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ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD AGENDA 
 

Wednesday, September 24, 2025 
 

Broadcast on Cable TV Channel 16  
and northmetrotv.com/lino-lakes-stream 

   
  

ADVISORY BOARD MEETING, 6:30 P.M. 
Council Chambers (televised) 

 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Public Comment (sign-in prior to start of meeting per Rules of Decorum) 

4. Setting the Agenda: Addition or Deletion of Agenda Items 

5. Approval of Minutes: July 30, 2025 

6. Action Items 

A. 7920 Lake Drive CUP (Lake Drive Dealership & Office Space) 

7. Discussion Items 

A. Recycling Updates 

B. Heron Rookery Event 
 

 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

 

  



CITY OF LINO LAKES 
ADVISORY BOARD MEETING GUIDELINES 

 
Advisory boards are fact-finding bodies established to aid the City Council in specific areas.  The 
decisions of any board are considered advisory only and all final decisions rest with the City Council.  
Board meetings shall operate in accordance with the procedures established by the City Council.  
The following meeting guidelines are derived from the City Council Rules of Decorum. 
 
Members of the Audience – No person in the audience shall engage in disorderly or disruptive 
conduct such as audible commentary during a meeting, hand clapping, stamping of feet, whistling, 
using profane language, yelling and similar demonstrations, which conduct disturbs the peace and 
good order of the meeting. 
 
Public Comment– Comments from the public will be accepted on any matter, whether on the 
agenda or not. Comments will not be accepted during specific agenda items unless a Public Hearing 
has been noticed.  Please remember to be courteous and respectful and abide by the following 
guidelines: 

• Sign-in prior to the start of the meeting 
• Step up to the microphone when recognized by the Presiding Officer (Chair or Vice-Chair) 
• State your name and address for the record 
• State the subject to be discussed 
• Limit comments to 4 minutes 
• Address comments to the board as a whole, not any specific member 
• No question may be asked of a board member or staff member without the permission of 

the Presiding Officer (Chair or Vice-Chair) 
• Elect a spokesperson for a group of persons who wish to address the board on the same 

subject 
 
Public Hearing – A public hearing is a separate item of business on the agenda.  It gives the public 
an opportunity to comment on the topic identified. Please remember to be courteous and 
respectful and abide by the guidelines outlined for public comment (although no sign-in required).  
Typically, a public hearing proceeds as follows: 

1. The Presiding Officer (Chair or Vice-Chair) will announce the agenda item and staff will 
present their report. 

2. Board members have the opportunity to ask staff questions about the item. 
3. The Presiding Officer (Chair or Vice-Chair) opens the public hearing and will recognize those 

who want to speak. 
4. The Presiding Officer (Chair or Vice-Chair) shall close the public hearing. 
5. The Board will then discuss the item. No further public comments are allowed. 
6. The Board will make a recommendation and/or decision. 

 
After a motion has been made or a public hearing has been closed, no member of the public shall 
address the board from the audience on the matter under consideration. The Presiding Officer 
(Chair or Vice-Chair) shall maintain strict order and etiquette at all meetings. 
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CITY OF LINO LAKES 
ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD MEETING 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

 
Chair Schwartz called the Environmental meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. on July 30, 2025. 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT (sign in prior to start of meeting per Rules of Decorum) 
 
Chair Schwartz opened public comment at 6:31 p.m.  
 
There was no one present for public comment. 
 
Chair Schwartz closed public comment at 6:31 p.m. 
 

4. SETTING THE AGENDA: Addition or Deletion of Agenda Items 
 

Chair Schwartz approved the agenda as provided. 
 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Ms. Buchmeier made a motion to approve the minutes for June 25, 2025 meeting. Ms. 
Stevenson seconded. Motion carried 5 – 0. 

 
 
 

 
DATE:     July 30, 2025 

 TIME STARTED:   6:30 p.m. 
 TIME ENDED:    7:04 p.m.  
 MEMBERS PRESENT:   Alex Schwartz, Julia Nelson, Mary Jo Stevenson 
      Lindsay Buchmeier, Jonathan Parsons 
 MEMBERS ABSENT:   Elizabeth Larkin, Shawn Holmes  
 STAFF PRESENT:   Marissa Ertel, Jennifer Alderink, Tom Hoffman,  
      Mike Grochala, Liam Cronin 
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6. ACTION ITEMS 
A. Lino Lakes Main Street Final AUAR 

In September of 2024, the City Council approved a professional services contract with 
Kimley-Horn to prepare a master plan and complete an Alternative Urban Areawide Review 
(AUAR). Horn is to prepare a master plan and complete an Alternative Urban Areawide 
Review (AUAR). The study area includes 980 acres of the northwest portion of Lino Lakes. 
The process has included multiple community outreach opportunities, involvement of study 
area stakeholders, and review by the City advisory boards and City Council. 

