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1. Project Overview
The 8009 164th Avenue NE project is a mixed-use building located in Redmond, Washington. Proposed
improvements include an eight-story mixed-use apartment building, with one level of below-grade parking and
associated frontage improvements including a new water main on Northeast 80th Street and Northeast 81st
Street, utility connections, landscaping, street trees, and sidewalks.
The project site is bounded by Northeast 81st Street to the north, 164th Avenue Northeast to the east,
Northeast 80th Street to the south, and a commercial building to the west (see Figure 1-1, below). The total
area of the project site is approximately 0.93 acres.
Per the City of Redmond (City) stormwater code, this project’s stormwater flow control, water quality treatment,
conveyance, and construction stormwater control will be designed per the 2019 edition of the City of Redmond
Stormwater Technical Notebook (STN). Local construction dewatering is only anticipated for the elevator pits
and tower crane foundations. Shoring will be required.
The below-grade foundation walls will be waterproofed to grade and the foundation walls have been designed
to account for hydrostatic pressure. No foundation wall drainage or underslab drainage will be necessary.

Figure 1-1: Vicinity Map
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SI TE HYDROLOGY
The site is currently cleared with asphalt pavement. Stormwater runoff is collected by catch basins and
conveyed to the City-owned storm mains in 164th Avenue Northeast and Northeast 80th Street. Elevation
relief across the site is approximately 2 feet, sloping down from a high point near the center of the site towards
the rights-of-way to the north, south, and east.
Existing right-of-way frontages consist of curbs, sidewalks, curb ramps, driveway entrances, and landscaping.
Runoff in Northeast 81st Street, 164th Avenue Northeast, and Northeast 80th Street drains to City-owned
catch basins via curb gutter flow.
Per the Geotechnical Report, prepared by Golder Associates, dated September 2021, site soils generally
consist of 4.5 to 9 feet of fill consisting of medium-dense sand and silty sand, overlying alluvium consisting of
dense sand and gravel. Groundwater was encountered at elevations of approximately 23.7 feet, which is
lower than the estimated seasonal high groundwater elevation of 35 feet, based on groundwater elevations
measured by the City. The geotechnical engineer recommends a design for seasonal high groundwater
elevation of 35 feet. A copy of the Geotechnical Report is included in Appendix D.
The existing site land cover is shown in Table 1-1, and these areas are shown in the Land Cover Exhibit in
Appendix B.
Table 1-1: Existing Site Land Cover
L a n d C o ve r

Parcel Area

Pervious

0.04 ac

Impervious

0.89 ac

Total

0.93 ac

The existing site is comprised of Pollution-Generating (PGIS) and Non-Pollution-Generating (NPGIS)
Impervious Surfaces, as shown in Table 1-2 below.
Table 1-2: Existing Site Impervious Area
I m p e r vi o u s A r e a T yp e

Parcel Impervious
Area

NPGIS

0.00 ac

PGIS

0.89 ac

Total

0.89 ac
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INFILTR ATION TESTI NG AND DESIGN R ATE
Infiltrating Low-Impact Development (LID) facilities are infeasible for all surfaces; see Section 7 of this report
for further discussion. Therefore, an infiltration test is not required for this project.

CRI TI C AL ARE AS
The site is located within the following critical areas, as mapped by the City of Redmond:


Seismic Hazard Area: No seismic-related impacts to the storm drainage system that would require
mitigation are anticipated.



Wellhead Protection Zone 1 and Zone 2.

The site is not located within an Erosion Hazard Area, Frequently Flooded Area, or Landslide Hazard Area,
and is not adjacent to a Stream or Wetland.

2. Minimum Requirements Summary
This project is classified as a redevelopment project because the existing site has greater than 35 percent
impervious area. Additionally, the project will replace greater than 5,000 square feet of impervious area.
Therefore, per Section 2.4.1 of the Redmond STN, Minimum Requirements Nos. 1 through 5 apply to the new
and replaced impervious surfaces and the land disturbed, and Minimum Requirements Nos. 1 through 9 apply
to the new and replaced impervious surfaces.
The highlighted flow chart from the STN (Figures I-2.4.1 and I-2.4.2) identifying the minimum requirements is
located in Appendix C.

Minimum Requirement No. 1 – Preparation of Stormwater Site Plans
This stormwater report accompanies the site plans that show the temporary and permanent drainage controls
associated with this project. See the Storm Drainage Plan in Appendix A.

Minimum Requirement No. 2 – Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
A SWPPP will be prepared for this project and will be approved by the City prior to commencement of any
land-clearing activities (see Section 8). Additionally, because the total disturbed area is greater than 1 acre, a
Notice of Intent (NOI) will be filed with the Washington State Department of Ecology.

Minimum Requirement No. 3 – Source Control of Pollution
The urban and residential nature of this development does not require additional structural source control Best
Management Practices (BMPs). Relevant operational Source Control BMPs include landscaping/vegetation
management and stormwater drainage treatment systems.

Minimum Requirement No. 4 – Preservation of Natural Drainage Systems and Outfalls
The site was previously developed to collect and discharge stormwater to the City-owned storm sewer system.
The new development will collect and discharge stormwater to the same system in a similar location.

Minimum Requirement No. 5 – On-Site Stormwater Management
Landscaping on the building podium will be constructed with amended soils. See Section 7 of this report.
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Minimum Requirement No.6 – Runoff Treatment
Runoff treatment is provided by a City of Redmond regional facility. The total on-site new plus replaced PGIS
is 102 square feet. See Section 6 of this report.

Minimum Requirement No.7 – Flow Control
Flow control is provided by a City of Redmond regional facility. See Section 5 of this report.

Minimum Requirement No. 8 – Wetlands Protection
The parcel does not discharge stormwater to a wetland.

Minimum Requirement No. 9 – Operations and Maintenance Manual
An Operations and Maintenance Manual for the stormwater infrastructure associated with this project will be
provided in a future submittal under separate cover.

3. Off-Site Analysis
This project is located in the downtown surcharge area, and therefore it is served by existing City of Redmond
storm drainage infrastructure. The City’s Stormwater System Map is provided in Appendix E.
A qualitative analysis has been performed from upstream of the project site to the existing outfall in the
Sammamish River, approximately 0.6 miles downstream of the project site. A field inspection of the study area
on July 8, 2021, confirmed the information provided on the project’s survey and the City’s site maps.
Because the new development is not increasing the impervious area from the existing condition, it is expected
that no potential downstream problems will be created or intensified as a result of this project.

4. Conveyance Design
Stormwater runoff from the building roof will be collected by roof drains and conveyed through a new 8-inch
storm drain to the existing 24-inch storm main in Northeast 80th Street. Hard surface and landscaping areas
at grade will sheet flow towards the rights-of-way. Runoff from the sidewalks along the project frontage will
sheet flow away from the site and be collected in existing and proposed public storm infrastructure in the
rights-of-way. No changes to the existing drainage patterns are proposed.

5. Flow Control Design
This project is located in the Downtown sub-basin, which is served by a City of Redmond regional flow control
facility. Per Redmond Municipal Code (RMC) 13.20, the project must provide fee-in-lieu for stormwater
contributions to the regional facility. No on-site flow control facility is required and none is proposed. The
Capital Facilities Charge (CFC) calculation is provided in Appendix G of this report.

EXISTI NG HYDROLOGY
The existing site is described in Section 1 of this report. Modeling of the existing site is not required for
projects utilizing the City of Redmond regional facility.
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DEVELOPED SI TE H YDROLOGY
The developed site has the same total area and a similar surface and subsurface hydrologic condition as the
existing site. The developed site’s impervious surface areas are shown in Table 5-1:
Table 5-1: Developed Site Land Cover
L a n d C o ve r

Parcel Area

Right-of-Wa y

Total

Pervious

0.03 ac

0.02 ac

0.05 ac

Impervious

0.90 ac

0.55 ac

1.45 ac

Total

0.93 ac

0.57 ac

1.50 ac

The developed site is comprised of PGIS and NPGIS, as shown in Table 5-2:
Table 5-2: Developed Site Impervious Area
I m p e r vi o u s A r e a T yp e

Parcel Impervious
Area

Right-of-Wa y

Total

NPGIS

0.89 ac

0.11 ac

1.00 ac

PGIS

0.01 ac

0.44 ac

0.45 ac

Total

0.90 ac

0.55 ac

1.45 ac

6. Water Quality Design
Water Quality treatment for this project will be provided by a City of Redmond regional facility. The project is
required to provide fee-in-lieu for contributions to this facility. No on-site water quality facility is required and
none is proposed.

7. Low-Impact Development (LID) Site Assessment
An LID Site Assessment is required for this project because it is classified as a Large Project. The following
documents, required for the LID Site Assessment, are included in this report:


Survey (included as a base on the Storm Drainage Plan in Appendix A).



Location of all lot lines and easements (included on the Storm Drainage Plan in Appendix A).



Geotechnical report (included in Appendix D).

The following documents are not included in this report:


Critical Areas Report: Wellhead protection is addressed in the Level II Hydrogeologic Assessment. A
separate Critical Areas Report is not included.



Forest Survey and Report: Existing site trees are not subject to a forest survey.



Flood Hazard Report: This site is not located in a flood plain.
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LID FACILI TY FE AS IBI LI TY EVALU ATION
The following LID facilities were considered and evaluated for feasibility on this project. See Appendix F for
the LID Assessment Form.

Infiltration of Roof Runoff
Infiltration is not feasible because of setback requirements from the building.

Permeable Pavements
Permeable pavements were found infeasible in order to protect the shallow groundwater from possible
contamination. Permeable pavements have no pretreatment function that could protect against spills or other
pollution. In order to protect the City of Redmond’s drinking water supply, it is infeasible to install permeable
pavement. Permeable pavements are not allowed for City of Redmond streets and sidewalk.

Dispersion
Dispersion is not feasible because there is no vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion, and there is
not sufficient space on this urban site to provide a new dispersion path.

Vegetated Rooftops
The project is providing several vegetated areas at the podium level. Stormwater from the vegetated areas
will be routed directly to the City storm main.

Rainwater Harvesting
Rainwater harvesting is infeasible because the potential demand for harvested rainwater, principally for
irrigation, is relatively small and does not warrant the associated higher cost of a harvesting system.

Reverse Slope Sidewalks
Reverse slope sidewalks are infeasible because the sidewalks are required to have traditional slopes per City
of Redmond standards, and additionally there is not sufficient landscaping at the back of sidewalk to accept
the sidewalk drainage.

Minimal Excavation Foundations
Minimal excavation foundations are infeasible due to the quantity of parking stalls required to serve the
residential and commercial needs of the developed site.

Bioretention
Bioretention is not feasible because there is not sufficient space on-site to install bioretention of sufficient size
to provide treatment, and the PGIS, which would be mitigated, cannot be feasibly gravity drained to a
bioretention system.

SUMM ARY OF LID I MPLEMENTATION
This project will provide landscaping areas with amended soils at the podium level. All other LID facilities are
infeasible for the project.
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8. Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
This project will require coverage under Ecology’s Construction Stormwater General Permit because the total
disturbed area is greater than 1 acre. The NOI will be prepared and submitted to Ecology, and SWPPP
approval will be received from the City prior to any land-disturbing activities. A copy of the SWPPP will be
included in a future submittal.
Local construction dewatering is only anticipated at the elevator pits and crane footing excavations based on
the recommended design groundwater elevation of 35 feet from the geotechnical report dated September 10,
2021, and an approximate minimum base elevation of 22 feet for the elevator pits. Temporary construction
dewatering will be routed to the existing City storm system. Additional information on temporary construction
dewatering will be provided in a future submittal under separate cover.

9. Operations and Maintenance Manual
An Operations and Maintenance Manual will be prepared for this site and will be included in a future submittal
under separate cover.
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Appendix A
Storm Drainage Plan
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INTRODUCTION
Project Description

This geotechnical report presents the results of Golder Associates Inc. (Golder) geotechnical investigation for the
proposed project at 8009 164th Ave NE in Redmond, Washington (Site). The location of the Site is shown in
Figure 1.
The scope of work presented in Golder’s proposal dated June 23, 2021 (the Proposal) and consisted of a
subsurface exploration program and engineering analyses and recommendations, which are summarized in the
following sections of this report. The purpose of this work is to evaluate the subsurface conditions on the Site to
develop geotechnical engineering recommendations for the building design and construction.
Based on the information provided to Golder, the current design of the proposed project (SCB 2021) will include
eight floors above grade, one level below-grade parking, and other foundation details as follows:






Approximate ground surface elevation: 42 feet
Top of basement slab elevation: 32 feet 4 inches (9 feet 8 inches below ground surface [bgs])
Estimated depth of footings: 12 feet bgs or elevation 30 feet 4 inches
Estimated depth of elevator pit: 20 feet bgs or 22 feet elevation

Elevations are in NAVD88
The preliminary Project Site development plans include a 4-story wood-framed residential tower above a 4-story
concrete podium. Ground level uses include residential mixed use and retail. The residential entrance is accessed
from NE 80th St, while the parking entrance is off of NE 81st St.
The underground portion of the building will be designed as a water-tight basement without an active or passive
dewatering system. Planned construction activities will be timed to take advantage of the late summer and fall
when seasonal groundwater levels are at their lowest (planned for late summer 2023). Groundwater levels in the
vicinity of the Project Site are generally below the bottom of the planned excavation, approximately 30 feet
(elevation), and therefore temporary construction dewatering will likely not be necessary for the building
foundation. Some localized temporary dewatering will likely be needed at the elevator pits which extend another
8 feet below the bottom of building footings. Temporary construction dewatering feasibility is discussed in a
separate report.

1.2

Site Description

The project applicant is White Oak Realty Partners, LLC. and the project is named the 164th Ave Development.
The Property boundary location is shown in Figure 1. The City’s file number for this project will be determined
upon submittal of the project to the City. The Property is situated in the southeast quarter, Section 2, Township
25, Range 5 in King County Washington. The Project Site is approximately 0.9 acres and is bounded by NE 81 st
St to the north, 164th Avenue NE to the east, NE 80th St to the south. There is one King County parcel number
associated with the Property: 922140026 (Figure 2). The Project Site is currently a vacant, partially paved lot that
operated as an ARCO gasoline service station from approximately 1968 to 2013. The Site includes a mix of
asphalt surfacing and gravel, used as parking by locals. The Site and surrounding areas lie within the relatively
flat areas of the alluvial basin of the Sammamish River. The Site is generally flat with an elevation of about 42 feet
NAVD88.
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SITE INVESTIGATION
General

Golder’s geotechnical investigation consisted of advancing two boreholes (B-1 and B-2), cased mud-rotary drilling
techniques were used to obtain SPT N-values for liquefaction analyses. The boreholes were advanced to
evaluate the soil and groundwater conditions underlying the project area. The approximate borehole locations are
shown in Figure 2, the borehole records are presented in Appendix A.
The soil conditions encountered in borings were examined and classified in general accordance with Golder
Technical Procedures which is summarized on the Method of Soil Classification in Appendix A. Pertinent
information was recorded, including sample depths, stratigraphy, groundwater occurrence (if observed), and
engineering characteristics.
The stratigraphic contacts shown on the borehole logs represent the approximate boundaries between soil units;
actual transitions may be more gradual. The subsurface conditions depicted are only for the specific dates and
locations reported and, therefore, are not necessarily representative of conditions at other locations and times.

