165,397 600.01 1.03 

10 70.75 251,167 601.31 2.52 

100 129.96 401,057 603.41 22.35 

 

TABLE 10 - HYDROGRAPH RESERVOIR ROUTINGS (POND ‘B’) 

Storm 

Frequency (yrs) 

Inflow Hydrograph 

Peak (cfs) 

Storage 

Provided (ft.3) 

Maximum Water 

Elevation (ft.) 

Peak Outflow 

(cfs) 

1 19.55 33,454 593.94 0.89 

2 23.94 43,081 594.55 1.02 

10 34.35 60,113 595.57 3.71 

100 62.27 84,071 596.89 16.43 

Supporting data and calculations used to derive the routed outflows can be found in App. II. 

 
SUMMARY OF PEAK FLOW RATES 

Tables 11-15 compares the existing vs. developed peak flow rates for each discharge point and 

the overall development. 
 

TABLE 11 - EXISTING VS. DEVELOPED PEAK FLOW RATES (DP#1) 

Storm  

Frequency 

QExisting 

(cfs) 

QDeveloped 

(cfs) 

 

% Reduction 

1 11.06 15.11 +36.6 

2 14.50 18.88 +30.2 

10 23.14 28.03 +21.1 

100 47.52 52.47 +10.4 
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TABLE 12 - EXISTING VS. DEVELOPED PEAK FLOW RATES (DP#2) 

Storm  

Frequency 

QExisting 

(cfs) 

QDeveloped 

(cfs) 

 

% Reduction 

1 8.92 4.34 51.3 

2 14.65 5.21 64.4 

10 30.67 7.25 76.4 

100 85.24 12.48 85.4 

 

TABLE 13 - EXISTING VS. DEVELOPED PEAK FLOW RATES (DP#3) 

Storm  

Frequency 

QExisting 

(cfs) 

QDeveloped 

(cfs) 

 

% Reduction 

1 11.91 12.65 +6.2 

2 18.55 16.40 11.6 

10 37.75 25.93 31.3 

100 99.05 60.46 39.0 

 

TABLE 14 - EXISTING VS. DEVELOPED PEAK FLOW RATES (DP#4) 

Storm  

Frequency 

QExisting 

(cfs) 

QDeveloped 

(cfs) 

 

% Reduction 

1 4.05 3.52 13.1 

2 7.36 6.12 16.8 

10 17.21 13.71 20.3 

100 52.27 40.08 23.3 

 

TABLE 15 - EXISTING VS. DEVELOPED PEAK FLOW RATES (OVERALL) 

Storm  

Frequency 

QExisting 

(cfs) 

QDeveloped 

(cfs) 

 

% Reduction 

1 35.94 35.62 0.9 

2 55.06 46.61 15.3 

10 108.77 74.92 31.1 

100 284.08 165.49 41.7 

 

There is a slight increase in the peak discharge rate to discharge point #1 because the highway 

improvements cannot be detained within any of the stormwater management facilities. 

However, these results show a reduction in overall peak rate discharge from the development.  
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WATER QUALITY AND CHANNEL PROTECTION VOLUMES 

In keeping with the goals of the NYSDEC Stormwater Pollution Prevention Control, the SPDES 

General Permit GP-0-10-001 associated with long term development and, in order to meet 

pollutant removal goals, Runoff Reduction and Source Control practices have been 

implemented to provide at least the minimum required Runoff Reduction volume. Stormwater 

Management Facilities (Wet Ponds) have also been designed pursuant to the current NYSDEC 

Stormwater Management Design Manual.  In order to meet pollutant removal goals, the basins 

provide adequate storage, in a permanent pool below the static elevation of the pond surface, 

for the required water quality volume (WQv) for the site per NYSDEC and Irondequoit Creek 

Watershed requirements.  Calculations for runoff reduction and water quality volume can be 

found in Appendix II, Calculations.  In addition to the water quality volume and also pursuant 

to the New York State Design Manual, the channel protection volume (CPv) has also been 

provided in the wet ponds. Calculations for the channel protection volume can also be found in 

the calculations section of Appendix II.  

 

Table 16, shown below, provides the volumes for water quality and channel protection.  

 

TABLE 16 - WATER QUALITY & CHANNEL PROTECTION 

Water Quality Volume Channel Protection Volume  

WQv Req'd 

(ac-ft) 

 
RRv Provided 

(ac-ft) 

WQv Required 

after RRv 

(ac-ft) 

WQv 

Provided 

(ac-ft) 

CPv Req'd 

(ac-ft) 

 
RRv Provided 

(ac-ft) 

CPv Required 

after RRv 

(ac-ft) 

CPv 

Provided 

(ac-ft) 

5.96  2.27 3.69 3.69 8.65  2.27 6.38 6.47 

 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE FOR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

The Green Infrastructure approach for stormwater management reduces a site’s impact on the 

aquatic ecosystem through the use of site planning techniques, Runoff Reduction techniques, 

and standard SMPs. The objective is to replicate pre-development hydrology by maintaining 

pre-construction infiltration, peak runoff flow, discharge volume, as well as minimizing 

concentrated flow by using runoff control techniques to provide treatment in a distributed 

manner before runoff reaches the collection system. 

 

An example of a site planning technique employed in this development is the preservation of 

Natural Resources. Onsite wetlands will be preserved during construction, and managed after 

occupancy by a responsible party able to maintain the area in a natural state in perpetuity.  

Preservation of existing on-site wetlands (Wetland “B”) is proposed for the development.   
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Conservation of natural areas on a development project can help preserve pre-developed 

hydrology.  Any enhancement of on-site wetlands must meet the design guidance and required 

elements of Section 6.2 of the New York State Stormwater Design Manual.  Wetland 

enhancements shall comply with the following requirements: 

 A minimum flow path of 2:1 (length to relative width) shall be provided across the 

wetland. 

 The surface area of the entire wetland shall be at least one percent of the contributing 

drainage area. 

 A minimum of 35% of the total surface area can have a depth of six inches or less, and at 

least 65% of the total surface area shall be shallower than 18 inches. 

 At least 25% of the WQv shall be in deepwater zones with a depth greater than four feet. 

 Wetland establishment guidelines in (Appendix H) of the NYS Stormwater Design 

Manual should be followed. 

 

Table 17 shows the required and provided Runoff Reduction volume for the development. 

Based on the soils on site, approximately 33% of the original Water Quality volume for the site 

is required to be treated by using Green Infrastructure and Runoff Reduction volume practices.  

 

The proposed porous pavement provides approximately 2.27 acre feet of runoff reduction 

volume, which is approximately 38% of the required Water Quality volume, and is more than 

the minimum required per the New York State Stormwater Design Manual standards. Green 

Infrastructure calculations can be found in Appendix II. 

