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FAULT RUPTURE HAZARD STUDY 

ARTCENTER SOUTH CAMPUS 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

We have completed our fault rupture hazard study of the ArtCenter South Campus in Pasadena, 

California. The main purpose of our study was to perform a desktop data review and analysis to 

delineate the trace(s) of a potentially active fault within proximity to the South Campus site and 

determine the potential for fault surface rupture hazard. 

The southern end of South Campus is located in the City of Pasadena Eagle Rock Fault Hazard 

Management Zone (Figure 1). It is our understanding that the South Campus master plan is 

presently being evaluated through the CEQA process and an environmental impact report is 

being prepared. The September 2016 Initial Study by the City of Pasadena indicates that surface 

fault rupture is a potentially significant impact because the South Campus is located within the 

Eagle Rock Fault Hazard Management Zone. At the time the City's 2002 Safety Element was 

prepared very little was known about the Eagle Rock fault. The following study discusses the 

information obtained from studies in the site vicinity and the updated changes to the location and 

activity of fault traces mapped near South Campus. 

1.1 Scope of Services 

We performed our scope of services in accordance with our proposal dated June 8, 2017. Our 

services consisted of the following tasks : 

• Site Visit - We visited the site on June 21, 2017 to observe the existing conditions at 
the South Campus and adjacent properties. 

• Topographic Maps and Aerial Photographs - We reviewed published historic 
topographic maps and aerial photographs for evidence of lineaments and other 
geomorphic indicators of fault traces. 

• File Review - We reviewed published and unpublished available information on the 
Eagle Rock-San Rafael faults in the Project vicinity, including fault studies by other 
consultants. We visited the City of Pasadena Building Department and reviewed the 
building archives made available to us. We spoke with a California Geological 
Survey representative to discuss recent Fault Evaluation Reports and to obtain reports 
and information of fault studies in the South Campus vicinity. 
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• Letter Report - A summary of our findings and conclusions of our desktop study are 
provided in this report. 

1.2 Project Background 

We understand that the ArtCenter College of Design is currently going through the CEQA 

environmental impact repo1t process in accordance with the Environmental Policy Guidelines of 

the City of Pasadena for the A1tCenter College of Design Master Plan (City of Pasadena, 

2016a,b). A1tCenter has submitted a 15-year Master plan that includes future development for 

the ArtCenter's Hillside Campus and South Campus. Growth is focused on the South Campus 

including renovations to existing buildings and construction of new buildings (City of Pasadena, 

2016b). 

The South Campus is located near the southern boundary of the City of Pasadena and is north of 

the Glenarm Power Plant and adjacent to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 

Gold Line (Figure 2) . The approximate boundaries of the property include East Glenarm Street 

at the south end, South Raymond Avenue adjacent to the western boundary. A significant po1tion 

of the Campus parallels the Metro Gold Line along the east boundary. At the southern end, the 

campus bridges the Metro Gold Line with an existing building, 1111 S. Arroyo Parkway, at the 

southeastern corner of the campus (Figure 2). Other existing buildings at the South Campus 

include 870, 888 and 950 S. Raymond Avenue. 

The ArtCenter South Campus is not located within a State-designated Alquist-Priolo (AP) 

Earthquake Fault Zone (Figure 3). The closest AP Zone to the campus is for the seismically 

active Raymond fault located approximately 2,500 feet to the south. However, as shown in 

Figure 1, the southern end of South Campus is located within the boundaries of the City of 

Pasadena Fault Hazard Management Zone for the Eagle Rock fault. The Fault Hazard 

Management Zone was incorporated into the City of Pasadena Safety Element of the General 

Plan in 2002 (Eaith Consultants International, 2002a). The Safety Element does not specifically 

mention the Eagle Rock fault zone in the General Plan policies or programs. The Safety Element 

Program S2-3 states: 

"The City shall require geological and geotechnical investigations in areas of potential 
seismic or geological hazards as part of the environmental and development review 
process. The City shall not approve proposals and projects for development or 
redevelopment which do not provide for mitigation of seismic or geologic hazards to the 
satisfaction of the responsible agencies." 
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At the time the Technical Background Report was prepared (Eaith Consultants International, 