2.2

Borehole Explorations

Boreholes B-1 and B-2 were advanced and logged on August 5, 2021 to depths of 61.5 feet bgs. Both boreholes
were advanced using a B-58 truck-mounted drill rig operated by Holocene Drilling Inc., under the full-time
observation of a Golder geologist. Cased mud-rotary drilling techniques were used in both boreholes to obtain
SPT N-values for liquefaction analyses.
Drilling and sampling were performed in general accordance with Golder Technical Procedures. Standard
penetration test (SPT) samples were attempted at approximate 2.5-foot intervals to 30 feet bgs then on 5-foot
intervals thereafter. Samples in B-01 were primarily taken using a 2-inch-diameter split-spoon sampler advanced
with a 140-pound auto-hammer falling a distance of 30-inches for each strike, in accordance with American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D1586. Samples in B-2 were primarily collected using a modified splitspoon sampler (larger diameter) due to poor recovery with the standard sampler in B-1. The number of hammer
blows required for each 6 inches of penetration was recorded. The standard penetration resistance (N) of the soil
is calculated as the sum of the number of blows required for the final 12 inches of sampler penetration. The
N-value is an indication of the relative density of cohesionless soils and the consistency of cohesive soils. If
50 blows are recorded for a single 6-inch interval, the test is terminated, and the blow count is recorded as
50 blows for the total inches of penetration. The borehole records in Appendix A include field recorded blow
counts.
After drilling and soil sampling were completed, the borings were backfilled with bentonite and surface restored
match existing ground surface in accordance with the appropriate Washington State regulations.

2.3

Monitoring Installation

The original scope of work proposed installation of a monitoring well to determine groundwater depth at the Site.
However, during the drilling investigation, we were able to locate a monitoring well (Department of Ecology Well
# BLK 392) on-site and collect a groundwater measurement. No monitoring wells were installed during this
exploration program.
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Laboratory Testing

Geotechnical laboratory tests were conducted at a local Redmond, Washington laboratory to characterize
engineering and index properties of the Site soils. The grain size distribution of three soil samples was determined
in accordance with ASTM D6913. While performing the grain size distribution tests, the natural moisture content
of the soil samples was determined in accordance with ASTM D2216. The laboratory test results are contained in
Appendix B and summarized below in Table 1.
Table 1: Grain Size Distribution Testing Summary
Borehole Depth

Sample

USCS

Moisture %
Content Gravel

%
Sand

%
Cu
Fines

Cc

B-1

7.5

3

GP

8.0

49

46

4.8

24.92

0.41

B-1

12.5

5

GP

7.6

58

38

4.3

45.45

0.35

B-1

22

8/9.

GW-GM

8.8

60

33

7.3

102.86

2.37

B-1

27

10/11.

GW

6.5

86

12

1.7

4.64

2.13

B-1

55

17

SP-SM

13.9

0

95

5.4

2.09

1.18

B-2

12

4/5.

GP-GM

5.7

55

40

5.3

56.97

0.52

B-2

17

6/7.

GP

5.1

66

29

4.6

80.03

3.22

B-2

30

12

SP-SM

12.7

18

78

4.5

2.76

1.05

B-2

45

15

SP

14.4

0

96

3.9

2.35

1.16

3.0

GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS

This section presents a discussion of Site geology and subsurface conditions to support geotechnical
recommendations.

3.1

Regional Geologic Setting and Structure

The Site lies in a broad alluvial valley occupied by the Sammamish River, Bear Creek, and Evans Creek. The
valley is underlain at depth by fine-grained deposits of laminated silt and clay referred to as transitional beds
(Minard and Booth 1988). Overlying the transitional beds are alluvial deposits consisting of sand and gravel
deposited after the retreat of the Vashon Stade of the Fraser Glaciation. The alluvium deposits form a productive
municipal drinking water aquifer for the City. The observed soil units are consistent with geologic maps (Minard
and Booth 1988). The observed geologic units are described below.

3.2

Observed Soil Units

Geologic units encountered in the explorations have been interpreted to include fill and alluvium, in agreement
with the geologic map. General descriptions of these units are presented below. Specific soil descriptions are
provided in the exploration records (Appendix A).



Fill: Fill or modified land refers to soil placed or modified by human activity. Fill was encountered in both
boreholes at the ground surface extending 4.5 to 9 feet bgs. The fill consisted predominantly of medium
dense sand/silty sand.
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Alluvium: Underlying the fill in both boreholes, alluvium was encountered to the depths explored. The
alluvium consisted of dense to very dense mixtures of sand and gravel, and stratified, medium dense to very
dense sand.

3.3

Groundwater Conditions

Historical groundwater elevation data is available from City-owned monitoring wells located near the Project Site.
The period of record for the City monitoring wells begins as early as 2008 and includes semi-annual manual water
level measurements and, in some instances, near-continuous automated (i.e., pressure transducer) data. The
available period of record for the automated data varies between wells. The groundwater elevation monitoring
data suggests that in an average year the minimum and maximum seasonal groundwater elevation at the Project
Site are likely between a low of about 24 feet to a high of about 32 feet (Golder 2021).
Groundwater levels can be difficult to determine given the drilling methods used for this site investigation. The
original scope of work proposed the installation of a monitoring well to determine groundwater depth at the Site.
However, during the drilling investigation, we were able to locate a monitoring well (Department of Ecology Well
# BLK 392) on-site and collect a measurement. The groundwater level at the time of the August 4, 2021
exploration program was 18.3 feet bgs (~ elevation 23.7 feet) which is consistent with historical data given the
time of year.

3.4
3.4.1

Geologic Critical Areas
Seismic Hazard

The Project Site lies within an area that is mapped by the City of Redmond as a Seismic Hazard Area (City of
Redmond 2005). The hazard map does not classify the seismic risk or the nature of the seismic hazard, but it is
presumed to be liquefaction. The Washington Department of Natural Resources has mapped seismic liquefaction
susceptibility areas in downtown Redmond (WDNR 2002). The Site is depicted as having a “Low to Moderate”
susceptibility to liquefaction. Liquefaction susceptibility was analyzed for this report and is discussed in
Section 4.1.3 of this report.

4.0

GEOTECHNICAL DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

The following sections present recommendations for the design of the proposed structures.

4.1

Seismic Design

The 2018 International Building Code (IBC 2018) seismic design section provides information to be used as the
basis for seismic design of structures.

4.1.1

Site Class

Section 1613 of the 2018 IBC provides information on earthquake loads and site class. Section 1613.3.2 of 2018
IBC states “[b]ased on the site soil properties, the site shall be classified as Site Class A, B, C, D, E or F in
accordance with Chapter 20 of ASCE 7.” In Chapter 20 of ASCE 7 (ASCE 2017), sites with liquefiable soils are
classified as Site Class F and require a site response analysis, unless the proposed structure has a fundamental
period of vibration less than or equal to 0.5 seconds. A site response analysis is beyond the scope of this work,
the project structural engineer should confirm confirmed the period of the proposed structure is less than
0.5 seconds.
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For structures with fundamental periods of less than or equal to 0.5 seconds, the site class can be classified
according to the average soil profile properties in the first 100 feet bgs. Based on the SPT N-values recorded in
the boreholes, it is our opinion that the Site should be classified as Site Class D.

4.1.2

Ground Motion Parameters

Ground motion parameters used for design per the 2018 IBC include the site coefficient and mapped spectral
accelerations, which can be found in Section 1613.2.
The following design parameters are based on the IBC Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) Ground Motion,
the 0.2-second spectral acceleration (Ss), and the 1.0-second spectral acceleration (S1) for the Project Site. The
interpolated probabilistic ground motion values in percent gravity were obtained from the ASCE 7 Hazard Tool
(asce7hazardtool.online). The following results were obtained for latitude 47.675182 and longitude -122.122207
(a point located near the center of the Site):
















Mapped 0.2-second spectral acceleration (SS): 1.265
Fa: 1 (Table 11.4-1 Short-Period Site Coefficient, ASCE 7-16)
SMS: 1.265
SDS: 0.843
Mapped 1.0-second spectral acceleration (S1): 0.442
FV: 1.858 (Interpolated, Table 11.4-2 Long-Period Site Coefficient, ASCE 7-16)
SM1: Dependent on requirements of ASCE 7-16 Section 11.4.8 (See below)
SD1: Dependent on requirements of ASCE 7-16 Section 11.4.8 (See below)
PGA: 0.541
FPGA: 1.1 (Table 11.8-1 Site Coefficient, ASCE 7-16)
PGAM: 0.595
TL: 6
Ie: 1.25
Cv: 1.353

The definition for these parameters is contained in ASCE 7-16. Because the S1 value is greater than 0.2,
ASCE 7-16 Section 11.4.8 requires a ground motion hazard analysis to estimate ground motion parameters,
except when the planned structure meets specified criteria with regards to structural analysis method and loading
assumptions. A ground motion hazard is outside the scope of work for this report.
Use of the exceptions in ASCE 7-16 Section 11.4.8 allow for use of increased design seismic forces (up to 50%
greater) for structures with a natural period higher than a specific threshold value; below that threshold value, the
design seismic forces are unchanged (subject to other conditions of the exceptions). The following spectral
ground motion parameters may be used for design (subject to meeting the requirements and exceptions in
ASCE 7-16 Section 11.4.8):




SM1 = Fv S1: 0.821
SD1 = 2/3SM1: 0.547
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Liquefaction Assessment

Loose to compact soil deposits below the water table can be susceptible to a phenomenon called liquefaction
during earthquake shaking. During liquefaction, the soil temporarily loses strength and acts like a viscous fluid.
Liquefaction can cause settlement of building foundations as well as floating of buried objects such as tanks and
pipes. A liquefaction assessment is typically carried out for buildings that will be supported on granular soil
deposits below the water table such as the Project Site. The assessment looks at the density and particle size
distribution of the soil as well as the design earthquake event for the project area. A liquefaction assessment was
completed for Site property using the information from the two August 2021 Golder borings completed for this
report. Details of the liquefaction assessment are discussed below followed by a discussion of possible mitigation
options.

4.1.4

Assumptions

The peak ground acceleration (PGA) values on bedrock for seismic design were estimated using the United
States Geological Survey (USGS) US Seismic Design Maps. Assuming a risk level of 2% probability of
exceedance (PE) in 50 years (approximately a 2500-year recurrence interval) for the Site, a PGAM of 0.595g can
be used for liquefaction assessment. An earthquake of Magnitude 7.0 was assumed for analysis purposes.

4.1.5

Methodology

The liquefaction potential of the soil was evaluated using a spreadsheet develop in-house. The spreadsheet uses
the procedure presented by Boulanger and Idriss (2006 and 2014) to assess the liquefaction hazard of the soil
and estimate settlement. The SPT blow counts (N), collected during the drilling program, are corrected for
sampler type (if needed), the vertical effective stress (N1), hammer efficiency (N1)60, rod lengths, fines content of
the soil, and sampler size.

4.1.6

Liquefaction Results and Discussion

The results of the liquefaction assessment indicate that liquefaction induced by the 2,500-year design event is
likely to occur in the loose to compact granular (sand) deposits located below the observed water level.
Liquefaction settlements on the order of 3 to 4 inches were estimated. Differential settlements are anticipated to
be approximately 50% of the maximum total settlement. We recommend discussing the potential impact of the
seismically induced total and differential settlements with the structural engineer to determine if the magnitudes of
the settlements estimated are problematic for the proposed building design. If the building design can
accommodate the estimated total and differential settlement, mitigation may not be necessary. If the building
design cannot accommodate the settlement, mitigation is feasible. Mitigation might include ground improvement
or deep foundations. If liquefaction settlement is a design issue, we can provide recommendations for ground
improvement or deep foundations for a portion or all of the building area.

4.1.7

Seismic Surcharge on Walls

A seismic surcharge should be added to the earth pressures on below-grade basement walls. Recommendations
for the seismic surcharge are included in Section 4.5 “Permanent Wall Design Criteria” of this report.

4.2

Groundwater

Based on the groundwater level observed during drilling and in the City monitoring wells, we recommend that a
seasonal high groundwater elevation of 32 feet be planned for in the building design.
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The native soils are highly permeable; therefore, we do not consider it feasible to permanently lower the
groundwater table. Accordingly, we recommend that the basement floor, backfilled walls and foundation be
designed as follows:



BELOW-GRADE BACKFILLED WALLS OR WALLS CAST AGAINST SHORING: The walls should be
designed for saturated conditions up to elevation 33 feet.



BELOW-GRADE BASEMENT FLOORS: Basement floors must be designed to resist the full hydrostatic
design pressure with the groundwater at elevation 33 feet.



FOUNDATIONS: All foundations to be cast below the design groundwater elevation of 33 feet must be
designed to account for hydrostatic uplift pressure.

We recommend that a qualified building envelope consultant be retained to provide recommendations regarding
waterproofing of the below-grade portions of the proposed building.

4.3

Foundations

The foundations for the proposed buildings may consist of shallow isolated and continuous spread footings
bearing on the native alluvium soil.
Fill was encountered in the upper 4.5 to 9 feet bgs in the boreholes. If uncontrolled fill is encountered at the
footing elevation during construction, the uncontrolled fill should be removed and replaced with structural fill in
accordance with recommendations contained in Section 5.4. If the building foundations are placed on suitable
native soil or properly-placed and compacted structural fill, significant long-term static settlement is not expected
at the Site.

4.3.1

Spread Footings

Conventional shallow isolated or continuous foundations placed on compact to very dense native soil or
compacted structural fill placed above compact to very dense native soil should be designed based on the
following recommendations. Refer to Section 5.0 for construction considerations pertaining to foundations.
Foundation recommendations assume footing subgrade depth at approximately 12 feet below existing grade
(approximate elevation 30 feet 4 inches). If the elevation of the footing subgrade is different from assumed,
Golder should be notified to review the updated plans and revise the foundation recommendations accordingly. In
particular, the allowable bearing capacity will change if different footing sizes and embedment depths are used for
design.



Design isolated footings using a maximum allowable bearing pressure of 4 kips per square foot (ksf)
assuming a minimum footing width of 4 feet, a maximum footing width of 8 feet, maximum estimated
settlement on the order of 1 inch, and differential settlement on the order of ½ inch.



Design continuous footings using a maximum allowable bearing pressure of 3 ksf assuming a minimum
footing width of 2 feet and a maximum footing width of 4 feet.



An allowable bearing pressure of 5 ksf may be used for footings 10 to 12 feet wide and 10 to approximately
24 feet long.



For large footings supporting shear walls, we recommend sizing be based on allowable average bearing
pressure of 4 ksf.
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The maximum allowable bearing pressures meet the required factor of safety according to IBC.



The recommended maximum allowable bearing pressures are gross bearing pressures.



The recommended maximum allowable bearing pressures will result in less than 1 inch of total settlement.



The values presented may be increased by one-third for short-term wind and seismic loading.



Isolated and continuous footings should be embedded at least 18 inches below the adjacent finished grade.



The above recommendations are based on concentric pressures applied at the base of the footings. For
eccentrically loaded footings, the average bearing pressure for comparison with the allowable value may be
computed as qave = P/(B’*L’) where B’ = B – 2*eB, L’ = L – 2*eL, where P = vertical force supported by the
footing, B is the width of the footing, eB is the corresponding eccentricity of loading in that direction, and L is
the length of the footing and eL is the corresponding eccentricity of loading in that direction.