 

The proposed porous pavement sections are constructed in a similar manner as standard 

impermeable pavement. The top course consists of a 3”-7” porous pavement layer with a 

nominal maximum aggregate size of 0.5”, and a minimum void space of 18%. The porous 

pavement top course sits on top of a 4”-8” layer of double washed and clean AASHTO #57 

stone choker course. The bottom course of the porous pavement section consists of the reservoir 

layer, which is a thick section of double washed and clean NYSDOT #2 stone. The oversized 

perforated storage pipe is situated within this layer.  Refer to the plan drawings for the depth 

and locations of the porous pavement practices. The porous pavement for the Fishers Ridge 

development has been designed to satisfy the requirements of the New York State Stormwater 

Design Manual guidelines. 

 

The proposed surface area of porous pavement is sized to treat the Runoff Reduction Water 

Quality Volume of the entire development.    
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TABLE 17 - RUNOFF REDUCTION VOLUME 

RRv Req'd (Min) 
(ac-ft) 

RRv Provided 
(ac-ft) 

2.02 2.27 

 

The minimum required Runoff Reduction volume has been met for this site using porous 

pavement. Due to the areas of poor infiltration on site and limited space, the full Runoff 

Reduction volume cannot be met. The balance of the Water Quality volume will be provided for 

within the two stormwater ponds. 

 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

The NYS Stormwater Design Manual has created a five-step planning process for addressing 

stormwater management in new developments. This process is intended to guide the designer 

through steps that maintain pre-construction hydrologic conditions of the site. 

 

The five steps include: 

1. Site planning to preserve natural features and reduce impervious cover, 

2. Calculations of the water quality volume for the site, 

3. Incorporation of green infrastructure techniques and standard SMP’s with Runoff 

Reduction Volume (RRv) capacity, 

4. Use of standard SMP’s where applicable, to treat the portion of water quality volume 

not addressed by green infrastructure techniques and standard SMP’s with RRv 

capacity, and 

5. Design of volume and peak rate control practices where required. 

 

The five-step process has been applied to this site as follows: 

1. As best as possible, the site has been developed in the less sensitive areas of the site, 

including the slopes along Route 96 between Road “A” and Rowley Road, and the 

stream “A” and “B” wetland corridors.  The proposed impervious cover has been 

reduced to the minimum necessary for the use, included banked parking shown to meet 

Town Code. 

2. Calculations for water quality volume can be found in Appendix 2. 

3. Infiltration systems have been designed to provide Runoff Reduction volume for the 

development in areas where soils meet or exceed the minimum requirements. See the 

calculations in Appendix 2. 

4. A wet pond has been designed to treat the remaining required water quality volume. 

(See Appendix 2). 
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5. A wet pond has been designed to control the peak flows. (See Appendix 2). 

 

TECHNICAL JUSTIFICATION FOR RUNOFF REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS 
(Per NYS SWDM Ch. 5) 
Preservation of Natural Features and Conservation Design  

 Preservation of Undisturbed Areas: Undisturbed areas will be conserved during and 

after construction. 

 Preservation of Buffers:  Stream and wetland corridor “B” will be preserved.  Vegetated 

buffers outside of the limits of disturbance will remain undisturbed after construction. 

 Reduction of Clearing and Grading: Clearing and grading limits shall be the minimum 

necessary to build the parking areas, driveways, foundations, utilities, and the 

stormwater management facilities. 

 Locating Development in Less Sensitive Areas: Buildings, roadways and parking areas 

will be located to fit the terrain and in areas that will create the least impact. 

 Open Space Design: This development proposes to concentrate the disturbance in as 

compact an area as possible in order to create open space along Route 96.  Methods 

include underground parking garages and parking decks. 

 Soil Restoration: Soil amendments (profile or approved equal) will be added to the 

hydro seed mix, and used in all grass areas. 

 

Planning Practices for Reduction of Impervious Cover 

 Roadway Reduction: Road lengths and widths have been minimized as much as 

possible, while still meeting volume, turning and safety thresholds. 

 Sidewalk Reduction: Sidewalks for the development are the minimum possible to 

provide for ADA accessibility.  

 Driveway Reduction: Drive aisles have been designed to the minimum width to allow 

two-way traffic through the site. 

 Cul-de-sac Reduction: Cul-de-sacs are not proposed for this development. 

 Building Footprint Reduction: The footprints will be is the smallest necessary to 

accommodate the use.  Where practical, multiple stories are proposed to minimize 

footprint. 

 Parking Reduction: The developer requires parking spaces as shown based on similar 

existing developments to meet requirements for the sales lot, customer, employee and 

resident parking.  Parking proposed minus banked parking is less than required by 

Town Code. 
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Techniques for Runoff Reduction 

 Conservation of Natural Areas: This site will incorporate conservation of the 

undisturbed areas, including stream and wetland corridor, portion of route 96 frontage 

and southeastern buffer to residential homes. 

 Sheet flow to Riparian Buffers or Filter Strips: A Riparian buffer will be maintained 

along the stream and wetland “B” corridor. 

 Vegetated Swale: Interceptor swales and storm sewers will convey offsite runoff to 

stream/wetland corridors “A” and “B”, maintaining the natural path of travel that 

exists. 

 Tree Planting: Trees will be planted throughout the site, including parking and 

pedestrian areas. 

 Rooftop Disconnection: Rooftop disconnection will not be used for this site where 

impervious cover surrounds a building or adjacent to natural slopes.  This may be 

possible for development areas adjacent to the stormwater management ponds along 

Route 96. 

 Stream Daylighting:  Enhanced stream corridor “A” will be daylighted within the 

project limits. 

 Rain Gardens: Rain gardens will be used in and/or adjacent to parking areas where 

soils are not conducive to infiltration. 

 Green Roofs: Green roofs are not proposed for this development.  

 Stormwater Planters: Planters are not proposed for this development.  

 Rain Barrels/Cisterns: Rain barrels/cisterns are not proposed for this development. 

 Porous Pavement: Porous pavement is proposed for this development where field 

testing has shown the soils to be conducive to infiltration. 

 
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES 
All erosion and sediment control measures were designed in accordance with the New York 

State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control Design Manual.  The site 

contractor shall adhere to all erosion and sediment control measures shown on the Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan. The following temporary measures must be followed to control any 

potential pollutants leaving the construction site.   

 

 Temporary stabilization practices for this site include siltation fence, inlet protection, 

stabilized construction entrances diversion swales, diversion berms, stone check dams, 

sedimentation basins, soil roughening, watering, mulching, erosion control matting and 

seeding. 
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 Permanent stabilization practices for this site include infiltration systems, storm sewer 

systems, stormwater management ponds, stone stabilization, new pavement, sidewalks, 

permanent seeding of all lawn areas and permanent mulching of all landscape beds. 

 

ONSITE CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL STORAGE 
All site work shall be performed in accordance with Title 29 of the Federal Regulations, Part 

1926 Safety and Health Regulations for Construction (OSHA).  In addition, the site 

subcontractor(s) shall follow all material management practices that will reduce the risk of 

exposure of any material to stormwater runoff.  The site subcontractor(s) shall adhere to all of 

the following construction practices in regard to material storage: 

 

 All materials shall be stored in an orderly manner with their appropriate manufacturer’s 

labels and storage recommendations visible, and where possible, store any spillable 

materials under a roof or in a storage container. 