Leila Bunge from Kimley-Horn presented the report and was available for questions.  

Mr. Schwartz had questions about how the AUAR document compares to the master plan.  

Ms. Bunge stated that the AUAR looks more at an environmental lens of what development 
requirements would need to be followed. The master plan is more focused on land use, 
transportation, and utilities and lays out the city’s vision for how the area will be developed 
in the next 20, 30, 40 years.  

Mr. Schwartz inquired if the information contained in the AUAR document is going to also 
be part of the master plan or a separate document.  

Ms. Bunge stated that it will be a separate document and is currently available on the 
Mapping Northwest Main website. Ms. Bunge also noted that the mitigation plan is one of 
the next steps that the development would have to comply with as they come forward but 
is more focused on the framework for the development.  

Mr. Schwartz inquired as to whether Pine Street will become more of a major collector road 
going forward, as it is noted in the AUAR as such. 

Mr. Grochala, Community Development Director for the City, said that within the City’s 
comprehensive plan, Pine Street is identified as a collector’s street along the northern 
boundary. He believes that Pine Street would most likely end up being a collector’s road 
that goes through the sod farms but would drop down to a minor collector’s street instead 
of a major collector’s street. 

Ms. Bunge noted that the AUAR does look at the full build. They looked at traffic at the 
interim phase, but overall, all the impacts and mitigation are listed out for a full build 
scenario.  

Mr. Schwartz asked if anyone had any more questions related to the AUAR document. 

Mr. Schwartz opened a motion to approve the Lino Lakes Main Street final AUAR. 

Ms. Nelson motioned to approve. Mr. Parsons seconded the motion.  

The motion passes 5 – 0.  

https://mappingnwmain.com/
https://mappingnwmain.com/
https://mappingnwmain.com/
https://mappingnwmain.com/
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B. Storm Water Pond Pilot Program 

 

City staff has received feedback from concerned residents regarding the aesthetic 
quality of storm pond RLA-010-B located in Birchwood Acres Park. This pond treats 
stormwater runoff. From nearly 70 properties located primarily on Hawthorn Road and 
Lonesome Pine Trail in the Park Grove development.  

Communication has gone back several years to deal with concerns of vegetation, smell, 
and stormwater management. 

 Staff reported to the Environmental Board twice in spring of 2025 over the possibility of 
 allowing private treatment of city stormwater ponds. 

 Recommendation at the time was to not allow private treatments and look into other 
 opportunities and options and potential pilot projects. 

Staff is looking for direction from the Environmental Board on recommendations for 
potential stormwater treatment pilot program. 

Tom Hoffman, Environmental Coordinator for the City, spoke about the history of this 
action item. He said that they had a couple meetings this past spring talking about 
potential treatments of storm water ponds owned and maintained by the City as part of 
their MS4 system and doing a pilot program with chemical treatments, noting that there 
were some mixed reviews on allowing chemical treatments. Mr. Hoffman wanted to 
bring it back to the board to ensure there was interest in chemical treatments, and if 
not, wanted to look at updating ordinance to include options like aerators, bio 
engineering, filtration, etc.    

Ms. Nelson noted that as a society, she thinks we have overdone chemicals when trying 
to solve problems and that she would be in favor trying non-chemical methods in this 
situation as well. 

Mr. Schwartz said that he agrees with Ms. Nelson’s statement. He would like to try 
alternative methods first and if those methods fail, they can then have a future 
discussion about chemicals. He noted that he, and others present, don’t possess the 
knowledge on how that would impact the MS4 permit. If they were to begin 
entertaining the idea of allowing residents to treat city-owned ponds with chemicals, he 
would enlist the help of an engineering firm to show them blind spots and pitfalls of 
such actions. 