Subgrade modulus: Appropriate values of subgrade modulus for soil springs depend on many factors,
including, but not limited to, the size of the footings, the thickness of soil layers, and the amount of deflection.
Getting the appropriate value for the model may end up being an iterative process between the structural
and geotechnical engineers. As a starting point, we recommend using a soil modulus value of 90 pounds per
cubic inch (pci). We expect the maximum vertical deflection in the structural model to be between 1 and
2 inches using this value (for load combinations including wind or seismic loads). If the maximum vertical
deflection is well outside of this range (say less than 0.9 inches or more than 2.2 inches) then the calculated
shear and moment values in the model may not be representative of the identified ground conditions, and
the soil modulus should be revised. If calculations are sensitive and critical to subgrade modulus value and
maximum vertical deflections fall outside of the previously stated range, we recommend the following
modulus values. If the calculated maximum vertical deflection is less the 0.9 inches, we recommend
reducing the modulus value to 60 pci and re-evaluating settlement. If the calculated maximum vertical
deflection is greater than 2.2 inches, we recommend increasing the modulus value to 120 pci and reevaluating settlement. If after revision of the soil modulus the maximum vertical settlement remains outside
of the previously stated range, contact Golder to further evaluate and refine the soil modulus value.

A representative from Golder should observe the foundation bearing soils prior to placement of forms and rebar to
verify the foundation bearing soils are consistent with the soils encountered at the time of this study.
Building foundations must resist lateral loads due to earth pressures, wind, and seismic events. For design
purposes, these loads can be resisted simultaneously by:



BASE FRICTION: An allowable value of 0.4 can be assumed for base friction between the soil and spread
footings. This value includes a factor of safety of 1.5. The allowable base friction value may be increased by
one-third for the seismic loading.



PASSIVE RESISTANCE ON BASEMENT WALLS FOUNDED AGAINST SOIL: We recommend that the
allowable passive pressure be based on a fluid with a density of 270 pounds per cubic foot (pcf) (including a
factor of safety of 1.5) above elevation 33 feet and 175 pcf below elevation 33 feet. This value can be
increased by one-third for seismic loads.



PASSIVE RESISTANCE ON SIDES OF SHALLOW FOOTINGS: For design purposes, we recommend that
the allowable passive pressure be based on a fluid with a density of 175 pcf (including a factor of safety of
1.5) for shallow foundations. The allowable passive resistance can be increased by one-third for seismic
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loading. Since some disturbance is likely to occur during construction, we recommend the upper 1 foot of
passive resistance be neglected.
Please refer to the drainage provision section (Section 4.6) of this report for foundation drainage criteria.

4.4

Slab Subgrade

Conventional slab-on-grade floors can be supported on a subgrade of the native bearing soils or on structural fill
placed and compacted as noted in the Earthworks section of this report (Section 5.4). Slab-on-grade floors should
not be founded on organic soils, loose soils, or uncontrolled fills.
We recommend slab-on-grade floors constructed above the water table be underlain by a capillary break material,
consisting of a minimum thickness of 4 inches of clean, free-draining gravel, or crushed rock containing less than
2% fines passing the US No. 200 sieve (based on the minus US No. 4 sieve fraction) meeting the following
specification:
Table 2: Water Table Capillary Break Gradation
Sieve Size or Diameter (in)

Percent Passing

1 inch

100

No. 4

0 – 70

No. 10

0 – 30

No. 100

0–5

No. 200

0–2

Vapor transmission through floor slabs is an important consideration in the performance of floor coverings and
controlling moisture in structures. For storage, possible moisture effects on materials placed on bare concrete
floors should also be considered. The identification of alternatives to prevent vapor transmission is outside of our
expertise. A qualified architect or building envelope consultant can make recommendations for reducing vapor
transmission through the slab, based on the building use and flooring specifications.

4.5

Permanent Wall Design Criteria

The design lateral pressure on permanent basement walls depends on the depth below the groundwater table.
The design groundwater table elevation is 33 feet. Recommended lateral earth pressure coefficients for design of
permanent walls are shown in Table 3. The earth pressure coefficient can be used in combination with the
triangular pressure distribution shown in Figure 3. Where typical passenger vehicle traffic loads will occur
adjacent to the wall, a uniform vertical surcharge load of 100 pounds per square foot (psf) should be added.
Additional surcharges due to adjacent building or foundation should be added to the design pressures as
required. For estimation of surcharge loads on walls, refer to Figure 4.
The lateral earth pressure coefficients shown in Table 3 can also be used for the design of permanent backfilled
walls provided that the backfill meets the gradation for “Gravel Backfill for Walls” - WSDOT Standard Specification
9-03.12(2) (WSDOT 2016). The on-site native clean sand and gravels are also suitable for backfill behind
permanent walls designed for the lateral earth pressure coefficients shown in Table 4.
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The seismic coefficient used to calculate the seismic earth pressure coefficient is taken as a portion of the PGA
value adjusted for site effects. If permanent deflection of a few inches following a seismic event is acceptable,
then the PGA value can be reduced prior to calculating seismic earth pressures. Otherwise, the full value of the
PGA should be used for the seismic coefficient. We have provided seismic active earth pressure coefficients for
seismic coefficients equal to the full PGA value and a reduced PGA value in Table 4.
If the permanent wall is designed for at-rest earth pressures, it should be noted that the seismic earth pressure
coefficients (Kae) in Table 3 are technically seismic active earth pressure coefficients, not seismic at-rest earth
pressure coefficients. The values of Kae in Table 3 are based on the Mononobe-Okabe (M-O) Method which has
been found to provide reasonable seismic earth pressure for basement walls and cross-braced excavations (Sitar
et. al. 2012). The values of Kae can be used in place of Ka in the pressure diagram in Figure 3 for seismic design.
Permanent walls shall have drainage provisions, as discussed in Section 4.6, to provide full wall drainage above
elevation 33 feet.
Table 3: Design Parameters for Permanent Wall Design
Design Parameter Value
Active Earth Pressure Coefficient (Ka)

0.31

At-Rest Earth Pressure Coefficient (K0)

0.47

Seismic Active Earth Pressure Coefficient (Kae1)

0.57

Seismic Active Earth Pressure Coefficient (Kae2)

0.42

Passive Earth Pressure Coefficient (Kp)

1.6

Seismic Passive Earth Pressure Coefficient (Kpe)

1.7

Total Unit Weight (γ1)

125 pcf

Submerged Unit Weight (γ2)

63 pcf

1. Use Ka for the design of permanent cantilever walls free to rotate about the top.
2. Use K0 for the design of permanent basement walls restrained at the top.
3. Use Kae1 for the design of permanent walls that cannot deflect during design earthquake.
4. Use Kae2 for the design of permanent walls where permanent deflections of 1 to 2 inches resulting from the design earthquake are
acceptable.
5. Value for passive earth pressure coefficient (Kp) includes a factor of safety of 2.0. Value for seismic passive earth pressure coefficient (Kpe)
includes a factor of safety of 1.5.
6. Use Total Unit Weight above elevation 34 feet. Use submerged unit weight combined with hydrostatic pressure below elevation 34 feet.

4.6

Permanent Drainage Provisions

Provided the building is waterproofed and designed for the appropriate uplift pressure and pressures for the
design water table, permanent subsurface drainage is not required. For all structures designed above elevation
33 feet, we recommend that the following measures to provide drainage:



WALL DRAINS: Drainage behind backfilled walls can consist of a full face geocomposite drainage mat or a
minimum of a 2-foot wide zone of clean sand and gravel fill with less than 5% passing the No. 200 sieve. For
shoring, temporary drainage typically consists of a grid of geocomposite drainage strips with the permanent
drainage consisting of full face geocomposite drainage mat that that is tied into an interior perimeter footing
drain.
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FOOTING DRAIN: A perimeter footing drain should also be placed consisting of a 6-inch diameter
(consistent with City of Redmond standards), heavy-walled, perforated PVC pipe or equivalent. The pipe
should be surrounded by at least 12 inches of drainage material. Cleanouts should be provided. The drain
should flow by gravity to the storm drain system.

Depending on the geometry and drainage conditions, if the building is designed as water-tight below elevation
33 feet, subsurface drainage may not be required. We recommend that Golder review the final plans in relation to
the need for subsurface permanent drainage provisions.

4.7

Waterproofing

A building envelope consultant should be retained to provide waterproofing recommendations. Generally,
waterproof barriers should be used between buried walls and the earth, and for walls cast directly against the
shoring. For areas that are shored, the waterproofing can be placed over a geocomposite drain prior to pouring or
shooting the concrete wall. A structural building envelope consultant or an architect can make recommendations
regarding waterproofing design specifications.

4.8
4.8.1

Temporary Shoring Design Criteria
Soldier Pile and Tieback Design Criteria

A cantilever soldier pile shoring system or a soldier pile and tieback shoring system with one row of anchors is
appropriate for supporting one to two stories of below grade excavation. The design earth pressure diagram is
shown in Figure 3 for the active condition of cantilever soldier pile walls and for soldier pile walls with one row of
anchors. If deformations of the shoring wall must be limited, active earth pressure coefficient can be replaced with
at-rest earth pressure coefficient for the design of the shoring walls. Earth pressure coefficients and unit weights
for soils are included in Table 4.
Table 4: Design Parameters for Temporary Shoring Design
Parameter

Value

Active Earth Pressure Coefficient (Ka)

0.31

Passive Earth Pressure Coefficient (Kp)

3.25

Total Unit Weight (γ1)

125 pcf

Submerged Unit Weight (γ2)

63 pcf

1. Value for passive earth pressure coefficient (Kp) is un-factored. Application of a factor of safety of 1.5 is recommended.
2. Use Total Unit Weight above design groundwater elevation. Use submerged unit weight combined with hydrostatic pressure below design
groundwater elevation. A design groundwater elevation of 33 feet is recommended.

Additional lateral surcharges should be added to the design earth pressures to account for any vertical
surcharges adjacent to the excavation, surrounding buildings, traffic surcharges, and construction surcharge
loadings, including those from mobile cranes and pump trucks. Surcharges on shoring walls can be calculated
using the appropriate equation presented in Figure 4. The earth pressures presented assume level ground above
the top of the shoring. If sloping ground is present, a uniform horizontal surcharge equal to one-half of the height
of the slope multiplied by the unit weight of the soil and the appropriate earth pressure coefficient should be
added to the lateral earth pressure for level ground.
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The embedment depth of soldier piles below the base of the excavation should be designed to provide force and
moment equilibrium. Soldier piles should be embedded a minimum of 10 feet below the base of the excavation.
For vertical structural loads on soldier piles spaced at least 2.5 pile diameters center to center, the following
design criteria are recommended:



Minimum embedment of 10 feet below the base of the excavation



Allowable end-bearing resistance of 20 ksf for piles end bearing in the dense alluvium



Allowable side friction of 1 ksf below the base of the excavation

The soldier piles should be designed to have adequate vertical capacity to resist the vertical components of the
tieback loads and also permanent structural loads, if required. Vertical capacity may be provided by a combination
of end-bearing and friction below the base of the excavation. It should be noted for design and planning
purposes, the City of Redmond “Right-of-Way Management Temporary Shoring Requirements” do not allow for
the installation of soldier piles or the backfill surrounding the soldier pile within or extending into the City Right-ofWay or Utility Easements. A copy of the “Right-of-Way Management Temporary Shoring Requirements” is
included in Appendix C.

4.8.1.1

Lagging

Lagging will be necessary to prevent caving of the soil face between the soldier piles. Lagging may be designed
for 50% of the lateral soil pressures. However, for an 8-foot center to center span, a maximum thickness of 4
inches is recommended for No. 2 or better Hem-Fir wood lagging, even if the structural calculations show thicker
wood lagging is required. Any voids behind the lagging should be backfilled with a permeable granular soil
material that does not allow the buildup of hydrostatic pressure or controlled density fill (CDF). The excavation
height prior to lagging installation should not exceed 4 feet or less as required to maintain cut-face stability.
It should be noted for design and planning purposes, the City of Redmond “Right-of-Way Management Temporary
Shoring Requirements” (Appendix C) do not allow for the installation of lagging within or extending into the City
Right-of-Way or Utility Easements.

4.8.1.2

Tieback Anchors

The anchor portion of the tieback should be located sufficiently far behind the excavation shoring to stabilize the
excavation face. The “no-load zone” is the area behind the soldier pile within a lateral distance from the base of
the excavation equal to the exposed wall height (H) divided by four and a line sloping up and back at 60 degrees
from horizontal. The recommended no-load zone is shown in Figure 3.
The selection of tieback materials and installation methods should be the responsibility of the contractor. The
actual adhesion values will depend on the materials and installation method and should be confirmed by testing.
For non-pressured grouted anchors, the allowable design concrete/soil friction value of 2 ksf (including a factor of
safety of 2) in the dense alluvium can be used for preliminary design and cost estimating purposes and should be
confirmed by testing prior to construction. For pressure grouted anchors, this value can typically be increased by
two to three times.
A minimum anchor spacing of 6-foot center to center is recommended. Anchor holes should be drilled at an angle
of 15 to 30 degrees down from horizontal. A minimum anchor bond length of 10 feet is recommended. The
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location and presence of existing features, such as utilities and foundations, should be checked during the design
as these may affect the location and length of tieback anchors.
It should be noted for design and planning purposes, the City of Redmond “Right-of-Way Management Temporary
Shoring Requirements” only allow for tiebacks to be installed within the City Right-of-Way or Utility Easements if
certain guidelines are met. These guidelines include, among others, a minimum anchor depth of 8 feet bgs at the
right-of-way or utility easement line and a minimum of 5 feet of clearance below utilities.

4.9

Stormwater Infiltration

All stormwater on the Project Site is currently routed into the City’s stormwater system. Under the proposed
development, project stormwater will continue to be routed to the City’s stormwater system. No stormwater will be
infiltrated on-site because the building footprint, sidewalks, and vehicle access will occupy almost the entire
property.

5.0

CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS

Geotechnical related Site construction will likely consist of demolition of on-site structures and utilities, shoring
installation, excavation, subgrade preparation, placement of foundations, and placement and compaction of
structural fills.

5.1

Erosion Control and Aquifer Protection

Erosion control and groundwater aquifer protection measures will need to be followed by the contractor during
Site construction. The project lies within Critical Aquifer Recharge Area 1, which corresponds to Wellhead
Protection Zones 1 and 2, and performance standards will apply to all activities at the Site in accordance with
Redmond Zoning Code (RZC) 21.64.050 and Redmond Municipal Code 13.07. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) incorporated in the civil design drawings should incorporate required aquifer protection measures as well
as erosion control measures such as:



Limit exposed cut slopes.



Route surface water through temporary drainage channels around and away from exposed slopes.



Use silt fences, straw, and temporary sedimentation ponds to collect and hold eroded material on the Site.
Seeding or planting vegetation on exposed areas where work is completed, and no buildings are proposed.
Retaining existing vegetation to the greatest possible extent.

We recommend that the contractor sequence excavations to provide constant positive surface drainage for
rainwater and any groundwater seepage that may be encountered. This will require grading slopes, and
constructing temporary ditches, sumps, and/or berms.