 Materials should not be mixed with one another unless recommended by the 

manufacturer.  All materials mixed or not mixed shall be sealed properly when not 

being used. 

 Subcontractor shall follow manufacturer’s storage recommendations for proper storage 

of all materials, and a regular inspection shall be made.  

 Every vehicle shall be checked for leakage regularly. Any containers used to store 

petroleum or other liquids for vehicles shall be stored in proper containers and in a place 

protected from spilling or mixing with other liquids and placed in secondary 

containment. 

 Subcontractor(s) shall provide proper storage for fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides and 

paints with manufacturer’s labels and storage recommendations visible.  All fertilizers, 

herbicides, pesticides and paints shall be applied using the minimum amount 

recommended by the manufacturer. 

 

In addition to the standard management practices to be followed above, the sites 

Subcontractor(s) shall also follow the following spill cleanup procedures: 

 

 Spills of petroleum, toxins or hazardous materials will be reported to the New York 

State Health Department and the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation.  

 Manufacturer’s recommended methods for spill cleanup will be clearly posted and site 

personnel will be made aware of the procedures and location of clean up supplies. 
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 Materials and equipment necessary for cleanup will be kept in a material storage area 

onsite to be identified by the site subcontractor(s).  Equipment and materials will 

include, but not be limited to brooms, dust pans, mops, rags, gloves, goggles, speed-dry, 

sand, sawdust and trash containers. 

 Spills will be cleaned up immediately upon discovery. 

 The spill area will be kept well ventilated and personnel will wear appropriate 

protective clothing to prevent injury from contact with the spilled substance. 

 A spill report will be completed and filed on site. 

 
SEQUENCE OF MAJOR ACTIVITIES 
The contractor will be responsible for implementing the following erosion control and storm 

water management control measures. The contractor may designate these tasks to certain 

subcontractors as he sees fit, but the ultimate responsibility for implementing these controls and 

ensuring their proper functioning remains with the contractor. The order of activities will be as 

follows: 

 

Phasing 

The development will be broken up into four separate subareas for the purpose of discussing 

phasing, which ultimately will be driven by market conditions.  The southwest residential 

section will be known as “The Bluffs”, the northern section adjacent to the Thruway is referred 

to as the “Anchor Retail” which includes the hotel.  The center portion of the site is called 

“Town Center – North” in the middle of the site and “Town Center – South” which fronts Route 

96 and includes the two stormwater management facilities and five out-parcels.  During any 

scenario Pond “A” and/or Pond “B” will be constructed before the development of any 

contributing drainage areas.  A feature of this site is that earthwork operations for all four 

subareas balance on their own so all areas of the site do not have to be disturbed at the same 

time in order to build one or more of the subareas. 

 

At this time, Phase One will include Pond “A”, Road “A”, the upper portion of Road “B” and 

the Anchor Retail.  Detailed 40 scale plans of these areas are include in the plan set.  Due to the 

grade change across the site from Route 96 to the Thruway, road “A” and its associated storm 

sewer system will need to be installed prior to clearing and grubbing the development subareas. 

 
Sequence of Major Activities – Phase One (See 40 Scale Plans) 
 

1. Install a stabilized construction entrance at the Road “A” intersection with Route 96. 

2. Clear and grub the “Town Center – South” area and install perimeter siltation fence. 

3. Construct Pond “A”, including discharge structure and end section stabilization. 
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4. Grade Road “A” and portion of Road “B”.  Upon reaching finished subgrade 

elevations, install storm sewer systems and stabilize road with No. 3 stone. 

5. Stabilize disturbed areas and stockpiles within 14 days of last construction activity in 

each area.  This pertains until disturbed areas are permanently stabilized. 

6. Clear and grub subareas comprising the Anchor retail.  Construct perimeter siltation 

fencing and temporary sedimentation basins. 

7. In the Anchor Retail area, construct the onsite storm sewer system and stream 

enhancement area to collect and control offsite from the Thruway.  Outlet the stream 

enhancement under Road “B” and discharge into existing Stream “A”. 

8. Perform earthwork operations.  Construct temporary diversion swales, berms and 

culverts as necessary to convey silt laden runoff to temporary sedimentation basins. 

9. Begin building construction and maintain erosion and sediment control measures. 

10. Install utilities and storm sewer systems, including underground storage and 

infiltration systems.  Provide inlet protection on storm inlet structures. 

11. Construct curbing and stabilize pavement areas with stone subbase. 

12. Complete fine grading in lawn and landscape areas with topsoil, hydroseeding and 

mulch. 

 
Future Phases 

1. Follow the sequence outlined for Phase 1, including the construction of Pond “B” and 

the remainder of Road “B”. 

2. Protect portions of Streams “A” and “B” shown not to be disturbed with reinforced 

siltation fencing. 

3. Install and implement any additional erosion and sediment control measures as 

necessary. 

4. Once future phases are determined, more detailed 40 scale plans shall be prepared as 

part of the site plan approval process with the Town prior to any earth disturbance 

activities. 

 

LOCATION OF EROSION CONTROL MEASURES 
See Drawing Numbers CA130 entitled, “Grading and Erosion Control Plan” in Appendix 3. 

 
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
Stabilization measures shall initiate as soon as practicable in portions of the site where 

construction activities have temporarily or permanently ceased, however in no case more than 

fourteen (14) days after the construction activity in that portion of the site has temporarily or 

permanently ceased.   
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The onsite construction supervisor shall visually inspect all erosion control measures daily.  

Any measure that is damaged, becomes inoperative or has been in place for a three-month 

period shall be replaced immediately.  All erosion/sediment control measures must remain in 

place and properly inspected and operable until all disturbed areas have been stabilized.   

 

MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION SCHEDULE 
A qualified site supervisor shall assess the site prior to construction beginning and certify in an 

inspection report that all erosion and sediment facilities have been completely and properly 

installed and functional.  Once construction begins, an inspection shall be done every seven (7) 

days and two times every seven days when more than five (5) acres are disturbed at any one 

time. The following should be included in the inspectors report following each site visit: 

 

 On a site map, indicate the extent of all disturbed site areas and drainage pathways.  

Indicate site areas that are expected to undergo initial disturbance or significant site 

work within the next 7-day period. 

 Indicate on a site plan areas that have had temporary or permanent stabilization. 

 Indicate on a site plan areas that have not had active site work within the past 7 days. 

 All erosion and sediment controls shall be inspected and the approximate percent of 

remaining silt storage capacity (in the sediment trap basins) shall be reported in the 

inspection report on a weekly basis. 

 Inspection of erosion and sediment control practices and any maintenance requirements 

should be recorded.  Depths of sediment should be measured, and effectiveness should 

be recorded.  If any methods of erosion or sediment control are found to be inadequate, 

a recommendation should be made that would bring all facilities to standards set forth 

by the NYSDEC. 