2002a), very little was known about the Eagle Rock fault, and no investigations were done in the 

Pasadena area. Eaith Consultants International (2002b) stated that because the fault was 

associated with known active faults (Raymond and Verdugo faults) it should be considered 

potentially active and placed in a fault hazard management zone and subject to fmther study. A 

detailed discussion of the Eagle Rock and San Rafael faults and recent studies on the San Rafael 

fault are discussed in the following sections. For the purposes of further description in this 

repo1t we refer to the subject fault projected near the AitCenter South Campus as the San Rafael 

fault 1 

1.3 General Site and Geologic Setting 

Topographically, the South Campus is located on relatively level ground with a slight slope 

down to the south following the natural valley gradient (Figure 3). The closest elevated terrain is 

located to the southwest and south and include Grace Hill, south of Glenarm Street, and 

Raymond Hill south of the City of Pasadena Glenarm power plant. 

The property is located within the boundaries of the Raymond Basin within the broader San 

Gabriel Valley. The Raymond Basin is bounded by the Raymond fault escarpment to the south 

(Figure 4), the San Gabriel Mountains to the n01th, the San Rafael Hills and Repetto Hills to the 

west, and the Puente Hills and San Jose Hills to the south and east, respectively. The Raymond 

fault escarpment interrupts the valley floor due to the active faulting of the Raymond fault, which 

has resulted in an abrupt change in topographic relief, up to 150 feet, and is characterized by 

geomorphic features related to the active faulting (Figure4). 

Regional geologic maps show South Campus to be underlain by Quaternary alluvial fan deposits 

derived from upland areas to the north (CGS, 2012; CGS 2014). CGS (2012) shows the South 

Campus to be within Late to Middle Pleistocene2 old alluvial fan deposits that are described as 

"slightly to moderately consolidated, moderately dissected boulder, cobble, gravel, sand, and silt 

deposits issued from a confined valley or canyon. " CGS (2014) maps the old fan deposits at the 

site as being the youngest of as many as four subunits of old fan deposits that can be 

1 Studies performed after the 2002 General Plan Safety Eleme.nt propose that the Eagle Rock fault is a separate fault 
located south of the San Rafael fault and far west of South Campus. The southeast trending fault traces mapped near 
the ArtCenter Campus are hereafter referred to as the San Rafael fault. 
2 For reference, the late Pleistocene is defined as the period that began 126,000 years ago and ended at the Holocene, 
which began 11 ,800 years ago. We are presently in the Holocene epoch (Geologic TimeScale Foundation, 2017). 
The Alquist-Priolo Act defines the Holocene as within the last 11,000 years (Bryant and Hart, 2007). 
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distinguished and give it a late Pleistocene age. These geologic maps are compilation maps of 

the previous studies and maps in the region. 

In the area smrnunding South Campus, the old alluvial fan deposits overlie bedrock found at 

depth. The two bedrock types that will be discussed later in relation to the San Rafael fault 

include the Miocene3 age Topanga Group bedrock and Mesozoic4 age diorite bedrock. The 

Topanga Group is a sedimentary bedrock that typically consists of sandstone, siltstone and 

conglomerate, and the diorite is an igneous bedrock (CGS, 2014). 

2.0 FAULT STUDY ANALYSIS 

We reviewed many published and unpublished geologic and geotechnical reports and maps on 

file in our office, available from the California Geological Survey (CGS) and collected from 

online sources. We contacted and corresponded with a CGS representative who is a reviewer of 

fault reports submitted to the CGS and who prepared the Fault Evaluation Report (FER) 260 

released in 2016 that included a review of the San Rafael fault (Hernandez, 2017). We visited 

the City of Pasadena, reviewed the building records database, and made over the counter 

infonnation requests for the South Campus properties. In addition, we reviewed selected air 

photos and topographic maps to locate geomorphic evidence that would suggest a possible fault 

location. 

Pe1iinent reports and information we reviewed are listed in the References section at the end of 

this repo11. We discuss the information most useful to our analysis of the San Rafael fault in 

detail below. 