5.2

Temporary Construction Dewatering

Temporary construction dewatering may be necessary, to complete certain project excavations such as the
elevator pits. A temporary construction dewatering plan will be developed by the design team and presented in a
separate report.
In general, the contractor must implement necessary dewatering and drainage measures to protect the
excavation cut face and to prevent degradation of the excavation area and foundation subgrade during
construction.
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Temporary Shoring Installation and Testing

5.3.1

Soldier Pile Installation

The contractor should be required to prevent caving and loss of ground in all soldier pile excavations. Appropriate
methods may be required to minimize caving and sloughing, such as drilling with slurry or the use of casing, to
keep the soldier pile holes open. If slurry drilling is used or more than 1 foot of water is present in the bottom of
the hole, placement of concrete by tremie methods will be required.

5.3.2

Tieback Anchor Installation

The contractor should be prepared to case the tieback holes if caving is encountered. In addition, occasional
boulders should be anticipated. The tieback grout should be pumped into the anchor zone by tremie methods in
order to force grout up from the bottom of the hole and to provide a continuous grouted anchor in the bonded
zone. Tiebacks should be backfilled within the no load zone with a non-structural material, such as a mixture of
sand slurry. A bond breaker should be applied to the anchor tendon through the no load zone. As an alternative,
the no load zone can be backfilled with grout following anchor testing and lock off. Obstructions consisting of
boulders, cobbles, and possible debris in the upper fill soils, and boulders and cobbles within the glacial soils
should be anticipated and appropriate drilling methods should be used to advance past the obstructions.

5.3.3

Tieback Anchor Testing and Lock Off

Verification testing is recommended on selected representative tiebacks, while the remainder of the anchors
should be proof tested to confirm the design capacity.
A minimum of two sacrificial 200% verification tests should be accomplished in each soil type used for anchorage
to confirm the ultimate/soil friction capacity and the load/deformation performance of the tieback. Verification
testing should be accomplished as soon as each soil type providing anchorage is encountered and prior to
installation of production anchors in that soil type. The location of the verification tests should be selected by the
contractor and approved by the engineer. The drilling method, anchor diameter, and depth of anchorage for the
test anchors should be identical to the production anchors. The following procedures are recommended for
verification testing:
1)

The maximum test load should be 200% of the allowable concrete/soil adhesion capacity used for
design (i.e., 200% of the design load). Measurement of the load should be accurate to 5 kips and
movement to 0.001 inch

2)

The anchor should be loaded in increments of 25% of the design load, and each load held at least
10 minutes with measurement obtained at each increment. A creep test shall be performed at the
150%load increment. Anchor movement during the creep test shall be measured and recorded at
1 minute, 1.5, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 15, 20, 30, 40, and 60 minutes following application of the load.

3)

The total rate of movement during the creep test should be less than 0.08 inches of movement between
6 and 60 minutes and the creep rate is linear or decreasing.

4)

Total movement at the maximum test load should exceed 80% of the theoretical elastic elongation of
the unbonded length of the anchor tendon.
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All production anchors should be proof tested using the following procedures:
1)

The design proof test load is 130% of the design tieback load. Measurements of movement should be
accurate to 0.001 inch and loads up to 5 kips.

2)

The anchor should be loaded incrementally to 25%, 50%, 75%, 100%, and 130% of the design load.
Each incremental load should be held long enough to obtain a stable displacement measurement. The
130% load should be held for 10 minutes. Anchor movement should be recorded at 1 minute, 1.5, 2, 3,
4, 6, 8, and 10 minutes following application of the load. If the anchor movement between 1 and
10 minutes exceeds 0.04 inches, the maximum load test load shall be held an additional 50 minutes. If
the load hold is extended, the anchor shall be recorded at 15, 20, 30, 40, and 60 minutes following
application of the load. If an anchor fails in creep, re-testing should not be allowed.

3)

The ground anchor should carry the maximum test load with less than 0.04 inches of movement
between 1 and 10 minutes or less than 0.08 inches of movement between 6 and 60 minutes.

4)

Total movement at the maximum test load should exceed 80% of the theoretical elastic elongation of
the unbonded length of the anchor length.

5)

When a ground anchor fails, the contractor should modify the design of the anchor, construction
procedures, or both. These modifications may include, but are not limited to, installing replacement
ground anchors, modifying the installation methods, increasing the bond length or changing the ground
anchor type. Any modification that requires changes to the structure should have prior approval of the
engineer.

Upon completion of the proof test, the load should be adjusted to the design lock-off load and transferred to the
anchorage device. After transferring the load, and prior to removing the jack, the load should be checked by
reapplying the load and measuring the lift-off reading. This should be within 10% of the specified lock-off load.
The process should be repeated until the desired lock-off load is obtained.

5.3.4

Monitoring and Instrumentation

Vertical and lateral movement of the ground surrounding the shored excavation is anticipated to some extent.
Even with a well-designed shoring system, there is a risk of greater than anticipated movement and possible
damage to surrounding facilities. Therefore, a program of survey monitoring is recommended before and during
construction. This program should include measurements of the horizontal and vertical movement of the shoring,
surrounding streets, buildings, and other facilities if necessary. Survey points should be established at the top of
the shoring and at lateral distances equal to 1/3 H (where H is the depth of the excavation) and H perpendicular to
the excavation. Survey monitoring points at the top of the shoring wall should be spaced no greater than 25 feet
around the excavation. Several survey points should also be established on and in the vicinity of the buildings
located adjacent to the Site. The number of survey points and frequency of measurements should be determined
based on the configuration of the final shoring design, and Site and project constraints. As a minimum, during the
excavation phase of the project, weekly measurements are recommended. The survey monitoring should be
accurate to at least 0.01 foot for both vertical and horizontal distances.
In order to establish the condition of adjacent facilities prior to construction, a complete inspection and evaluation
of pavements, structures, utilities, and other structures near the perimeter of the excavation should be performed.
Any existing signs of damage, particularly those caused by settlement or horizontal movements, should be
documented by photographs, notes, surveys, drawings, or other means of verification.
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Earthworks

Following the removal of existing structures/foundations and utilities, the Site earthwork will include excavation,
preparation of the building foundation and slab subgrades, backfilling foundation walls, and installing new utilities.
Based on our explorations, excavation for the proposed development would likely encounter uncontrolled fill
overlying the native alluvium. Excavations should be sequenced to limit the amount of exposed soil and subgrade.

5.4.1

Subgrade and Foundation Preparation

Based on observations made during the Site investigation, the soil subgrade 10 feet below existing grade will
likely consist of medium dense to dense alluvium soils. It is possible that fill observed on the Site may extend to
and below the anticipated subgrade depth in localized areas as a result of past Site uses. Foundations should be
placed on the native alluvium; foundations should not be placed on uncontrolled fill. If fill is encountered at
subgrade elevation, the geotechnical engineer should be notified to provide recommendations for removal and
replacement.

5.4.1.1

Removal of uncontrolled fill or other unsuitable soils

If encountered, uncontrolled fill or other unsuitable soils should be removed from beneath foundations.
Uncontrolled fill and disturbed or loose native alluvium soils may be left in place beneath floor slabs and
pavements if it is free of organics and debris and can be compacted to a firm and unyielding condition as noted in
Section 5.4.3.3.

5.4.1.2

Subgrade

Exposed subgrades for footings, floor slabs, pavements, and other structures should be compacted with a
vibratory roller to a firm, unyielding state. Any localized zones of loose granular soils observed within a subgrade
should be compacted to a density appropriate for planned development. Any organic, soft, or pumping soils
observed within a subgrade should be over-excavated and replaced with a suitable structural fill material.
Unsuitable excavated materials should not be mixed with materials to be used as structural fill.

5.4.2

Use of Onsite Excavated Soil

The native alluvium soil is considered suitable for reuse as structural fill provided it can be placed and compacted
near the optimum moisture content and in accordance with the compaction requirements presented in Section
5.4.3.3 of this report. If density tests indicate that compaction is not being achieved due to moisture content, the
reused material should be scarified and moisture-conditioned to near optimum moisture content, re-compacted,
and re-tested, or removed and replaced.

5.4.3

Structural Fill

The term “structural fill” refers to any materials placed under foundations, floor slabs, pavements, backfill for walls,
and utility trench backfill. Golder’s conclusions and recommendations concerning structural fill are presented in
the following sections.

5.4.3.1

Materials

Where needed, structural fill should be free of organic and inorganic debris, be near the optimum moisture
content, and capable of being compacted to the required specifications for application. Soils used for structural fill
should generally not contain any organic matter or debris or any individual particles greater than 6 inches in
diameter depending on use. Typical structural fill materials include clean sand and gravel; well-graded mixtures of
sand and gravel (commonly called “gravel borrow” or “pit-run”); mixtures of silt, sand, and gravel; crushed rock;
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quarry spalls; and controlled-density fill (CDF). If the on-site soils do not meet the above criteria, or cannot be
reworked to a suitable condition, we recommend using imported granular fill consisting of imported, clean, wellgraded sand and gravel, such as “Gravel Borrow” per Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT):
9-03.14(1) (WSDOT 2021). Other fill materials may be used with approval of the engineer.
If imported material is needed for filling during wet weather, the project specifications should include provisions for
using imported, clean, well-graded sand and gravel, such as “Gravel Borrow” per WSDOT: 9-03.14, except that
the percent passing the US No. 200 sieve should be no greater than 5%.

5.4.3.2

Placement

Fill should be placed in horizontal lifts not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness, and each lift should be
thoroughly compacted with a mechanical compactor. Any structural fill placed beneath footings should extend
laterally outside of the footing base at a 1H:1V (Horizontal to Vertical) slope projected down and away from the
bottom footing edge. In areas of thick structural fill (> about 3 feet), this requirement may be relaxed with
engineer’s permission.

5.4.3.3

Compaction

Using the Modified Proctor test (ASTM D1557) as a standard, we recommend that structural fill used for on-site
applications be compacted to minimum densities presented in Table 5.
Table 5: Compaction Criteria
Fill Application

% Minimum Compaction

Building Pad

95

Footing Subgrade or bearing pad

95

Slab-on-grade floor subgrade and subbase

95

Retaining wall footing subgrage

95

Concrete slab subgrade

95

Asphalt pavement base and subbase

95

Asphalt pavement subgrade

95

Retaining wall backfill

90 to 95

Footing and stemwall backfill

90

Landscaped area

85

5.4.3.4

Subgrade Verification and Compaction Testing

All structural fill should be placed over firm, unyielding subgrades prepared in accordance with the
recommendations in this report. The condition of all subgrades should be verified by the geotechnical engineer
before filling or construction begins. Fill soil compaction should be verified by means of in-place density tests
performed per ASTM D6938 during fill placement so that soil compaction may be evaluated as earthwork
progresses.
Pavement and foundation subgrades should be maintained in a well compacted state and protected from
degradation prior to paving or placing concrete. Protection measures may include restricted traffic, perimeter drain
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ditches, or placement of a protective gravel layer on the subgrade. Disturbed or wet areas should be removed and
replaced by suitably compacted structural fill.

5.4.4

Wet Weather Construction

Although feasible, earthwork construction during wet weather or rainy season will significantly increase costs
associated with off-site disposal of unsuitable excavated soils, amount of dewatering needed to reach foundation
elevations, increased control of surface water, and increased subgrade disturbance and need for soil admixtures,
geotextiles, or rock working mats.
For fill placement during wet-weather Site work, we recommend using soils that have fines content of 5% or less
(by weight). Laboratory tests of select samples from the Site investigation indicate on-site soils typically have
around 5% fines.

5.5

Temporary Slopes

Safe temporary slopes are the responsibility of the contractor and should comply with all applicable Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act (WISHA) standards.
Temporary, stable cut slopes less than 8 feet in height can generally be constructed using the following
recommendations:
Uncontrolled Fill and Native Alluvium – 1.5H:1V
As previously discussed, groundwater will likely be encountered during construction. If temporary cuts encounter
groundwater seepage, they should be sloped at 2H:1V or flatter (as recommended by the geotechnical engineer
at the time of construction) to prevent significant caving or sloughing. Temporary cuts in the looser granular
materials are expected to have some raveling at the cut face. Temporary cut slopes in granular soils may need to
be laid back flatter than 1.5H:1V if a change in material type or debris is encountered.
In the event that groundwater seepage is encountered during excavation, the contractor must install temporary
drainage measures to protect the cut face and prevent degradation of the excavation area until permanent
drainage measures can be constructed.

5.6

Utilities

Maintaining safe utility excavations is the responsibility of the utility contractor. The soil and groundwater
conditions in the utility excavations will vary across the Site. Excavations in the looser granular soils may cave
easily, while other excavations may be difficult, as occasional boulders and cobbles may be encountered. As
appropriate, trench shoring should be employed by the utility contractor.

5.7

Geotechnical Construction Monitoring

We recommend that a qualified geotechnical-engineering firm is on-site during critical aspects of the project. This
would include observation of excavation; footing, slab, pavement, and subgrade preparation; placement of wall
and footing drains, and placement and compaction of structural fills. As required by the IBC, the geotechnical
engineer of record will perform the special inspection.

5.8

Closing

This report has been prepared exclusively for the use of White Oak Realty Partners, LLC and their consultants
and contractors for the Project Site. This report may be reviewed by bidders and/or contractors as it relates to
factual data only. The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on the explorations
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and observations completed for this study, conversations regarding the existing Site conditions, and our
understanding of the planned project. The conclusions are not intended, nor should they be construed to
represent, a warranty regarding the project. They are included to assist in the planning and design process.
Judgment has been applied in interpreting and presenting the results. The soil and groundwater conditions
depicted are only for the specific dates and locations reported and, therefore, are not necessarily representative
of other locations and times. Variations in subsurface conditions outside the exploration locations are common in
glacial environments such as those encountered at the Site and in areas disturbed by human activities. Actual
conditions encountered during construction may be different from those observed in and inferred from the
explorations.
It has been a pleasure to provide consulting services to White Oak Realty Partners, LLC on this project. If you
have any questions, please call us at (425) 883-0777.
Golder Associates Inc.
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PLAN VIEW

APPENDIX A

Borehole Records

STANDARD PRACTICE FOR CLASSIFICATION OF SOILS FOR ENGINEERING PURPOSES (ASTM D 2487)
SOIL CLASSIFICATION GENERALIZED
GROUP DESCRIPTIONS

CRITERIA FOR ASSIGNING GROUP SYMBOLS AND NAMES

50% OR MORE OF
COARSE FRACTION
PASSES NO. 4 SIEVE

LIQUID LIMIT LESS
THAN 50

GC

GRAVEL AND CLAY MIXTURES

CLEAN SANDS

SW

WELL-GRADED SANDS

SP

NON- AND LOW-POORLY-GRADED SANDS

SANDS WITH FINES

SM

SAND AND SILT MIXTURES

SC

SAND AND CLAY MIXTURES

CL

LEAN CLAYS

LESS THAN 5% FINES

MORE THAN 12% FINES

ML

FAT CLAYS

MH

ELASTIC SILTS

ORGANIC

OH/OL

PRIMARILY ORGANIC MATTER, DARK IN
COLOR, AND ORGANIC ODOR

PT

(c)

0 to 4

4 to 10

10 to 30

DENSE

30 to 50

VERY DENSE

over 50

CONSISTENCY
VERY SOFT
SOFT
FIRM
STIFF
VERY STIFF
HARD

(b)

COMPONENT

(c)

N, blows/ft.
0 to 2
2 to 4
4 to 8
8 to 15
15 to 30
over 30

Dr

LOOSE
MEDIUM DENSE

(a) SOILS CONSISTING OF GRAVEL, SAND, AND SILT, EITHER SEPARATELY OR IN
COMBINATION, POSSESSING NO CHARACTERISTICS OF PLASTICITY, AND EXHIBITING DRAINED
BEHAVIOR.
(b) SOILS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS OF PLASTICITY, AND EXHIBITING UNDRAINED
BEHAVIOR.
(c) REFER TO TEXT OF ASTM D 1586-84 FOR A DEFINITION OF N; IN NORMALLY CONSOLIDATED
COHESIONLESS SOILS. RELATIVE DENSITY TERMS ARE BASED ON N VALUES CORRECTED
FOR OVERBURDEN PRESSURES.
(d) UNDRAINED SHEAR STRENGTH = 1/2 UNCONFINED COMPRESSION STRENGTH.

QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTIVE TERMINOLOGY
FOR MOISTURE CONTENT
DRY

NO DISCERNIBLE MOISTURE PRESENT

MOIST
WET

WILL MOISTEN THE HAND

VISIBLE WATER PRESENT ON MATERIALS

TYPICAL UNIFIED
DESIGNATION

SILT

ML (NON-PLASTIC)

CLAYEY SILT

CL-ML (LOW PLASTICITY)

CLAY

CL

FAT CLAY

CH

ELASTIC SILT

MH

ORGANIC SOILS

OL, OH, Pt

SIZE RANGE

BOULDERS

ABOVE 300 mm (12 in)

COBBLES

75 mm (3 in) to 300 mm (12 in)

GRAVEL
COARSE GRAVEL
FINE GRAVEL

4.75 mm (No. 4) to 75 mm (3 in)
19 mm (3/4 in) to 75 mm (3 in)
4.75 mm (No. 4) to 19 mm (3/4 in)

SAND
COARSE SAND
MEDIUM SAND
FINE SAND

0.075mm (No. 200) to 4.75mm (No. 4)
2.0 mm (No. 10) to 4.75 mm (No. 4)
0.42 mm (No. 40) to 2.0 mm (No. 10)
0.075 mm (No. 200) to 0.42 mm (No. 40)

SILT AND CLAY

SMALLER THAN 0.075mm (No. 200)

DESCRIPTIVE TERMINOLOGY DENOTING
COMPONENT PROPORTIONS
DESCRIPTIVE TERMS RANGE OF PROPORTION
TRACE
FEW
LITTLE
SOME

SILT AND CLAY DESCRIPTIONS
DESCRIPTION

PEAT

COMPONENT DEFINITIONS BY GRADATION

COHESIVE SOILS

N, blows/ft.

VERY LOOSE

ORGANIC CLAYS AND SILTS

af

DENSITY

ORGANIC SILTS AND ELASTIC ORGANIC SILTS

CH

SOIL CONSISTENCY
COHESIONLESS SOILS (a)

SILTS AND ELASTIC SILTS
LEAN ORGANIC CLAYS

OL

INORGANIC

LIQUID LIMIT GREATER
THAN 50

BASED ON: ASTM D2487-06

GRAVEL AND SILT MIXTURES

ORGANIC

SILTS AND CLAYS

HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS

GM

INORGANIC

SILTS AND CLAYS

50% OR MORE
PASSES THE NO. 200
SIEVE

GRAVELS WITH FINES

MORE THAN 12% FINES

SANDS

FINE-GRAINED SOILS

POORLY-GRADED GRAVELS

t

SOILS MORE THAN
50% RETAINED ON
NO. 200 SIEVE

WELL-GRADED GRAVELS

GP

LESS THAN 5% FINES

MORE THAN 50% OF
COARSE FRACTION
RETAINED ON NO. 4
SIEVE

COARSE-GRAINED

GW

CLEAN GRAVELS

GRAVELS

0-5%
5-10%
15-25%
30-45%

SAMPLE TYPES
SYMBOL
SS
BK
GB
ST
MC
HQ
TP

DESCRIPTION
2" O.D. SPLIT SPOON
BULK
GRAB SAMPLE
SHELBY TUBE
2 21" I.D. CAL. MOD. SAMPLER
DIAMOND ROCK CORE SAMPLE
PITCHER BARREL SAMPLE

SOIL CLASSIFICATION LEGEND

RECORD OF BOREHOLE: B-1
PROJECT NO:

2014746501.100

INCLINATION:

LOCATION:

8009 164th Ave NE

CONTRACTOR: Holocene Drilling

42.0 ft (Ground)

NAD83

SPT N Value

GROUNDWATER
OBSERVATIONS

ADDITIONAL
LAB TESTING

SAND

3-10-11

FINES

20

GRAVEL

SS

ORGANIC CONTENT %

SP WA North FIPS 4601 Ft

HORZ DATUM:

25

S-2

20

14

15

7-8-6

10

27

5

N-VALUE

SS

Plastic & Liquid
Limits (%)
Water Content (%)
NP
Nonplastic
0

BLOWS

S-1

REC %

ELEV.
--------DEPTH
(ft)

COORD SYS:

WATER CONTENT GRADATION %

Hammer: Automatic
ASTM D1586, Blows per 6 in
140-lb hammer, 30-in drop

TYPE

USCS

90.0°

SAMPLES
STRATA
PLOT

DESCRIPTION

ELEVATION:

COORDINATES: N: 245396.7 ft E: 1321653.6 ft

NUMBER

2

August 04, 2021

MATERIAL PROFILE

3" Asphalt Pavement Thickness
(SW) Well graded SAND with
gravel, mostly medium to coarse
sand, some fine to coarse
subrounded to subangular sand,
trace non-plastic fines; dark
orangish brown; moist, medium
dense.

1

DATE:

PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
BLOWS/FT
20 40 60 80

0.0
41.7
0.3

SW

DRILL RIG

164th Ave Geotech Investigation

DRILL METHOD

White Oak Realty Partners, LLC

PROJECT:

DEPTH (ft)

CLIENT:

Sheet 1 of 3

3

4

35.0
7.0

(GP) Poorly graded GRAVEL with
sand, fine to coarse subrounded
to subangular gravel, some fine
to coarse sand, trace non-plastic
fines; gray mottled brownish gray,
OUTWASH; moist, medium
dense to very dense

8

9

10

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

GP

S-3

SS

53

3-9-6

15

S-4

SS

17

6-7-8

15

S-5

SS

53

10-21-23

44

S-6

SS

27

13-33-34

67

S-7

SS

60

26-33-34

67

S-8

SS

53

20-27-24

51

S-9

SS

53

22-25-28

53

Dr

14

- 12.0 ft: iron oxide staining

49 46

5

21766

58 38

4

21767

60 33

7

21768

25.0
17.0

(GW-GM) Well graded GRAVEL
with silt and sand, fine to coarse
subrounded to subangular gravel,
little medium to coarse
subrounded to subangular sand,
few non-plastic fines; dark
brownish gray, OUTWASH; moist,
very dense.

GW-GM

13

Mud Rotary

12

B-58 Truck

11

t

7

21

af

6

37.5
4.5
GW

(GW) Well graded GRAVEL with
sand, fine to coarse subrounded
to subangular gravel, little
medium to coarse sand; mottled
brownish gray, OUTWASH; moist,
medium dense.

5

23

24

25

(GW) Well graded GRAVEL, fine
to coarse subangular to angular
gravel, few medium to coarse
sand, trace non-plastic fines;
mottled brownish gray,
OUTWASH; moist, very dense.

GW

22

17.5
24.5

Continued on Next Page

REV:

A

Golder - 3 Imperial US / ASTM D2487 Auto (most common ASTM) / 2021-09-09

LOGGED: Esten King

DATE: Aug 04, 2021

CHECKED: A. McMillin

DATE: Sep 09, 2021

RECORD OF BOREHOLE: B-1
PROJECT NO:

2014746501.100

INCLINATION:

LOCATION:

8009 164th Ave NE

CONTRACTOR: Holocene Drilling

DATE:

42.0 ft (Ground)

NAD83

SS

33

13-11-9

SPT N Value

GROUNDWATER
OBSERVATIONS

S-12

2

ADDITIONAL
LAB TESTING

36

SAND

5-17-19

FINES

20

GRAVEL

SS

86 12

ORGANIC CONTENT %

SP WA North FIPS 4601 Ft

HORZ DATUM:

25

S-11

20

100

15

15-50-50

10

33

5

N-VALUE

SS

Plastic & Liquid
Limits (%)
Water Content (%)
NP
Nonplastic
0

BLOWS

28

S-10

REC %

ELEV.
--------DEPTH
(ft)

COORD SYS:

WATER CONTENT GRADATION %

SAMPLES
Hammer: Automatic
ASTM D1586, Blows per 6 in
140-lb hammer, 30-in drop

TYPE

27

90.0°

NUMBER

USCS

DESCRIPTION

ELEVATION:

COORDINATES: N: 245396.7 ft E: 1321653.6 ft

(GW) Well graded GRAVEL, fine
to coarse subangular to angular
gravel, few medium to coarse
sand, trace non-plastic fines;
mottled brownish gray,
OUTWASH; moist, very dense.

26

August 04, 2021

MATERIAL PROFILE
STRATA
PLOT

DRILL RIG

164th Ave Geotech Investigation

DRILL METHOD

White Oak Realty Partners, LLC

PROJECT:

DEPTH (ft)

CLIENT:

Sheet 2 of 3

PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
BLOWS/FT
20 40 60 80

21769

29

33

34

35

- 35.0 to 36.5 ft: No recovery

S-13

42

43

44

45

46

18

S-14

SS

7

9-10-10

20

S-15

MC

93

11-14

25

-1.0
43.0

(SP-SM) Poorly graded SAND
with silt, mostly fine to medium
sand, few non-plastic fines; very
dark gray, homogeneous,
OUTWASH; moist, medium
dense to very dense.

SP-SM

41

10-9-9

4.0
38.0

(GP) Poorly graded GRAVEL,
fine to coarse subangular to
angular gravel, trace medium to
coarse sand; mottled brownish
gray; wet, medium dense.

GP

40

SS

Dr

39

Mud Rotary

38

B-58 Truck

36

37

20

af

32

t

31

12.5
29.5

GW

(GW) Well graded GRAVEL with
sand, fine to coarse subrounded
to subangular gravel, some
medium to coarse sand, trace
non-plastic fines; dark brownish
gray, iron oxide staining,
OUTWASH; wet, medium dense.

30

47

48

49

50

Continued on Next Page
REV:

A

Golder - 3 Imperial US / ASTM D2487 Auto (most common ASTM) / 2021-09-09

LOGGED: Esten King

DATE: Aug 04, 2021

CHECKED: A. McMillin

DATE: Sep 09, 2021

RECORD OF BOREHOLE: B-1
PROJECT NO:

2014746501.100

INCLINATION:

LOCATION:

8009 164th Ave NE

CONTRACTOR: Holocene Drilling

DATE:

42.0 ft (Ground)

NAD83

SPT N Value

GROUNDWATER
OBSERVATIONS

ADDITIONAL
LAB TESTING

SAND

FINES

GRAVEL

ORGANIC CONTENT %

SP WA North FIPS 4601 Ft

HORZ DATUM:

25

20

15

10

34

5

MC

N-VALUE

S-17

12-13-21

Plastic & Liquid
Limits (%)
Water Content (%)
NP
Nonplastic
0

SS

BLOWS

S-16

REC %

ELEV.
--------DEPTH
(ft)

COORD SYS:

WATER CONTENT GRADATION %

SAMPLES

TYPE

52

90.0°

Hammer: Automatic
ASTM D1586, Blows per 6 in
140-lb hammer, 30-in drop

NUMBER

USCS

DESCRIPTION

ELEVATION:

COORDINATES: N: 245396.7 ft E: 1321653.6 ft

(SP-SM) Poorly graded SAND
with silt, mostly fine to medium
sand, few non-plastic fines; very
dark gray, homogeneous,
OUTWASH; moist, medium
dense to very dense.
- 50.0 to 51.5 ft: No recovery

51

August 04, 2021

MATERIAL PROFILE
STRATA
PLOT

DRILL RIG

164th Ave Geotech Investigation

DRILL METHOD

White Oak Realty Partners, LLC

PROJECT:

DEPTH (ft)

CLIENT:

Sheet 3 of 3

PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
BLOWS/FT
20 40 60 80

53

57

58

59

60

S-18

61

93

26-28

54

0

95

5

21770

af

SP-SM

Mud Rotary

56

B-58 Truck

55

t

54

MC

73

28-29

57

-19.5

End of hole at 61.5 ft.
62

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

Dr

63

72

73

74

75

REV:

A

Golder - 3 Imperial US / ASTM D2487 Auto (most common ASTM) / 2021-09-09

LOGGED: Esten King

DATE: Aug 04, 2021

CHECKED: A. McMillin

DATE: Sep 09, 2021

RECORD OF BOREHOLE: B-2
PROJECT NO:

2014746501.100

INCLINATION:

LOCATION:

8009 164th Ave NE

CONTRACTOR: Holocene Drilling

August 05, 2021

42.0 ft (Ground)

NAD83

SPT N Value

GROUNDWATER
OBSERVATIONS

ADDITIONAL
LAB TESTING

SAND

FINES

GRAVEL

ORGANIC CONTENT %

SP WA North FIPS 4601 Ft

HORZ DATUM:

25

20

15

22

10

MC

9-10-12

5

S-2

N-VALUE

SS

Plastic & Liquid
Limits (%)
Water Content (%)
NP
Nonplastic
0

S-1

REC %

ELEV.
--------DEPTH
(ft)

COORD SYS:

WATER CONTENT GRADATION %

SAMPLES

BLOWS

- 2.5 to 4.0 ft: No recovery; gravel
lodged in shoe

90.0°

Hammer: Automatic
ASTM D1586, Blows per 6 in
140-lb hammer, 30-in drop

TYPE

3

ELEVATION:

COORDINATES: N: 248922.8 ft E: 1322963.7 ft

NUMBER

2

USCS

DESCRIPTION

3" Asphalt Pavement Thickness
(SM) Silty SAND, mostly medium
to coarse sand, some non-plastic
fines, few fine subrounded to
subangular gravel; very dark
blackish brown, FILL; moist,
medium dense to very dense.

1

DATE:

MATERIAL PROFILE
STRATA
PLOT

DRILL RIG

164th Ave Geotech Investigation

DRILL METHOD

White Oak Realty Partners, LLC

PROJECT:

DEPTH (ft)

CLIENT:

Sheet 1 of 3

PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
BLOWS/FT
20 40 60 80

0.0
41.7
0.3

5

7

- 7.5 to 9.0 ft: No recovery
8

9

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

S-3

MC

50-50

100

S-4

MC

67

22-25

47

S-5

MC

67

45-46

91

S-6

MC

73

50-67

117

S-7

MC

60

45-67

112

S-8

MC

53

37-35

72

S-9

MC

40

42-32

74

Dr

16

15

(GP) Poorly graded GRAVEL with
sand, mostly fine to coarse
subrounded to subangular gravel,
little to some fine to coarse sand,
trace non-plastic fines; light gray
to grayish brown, iron oxide
staining, OUTWASH; moist, very
dense.