 An onsite logbook shall be maintained and weekly inspections should be kept updated 

and available for permitting authorities upon request.  Prior to construction, the site 

supervisor shall certify in the site logbook that the SWPPP prepared in accordance with 

Part II.D of stormwater permit GP-0-10-001 meets all Federal, and State erosion and 

sediment control requirements.  Prior to filing notice of Termination or the end of the 

permit, the site supervisor shall perform a final site inspection.  The site supervisor shall 

report that 80% germination has been completed.  The report should also state all 

erosion and sediment methods have been removed. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF RESPONSIBILITY 
Each contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) shall be responsible for implementing the SWPPP 

temporary practices, structures and controls.  The owner shall be responsible for implementing 

all permanent operation and maintenance practices and procedures.   

 

CONCLUSION 

Stormwater runoff from the Fishers Ridge development will be captured and conveyed to the 

proposed stormwater management facilities. The stormwater management facilities will 

provide 1 through 100-year storm event peak flow attenuation for the site as well as Water 

Quality, Runoff Reduction and Stream Channel Protection volumes. Design and construction 

criteria conform to the “New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual”, dated 

August 2010 in association with “SPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from 

Construction Activity”, dated January, 2010 (GP-0-10-001).   
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I. INTRODUCTION

ROC Geotechnical Consulting Engineers, PLLC (ROC) is pleased to present our report for the subsurface

exploration and geotechnical investigation for the construction of the proposed Fishers Ridge Retail Development

in the Town of Victor, Ontario County, New York. This investigation was performed per the request of Mr. Paul

Colucci with The DiMarco Group (DIMARCO). 

The following preliminary geotechnical reports previously completed for the project site were provided to ROC by

DIMARCO:

• A preliminary geotechnical report was prepared by Foundation Design, P.C. in August, 2004.

• A preliminary geotechnical report was prepared by Tierney Geotechnical Engineering, P.C. in October

2007.

We understand that we can rely on the accuracy and completeness of the information presented in the above

referenced preliminary geotechnical reports in the preparation of this current report.

Our scope of services includes subsurface exploration at various locations across the project site using test borings;

performing in-situ infiltration tests; preparation of subsurface exploration logs; and preparation of this 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; presentation of the infiltration test results; and a

description of the subsurface conditions. The appendices include a site vicinity map, subsurface exploration location

plan, subsurface exploration logs, and infiltration test results.

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Information pertaining to the project, including site plans, was provided by DIMARCO. Additional information

was obtained during site visits by our personnel.  The site is located within the northern quadrant 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 has been mined in the past for sand and gravel. 
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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 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.

III. SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

The subsurface exploration performed at the project site for this investigation consisted of a total of 32 test borings

performed from April 3 to April 16, 2012. The test borings were located in the field by ROC. The approximate test

boring locations are shown on the drawing in Appendix A, and the test boring logs are presented in Appendix B.

The borings were performed as follows:

1. Sixteen (16) deep test borings (designated as 101 to 116) were generally advanced to depths of

approximately 12 to 13 feet below the existing ground surface, except for boring 114 which was completed

at a depth of 27.5 feet.

2. Sixteen (16) shallow test borings (designated as 101A to 116A) were advanced to a depth of approximately

5 feet below the existing ground surface, except for boring 114A which was completed at a depth of 20.3

feet. Each shallow boring was completed at a lateral distance of 3 to 4 feet from a deeper boring. 

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 to the

terminus of the test borings, except for borings 103, 103A, 104, 104A, 105, 105A, 106, 106A, 113, 113A, 114, and

114A. At these location sampling by using a 2-inch diameter split-spoon sampler was generally performed at 5-foot

intervals to boring completion. Representative portions of the soil samples recovered from the test borings were

transported to our office for visual classification by a geotechnical engineer.

IV. SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

A. Subsurface Conditions

The subsurface conditions discussed in this report were inferred from the test borings performed for this geotechnical

evaluation. Subsurface conditions between exploration locations 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 to obtain representative information. The stratification lines indicated on the

subsurface exploration logs are approximate and may indicate gradational changes. Test boring logs are presented

in Appendix B. Subsurface Information. More 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 advanced for this geotechnical evaluation generally consist

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. Layers of cohesive silt and clay soils (in varying proportions) were

also occasionally encountered interbedded within the granular soils at several test locations (i.e. 102, 102A, 110,
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114, 114A). These soil mixtures are brown to tan-brown (occasionally grayish-brown to gray) in color, generally

moist to wet, and loose to very compact in density (non-cohesive) or medium to hard in consistency (cohesive), as

indicated by the SPT N-values. Split-spoon sampler refusal was generally encountered in the test borings at various

depths, 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.

B. Free Standing Water

At the location of borings 112 and 112A water was encountered at depths of 2 to 3 feet below the existing ground

surface. Please note that this location is located at the bottom of an existing cut slope, and that at the time of our site

visit, we noted water seeping from the side of the cut slope. Free standing water was generally not encountered

immediately upon completion of sampling in the test borings completed at the site. Please note that groundwater

levels will be influenced by seasonal and construction related fluctuations. 

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 sand and gravel, which may be interbedded within the dense glacial till.

C. Infiltration Tests

At the completion of drilling and sampling, a 4-inch PVC pipe was installed at each of the boring locations for

infiltration testing. 

The infiltration tests were performed in accordance with the guidelines presented in the New York State Department

of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Stormwater Management Design Manual, Appendix D: Infiltration

Testing Requirements. We note that the NYSDEC guidelines indicate that at the “tester’s discretion” the final field

rate may either be the average of the four observations, or the value of the last observation. We have opted to use

the average value of the four observations. A summary of the test results is presented in Section A. General, and the

results of the infiltration tests are presented in Appendix C. Infiltration Test Results.  
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 : Soil Survey Staff, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture. Web Soil Survey. Available
1

online at http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. General

A.1 Geology, Hydrology, Subsurface Conditions

The project is located in the northwestern portion of Ontario County, within the Ontario Lowlands physiographic

province. The topography is generally marked by a series of hills of the glacial form known as kame moraines. They

are irregular in outline, elevation, and character of the materials of which they are composed. 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 depths

explored.

The test borings indicate 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 Web Soil Survey of Ontario County , the surficial native soils encountered at the project site consist1

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

A.2 Infiltration Test Results

Based upon the results of the infiltration tests performed for this geotechnical evaluation, we note the following:

• The tests indicated infiltration rates ranging from zero to more than 300 inches per hour. At several test

locations, no movement of water was observed in the 1-hour test period. Please note that as a part of the pre-

soaking procedure, approximately 24 inches of water was placed in the PVC pipe at the completion of

drilling and left overnight. At several test locations, no significant movement of water was observed the next

day, indicating that the soil at these locations have a very low infiltration rate. This very low infiltration rate

may be explained in part as a result of partings/seams of silt and clay (which were observed at several of

the test borings, such as tests 110; 114A; 115A), and in part as a result of the very dense nature of the soil

tested.