2.1 Review of Aerial Photographs and Historical Topographic Map 

We reviewed stereo-paired aerial photographs, for the years 1928 and 1953, for lineaments and 

other features related to faults or ground deformation in the site vicinity. The 1928 photographs 

show that the South Campus site and surrounding area were developed with commercial and 

residential buildings. We did not observe any evidence (lineaments, abrupt topographic or 

vegetation changes, drainage offsets, etc.) in the 1928 or 1953 aerial photographs that suggest the 

presence of surface features indicative of a fault at the South Campus. 

We reviewed the U.S. Geological Survey 1928 topographic map that covers the site to review 

geomorphic features related to faulting and surface deformations. The 1928 map shows the site 

3 Miocene represents an epoch of time from 5.3 to 23 million years ago. 
4 Mesozoic is older than 66 million years ago. 
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to be located on an alluvial fan surface that slopes down to the south at a very gentle gradient. 

The topographic map does not show geomorphic features that would suggest the presence of the 

San Rafael fault. 

2.2 Historical Review of Published Reports and Maps 

Previously published geologic maps show the San Rafael fault at various locations trending to 

the southeast through the southern end of South Campus or south of East Glenarm Street (Figure 

4). In the CGS FER 260, Hendricks (2016) compiled the locations of the previously mapped 

fault traces from as early as 1940 to the present. Figure 4 is extracted from Plate 1 of Hendricks 

(2016) and shows the various mapped fault trace locations. Many of the previously published 

maps are part of regional and bedrock geologic mapping and are not focused specifically on the 

San Rafael fault (Lamar,1970; Weber, 1980; Crook et al.; 1987; Dibblee, 1989; Eatih 

Consultants International, 2002; Yerkes and Campbell , 2005). 

In summary, previous mapping and studies suggested that the San Rafael fault is a potentially 

active fault that is buried beneath the old alluvial fan deposits. The fault separates the younger 

Topanga Group sedimentary bedrock to the south from the older Mesozoic age diorite igneous 

bedrock on the no1ih side of the fault. The location and activity of the San Rafael fault was 

evaluated in more detail in the studies discussed in the following sections. 

2.3 State Route 710 North Studies 

Beginning in about 2008, detailed studies of subsurface geologic and geotechnical conditions of 

the proposed State Route (SR) 710 were conducted by CH2M HILL for California Depaiiment 

ofTranspo1iation and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transpmiation Authority (CH2M 

HILL, 2010; CH2M HILL, 2014). The proposed transportation routes involved tunnels, which 

required a detailed evaluation of the geologic and seismic hazards that would affect the design 

and operations of the routes and methods proposed. CH2M HILL (2010) issued a Final 

Geotechnical Summary Report that evaluated the geologic conditions of several different routes 

in the region. The CH2M HILL (2014) report focused on the routes and tunnels proposed in the 

vicinity of South Campus. 

CH2M HILL (2014) used numerous borings and geophysical methods to determine the 

subsurface conditions and to better locate faults trending through the proposed SR-710 and 

alternative transpmiation corridors near South Campus. The project included an analysis of the 

conditions for an alternative transpotiation route for the Light Rail Transit (LRT). The LRT 

alternative proposed a tunnel that would cross below State Route 110 and end at an underground 
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station below Raymond A venue adjacent to the existing Fillmore Station on the Metro Gold 

Line. 

Figure 5 shows the location of borings and a geophysical seismic-reflection line that were used 

to refine the location of the San Rafael fault for the SR-710 study (blue line) . Boring R-09-Z3B3 

was drilled to a depth of 275 feet bgs5 and encountered light-gray clay fault gouge6 at a depth of 

185 .5 feet. This gouge was interpreted as a steeply dipping fault that when projected to the 

surface aligns at the location shown by the blue line in Figure 5. Boring R06EM3 was drilled to 

a total depth of201 feet bgs and encountered Topanga Group bedrock at a depth of 50 feet. 

They reported they saw no evidence of faulting in this boring. 