Ms. Buchmeier also agreed with the Board’s statements. She stated that more testing 
and understanding should be done before we allow the introduction of chemicals. She 
asked whether previous testing has been done on non-chemical treatments.  
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Mr. Hoffman stated that he will go back to the original parties involved and let them 
know that there are some options and possibilities the City can work with them on, but 
that the board does not seem comfortable moving forward with a pilot program at this 
time involving chemical treatments without further analysis. Mr. Hoffman also stated 
that he will reach out to some engineering firms that the City has connections with, as 
well as reach out to other metro cities that are doing similar things with their residents. 
As this evolves, there is potential that the City can bring this back with additional 
information leading to a pilot program.  

Mr. Parsons inquired as to whether the chemicals just bind the nutrients, not letting 
them release into the environment. He then added that he believes it’s more the odor 
that concerns people, so implementing an aeration system with a type of bio system 
might be beneficial. 

Mr. Hoffman confirmed that with chemical treatments, it’s just binding the material and 
not treating it, so it’s not improving the water quality within the pond. Mr. Hoffman also 
explained that aeration may not address the underlying concern of odor coming from 
the pond. He noted that a lot of things can be cleared up from a staff level through 
ordinance updates to clarify what is and isn’t allowed in the stormwater ponds to help 
reduce inputs of pollution. The long-term goal is to do something where eventually the 
ponds will be able to balance themselves out without interaction.  

Ms. Buchmeier inquired if other cities are doing non-chemical options like aerators. 

Mr. Hoffman stated that a lot of other cities will have aerators within ponds on private 
property that are under storm water easement, so it’s still part of the storm water 
system, but the land isn’t owned. He also said that it varies from city to city. He 
mentioned that it will take multiple years of data because of the fluctuation of weather 
and rain levels, which is why testing is so expensive.  

Ms. Buchmeier asked if the plan is to update the city code to be more specific to what is 
and is not allowed.  

Mr. Hoffman stated he’d like to have those discussions at future work sessions to see if 
they need to make those clarifications. Additionally, Mr. Hoffman noted that they’ve 
been handling cases internally so far and wanted to get a clear understanding of what is 
planned going forward so he can communicate that to residents.  

Ms. Buchmeier wanted to confirm that there would not be a pilot program for the 
chemical treatment of storm ponds. She also would like to know what the next steps are 
going to be.  

Mr. Hoffman reiterated that the pilot program was just for the chemical side of it. He 
noted that allowing aerators and other non-chemical methods would be something they 
would bring back to the board. These non-chemical methods would not be a lengthy 
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study, so Mr. Hoffman stated he would work with the residents to make sure they’re all 
comfortable doing that. Mr. Hoffman concluded that he will reach out to Mary, to see 
the status of the pond is for them this year.  

Mr. Parsons wanted to clarify that as a group, chemicals is not what they will be 
considering based on the requirements, testing, legal issues, etc.  

Mr. Hoffman stated that they were just looking for direction from the board on whether 
to start a pilot program for chemically treating the storm water ponds, and after 
discussion, he’s looking forward to doing other mitigation measures before moving 
forward with a chemical treatment evaluation.   

Mr. Schwartz agreed with Mr. Hoffman’s sentiment that before we consider chemical 
treatments, other methods should be tried and given time. He also noted that if they 
were to consider a pilot program, the board would have it be an administrative function 
that the city staff would not back up our political process. 

Mr. Hoffman stated that if there are no other comments, he does not need a motion on 
that item. He just wanted to gauge the board’s interest at this point and will then move 
forward and work with the residents.  

 
C. DISCUSSION ITEMS  
 

A. Recycling Updates 
 

Mr. Hoffman introduced the City’s new recycling intern, Liam Cronin, who has been with 
the City for about a month and a half. He noted that Mr. Cronin has been helping with 
our first half score reporting, Recycle Saturdays, advertising for our organics and 
recycling program, as well as education and outreach. 

Mr. Cronin presented the report and was available for questions. There were no 
questions.  