• With regards to the (deep) infiltration tests performed at the location of the deep test borings for this

geotechnical evaluation, we note that most of the tests resulted in infiltration rates of less than 0.5 inches

per hour, with the exception of the tests completed at the location of 102, 107, 109, 110, and 111. At these

locations, the (deep) infiltration rates were greater than 0.5 inches per hour.  

• With regards to the (shallow) infiltration tests (generally designated with the suffix “A” after the test

number), we note that:

• The (shallow) infiltration tests completed within the western portion of the site (area included

between locations 104A, 110A, 115A, 114A, 113A, and 116A) resulted in infiltration rates of less

than 0.5 inches per hour. At several of these locations, no movement of water was observed in the

1-hour test period.

• The remainder of the (shallow) infiltration tests completed in the remainder of the project site

resulted in infiltration rates equal to or greater than 0.5 inches per hour.
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• With regards to borings 112 and 112A, groundwater was encountered at depths of 2 to 3 feet below the

existing ground surface. Please note that these locations are located at the bottom of an existing cut slope,

and that at the time of our site visit, we noted water seeping rom the side of the cut slope. Therefore, it was

not possible to perform the infiltration test at these locations. 

VI. CLOSING

We prepared this report for the exclusive use of The DiMarco Group, and their designated agents for the proposed

Fishers Ridge Development 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. Isolated

information is not to be reproduced, copied or transferred from this report

We conducted our services in a manner consistent with that level of skill ordinarily exercised by members of the

profession currently practicing under similar conditions.

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.

Respectfully submitted,

ROC GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING ENGINEERS, PLLC

Prepared By:

        

_____________________________________________

   Michele A. Fiorillo, P.E.

   Geotechnical Engineer

Reviewed By:

______________________________________________

  Thomas J. Zaso, P.E.

  Geotechnical Engineer
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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

SILT

Clay

SAND and SILT

SAND and GRAVEL

Silty CLAY

Silty SAND

FILL

PEAT

Misc. Symbols

Water table at date indicated

Symbol Description

Soil Samplers

Standard penetration test

Auger

KEY TO SYMBOLS
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REF

7" TOPSOIL
.6

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, trace
clay
(moist, loose)

2
Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Gravel
(wet, firm)

4
Brown SILT, some Clay,
little fine Sand,
little Gravel
(very moist, medium)

8
Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Gravel,
little Silt
(very moist, very
compact)

11.3
Boring complete at 11.3
feet, with sampler
refusal.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 10.5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

Drillers note
water encountered
at 3 feet.

REF=sample spoon
refusal

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 101 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/10/12 COMPLETED 4/10/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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e
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6-12 12-18 18-24 N
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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6" TOPSOIL
.5

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Roots, trace clay
(moist, firm)

2
Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Gravel
(very moist, firm)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.
No recovery for
sample #2.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 101A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/12/12 COMPLETED 4/12/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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0-6
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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3" TOPSOIL
.25

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Gravel
(moist, loose)

4
Brown CLAY, some Silt,
trace fine sand
(moist, medium)

(hard)

(stiff)

(hard)

11
Brown SILT, little
Clay, little fine to
medium Sand, trace
gravel
(very moist, hard)

13
Boring complete at 13
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 13 feet,
for infiltration
testing.
This boring was
relocated
slightly, and was
at approximately
a 1 foot
elevation
difference.

No recovery for
sample #7.
Drillers note
difficult
augering due to
apparent gravel
from 12 to 13
feet.
No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 102 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/10/12 COMPLETED 4/10/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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e

N
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G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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3" TOPSOIL
.25

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Clay
(moist, loose)

1
Brown SILT, some Clay,
little fine Sand
(moist, medium)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 102A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/10/12 COMPLETED 4/10/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m
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e
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m
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e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N
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Brown fine SAND, some
Silt, little Gravel
(moist, firm)

10
Brown SILT and SAND
(very moist, firm)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 103 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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m
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e
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0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

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

1



0

2.5

5

7.5

10

12.5

15

17.5

20

Brown fine SAND,  some
Silt, little Gravel

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 103A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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6-12 12-18 18-24 N
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS
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46

39

TILL: Brown fine SAND,
some Silt, little
Gravel
(moist, compact)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

This boring was
moved 5 feet
north of the
staked location,
due to auger
refusal at 2
feet.

HOLE NO. 104 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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e
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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TILL: Brown fine SAND,
some Silt, little
Gravel

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 104A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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Brown fine SAND, some
Gravel, some Silt
(moist, firm)

TILL
(very moist, very
compact)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 105 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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Brown fine SAND, some
Silt, little Gravel

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 105A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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Brown fine SAND, some
Silt, some Gravel
(very moist, firm)

10
TILL: Brown SILT,
little fine Sand,
little Gravel
(moist, firm)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 106 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)
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Brown fine SAND, some
Silt, little Gravel

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 106A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
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5" TOPSOIL
.4

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Clay
(moist, loose)

2
Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt
(very moist, loose)

(moist)

(firm)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 107 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/9/12 COMPLETED 4/9/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
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5" TOPSOIL
.4

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Clay
(very moist, loose)

3
Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt
(very moist, loose)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 107A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/9/12 COMPLETED 4/9/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1



0

2.5

5

7.5

10

12.5

15

17.5

20

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

18

15

24

8

32

1

15

19

25

24

47

5

16

18

28

37

50/
2

8

17

22

32

40

6

31

37

53
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REF

8" TOPSOIL
.7

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Gravel
(wet, loose)
(very moist, compact)

4
TILL: Brown fine to
medium SAND, some Silt,
some Gravel
(moist, compact)

(very compact)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

REF=sample spoon
refusal

HOLE NO. 108 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/9/12 COMPLETED 4/9/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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8" TOPSOIL
.7

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, trace
roots
(moist, loose)

1
TILL: Brown fine to
medium SAND, some
Gravel, little Silt
(moist, compact)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 108A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/9/12 COMPLETED 4/9/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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38

REF

3" Sandy TOPSOIL with
Gravel

.3
Glacial TILL: Brown
fine to medium SAND and
GRAVEL, little Silt
(moist, compact)

(very compact)

(compact)

(very compact)

13.3
Boring complete at 13.3
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 14 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

REF=sample spoon
refusal

Augered through
boulders from 10
to 12 feet.