Boring R-09-Z3B6 was drilled to a depth of 326 feet bgs and encountered about 15 feet of 

alluvium over the Topanga Group sandstone and conglomerate bedrock. CH2M HILL 

concluded that this boring suggested that there was no steep north-dipping fault through 

Raymond Hill as previously mapped by others (Figure 4). The seismic-reflection line Z3-Gl 

encountered a very strong reflector interpreted as the top of the diorite bedrock. The geophysical 

survey at this location did not detect evidence for faulting and based on this evidence, it was 

suggested that the bedrock offset is located to the south of Glenarm Street. 

The SR-710 study determined that the San Rafael fault separates the Topanga Group bedrock 

from the diorite bedrock at depth beneath old alluvial fan deposits. The study did not find 

evidence of faulting in the old alluvial fan deposits above the bedrock. Earth Consultants 

International (2014) suggested a plausible hypothesis that the fault may no longer be active and 

the drop in the bedrock depth across the proposed fault location may be caused by the incision of 

a drainage channel rather than a tectonic feature. 

2.4 Glenarm Power Plant Study 

In 2013, Pasadena Water & Power completed the final environmental impact report (FEIR) for 

the Glenarm Repowering Project at the power plant located south of East Glenarm Street 

(Figures 2, 4 and 5). The FEIR was not required to evaluate the potential for fault surface 

rupture at the site (City of Pasadena, 2011); however, the report by Hydrologue (2011), included 

5 Below ground surface. 
6 Pulverized clay like material, commonly a mixture of minerals, found along some faults. It is formed by the 
grinding of rock material as the fault developed, as well as by decomposition caused by circulating fluids. 
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as part of the FEIR, discusses the San Rafael fault trace in detail using data from the SR-710 

studies and some additional information from borings located on the Power Plant Site. 

Hydrologue (2011) utilized the findings of the SR-710 fault location and projected the San 

Rafael fault on their figures through the power plant site at least 50 feet south of South Campus 

(Figure 5). They reported that the SR-710 study borings and the seismic-reflection line Z3-Gl 

indicates that the San Rafael fault projects south of East Glenarm Street through the Jacob 

Parking Lot at the power plant site. Their boring explorations were not deep enough to locate 

depth and type of bedrock underlying the site. HI Boring JP-1 was drilled to a depth of 60 feet 

bgs and did not locate groundwater. Boring JP-2 located to the south encountered saturated soils 

at a depth of 50 feet bgs. Hydrologue (2011) suggests that this groundwater elevation difference 

may indicate the location of the San Rafael fault between borings JP-1 and JP-2, but further 

investigation was needed. A fault study was not part of the Hydrologue investigation, so detailed 

exploration to locate the San Rafael fault at the power plant property was not performed. 

2.5 Fault Investigation Reports 

Fault investigation repotis (FIR) prepared by private consultants for fault investigations are 

typically submitted to the local governing jurisdiction and are required by the State of California 

to be submitted to the CGS for review. The CGS provides a number designation for each FIR 

and reviews it for adequacy and prepares a letter repoti documenting the adequacy or inadequacy 

of the FIR. We reviewed the FIRs, for the properties shown on Figures 2, 4 and 5 that shadow7 

the ArtCenter South Campus. The FIRs just southeast of South Campus were prepared by 

Geotechnical Professionals, Inc. (GPI) for the Blair Middle School and the Blair High School 

sites. 

2.5.1 Blair Middle School Fault Study 

GPI conducted geologic and geotechnical investigations for new classroom buildings 

located at 1200 Marengo Avenue. The 3.3-acre property is located at the southeast corner of 

Marengo A venue and Allendale Road (Figures 2, 4 and 5). Subsurface exploration included 

using cone penetration test and hollow-stem auger borings, and a 513-feet long fault trench 

excavation perpendicular to the suspected alignment of the San Rafael fault across the site (GPI, 

2009a, 2009b ). CGS geologists reviewed the exploratory fault trench and GPI reports (CGS, 

2009a, 2009b ). 