(GW) Well graded GRAVEL with
sand, mostly fine to coarse
subrounded to subangular gravel,
little medium to coarse sand,
trace non-plastic fines; light
brownish gray, OUTWASH; moist
to wet, very dense.
(SW) Well graded SAND with
gravel, mostly medium to coarse
SAND, some fine to coarse
subrounded to subangular gravel,
trace non-plastic fines; greenish
gray, OUTWASH; wet, dense to
very dense.

55 40

5

21771

66 29

5

21772

27.5
14.5

GP

15

22.5
19.5

GW

14

7-8

32.5
9.5

20.0
22.0

SW

13

Mud Rotary

12

B-58 Truck

11

(GP-GM) Poorly graded GRAVEL
with silt and sand, mostly fine to
coarse subrounded to subangular
gravel, little to some fine to
coarse sand, few non-plastic
fines; light gray to grayish brown,
iron oxide staining, OUTWASH;
moist, dense to very dense.

GP-GM

10

60

af

6

t

SM

4

Continued on Next Page
REV:

A

Golder - 3 Imperial US / ASTM D2487 Auto (most common ASTM) / 2021-09-09

LOGGED: Esten King

DATE: Aug 05, 2021

CHECKED: A. McMillin

DATE: Sep 09, 2021

RECORD OF BOREHOLE: B-2
PROJECT NO:

2014746501.100

INCLINATION:

LOCATION:

8009 164th Ave NE

CONTRACTOR: Holocene Drilling

73

10-12

33

34

35

S-13

41

42

43

44

45

46

Mud Rotary

22

MC

73

10-13

20 40 60 80

18 78

4

21773

23

4.0
38.0

SP

Dr

40

B-58 Truck

36

39

PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
BLOWS/FT

af

32

(SP) Poorly graded SAND, mostly
fine to medium sand, trace nonplastic fines; tannish gray,
stratified, OUTWASH; moist,
dense.

GROUNDWATER
OBSERVATIONS

MC

ADDITIONAL
LAB TESTING

S-12

ORGANIC CONTENT %

30

SAND

18-12

FINES

80

GRAVEL

MC

SPT N Value

t

31

38

NAD83

15.0
27.0

30

37

SP WA North FIPS 4601 Ft

HORZ DATUM:

25

S-11

20

46

15

18-28

10

53

5

N-VALUE

MC

Plastic & Liquid
Limits (%)
Water Content (%)
NP
Nonplastic
0

S-10

REC %

USCS

ELEV.
--------DEPTH
(ft)

BLOWS

29

42.0 ft (Ground)

COORD SYS:

WATER CONTENT GRADATION %

Hammer: Automatic
ASTM D1586, Blows per 6 in
140-lb hammer, 30-in drop

TYPE

28

90.0°

SAMPLES
STRATA
PLOT

DESCRIPTION

ELEVATION:

COORDINATES: N: 248922.8 ft E: 1322963.7 ft

NUMBER

27

August 05, 2021

MATERIAL PROFILE

(SW) Well graded SAND with
gravel, mostly medium to coarse
SAND, some fine to coarse
subrounded to subangular gravel,
trace non-plastic fines; greenish
gray, OUTWASH; wet, dense to
very dense.
(SP) Poorly graded SAND with
gravel, mostly fine to medium
sand, little fine gravel, trace nonplastic fines; tannish gray,
stratified, OUTWASH; moist,
medium dense.

26

DATE:

SW

DRILL RIG

164th Ave Geotech Investigation

DRILL METHOD

White Oak Realty Partners, LLC

PROJECT:

DEPTH (ft)

CLIENT:

Sheet 2 of 3

S-14

MC

80

14-17

31

S-15

MC

87

18-22

40

0

96

4

21774

47

48

49

50

Continued on Next Page
REV:

A

Golder - 3 Imperial US / ASTM D2487 Auto (most common ASTM) / 2021-09-09

LOGGED: Esten King

DATE: Aug 05, 2021

CHECKED: A. McMillin

DATE: Sep 09, 2021

RECORD OF BOREHOLE: B-2
PROJECT NO:

2014746501.100

INCLINATION:

LOCATION:

8009 164th Ave NE

CONTRACTOR: Holocene Drilling

DATE:

42.0 ft (Ground)

SPT N Value

GROUNDWATER
OBSERVATIONS

20-24

SAND

80

ADDITIONAL
LAB TESTING

NAD83

FINES

MC

GRAVEL

S-17A
-14.0
56.0 S-17B

25

38

20

18-20

15

73

10

N-VALUE

MC

5

BLOWS

S-16

Plastic & Liquid
Limits (%)
Water Content (%)
NP
Nonplastic
0

TYPE

Hammer: Automatic
ASTM D1586, Blows per 6 in
140-lb hammer, 30-in drop

REC %

SP WA North FIPS 4601 Ft

HORZ DATUM:

WATER CONTENT GRADATION %

SAMPLES
ELEV.
--------DEPTH
(ft)

COORD SYS:

ORGANIC CONTENT %

90.0°

NUMBER

USCS

DESCRIPTION

ELEVATION:

COORDINATES: N: 248922.8 ft E: 1322963.7 ft

(SP) Poorly graded SAND, mostly
fine to medium sand, trace nonplastic fines; tannish gray,
stratified, OUTWASH; moist,
dense.

51

August 05, 2021

MATERIAL PROFILE
STRATA
PLOT

DRILL RIG

164th Ave Geotech Investigation

DRILL METHOD

White Oak Realty Partners, LLC

PROJECT:

DEPTH (ft)

CLIENT:

Sheet 3 of 3

PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
BLOWS/FT
20 40 60 80

52

53

SP
(SP) Poorly graded SAND, mostly
fine sand, trace non-plastic fines,
dark bluish gray, OUTWASH;
moist, dense.

58

59

60

S-18

61

44

af

57

Mud Rotary

56

B-58 Truck

55

t

54

SS

67

19-20-25

45

-19.5

End of hole at 61.5 ft.
62

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

Dr

63

Hole sampled using a Modified
California sampler (MC) with 3-inch
outside diameter.

72

73

74

75

REV:

A

Golder - 3 Imperial US / ASTM D2487 Auto (most common ASTM) / 2021-09-09

LOGGED: Esten King

DATE: Aug 05, 2021

CHECKED: A. McMillin

DATE: Sep 09, 2021

APPENDIX B

Laboratory Results

AAR TESTING AND INSPECTION, INC.
7126 180th Avenue NE, Suite C101
Redmond, Washington 98188
www.aartesting.com
425.881.5812 | O

August 19, 2021
AAR Project Number: 21-450

Kyle Obermiller
Golder
18300 NE Union Hill Road, Suite 200
Redmond, WA 98052
SUBJECT:
TESTING REPORT
White Oak 164th Ave Development

Mr. Obermiller:
In accordance with your request, AAR Testing and Inspection, Inc. (AAR) has performed ASTM D2216:
Moisture Content of Soils and ASTM D6913 Gradation Analysis on materials as delivered from the above
referenced project.
The results of the testing can be found in the testing folder and on the Golder data master sheet.
We hope this will answer any questions you may have, if any should arise or we if can be of further
assistance please do not hesitate to give us a call.
Sincerely,
AAR TESTING & INSPECTION, INC.

Stu Swenson, CET
Laboratory Manager

Page 1 of 1
Test results apply only to the items herein tested. This report shall not be reproduced except in full, without the written approval of AAR Testing
and Inspection, Inc.

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

10

Coarse

39

9

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
90
90
84
75
67
51
42
28
14
9
7
7
4.8

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

28

9

Clay

5

Material Description
Poorly graded gravel with sand

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= GP

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 18.6167
D50= 4.3588
D10= 0.2928

D85= 16.2585
D30= 0.9348
Cu= 24.92

D60= 7.2967
D15= 0.4595
Cc= 0.41

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 8.0%
F.M.=4.77
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-1 S-3
Sample Number: 21766

Depth: 7.5

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Date Sampled: 08/04/2021
Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

19

Coarse

39

6

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
94
81
77
61
53
42
36
27
16
9
7
6
4.3

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

20

12

4

Material Description
Poorly graded gravel with sand

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= GP

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 23.3572
D50= 8.0857
D10= 0.2738

D85= 21.3291
D30= 1.0849
Cu= 45.45

D60= 12.4432
D15= 0.4026
Cc= 0.35

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 7.6%
F.M.=5.20
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-1 S-5
Sample Number: 21767

Depth: 12.5

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Date Sampled:
Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

33

Coarse

27

11

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
88
67
62
56
53
40
29
21
17
14
11
10
7.3

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

12

10

7

Material Description
Well graded gravel with silt and sand

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= GW-GM AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 26.1838
D50= 7.5179
D10= 0.1439

D85= 24.5408
D30= 2.2462
Cu= 102.86

D60= 14.8042
D15= 0.3101
Cc= 2.37

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 8.8%
F.M.=5.42
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-1 S-8/S-9
Sample Number: 21768

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Depth: 22

Date Sampled:

Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

27

Coarse

59

6

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
100
73
54
34
28
14
8
6
4
3
3
2
1.7

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

4

2

2

Material Description
Well graded gravel

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= GW

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 22.1602
D50= 15.3133
D10= 3.6364

D85= 21.1323
D30= 11.4249
Cu= 4.64

D60= 16.8624
D15= 5.1079
Cc= 2.13

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 6.5%
F.M.=6.60
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-1 S-10/S-11
Sample Number: 21769

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Depth: 27

Date Sampled:

Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

0

Coarse

0

0

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
94
61
27
17
5.4

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

6

89

5

Material Description
Poorly graded sand with silt

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SP-SM

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 0.3831
D50= 0.2254
D10= 0.1185

D85= 0.3437
D30= 0.1859
Cu= 2.09

D60= 0.2474
D15= 0.1421
Cc= 1.18

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 13.9%
F.M.=1.09
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-1 S-17
Sample Number: 21770

Depth: 55

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Date Sampled:
Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

32

Coarse

23

10

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

2 1/2
2
1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
81
81
76
76
68
63
56
54
45
35
23
14
10
8
7
5.3

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

21

9

5

Material Description
Poorly graded gravel with silt and sand

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= GP-GM

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 57.7183
D50= 6.3038
D10= 0.2537

D85= 54.4887
D30= 1.3823
Cu= 56.97

D60= 14.4558
D15= 0.4544
Cc= 0.52

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 5.7%
F.M.=5.50
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-2 S-4/S-5
Sample Number: 21771

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Depth: 12

Date Sampled:

Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
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40
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100

10
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0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

39

Coarse

27

10

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
89
76
61
58
49
45
34
24
17
13
11
8
7
4.6

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

11

8

5

Material Description
Poorly graded gravel with sand

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= GP

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 32.1357
D50= 12.9259
D10= 0.2216

D85= 29.4583
D30= 3.5558
Cu= 80.03

D60= 17.7307
D15= 0.5853
Cc= 3.22

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 5.1%
F.M.=5.79
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-2 S-6/S-7
Sample Number: 21772

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Depth: 17

Date Sampled:

Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

100

10

1

0.1

0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
Fine

% +3"

0

0

Coarse

18

3

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
100
100
94
90
89
82
79
76
60
27
13
10
4.5

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

19

56

4

Material Description
Poorly graded sand with gravel

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SP

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 12.1519
D50= 0.3594
D10= 0.1549

D85= 6.3995
D30= 0.2638
Cu= 2.76

D60= 0.4283
D15= 0.1932
Cc= 1.05

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 12.7%
F.M.=2.52
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-2 S-12
Sample Number: 21773

Depth: 30

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Date Sampled:
Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

#200

#140

#100

#60

#40

#30

#20

#10

#4

3/8 in.

½ in.

¾ in.

1 in.

1½ in.

2 in.

3 in.

6 in.

These results are for the exclusive use of the client for whom they were obtained. They apply only to the samples tested and are not indicitive of apparently identical samples.
PERCENT FINER

Particle Size Distribution Report
100
90
80
70
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40
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100
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0.01

0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel
Coarse
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% +3"

0

0

Coarse

0

0

Test Results (ASTM D6913 & ASTM D1140)
Percent
Spec.*
Pass?

Opening
Size

Finer

1 1/2
1 1/4
1
3/4
5/8
1/2
3/8
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#80
#100
#200

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
87
46
21
14
3.9

(Percent)

% Sand
Medium

% Fines
Silt

Fine

13

83

4

Material Description
Poorly graded sand

(X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)
PL=

LL=

PI=

Classification
USCS (D 2487)= SP

AASHTO (M 145)=

Coefficients
D90= 0.4535
D50= 0.2617
D10= 0.1247

D85= 0.4107
D30= 0.2061
Cu= 2.35

D60= 0.2935
D15= 0.1533
Cc= 1.16

Remarks

As Received Moisture: 14.4%
F.M.=1.26
Date Received: 08/12/2021
Tested By: Tama Lewis

Date Tested: 08/12/2021

Checked By: Stu Swenson, CET
Title: Laboratory Manager
* (no specification provided)

Source of Sample: B-2 S-15
Sample Number: 21774

Depth: 45

A.A.R.
Testing
Laboratory, Inc.

Date Sampled:
Client: Golder Associates
Project: White Oak 164th Ave Development
Project No: 21-450

.

Clay

APPENDIX C

City of Redmond Right-of-Way
Management Temporary Shoring
Requirements

Right-of-Way Management
Temporary Shoring Requirements

Rev 1/16/2019

Temporary Shoring General Information
This document is a guideline for development projects proposing to install shoring systems
to temporarily support excavations for the construction of retaining walls and building
foundations, with components that extend into the Right-of-Way or public easements. The
shoring system components eligible for this agreement may include tie-back anchors, soil
nails, or similar soil anchoring system. In no case, shall other components such as solider
piles, lagging, or concrete encasements be installed in the public Right-of-Way or public
easements.
Temporary Shoring System Approval Process
Development projects proposing to install temporary shoring system components in the
Right-of-Way or public easements are required to submit preliminary plans and geotechnical
and structural calculations to the Planning Departments Development Engineering Division.
The preliminary plans must include profile and cross section views and location details of
the existing utilities and proposed utility and infrastructure improvements in the vicinity of the
shoring wall and soil anchors. GIS Map data for Redmond utilities can be found at
redmond.gov/government/mapsGISservices. A deposit amount (determined by
Development Engineering) shall be submitted with the shoring plan to cover the expense for
geotechnical and structural calculations peer review.
A Right-of-Way Use permit is required to pothole existing utilities to determine their exact
location to ensure adequate clearance from soil anchors to avoid damage during installation
when located within the Right-of-Way and a Clear and Grade permit is required when
locating utilities within public easements. A video inspection and recording of the existing
sewer and storm pipes is required to document the condition prior to and upon completion
of the shoring construction.