HOLE NO. 109 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/5/12 COMPLETED 4/9/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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3" TOPSOIL
.25

TILL: Brown fine to
medium SAND and GRAVEL,
little Silt
(moist, compact)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 109A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/9/12 COMPLETED 4/9/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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4" TOPSOIL
.3

Brown fine SAND, little
Silt, little Clay,
little Gravel
(moist, loose)

2
Brown Silty SAND,
little Clay,  trace
gravel
(very moist, firm)

4
Brown fine SAND and
SILT, trace gravel
(very moist, firm)

7.5
Brown Silty CLAY and
GRAVEL with Rock
fragments
(moist, firm)

10
Brown Silty SAND, some
Gravel,  trace clay
(moist, firm)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 110 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/4/12 COMPLETED 4/4/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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3" TOPSOIL
.25

Brown fine SAND, little
Silt, trace gravel,
trace clay
(moist, loose)

1
Brown fine SAND, little
clay, little Gravel
(very moist, loose)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 110A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/4/12 COMPLETED 4/4/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Gravel,
little Silt
(moist, loose)

2
Brown fine SAND, some
Gravel, little Silt,
trace clay
(moist, loose)

4
Brown fine to coarse
SAND, some Gravel,
trace silt
(moist, firm)

(very moist)

8
Glacial TILL: Brown
SAND and GRAVEL, trace
silt
(moist, compact)

(firm)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 111 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/4/12 COMPLETED 4/4/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Gravel,
little Silt
(moist, firm)

3
Brown fine to medium
SAND and GRAVEL, trace
silt
(moist, loose)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 111A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/5/12 COMPLETED 4/5/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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37

58

3" TOPSOIL
.25

Brown SAND and GRAVEL,
trace silt, trace clay
(very moist, very
compact)

2
Brown GRAVEL and SAND,
trace silt
(wet, very compact)

Drillers note a boulder
was encountered at 5.7
feet.

8
Brown Silty SAND and
GRAVEL
(wet, compact)

(wet, very compact)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

Water encountered
at 3.5 feet.

Free standing
water recorded at
10 feet,  upon
completion.

HOLE NO. 112 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/5/12 COMPLETED 4/5/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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REF

Brown fine to coarse
SAND, some Gravel,
little Silt
(very moist, firm)
(very compact)

3
Brown SAND and GRAVEL
(moist, very compact)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

REF=sample spoon
refusal

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 112A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/12/12 COMPLETED 4/12/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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Brown SAND, some Silt,
some Gravel
(moist, firm)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 113 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/4/12 COMPLETED 4/4/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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Brown fine SAND, some
Silt, little Gravel

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 113A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/3/12 COMPLETED 4/3/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R
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H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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REF

6.5" TOPSOIL
.6

Brown CLAY, some Silt,
little fine Sand,
little Gravel
(moist, soft)

5
TILL: Tan-Brown fine to
medium SAND, some Silt,
some Gravel, trace clay
(moist, very compact)

4" pvc pipe was
set to 27.5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

REF=sample spoon
refusal.
No recovery for
sample #2.
Driller notes a
possible boulder.

HOLE NO. 114 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/13/12 COMPLETED 4/13/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

2
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27.5
Boring complete at 27.5
feet.

Boulders noted
from 21 feet to
completion.

No recovery for
sample #8.

Drillers placed
auger cuttings in
the sample jar.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 114 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/13/12 COMPLETED 4/13/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 2 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e
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m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

2
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REF

REF

87

6.5" TOPSOIL
.6

Brown CLAY, some Silt,
little fine Sand,
little Gravel
(moist, soft)

5
TILL: Tan Brown fine to
medium SAND, some Silt,
some Gravel, trace clay
(moist, compact)

(very compact)

4" pvc pipe was
set to 20 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

REF=sample spoon
refusal

HOLE NO. 114A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/12/12 COMPLETED 4/12/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

2
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20.3
Boring complete at 20.3
feet, with sampler
refusal.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 114A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/12/12 COMPLETED 4/12/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 2 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e
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e

N
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BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
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H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

2



0

2.5

5

7.5

10

12.5

15

17.5

20

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

6

15

23

15

20

2

8

18

36

28

32

3

11

26

34

40

33

5

12

26

47

51

40

5

19

44

70

68

65

7" TOPSOIL
.6

Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, little
Gravel, trace clay
(moist, loose)

4
Gray Brown GRAVEL and
SAND
(moist, compact)

6
TILL: Tan Brown fine to
medium SAND, some
Gravel, some Silt,
trace clay
(moist, very compact)

12.5
Boring complete at 12.5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12.5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 115 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/16/12 COMPLETED 4/16/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
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H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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6" TOPSOIL
.5

Brown SILT, some fine
Sand, some Gravel,
little Clay
(moist, medium)

1
Brown fine to medium
SAND, some Silt, some
Gravel, trace clay
(very moist, firm)

5.5
Boring complete at 5.5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5.5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No recovery for
sample #3.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 115A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/16/12 COMPLETED 4/16/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Thomas J. Zaso, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
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G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1
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Brown Silty SAND, some
Gravel,   trace clay,
trace roots
(very moist, compact)

10
TILL: Brown Silty SAND,
some Rock fragments,
trace clay
(moist, compact)

12
Boring complete at 12
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 12 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

No free standing
water recorded,
upon completion.

HOLE NO. 116 SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/4/12 COMPLETED 4/4/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

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

1
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FILL: Brown SAND and
GRAVEL, little Topsoil
with roots
(wet, loose)

1
FILL: Brown SAND with
mixed Topsoil, Brick
pieces, trace gravel
(wet, firm)

2
Black fibrous (PEAT)
organic matter

4
Brown Silty SAND, some
Gravel
(very moist, firm)

5
Boring complete at 5
feet.

4" pvc pipe was
set to 5 feet,
for infiltration
testing.

HOLE NO. 116A SURF. ELEV. PROJECT NO.: ROC.12.025

PROJECT Fishers Ridge LOCATION NYS Route 96

CLIENT The DiMarco Group Victor, New York

DATE STARTED 4/4/12 COMPLETED 4/4/12

N=NUMBER OF BLOWS TO DRIVE 2 " SPOON 24 " WITH 140 lb
WT. FALLING 30 " PER BLOW
LOGGED BY Bob vanderHorst, P.E. SHEET 1 OF

DEPTH
(FEET)

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e

N
o.

0-6

BLOWS ON SAMPLE

6-12 12-18 18-24 N

G
R

AP
H

IC
LO

G DESCRIPTION & CLASSIFICATION WATER TABLE & REMARKS

1



Summary Table of Subsurface Conditions



Fishers Ridge
Town of Victor, New York

ROC.12.025

 Depth bottom Date Topsoil Infiltration Rate Remarks

boring at bottom boring
(ft) Thick., inches (Depth, ft) (Depth, ft) inch/hour

101 11.3 4/10/2012 7.0 8.0 3.0 0.0
101A 5.0 4/12/2012 6.0 0.5
102 13.0 4/10/2012 3.0 12.0 0.5 Silty Clay between 4 and 11 feet

102A 5.0 4/10/2012 3.0 5.4 Silty Clay at 1 foot
103 12.0 4/3/2012 0.1

103A 5.0 4/3/2012 0.8
104 12.0 4/3/2012 4.0 0.0

104A 5.0 4/3/2012 0.0
105 12.0 4/3/2012 8.0 0.0

105A 5.0 4/3/2012 1.0
106 12.0 4/3/2012 0.0

106A 5.0 4/3/2012 1.3
107 12.0 4/9/2012 5.0 1.6

107A 5.0 4/9/2012 5.0 11.7
108 12.0 4/9/2012 8.0 2.0 0.0

108A 5.0 4/9/2012 8.0 1.0 0.6
109 13.3 4/9/2012 3.0 2.0 16.6

109A 5.0 4/9/2012 3.0 1.0 333.5
110 12.0 4/4/2012 4.0 1.7 Silty Clay between 7.5 and 10 feet

110A 5.0 4/4/2012 0.1
111 12.0 4/4/2012 8.0 382.1

111A 5.0 4/5/2012 9.4

112 12.0 4/5/2012 3.0 1.0 3.5 Test not performed
Water at 3.5 during drilling, and at 10 feet upon completion.
Groundwater at 3.29 feet at the time of the infiltration test.