7 The fault explorations of adjacent sites cover the fault projections onto the site of interest. 
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In summary, GPI found no evidence of faulting in the soil horizons or older alluvial 

deposits in the fault trench (GPI, 2009b ). Well-developed (indicating relatively old) argillic 8 and 

calcic 9 soil horizons were preserved in more than 50 percent of the trench and did not show signs 

of fault rupture. The underlying old alluvial fan deposits were exposed the entire length of the 

trench and no displacement or shearing was observed. The alluvial fan deposits are dated as Late 

Pleistocene and the observed argillic soil horizon suggests a minimum of 100,000 years of soil 

development. GPI submitted their third and final report (GPI, 2010a) to CGS who reviewed and 

concluded that the engineering geology and seismology aspects of the project were adequately 

addressed (CGS, 2010a). No active faulting was encountered at this site. 

2.5.2 Blair High School Fault Study 

GPI prepared a geotechnical and geologic investigation for improvements for Blair High 

School located at 1201 Marengo A venue. The property is located on the west side of Marengo 

A venue, between Glenarm Street and the westerly projection of Allendale Road (Figures 2, 4 and 

5). GPI utilized data from cone penetration tests, hollow-stem auger borings, and a geologic 

trench excavation (GPI, 201 Ob, 2011). 

GPI encountered various continuous soil units across the site that did not show evidence 

of faulting. This included a well-develop clay soil and underlying Pleistocene alluvial 

stratigraphic units. None of these units showed evidence of fault offsets. GPI proposed that the 

clay soil-profile indicated a substantial age of a minimum of about 35,000 years. And, they 

stated that the oxidized alluvial deposits underneath could be about twice this age, which 

correlates with ages of similar deposits reported by others (Crook et al, 1987). There were no 

fault rupture features in any of these deposits. GPI concluded that there is no evidence of 

Holocene activity of the San Rafael fault and concluded that it is not an active fault. CGS 

reviewed the reports provided by GPI (CGS, 2010b; CGS, 2011) and concuned with the findings 

that there is no surface rupture hazard below or within 50 feet of the buildings or additions at the 

High School. 

2.6 CGS Fault Evaluation Reports 

The CGS completed FER 260 in 2016 and focused on the active Hollywood and Raymond 

faults; however, mapped traces of the San Rafael fault were compiled and discussed in the 

8 Argillic horizon is a mineral soil horizon that is characterized by a layer of accumulation of clays that were derived 
from an overlying soil layer either by precipitation from solution of deposited from suspension. 
9 Calcic horizon is a mineral soil horizon that is characterized by an accumulation of secondary carbonate 
enrichment. 
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report. CGS concluded that the Blair Middle School and Blair High School studies found no 

evidence of Holocene faulting exposed at these sites. The San Rafael fault was not 

recommended for zoning as an Alquist-Priolo Eaiihquake Fault Zone (Hernandez, 2016). 

Hernandez (2016) and Weaver and Dolan (2002) mapped a west-trending geomorphic lineament 

that connects aligned stream deflections as trending toward the South Campus area. This 

lineament is located in the topographic rise about %-mile east of the South Campus (Figure 4). 

Review of FER 264 for the Raymond fault suggests that this and other nearby geomorphic 

features related to the Raymond fault are due to surface deformations related to upwarping from 

movement on the Raymond fault. Treiman (2017) repotis there is no evidence that this inferred 

fault has recent activity and Hernandez (2017) agreed with this interpretation. We concur with 

the conclusions in the FER 264 and do not see evidence to indicate that this lineament continues 

west toward the South Campus vicinity. 

As stated in FER 260, recommendations for encompassing faults in the Alquist-Priolo 

Eatihquake Fault Zones are based on the criteria of "sufficiently active" and "well-defined" 

(Bryant and Hart, 2007). The San Rafael fault traces near South Campus and discussed in this 

report do not meet these criteria. 

3.0 CONCLUSIONS 

Recent studies by others show that the San Rafael fault shows no evidence of Holocene fault 

rupture. Regardless of the activity, the San Rafael fault does not appear to pass through South 

Campus; therefore, no fault rupture hazard exists. Based on our findings from this study, it is our 

professional opinion that a subsurface investigation to locate evidence of faulting and utilization 

of fault setbacks is not warranted at South Campus. The detailed fault investigation reports at 

the Blair Middle School and Blair High School show that none of the previously mapped traces 

of the San Rafael fault show evidence of rupturing within the Holocene. No fault rupture 

evidence was encountered in the explorations. The geophysical survey conducted parallel to the 

South Campus indicates that faulted bedrock at depth is off site and south of East Glenarm Street. 