For Right-of-Way or Clear and Grade permits visit:
http://www.redmond.gov/development/permits
Questions?
For Clear and Grade Permits:
Phone
Email

425-556-2876
DevelopmentEngineering@redmond.gov

For Right-of-Way Permits:
Phone
Email

425-556-2723
ROWpermit@redmond.gov

Potholing Requirements
The Contractor shall be responsible for coordinating with utility owners to determine the
location of utilities in the vicinity of the shoring wall and soil anchors. All utilities shall be
potholed to determine the depth of burial (top and bottom of utility), width of utility, and
horizontal location of each utility. The Contractor shall determine the horizontal location and
vertical profile for each utility along the utility line and at every junction structure and change
in alignment. Measurement of the inverts for Manholes and Catch Basins shall be adequate
for creating profiles, in lieu of potholing. This utility locate information and the proposed
utility and infrastructure improvements shall be shown on the shoring plan, profile and cross
section details.
Prior to drilling, the soil anchor subcontractor shall verify the location of all underground
facilities and perform additional potholing as deemed necessary to determine the exact
location of all underground facilities in accordance with Washington’s Dig Law, RCW
19.122.
Temporary Shoring Requirements
See attached Right-of-Way Temporary Shoring Requirements Diagram.
Right-of-Way Use Agreement
Prior to permitting and construction of the temporary shoring wall, the developer shall submit
a signed agreement, certificate of insurance and a fee amount to cover the cost for
recording.
For shoring systems with soil anchors that extend, in any way, into private property, a copy
of the signed agreement from the property owner is also required prior to plan approval.
Inspections
Work associated with Potholing and video recording of the existing utilities to be used for
development of the shoring plan is inspected under a Right-of-Way Use Permit.
Inspection of the soil anchors and associated temporary shoring wall support system is
performed by special inspection under the direction of the project geotechnical engineer.

Completion of Shoring System
Upon completion of the shoring system, all soil anchors shall be de-tensioned.
Project Closeout





The contractor shall perform a post-construction video inspection and condition report
of the sewer and storm pipes to verify that the soil anchors have not caused any
damage.
Record Drawings shall be submitted to the City which shows the as-built location of
the shoring wall and soil anchors both in terms of depth from the ground surface and
horizontal extension into the public Right-of-Way.
The Geotechnical Engineer responsible for the shoring design shall submit a final
report detailing the construction observations, testing data, anchor detention
verification report, and survey monitoring results.
Upon project completion, the applicant shall submit the video inspection and
condition report, shoring Record Drawings, and Final Geotechnical Report to the
City’s Development Services Division. All items must be provided with the project’s
Record Drawings for review.

Right-of-Way Temporary Shoring Requirements Diagram
EASEMENT

RIGHT-OF-WAY
CL Right-of-Way

Shoring Wall
See Note 9

or Easement
See Note 3

5
12" Storm Pipe
Franchise Utilities
Franchise Utilities

ote 4

Sewer Manhole

See
N

See Note 7

CB Type 1

See N
ote 4

8' at Right-of-Way

0

10

12" Water Main

15

20
Soil Anchors

NOTES:
1. Prior to installing soil anchors, all utilities shall be potholed to determine the depth of burial (top and bottom of utility).
2. Prior to and after soil anchor installation, a video inspection shall be performed on the Sewer and Storm pipes.
3. Soil anchors shall be 8-feet below grade at the final Right-of-Way or Utility Easement line (post project, after dedications).
4. All soil anchors within the Right-of-Way or a utility easement shall be installed 8-feet clear of water mains and 5-feet clear of all other utilities; sewer, storm, gas,
power, phone and cable.
5. At no time shall soil anchors be allowed to be installed above any utility.
6. For shoring systems proposing to install soil anchors that extend beyond the Right-of-Way and into private property an agreement from the property owner
is required prior to plan approval.
7. All soil anchors shall be De-Tensioned upon completion of the foundation walls.
8. In no instance shall supporting structural members such as soldier piles, lagging or concrete encasements be installed in the Right-of-Way or public utility easement.

Revised 1/16/2019

Temporary Shoring Review Process
UTILITY
INVESTIGATION

Obtain Right-of-Way Use or Clear
and Grade Permit to Complete
The Following:
 Pothole Utilities
 Conduct Pre-Construction
Video Inspection of Existing
Sewer and Storm (Submit
Copy of CD and Condition
1*
Report to Development
Engineering)




*Notes
1

Condition Report must include a summary
sheet that shows the type and location of any
obstruction or damage discovered during
potholing or videoing.






SUBMITTALS

COORDINATED CIVIL
REVIEW

CIVIL PLAN APPROVAL

CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT COMPLETION

Planning Dept.
(Development
Engineering)

Planning Dept.
(Development
Engineering)

Planning Dept.
(Development
Engineering)

Planning Dept.
(Inspection)

Planning Dept.
(Development
Engineering)

Shoring Plan with Proposed and
Existing Utility Infrastructure
(incorporate utility information from
potholing)
- Site Plan
- Profile/Elevation
- Cross Section Details
- Construction Material
Specifications & SPCC Plan to
Ensure Compliance with RMC
13.07 Wellhead Protection
Geotechnical Report and Structural
Calculations
2*
Wall Monitoring/Special Inspections
Inspection Plan Including Frequency
Peer Review Deposit
CD Copy of Video Inspection and
Condition Report of Existing Storm and
Sewer






Shoring Plan Review
(Development Engineering)
Geotechnical Report and
Structural Calculations Review
(City of Redmond On-Call Peer
Review.)
Copy of Private Property
Agreement( for encroachment of
anchors on adjacent private
property)

2

Special Inspections include but are not
limited to:
-Construction Monitoring
-Shoring Wall and Soil
Anchor Construction
Monitoring
-Anchor Testing
-Survey Monitoring for
Wall Movement
-Anchor Detention
Verification

3

Real Property Manager to verify that Rightof-Way Use Agreement and attachments meet
current recording standards.



Applicant includes
approved shoring plans
with civil plans for mylar
submittal and signatures



Special Inspections to be
clearly identified on the
shoring plans.

2*

Planning Department:
 Reviews and comments on Right-ofWay Use Agreement. Returns Rightof-Way Use Agreement to Property
Owner/Developer.

Property Owner/Developer Returns
the Following:
 Signed Right-of-Way Use
Agreement
 Check to Pay for Recording


Applicant prepares and submits
Right-of-Way Use Agreement
with Exhibit A(showing limits of
soil anchors and project location)
and Certificate of Insurance
“COI” to Development
Engineering





2*

Special Inspections
conducted by Developer’s
Geotechnical Engineer

2*

Monitoring and
Inspection Reports
Submitted weekly to City
Inspector or at the
frequency noted on the
shoring plans
Submit to Development Engineering:
 Post-Construction Video Inspection of
Sewer and Storm(Submit Copy of CD
1*
and Condition Report )
 Shoring Plan Record Drawings with
Civil Plans
 Final Geotechnical Report Detailing
Construction Observation, Testing
Data, Anchor Detention Verification,
& Survey Monitoring Results.


Upon Record Drawing
Approval, Insurance
Coverage from COI may be
cancelled by owner

Information Services
3*

Real Property Manager :
 Records Right-of-Way Use
Agreement
 Routes Copy to City Clerk



Creates GIS Layer
of Soil Anchors



Updates GIS Layer
Revised 1/16/2019

Please Return To: Return to originating Division
City of Redmond – MS:
Attn:
Department
P.O. Box 97010
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
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2.
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1.
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2.
 Additional names on page of document
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RIGHT-OF-WAY USE AGREEMENT
SOIL ANCHORS
THIS RIGHT-OF-WAY USE AGREEMENT (“this Agreement”) is made and
entered into this __________ day of __________________, 201___, by and between CITY
OF REDMOND (“City”) and Adjacent property’s vested owner(s) name (proof of
ownership/agency to be obtained for file) (“Grantee”).
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Grantee desires to place soil anchors within the public right-of-way in the
vicinity of location, address or King County Tax Parcel [at the intersection of
and
] to support the Development Name
to be constructed by Contractor Name; and
WHEREAS, such soil anchors may remain in the public right-of-way following
completion of the construction for the convenience of the parties but will not be necessary for
the continued support of the Describe type of structure (“Improvements”); and
WHEREAS, the City desires to grant Grantee permission to maintain the soil
anchors in the public right-of-way during construction of the Improvements until such time
the City requires full use of the public right-of-way, subject to the following conditions;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the covenants set
forth herein, the City and Grantee agree as follows:
l.
Grant of Permission to Grantee. The City hereby grants permission to Grantee to
install and maintain soil anchors in the public right-of-way, at a location as generally
described and depiction on Exhibit A, incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.
The City and Grantee agree that such soil anchors are not necessary for the continued
support of the Improvements and that upon completion of construction Grantee shall be
allowed to abandon in place the soil anchors extending into the right-of-way. However, if
Grantee fails to complete the construction in a timely manner, the City may require the
soil anchors to be detensioned at the City’s sole discretion, for its use of the public
right-of-way. In the event that the soil anchors must be de t e nsi one d, the City shall
provide Grantee with 60 days’ written notice of the required detensioning. Should the
City provide notice of detensioning, Grantee shall detension the soil anchors within the
public right-of-way at their sole expense and shall be required to obtain all necessary
permits to conduct all work that may be required such as backfilling of
improvement and/or installation of other support systems.
It is understood
and agreed that the permission to occupy the public right-of-way is wholly of a temporary
nature and vests no permanent rights whatsoever. Further, it is agreed by the parties that
the City may, in conducting work in the public right-of-way, drill through or remove the
soil anchors in its discretion once construction of the Improvements is complete.
2. Soil Anchors. Soil anchoring is a technique by which soil slopes, excavations, or
retaining or shoring walls are reinforced by the insertion of slender elements - usually steel
reinforcing bars - that extend from the slope face, excavation, or retaining or shoring wall into
the adjacent soil and that are inserted into a pre-drilled hole and grouted in place. Grantee
intends to use soil anchors to reinforce the shoring walls of the excavation it will make on its
property in order to construct the Improvements. The soil anchors will extend from the
shoring wall into and underneath the public right-of-way a distance of approximately Number
feet. Following completion of the construction of the Improvements, Grantee shall be
required to provide Record Drawings to the City which show the as-built location of the soil
anchors both in terms of depth from the ground surface and horizontal extension into the
public right-of-way.
3. Indemnity. Grantee shall be wholly responsible for the quality of the work performed
Complete on final document
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to install the soil anchors, for all consequences of any condition of the soil anchors, and for
any and all damage to any facilities in the public right-of-way caused by the installation,
repair, maintenance, or removal of the soil anchors. As such, Grantee agrees on its behalf
and that of any successor or assign to indemnify, defend, protect, and hold harmless the
City, including, without limitation, each of its commissions, departments, officers, agents,
and employees (hereinafter in this subsection collectively referred to as “Redmond”) from
and against any and all actions, claims, costs, damages, demands, expenses, fines, injuries,
judgments, liabilities, losses, penalties, or suits including, without limitation, attorneys’ fees
and costs (collectively, “claims”) of any kind allegedly arising directly or indirectly from
Grantee’s installation of soil anchors underneath the public right-of-way, including but not
limited to, those claims arising from subsidence by collapse or faulting of the terrain, which
may accrue to or be suffered by Redmond or any person by reason of installing soil anchors
underneath the public right-of-way, those claims arising from liens or claims for services
rendered or labor or materials furnished in or for the installation, repair, maintenance, or
removal of the soil anchors, or those claims arising from the future removal of the soil
anchors by Grantee; provided, however, that such indemnification shall not extend to any
claim, action, or damage to the extent that such claim, action, or damage results solely from
the negligence of Redmond.
In the event that a court of competent jurisdiction determines that this Agreement is
subject to the provisions of RCW 4.24.ll5, the parties agree that the indemnity provisions
hereunder shall be deemed amended to conform to said statute and liability shall be
allocated as provided therein.
The provisions of this Section shall apply to claims by Grantee’s own employees and
the employees of Grantee’s agents, representatives, contractors, and subcontractors to which
might otherwise be immune under Title 5l RCW. This waiver of immunity under Title 5l
RCW has been mutually negotiated by the parties hereto, and acknowledges that the City
would not enter into this Agreement without Grantee’s waiver thereof.
4. Insurance. Prior to the commencement of any work or installation of any facilities
pursuant to this agreement, the Grantee shall provide to the City an insurance certificate,
together with an endorsement copy, naming the City, its officers, elected officials, agents,
employees, representatives, engineers, consultants, and volunteers as Primary-Non
Contributory additional insureds of such policies of insurance evidencing the minimum
coverage and limits set forth below. The minimum insurance coverage and limits shall be
maintained at all times during the term of this Agreement:
A. Worker’s Compensation and Employer’s Liability. Limits shall not be less than (i)
Worker’s Compensation: statutory; (ii) Employer’s Liability: $2,000,000 each
accident-injury; (iii) $2,000,000 each employee-disease; and (iv)$2,000,000
disease-policy. Such insurance shall evidence that coverage applies in the State of
Washington.
B. Comprehensive Motor Vehicle Liability. Limits for vehicles owned, non-owned or
rented shall not be less than $2,000,000 bodily injury and property damage combined
single limit.
C. Commercial General Liability. Limits shall not be less than$2,000,000 Bodily
Injury and Property Damage Combined Single Limit. Coverage is to be written on an
“occurrence” basis and shall include (i) premises operations; (ii) products/completed
operations; (iii) independent contractors; (iv) personal injury (with employment
exclusion deleted); (v) broad form property damage endorsement; and (vi)
contractual liability.
D. Umbrella Liability. Limits shall not be less than $2,000,000 bodily Injury and
Property Damage combined Single Limit. This policy shall apply in excess of the
limits stated in A, B, and C above.
Complete on final document
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NEITHER THE INSURANCE REQUIRED TO BE CARRIED, NOR THE
GRANTING OF PERMISSION HEREIN, NOR ANYTHING IN THIS AGREEMENT
SHALL LIMIT GRANTEE’S RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE LAW TO THE CITY
FOR DAMAGE TO PERSONS, LAND, BUILDINGS, OR OTHER PROPERTY.
5. Compensation for Damages to the Public Right-of-Way or Utilities. Grantee agrees
that it shall compensate the City for damages to the public right-of-way or the utilities
located therein as a result of the installation or maintenance of the soil anchors, including
costs related to repair, reconstruction, or restoration, construction of temporary facilities and
bypasses, traffic redirection, barricades, fences, and other measures taken to protect the
public, the public right-of-way, and utilities therein.
6. Covenants Run with the Land. This Agreement shall be deemed to be a covenant
running with the land and shall be binding upon the heirs, successors in interest, assigns, and
devisees of the parties.
7. Recovery of Litigation Costs. If either party brings suit against the other in order to
enforce the provisions of this Agreement or to redress any breach thereof, the prevailing
party in such action shall be entitled to recover its reasonable costs and reasonable
attorney’s fees incurred in such action from the non-prevailing party, in addition to any
other relief to which the prevailing party may be entitled.
8. Miscellaneous. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties
concerning its subject matter and supersedes any previous agreements or negotiations. This
Agreement may only be amended in writing, signed by both parties. This Agreement shall
be governed by the laws of the State of Washington and venue shall be properly in King
County Superior Court.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the last
date set forth below.
CITY OF REDMOND

GRANTEE:

Grantee’s name written out

By:
(Signature)

(Signature)

Print Name:

Print Name:

Its:

Its:

Date:

Date:

Complete on final document
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
COUNTY OF KING

)
) §
)

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that _________________________________ is the
person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that __he signed this instrument, on
oath stated that __he was authorized to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the
____________________ of the City of Redmond, a municipal corporation of the state of Washington
to be the free and voluntary act of the City of Redmond for the uses and purposes mentioned in this
instrument.
Dated this

day of
Notary Seal

, 20__.
Notary Signature:
Notary Print Name:
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington
Residing at:
My Appointment Expires:

Please stay within block.