112A 5.0 4/12/2012 1.0 2.0 Test not performed
Seeping water observed at ground surface.
Groundwater at 2 feet at the time of the infiltration test.

113 12.0 4/4/2012 0.3
113A 5.0 4/3/2012 0.0
114 27.5 4/13/2012 6.5 5.0 0.0 Silty Clay from 0.5 to 5 feet

114A 20.3 4/12/2012 6.5 5.0 0.0 Silty Clay from 0.5 to 5 feet
115 12.5 4/16/2012 7.0 4.0 0.0

115A 5.5 4/16/2012 6.0 0.0 Clayey Silt from 1 to 5.5 feet
116 12.0 4/4/2012 4.0 0.0

116A 5.0 4/4/2012 1.0 0.0 Fill from g.s. to 2 feet, and peat from 2 to 4 feet.

Dense Native Soil 
SPT N-values >30

Top of

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. ROC 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 ROC. 

Location

Top of 

free standing water
at time of drilling



USDA Hydrologic Soil Group 



H
igh S

t

Lane Rd

R
ow

ley R
d

Interchange Blvd

Aldridge Rd

Victor M
endon Rd

Ashford W
ay

Lane Rd

Pf

Pa

Og

Oc
Oh

Of

Oe

Pe

O
g

O
f

O
g

Oe

O
f

Pc

Pk

301200

301200

301300

301300

301400

301400

301500

301500

301600

301600

301700

301700

301800

301800

301900

301900

302000

302000

302100

302100

302200

302200

302300

302300

302400

302400

302500

302500

302600

302600

302700

302700

302800

302800

47
63

10
0

47
63

10
0

47
63

20
0

47
63

20
0

47
63

30
0

47
63

30
0

47
63

40
0

47
63

40
0

47
63

50
0

47
63

50
0

47
63

60
0

47
63

60
0

47
63

70
0

47
63

70
0

47
63

80
0

47
63

80
0

47
63

90
0

47
63

90
0

47
64

00
0

47
64

00
0

47
64

10
0

47
64

10
0

47
64

20
0

47
64

20
0

0 900 1,800 2,700450
Feet

0 200 400 600100
Meters

43° 0' 17''

77
° 

25
' 7

''

42° 59' 40''

77
° 

25
' 5

''

42° 59' 38''

43° 0' 16''
77

° 
26

' 2
3'

'
77

° 
26

' 2
4'

'

Map Scale: 1:8,370 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.

Hydrologic Soil Group—Ontario County, New York
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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
Cities

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Map Scale: 1:8,370 if printed on A size (8.5" × 11") sheet.

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:20,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 18N NAD83

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 8, Dec 20, 2011

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  7/7/2006

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)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/31/2012
Page 2 of 4



Hydrologic Soil Group

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Ontario County, New York (NY069)

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

Oc Ontario fine sandy loam, 3 to 10
percent slopes

C 13.1 8.2%

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

C 10.6 6.6%

Of Ontario gravelly loam, 3 to 10
percent slopes

C 14.8 9.3%

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

C 25.6 16.1%

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

C 13.1 8.3%

Pa Palmyra and Howard soils, 25 to
35 percent slopes

B 26.8 16.9%

Pc Palmyra fine sandy loam, 0 to 5
percent slopes

B 1.5 1.0%

Pe Palmyra gravelly loam, 5 to 15
percent slopes

B 6.9 4.3%

Pf Palmyra gravelly loam, 15 to 25
percent slopes

B 46.2 29.1%

Pk Phelps gravelly silt loam, 0 to 5
percent slopes

B/D 0.2 0.1%

Totals for Area of Interest 158.7 100.0%

Hydrologic Soil Group–Ontario County, New York Fishers Ridge

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/31/2012
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:  Higher

Hydrologic Soil Group–Ontario County, New York Fishers Ridge

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/31/2012
Page 4 of 4



Appendix C: Infiltration Test Results



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐101 1 60 4.38 4.38 0 0 0 0
2
3
4

B‐101A 1 60 2.85 2.89 0.04 0.48 0.008 0.48
2 60 2.89 2.94 0.05 0.6 0.01 0.6
3 60 2.94 2.99 0.05 0.6 0.01 0.6
4 60 2.99 3.03 0.04 0.48 0.008 0.48

B‐102 1 60 10.92 10.97 0.05 0.6 0.01 0.6
2 60 10.97 11.01 0.04 0.48 0.008 0.48
3 60 11.01 11.05 0.04 0.48 0.008 0.48
4 60 11.05 11.09 0.04 0.48 0.008 0.48

B‐102A 1 60 3.18 3.65 0.47 5.64 0.094 5.64
2 60 3.05 3.5 0.45 5.4 0.09 5.4
3 60 3.5 3.94 0.44 5.28 0.088 5.28
4 60 3.35 3.78 0.43 5.16 0.086 5.16

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

0.544‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

0.514‐inch PVC set 13 feet 
below ground surface

5.374‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

0

4/19/2012 and 5/22/2012
Sunny
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
52 ‐ 75 F
Tom Zaso/Michele Fiorillo

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

Remarks

Groundwater level 
reading prior to test 
was 4.38' below 
ground surface 



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐103A 1 60 3 3.03 0.03 0.36 0.006 0.36
2 60 3 3.07 0.07 0.84 0.014 0.84
3 60 3 3.05 0.05 0.6 0.01 0.6
4 60 3 3.11 0.11 1.32 0.022 1.32

B‐103 1 60 9.42 9.42 0 0 0 0
2 60 9.42 9.42 0 0 0 0
3 60 9.42 9.42 0 0 0 0
4 60 9.42 9.45 0.03 0.36 0.006 0.36

B‐104A 1 60 3 3 0 0 0 0
2 60 3 3 0 0 0 0
3 60 3 3 0 0 0 0
4 60 3 3 0 0 0 0

B‐104 1 60 9.97 9.97 0 0 0 0
2 60 9.97 9.97 0 0 0 0
3 60 9.97 9.97 0 0 0 0
4 60 9.97 9.97 0 0 0 0

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

0.094‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

04‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

04‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

0.78

4/4/2012
Partly Cloudy
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
40‐50 F
Tom Zaso/ Ian Muir

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

Remarks



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐105A 1 60 3.75 3.83 0.08 0.96 0.016 0.96
2 60 3.83 3.92 0.09 1.08 0.018 1.08
3 60 3.92 3.99 0.07 0.84 0.014 0.84
4 60 3.99 4.07 0.08 0.96 0.016 0.96