The 2016 FER 260 did not find evidence to suggest that the San Rafael fault is active and, 

therefore, the fault does not meet the criteria to be zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Eatihquake 

Fault Zone Act. Our review and analysis of reports, maps, aerial photos, and topographic maps 

concurs with the findings of the CGS. 
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The updated information obtained on the location and activity of the San Rafael fault should be 

considered in future application of policies and programs from the City of Pasadena Safety 

Element. 

4.0 LIMITATIONS 

Within the limitations of scope, schedule, and budget, the analyses, conclusions, and 

recommendations presented in this rep01t were prepared in accordance with generally accepted 

professional geotechnical engineering and engineering geology principles and practice in this 

area at the time this report was prepared. We make no other wananty, either express or implied. 

These conclusions and recommendations were based on our understanding of the project as 

described in this report and the site conditions as observed at the time of our study. 

Shannon & Wilson has prepared and included in the Appendix A, "Important Information About 

Your Geotechnical/Environmental Report," to assist you and others in understanding the use an:d 

limitations of our report. 

SHANNON & WILSON, INC. 

Sean D. Wilson 
Senior Professional 
Engineering Geologist 

SDW:TWH:ady 
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Geotechnical and Environmental Consultants 

Attachment to and part of Report 51-1-10260-00 I 

Date: August 3, 2017 
To: Mr. Rick Rodriguez 

Sheppard Mullin 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR GEOTECHNICAL/ENVIRONMENTAL 
REPORT 

CONSULTING SERVICES ARE PERFORMED FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES AND FOR SPECIFIC CLIENTS. 

Consultants prepare reports to meet the specific needs of specific individuals. A report prepared for a civil engineer may not be adequate 
for a construction contractor or even another civil engineer. Unless indicated otherwise, your consultant prepared your repo1i expressly 
for you and expressly for the purposes you indicated. No one other than you should apply this repoti for its intended purpose without 
first conferring with the consultant. No patiy should apply this report for any purpose other than that originally contemplated without 
first conferring with the consultant. 

THE CONSULTANT'S REPORT IS BASED ON PROJECT-SPECIFIC FACTORS. 

A geotechnical/environmental report is based on a subsurface exploration plan designed to consider a unique set of project-specific 
factors. Depending on the project, these may include: the general nature of the structure and property involved; its size and 
configuration; its historical use and practice; the location of the structure on the site and its orientation; other improvements such as 
access roads, parking lots, and underground utilities; and the additional risk created by scope-of-service limitations imposed by the 
client. To help avoid costly problems, ask the consultant to evaluate how any factors that change subsequent to the date of the report 
may affect the recommendations . Unless your consultant indicates otherwise, your repoti should not be used: (1) when the nature of 
the proposed project is changed (for example, if an office building will be erected instead of a parking garage, or if a refrigerated 
warehouse will be built instead of an unrefrigerated one, or chemicals are discovered on or near the site); (2) when the size, elevation, 
or configuration of the proposed project is altered; (3) when the location or orientation of the proposed project is modified; (4) when 
there is a change of ownership; or (5) for application to an adjacent site. Consultants cannot accept responsibility for problems that may 
occur if they are not consulted after factors which were considered in the development of the report have changed. 

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS CAN CHANGE. 

Subsurface conditions may be affected as a result of natural processes or human activity. Because a geotechnical/environmental report 
is based on conditions that existed at the time of subsurface exploration, construction decisions should not be based on a report whose 
adequacy may have been affected by time. Ask the consultant to advise if additional tests are desirable before construction starts; for 
example, groundwater conditions commonly vary seasonally. 

Construction operations at or adjacent to the site and natural events such as floods, earthquakes, or groundwater fluctuations may also 
affect subsurface conditions and, thus, the continuing adequacy of a geotechnical/environmental report. The consultant should be kept 
apprised of any such events, and should be consulted to determine if additional tests are necessary. 