 
 

D. ADJOURN 
 

Ms. Buchmeier made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:04 p.m.  
Motion was seconded by Ms. Nelson. 
Motion carried 5 – 0.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Jennifer Alderink – Office Specialist 
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ENVIRONMENTAL BOARD 
ITEM 6A 

 
STAFF ORIGINATOR:  Tom Hoffman, Environmental Coordinator 
 
DATE:    September 24, 2025 
 
REQUEST: Lino Lakes Dealership & Offices CUP 

 
CASE NUMBER:  CUP2025-0001 
    SBPR2025-0005 
      
APPLICANT:   Tyler Hubsch 
    10731 Hawthorn Trail  
    Woodbury, MN  55129 
      
OWNER:   Skip and Teri Cook 
    6314 Maple Ridge LN 
    Excelsior, MN  55331 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The applicant, Tyler Hubsch, is proposing operating an automotive dealership and 
offices at 7920 Lake Drive.  
 
The Land Use Application is for the following: 
 
• Conditional Use Permit 
• Site and Building Plan Review 
 
This staff report is based on the followings plan sets: 
• Civil Plan Set prepared by Plowe Engineering, Inc. dated September 9, 2025 
• Photometric Plan prepared by Aid Electric dated September 3, 2025 
• Stormwater Drainage Report prepared by Plowe Engineering, Inc. dated 
September 5, 2025 
• Soil Borings prepared by Haugo GeoTechnical Services, LLC. dated August 27, 
2025 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Tyler Huebsch plans to operate a professional office space for independent dealership 
and office space for general business. The zoning would give the capability to utilize the 
office space for individual dealers who have their own LLC through the state. Each 
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dealership can have as many employees as they wish but will need the office space 
required for it. With each exterior office there will be 5 additional parking spots which 
fits the legal requirements to operate a dealership in Minnesota. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Current Zoning and Land Use 
 

Current Zoning Commercial 

Current Land Use Vacant-Commercial 

Future Land Use per CP Commercial 

Utility Staging Area 1A=2018-2025 
 
 
Current Proposal 
 
The applicant is proposing to operate a professional office and dealership at 7920 Lake 
Drive. 
 
General Site Characteristics 
 
The existing site is 2.79 acres. The site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from 908 
to 900 ft. The existing site is vegetated and generally slopes to an existing stormwater 
management basin.   
 
Land Cover 
 
Pre-settlement land cover (Marschner) was forested big woods. 
 
Soils 
 
The borings encountered about a foot, or less, of sandy topsoil at the surface except 
that an apparent topsoil layer was not observed at boring SB-42. The topsoil was 
composed of silty sand that was brown to dark to black in color and contained some 
grass and roots.  
 
The topsoil was underlain by native alluvial soils that extended to the termination 
depths of the borings. The alluvial soils consisted of fine grained silty sand, fine grained 
poorly graded sand with silt and fine grained poorly graded sand that were mostly 
brown in color.  
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Penetration resistance values (N-Values), shown as blows per foot (bpf) on the boring 
logs, within the sandy native alluvial soils ranged from 2 to 24 bpf, indicating a very 
loose to medium dense relative density. 
 
Ground water was observed in most of the soil borings at depths from 7-12’ below the 
ground surface corresponding to elevations ranging from 896-899. 
 
Rare, Unique, or Significant Resources 
 
A Rare plant survey was not required for the CUP.   
 
Stormwater Management 
 
Stormwater management for the site is provided from an existing regional stormwater 
basin. Rate control will be met from the existing stormwater management basin. 
 
The project will be required to treat water quality volume from the new impervious 
surface. Proposed infiltration basins will meet the water quality requirements. 
 
Flood Plain 
 
There are no floodplains located on site. 
 
Shoreland District 
 
The subject property is not located within the Shoreland Management Overlay District.   

Wetlands 
 
There are no wetlands on site. 
 
Greenway System, Parks and Trails 
Not Applicable 
 
Tree Preservation 
 
A tree preservation plan was required for this project. There are 17 existing onsite trees, 
as part of the project 4 will be removed. The 4 trees to be removed are within the Basic 
Use Area and do not require replacement. 
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Landscaping 
 
Foundation landscaping requirement are 2 large trees + 4 large shrubs per 100lf of 
building facing public roads. The site has 403 lf of foundation frontage requiring 8 trees 
and 24 shrubs. 
 
The plans show 25 shrubs meeting the requirements but only 2 large trees (4 medium 
trees) being proposed. Based on the design of the building with office frontage and 
doors to the sidewalk, additional tree planting is not feasible. City Code section 
1007.049 4(d) states the city may allow flexible planting locations where service areas or 
other constraints make the standards difficult to meet. Staff believe this is the case in 
this situation. 
 