B‐105 1 60 9.8 9.8 0 0 0 0
2 60 9.8 9.8 0 0 0 0
3 60 9.8 9.8 0 0 0 0
4 60 9.8 9.8 0 0 0 0

B‐106A 1 60 2.93 3.05 0.12 1.44 0.024 1.44
2 60 3.05 3.15 0.1 1.2 0.02 1.2
3 60 3.15 3.25 0.1 1.2 0.02 1.2
4 60 3.25 3.35 0.1 1.2 0.02 1.2

B‐106 1 60 9.2 9.2 0 0 0 0
2 60 9.2 9.2 0 0 0 0
3 60 9.2 9.2 0 0 0 0
4 60 9.2 9.2 0 0 0 0

Remarks

4/4/2012 and 5/22/2012
Sunny
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
70‐75 F
Tom Zaso/ Michele Fiorillo

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

04‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

1.264‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

04‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

0.96



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐107A 1 60 3.01 3.9 0.89 10.68 0.178 10.68
2 60 2.94 3.91 0.97 11.64 0.194 11.64
3 60 2.88 3.78 0.9 10.8 0.18 10.8
4 60 2.98 4.12 1.14 13.68 0.228 13.68

B‐107 1 60 9.99 10.11 0.12 1.44 0.024 1.44
2 60 9.97 10.1 0.13 1.56 0.026 1.56
3 60 9.97 10.08 0.11 1.32 0.022 1.32
4 60 10 10.17 0.17 2.04 0.034 2.04

B‐108A 1 60 2.36 2.44 0.08 0.96 0.016 0.96
2 60 2.44 2.5 0.06 0.72 0.012 0.72
3 60 2.5 2.54 0.04 0.48 0.008 0.48
4 60 2.54 2.57 0.03 0.36 0.006 0.36

B‐108 1 60 9.86 9.86 0 0 0 0
2 60 9.86 9.86 0 0 0 0
3 60 9.86 9.86 0 0 0 0
4 60 9.86 9.86 0 0 0 0

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

1.594‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

0.634‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

04‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

11.7

4/19/2012
Partly Sunny
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
52‐70 F
Tom Zaso/Ian Muir

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

Remarks



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐109A 1 4 2.14 4.45 2.31 27.72 6.93 415.8
2 4 3 4.62 1.62 19.44 4.86 291.6
3 4 2.87 4.53 1.66 19.92 4.98 298.8
4 4 2.69 4.51 1.82 21.84 5.46 327.6

B‐109 1 10 11.5 11.77 0.27 3.24 0.324 19.44
2 10 11.77 11.97 0.2 2.4 0.24 14.4
3 10 11.97 12.18 0.21 2.52 0.252 15.12
4 10 12.18 12.42 0.24 2.88 0.288 17.28

B‐112A 1 60 2 2 0 0 0 0
2
3
4

B‐112 1 60 3.29 3.29 0 0 0 0
2
3
4

N/A: Not applicable. Groundwater was encountered ta shallow depth. Test not performed.

4/19/2012
Partly Sunny
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
52‐70 F
Tom Zaso/Ian Muir

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

16.564‐inch PVC set 14 feet 
below ground surface

N/A4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

N/A4‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

333.45

Remarks

Groundwater level 
prior to test was 2' 
below ground 

surface.
Groundwater level 

prior to test was 3.29' 
below ground 

surface.



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐110A 1 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0
2 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0
3 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0
4 60 2.95 2.97 0.02 0.24 0.004 0.24

B‐110 1 60 10 10.2 0.2 2.4 0.04 2.4
2 60 9.62 9.75 0.13 1.56 0.026 1.56
3 60 9.75 9.87 0.12 1.44 0.024 1.44
4 60 9.87 10 0.13 1.56 0.026 1.56

B‐113A 1 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0
2 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0
3 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0
4 60 2.95 2.95 0 0 0 0

B‐113 1 60 9.98 10.01 0.03 0.36 0.006 0.36
2 60 9.81 9.82 0.01 0.12 0.002 0.12
3 60 9.82 9.87 0.05 0.6 0.01 0.6
4 60 9.87 9.88 0.01 0.12 0.002 0.12

4/5/2012
Partly Cloudy
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
35‐45 F
Tom Zaso/Ian Muir

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

1.744‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

04‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

0.34‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

0.06

Remarks



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐111A 1 60 2.95 3.66 0.71 8.52 0.142 8.52
2 60 2.79 3.62 0.83 9.96 0.166 9.96
3 60 2.96 3.79 0.83 9.96 0.166 9.96
4 60 2.89 3.64 0.75 9 0.15 9

B‐111 1 4 10.15 12.26 2.11 25.32 6.33 379.8
2 4 10.08 12.22 2.14 25.68 6.42 385.2
3 4 9.86 12.05 2.19 26.28 6.57 394.2
4 4 10.19 12.24 2.05 24.6 6.15 369

116A 1 60 2.84 2.84 0 0 0 0
2 60 2.84 2.84 0 0 0 0
3 60 2.84 2.84 0 0 0 0
4 60 2.84 2.84 0 0 0 0

B‐116 1 60 10.01 10.01 0 0 0 0
2 60 10.01 10.01 0 0 0 0
3 60 10.01 10.01 0 0 0 0
4 60 10.01 10.01 0 0 0 0

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

382.054‐inch PVC set 12.5 
feet below ground 

surface

04‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

04‐inch PVC set 12 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 5 feet 
below ground surface

9.36

4/5/2012
Partly Cloudy
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
35‐45 F
Tom Zaso/Ian Muir

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

Remarks



Project Name: ROC.
Client:
Weather:
Date:

Location & Depth of 
Pipe

Test No. ∆t
Estimated 
Infiltration 
Rate**

Start Stop
(min) (ft) (ft) (ft) (in) (in/min) (in/hr) (in/hr)

B‐114 1 60 25.53 25.53 0 0 0 0
2 60 25.53 25.53 0 0 0 0

B‐114A 1 60 17.15 17.15 0 0 0 0
2 60 17.15 17.15 0 0 0 0

115 1 60 9.66 9.66 0 0 0 0
2 60 9.66 9.66 0 0 0 0

B‐115A 1 60 3.31 3.31 0 0 0 0
2 60 3.31 3.31 0 0 0 0

4/19/2012
Partly Sunny
The DiMarco Group
Fishers Ridge

Victor, New York
52‐70 F
Tom Zaso/Ian Muir

12.025Project Number:
Location:
Temperature:
Test Performed By:

** The Estimated Infiltration Rate was based on an average of the 4 tests.

FIELD INFILTRATION TEST RESULTS (*)

(*) The tests were performed in accordance with the procedure outlined in the NYSDEC publications "New York State Stormwater Management Design 
Manual", Appendix D. Infiltration Testing Requirement 

04‐inch PVC set 19.7 
feet below ground 

surface

04‐inch PVC set 12.5 
feet below ground 

surface

04‐inch PVC set 5.5 feet 
below ground surface

Water Depth ∆d Infiltration Rate

4‐inch PVC set 29.1 
feet below ground 

surface

0

Remarks
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