MOST RECOMMENDATIONS ARE PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENTS. 

Site exploration and testing identifies actual su1face and subsurface conditions only at those points where samples are taken. The data 
were extrapolated by your consultant, who then applied judgment to render an opinion about overall subsurface conditions. The actual 
interface between materials may be far more gradual or abrupt than your repoti indicates. Actual conditions in areas not sampled may 
differ from those predicted in your report. While nothing can be done to prevent such situations, you and your consultant can work 
together to help reduce their impacts. Retaining your consultant to observe subsurface construction operations can be particularly 
beneficial in this respect. 
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A REPORT'S CONCLUSIONS ARE PRELIMINARY. 

The conclusions contained in your consultant's rep01i are preliminary because they must be based on the assumption that conditions 
revealed through selective exploratory sampling are indicative of actual conditions throughout a site. Actual subsurface conditions can 
be discerned only during eaiihwork; therefore, you should retain your consultant to observe actual conditions and to provide conclusions. 
Only the consultant who prepared the report is fully familiar with the background information needed to determine whether or not the 
report's recommendations based on those conclusions are valid and whether or not the contractor is abiding by applicable 
recommendations. The consultant who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or liability for the adequacy of the report's 
recommendations if another party is retained to observe construction. 

THE CONSULTANT'S REPORT IS SUBJECT TO MISINTERPRETATION. 

Costly problems can occur when other design professionals develop their plans based on misinterpretation of a 
geotechnical/environmental report. To help avoid these problems, the consultant should be retained to work with other project design 
professionals to explain relevant geotechnical, geological, hydrogeological, and environmental findings, and to review the adequacy of 
their plans and specifications relative to these issues. 

BORING LOGS AND/OR MONITORING WELL DATA SHOULD NOT BE SEPARATED FROM THE REPORT. 

Final boring logs developed by the consultant are based upon interpretation of field logs (assembled by site personnel), field test results, 
and laboratory and/or office evaluation of field samples and data. Only final boring Jogs and data are customarily included in 
geotechnical/environmental rep01is. These final logs should not, under any circumstances, be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or 
other design drawings, because drafters may commit errors or omissions in the transfer process. 

To reduce the likelihood of boring log or monitoring well misinterpretation, contractors should be given ready access to the complete 
geotechnical engineering/environmental repo1i prepared or authorized for their use. If access is provided only to the report prepared for 
you, you should advise contractors of the report's limitations, assuming that a contractor was not one of the specific persons for whom 
the report was prepared, and that developing construction cost estimates was not one of the specific purposes for which it was prepared. 
While a contractor may gain important knowledge from a report prepared for another party, the contractor should discuss the report with 
your consultant and perform the additional or alternative work believed necessary to obtain the data specifically appropriate for 
construction cost estimating purposes. Some clients hold the mistaken impression that simply disclaiming responsibility for the accuracy 
of subsurface information always insulates them from attendant liability. Providing the best available information to contractors helps 
prevent costly construction problems and the adversarial attitudes that aggravate them to a dispropmiionate scale. 

READ RESPONSIBILITY CLAUSES CLOSELY. 

Because geotechnical/environmental engineering is based extensively on judgment and opinion, it is far less exact than other design 
disciplines. This situation has resulted in wholly unwarranted claims being lodged against consultants. To help prevent this problem, 
consultants have developed a number of clauses for use in their contracts, reports, and other documents . These responsibility clauses 
are not exculpatory clauses designed to transfer the consultant's liabilities to other pa1iies; rather, they are definitive clauses that identify 
where the consultant's responsibilities begin and end. Their use helps all parties involved recognize their individual responsibilities and 
take appropriate action. Some of these definitive clauses are likely to appear in your report, and you are encouraged to read them closely. 
Your consultant will be pleased to give full and frank answers to your questions. 

The preceding paragraphs are based on information provided by the 
ASFE/Association of Engineering Firms Practicing in the Geosciences, Silver Spring, Maryland 
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