Complete on final document

Page ___ of ____

Select Notary specific to Grantee
This notary is for Corporate, Company or Partnership
Confirm authority to sign on behalf of Corporation, Company or Partnership
Name and Title must match execution signature
(If notarized in California, California Notary certificate will be used)

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) §
)

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that
is
the person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that ___he signed this instrument,
on oath state that ___ he was authorized to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the
of
, a
, to be the free and voluntary
act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.
DATED:

, 20__.
Notary Seal

Notary Signature:
Print Name:
Notary Public in and for the State of
Residing at:

Please stay within block.

My Appointment Expires:

Complete on final document
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Select Notary specific to Grantee
This notary is for one individual; can be modified for two individuals or second Notary page can be added
(If notarized in California, California Notary certificate will be used)

STATE OF

)
) §
)

COUNTY OF

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that _____________________________ is the
person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that __he signed this instrument and
acknowledged it to be h__ free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes mentioned in the
instrument.
Date: _________________________, 20____.
Notary Seal

Signature of Notary:
Print Name:
Notary Public in and for the State of
Residing at:
My Appointment Expires:
Please stay within block.
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EXHIBIT A
(General Description/Graphic Depiction – Limits of Soil Anchors)
Graphic to conform to recording standards (margins, fonts, size, shading etc)

Complete on final document
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Appendix E
Downstream Analysis
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Appendix E

PROJECT SITE

OUTFALL
APPROXIMATELY
0.6 MILES FROM
THE PROJECT SITE

Appendix F
LID Assessment Form
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Appendix F

LID Site Assessment and Planning Packet
Instructions for completing this packet:

The goal of this assessment is to:

This packet is to be completed as part of a preliminary site assessment
by the applicant per RZC 21.17.10E and as specified in the Stormwater
Technical Notebook (STN).
For documentation purposes, all projects that result in 2,000 square feet or
greater of new, replaced, or new plus replaced hard surface area or have
land disturbing activity of 7,000 square feet or greater must complete
an LID assessment and include this packet as an appendix to the project
drainage report submitted as part of the site plan entitlement process.
This packet is to be completed early in the site development process.
Please complete all sections of this packet to the best of your ability. Some
sections may not apply. You may state “Not Applicable” only when you
can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown.
Consulting with a qualified consultant may be necessary to determine
ascertain certain features of the property (i.e. depth to groundwater/
infiltration rates). Please consult with a geotechnical engineer or civil
engineer if your project meets the thresholds identified above.
This is a fillable PDF form. The forms will expand and allow you to enter
more text than the space indicates. If you should run out of space, attach
a separate sheet and write “continued from” and include the section and
number (i.e. D.1).

A

Document how projects propose to minimize:
• Impervious areas
• Loss of native vegetation
• Stormwater runoff
Demonstrate how the project proposes to comply with Minimum
Requirement #5: On-site Stormwater Management.
Some of the below requirements are modified based on whether the
project is located within an urban center or an area draining to a flow
control exempt water body. To determine how your site’s location in the
City influences On-site Stormwater Requirements (Minimum Requirement
#5) refer to Map 1- MR 5: Stormwater Management Custom Areas at end
of this packet and then look for the corresponding symbol for where
requirements are modified. (This map is also found as Appendix F in the
Redmond Stormwater Technical notebook). The custom flow control areas
in Redmond include:
• Downtown
APPLICANT INFORMATION
• Overlake
• SR520 Drainage
Company/Agency/Owner:
Basin
• 40th Street Basin
• SE Redmond (some
properties)
Contact Person:

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Number: LAND-2020-00647
Project Address or Boundaries:
Parcel Number:

Address:

8009 164th Ave NE

022505-9030

Is the site in a Flow Control Exempt area? (Refer to Section 2.5.7 of the STN):

Yes

No

If yes, note the items that are footnoted in the tables in Section F “F. Potential LID BMP Matrix” and refer to
that footnote at the bottom of each table.
Is the site located within the Marymoor Subarea as depicted on Map 1? (Refer to Map 1at the end of this
packet):
Yes
No
If yes, Sections B, C, D and E do not need to be completed as the intent of this packet will be exceeded
through the infiltration of 100% of site runoff.
Is the site located within a Critical Aquifer Recharge Area? (Refer to Map 2: Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas at
the end of this packet):
Yes
No

Phone:
Email:
Signature:
Date:

If yes, refer to Section 8.3.2 of the STN. Single-family residential projects in Critical Aquifer Recharge Area I may infiltrate runoff from pollution generating hard
surfaces only after enhanced treatment using a BMP that is exposed to the surface (such as bioretention visible from public sidewalks or roads). In the Marymoor
Subarea there is no stormwater conveyance available, so development is required to infiltrate stormwater, even if it lies within CARA I. Stormwater must receive
enhanced treatment prior to infiltration. Infiltration of runoff from non-pollution generating surfaces is encouraged where feasible.
Project Type:

Residential

Commercial

Combination (explain)

Industrial

Public

New Development

Redevelopment

Remodel

New mixed-use development with commercial and multi-family residential

Project Description: An 8-story mixed-use, residential apartment building with below grade parking

Retrofit

B

2.

LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT GOALS

SOILS
 Characterize existing soil type(s) (Refer to Section 10.5.3 of the Stormwater Technical Notebook):

In the spaces below, please document project efforts to:

Coarse sand and gravel

 What is the depth to seasonal average high groundwater (feet) as determined by a geotechnical investigation? (Refer to Section 2.9.3.9 of the

Minimize Impervious Surface Coverage: Use of vegetated planters on structure at terrace level.

Stormwater Technical Notebook) Design Elevation 35.00
 Is bedrock present?

Yes

No If yes, depth (feet)

 What is the measured long-term native soil infiltration rate (inch/hour) N/A

Minimize Loss of Native Vegetation: Existing site does not have native vegetation

 Identify source(s) of information used: Geotechnical Subsurface Investigation, by Golder Associates, Inc., dated 9/10/2021
3.

Minimize Stormwater Runoff: N/A

CRITICAL AREAS
 Identify and map any Critical Areas and associated buffers located on the project site and within the project vicinity
 Erosion Hazard Areas

C

CREATE SITE COMPOSITE MAP

 Fish and Habitat Conservation Areas
 Floodplains

Develop a composite site map as you collect site information in Section D. See the example below. This map must be submitted as part of the completed
packet, and will be used as the basis for the site design.

 Frequently Flooded Area/Special Flood Hazard Area
 Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas

Example Site Composite Map

 Landslide hazard Areas
 Seismic Hazard Areas No seismic-related impacts to the storm drainage system that would require mitigation are

anticipated.

 Shoreline Environments
 Streams
 Wetlands
 Other
4.

TOPOGRAPHY
 Describe site topography and slopes: The site is flat (less than 5%), with a high point near the center of the site, sloping
 Identify/Delineate on map:

towards the ROW.

 Areas of flat(≤5%), moderate (5%-20%), moderate-steep (20%-40%) and steep( ≥40%)slopes
 Closed depressions
5.

HYDROLOGIC PATTERNS & FEATURES
 Identify/Delineate on map:
 Sub-basin(s) Existing site discharges stormwater runoff to city-owned storm mains in 164th Ave NE and NE 80th St,

D

which combine downstream.

 Existing drainage swales and ditches (please describe)

EXISTING SITE INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS CHECKLIST

 Location(s) if any natural seeps or springs (please describe)
 Existing discharge location(s) from each sub-basin and overall project site: (please describe) See project survey

Use this portion of the packet to document the site inventory and analysis. For additional information on each portion of the analysis, refer to Chapter 2 of the
City of Redmond Stormwater Technical Notebook 8.
1.

 Signs of existing erosion (please describe)

PROJECT BOUNDARIES AND STRUCTURES

 Existing flooding or drainage complaints on site or vicinity

 Identify/delineate on map:

 Other

 Project Site boundaries (limits of disturbance)





6.

Existing and proposed buildings
Required Infiltration setbacks (please describe)

10' from property lines

Location and extent of proposed foundations and footing drains

VEGETATION
 Native vegetation type(s): No native vegetation on site. Some existing planters on-site.
 Approximate tree canopy coverage (acres): N/A
 Number of trees (greater than 6-inch diameter at breast height) None
 Identify source(s) of information used: Survey

F

LAND USE CONTROLS
 What is the project site zoning? Town Square

For each of the following surfaces proposed, complete the following matrices evaluating the BMPs in the order as specified in Lists #1 and #2 contained within the
Stormwater Technical Notebook:

 Describe landscaping requirements: Required in all common usable open spaces
 Describe parking requirements: 1-2.25 spaces per dwelling unit.

 Lawn and landscaped areas

2-5 spaces per 1000 sf general commercial

 Describe any applicable comprehensive
planper
designation,
classification, and/or overlay districts that apply to the site:
9 spaces
1000 sf zoning
for restaurant

 Roofs

Downtown Mixed Use

 Other hard surfaces

 Does a Shoreline Master Plan apply to the site?

Yes

No

				

 If yes, describe

SURFACE TYPE: Lawn and landscape

 Identify/Delineate on map:

For each LID BMP being evaluated, use the infeasibility criteria for
each BMP in the SWMMWW to determine whether the LID BMP
is infeasible for your project. You must use the first BMP that is
feasible in accordance with Lists #1 and List#2 of the STN.

 Roads, driveways, and other points of ingress and egress within 50 feet of the project site See project survey
 Identify frontage improvement requirements: See SPE plans for coordinated frontage improvements
9.

UTILITY AVAILABILITY AND CONFLICTS
A complete understanding of existing and proposed buried utilities is necessary to properly plan for infiltration.

NOT APPLICABLE/
NOT KNOWN

FEASIBILITY/INFEASIBILITY EVALUATION

ACCESS

INFEASIBLE

8.

POTENTIAL LID BMP MATRIX

FEASIBLE

7.

If infeasible provide justification as stated by the Infeasibility
Criteria in the SWMMWW

Post Construction Soil Quality and Depth

 Identify/Delineate on map:
Full Dispersion1

 Existing utilities and easements present on and adjacent to the project site, including utility owner. Also note any utility or easement setback
requirements that affect site planning: See project survey

Downspout Full Infiltration (Roofs, only)

 Existing utilities that may need to be moved and new utilities that may need to be extended to the site:
Rain Gardens/Bioretention1

See plans for retired and proposed utilities.

E

Permeable Pavement or Functional Equivalent1

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Downspout Dispersion
EXISTING CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

Perforated Stubout Connection (Roofs, only)

Vegetated Areas

Sheet Flow Dispersion

Tree Canopy (acres)

0

0

Landscape (acres)

0.04

0.03

0.04

0.03

Total roof impervious area (sq. feet)

0

0.79

Total site impervious area (acres)

0.89

0.90

Total project vegetated area

Concentrated Flow Dispersion

Impervious Area

Change
% Increase/decrease in vegetated area

25% decrease

% Increase/decrease in impervious area

1% increase

Not Required in Flow Control Exempt Areas

1

Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there is not
sufficient
space onset
thisback
urban site to
Not feasible
because
of infiltration
provide
a
new
dispersion
path.
requirements
Bioretention is not feasible because there is not
sufficient space on-site to install bioretention of
sufficient size to provide treatment, and the PGIS,
which would be mitigated, cannot be feasibly gravity
drained to a bioretention system.
Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there is not
sufficient
space onset
thisback
urban site to
Not feasible
because
of infiltration
provide
a
new
dispersion
path.
requirements
Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there isisnot
space onthere
this urban
Dispersion
notsufficient
feasible because
is no site to
provide
a
new
dispersion
path.
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and there is not sufficient space on this urban site to
provide a new dispersion path.

INFEASIBLE

FEASIBLE

For each LID BMP being evaluated, use the infeasibility criteria for
each BMP in the SWMMWW to determine whether the LID BMP
is infeasible for your project. You must use the first BMP that is
feasible in accordance with Lists #1 and List#2 of the STN.

NOT APPLICABLE/
NOT KNOWN

FEASIBILITY/INFEASIBILITY EVALUATION
SURFACE TYPE: Roof

If infeasible provide justification as stated by the Infeasibility
Criteria in the SWMMWW

Post Construction Soil Quality and Depth
Full Dispersion1

Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there is not
sufficient
space onset
thisback
urban site to
Not feasible
because
of infiltration
provide
a
new
dispersion
path.
requirements

Downspout Full Infiltration (Roofs, only)
Rain Gardens/Bioretention1

Bioretention is not feasible because there is not
sufficient space on-site to install bioretention of
sufficient size to provide treatment, and the PGIS,
which would be mitigated, cannot be feasibly gravity
drained to a bioretention system.
Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there is not
sufficient
space onset
thisback
urban site to
Not feasible
because
of infiltration
provide a new dispersion path.

Permeable Pavement or Functional Equivalent1
Downspout Dispersion
Perforated Stubout Connection (Roofs, only)
Sheet Flow Dispersion

Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there isisnot
space onthere
this urban
Dispersion
notsufficient
feasible because
is no site to
provide
a
new
dispersion
path.
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,

Concentrated Flow Dispersion
Not Required in Flow Control Exempt Areas

1

INFEASIBLE

For each LID BMP being evaluated, use the infeasibility criteria for
each BMP in the SWMMWW to determine whether the LID BMP
is infeasible for your project. You must use the first BMP that is
feasible in accordance with Lists #1 and List#2 of the STN.

FEASIBLE

SURFACE TYPE: At-grade pavement

NOT APPLICABLE/
NOT KNOWN

and there is not sufficient space on this urban site to
provide
a new dispersionEVALUATION
path.
FEASIBILITY/INFEASIBILITY

If infeasible provide justification as stated by the Infeasibility
Criteria in the SWMMWW

Post Construction Soil Quality and Depth
Full Dispersion1
Downspout Full Infiltration (Roofs, only)
Rain Gardens/Bioretention1
Permeable Pavement or Functional Equivalent1
Downspout Dispersion
Perforated Stubout Connection (Roofs, only)
Sheet Flow Dispersion
Concentrated Flow Dispersion
Not Required in Flow Control Exempt Areas

1

Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and there is not sufficient space on this urban site to
provide a new dispersion path.
Bioretention is not feasible because there is not
sufficient space on-site to install bioretention of
sufficient
size
to provide
treatment,
the PGIS,
Permeable
Pavement
is not
feasibleand
because
which
would
be
mitigated,
cannot
be
feasibly
gravity
permeable pavement does not have a pretreatment
drained
to
a
bioretention
system.
function.
Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there is not
sufficient
space onset
thisback
urban site to
Not feasible
because
of infiltration
provide a new dispersion path.
Dispersion is not feasible because there is no
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and
there isisnot
space onthere
this urban
Dispersion
notsufficient
feasible because
is no site to
provide
a
new
dispersion
path.
vegetated flowpath suitable for providing dispersion,
and there is not sufficient space on this urban site to
provide a new dispersion path.

Map 1: Onsite Stormwater Management Custom Areas

Map 2: Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas

ATTACH COMPLETED SITE COMPOSITE MAP HERE.

Appendix G
Capital Facilities Charge Calculation

8009 164th Ave NE– City of Redmond

Appendix G

Capital Facilities Charge Calculation:
- Located in the Downtown Sub-basin
- Total Impervious UnitsImpervious Units = Total Impervious Area
2,000 SF/Unit
= 38,957 SF
2,000 SF/Unit
= 19.5 Units

- Downtown Sub-Basin charge = 19.5 Units * $5,979
= $116,590.50
- City-Wide Downtown Sub-basin Charge = 19.5 * $1,342
= $26,169.00
- Total CFC = $116,590.50 + $26,169.00
Total CFC = $142,759.50