Open area landscape requirements are 1 large tree + 2 shrubs per 2,500sf of open 
space. The proposed development has 7,621sf of open space requiring 3 trees + 6 
shrubs. Currently 29 trees and 126 shrubs are being proposed, meeting the 
requirement. 
 
Vehicular hardscape canopy coverage is required for commercial properties. When fully 
matures tree cover is required to provide canopy coverage for 40% of the hardcover.  
Based on the proposed plans 16,940 sf of coverage is being required. The proposed plan 
shows 17,150sf of coverage. 
 
Environmental Review Considerations 
 
Not applicable 
 
Drinking Water Protection 
 
The site will be served by municipal sewer and water. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff has the following recommendations for consideration by the board:   
 

1. CBMH 3 should be a sump structure to provide pretreatment before discharging 
into the infiltration basin. Otherwise, an additional structure should be proposed 
prior to the outlet as a sump. 

2. Recommend planting native species or low mow fescue adjacent to the parking 
lot where the site drains to the stormwater bmp. 

a. Filtration of additional buffer will be beneficial to soil stabilization, 
pollutant filtration, and wildlife/pollinator habitat. 

3. Rock mulch bed for landscaping to be flush with ground level.   
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4. Remove tree plantings from within the infiltration basin 1 as this will lead to 
maintenance issues. 

5. Infiltration Basin 1 is being proposed as a snow storage area, staff highly 
recommends storing snow outside of the basin. Storage within the basin will lead 
to higher sedimentation rates, increased chloride, and maintenance issues. 

6. Infiltration Basin 1 shows being stabilized with sod, provide live plugs and native 
seed like Basin 2. 

7. Plans show a 5’ fence between the commercial and residential for screening. 
a. Plans call for a 64” fence, verify the final height and confirm it matches 

the detail provided. 
8. NPDES permit will be required for the project. Provide proof of permit before 

construction. 
a. Provide inlet protection in both CB adjacent to Kelly Street 
b. Add note that street sweeping of adjacent impervious surface is required 

by the authorization of the City Engineer. 
c. Final Erosion control review will be completed with future submittals. 

 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. General Location Map 
2. 7920 Lake Drive Geo Report 
3. Lino Lakes Dealership + Office Civil Plans 
4. Photometric Plan 



7920 Lake Drive 

 



 

 
 
 
August 27, 2025      HGTS Project Number: 25-0563 
 
 
Ms. Kristin Erickson  
Classic Construction, Inc. 
18542 Ulysses Street NE 
East Bethel, MN 55011 
 
 
Re: Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Office Building, 7920 Lake Drive, Lino 

Lakes, Minnesota 
 
Dear Ms. Erickson: 
 
We have completed the geotechnical exploration report for the proposed office building in 
Lino Lakes.  A brief summary of our results and recommendations is presented below. Specific 
details regarding our procedures, results and recommendations follow in the attached 
geotechnical exploration report. 
 
Ten soil borings were taken within the building, parking lots and pond areas that encountered 
about a foot or less of vegetation and topsoil underlain by native sandy alluvial soils that 
extended to the termination depths of the borings. Groundwater was encountered the soil 
borings at depths ranging from about 7 ½ to 12 ½ feet below the ground surface corresponding 
to elevations ranging from about 896 to 899 ½ feet above mean sea level (msl).  
 
The vegetation and topsoil are not suitable for foundation support and will need to be 
removed from within the proposed building, pavements, utility and oversize areas and 
replaced, as needed, with suitable compacted engineered fill. It is our opinion that the 
underlying sandy alluvial soils are generally suitable for foundation support. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to assist you on this project.  If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact Paul Gionfriddo at 612-729-2959. 
 
Sincerely, 
Haugo GeoTechnical Services 
 
   
 
Paul Gionfriddo, P.E 
Senior Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

GEOTECHNICAL EXPLORATION REPORT 
 
 

PROJECT: 
 

Proposed Office Building 
7920 Lake Drive 

Lino Lakes, Minnesota 55014 
 
 

PREPARED FOR: 
 

Classic Construction, Inc. 
18542 Ulysses Street NE 
East Bethel, MN 55011 

 
 

PREPARED BY: 
 

Haugo GeoTechnical Services 
2825 Cedar Avenue South 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55407 
 
 

Haugo GeoTechnical Services Project: 25-0563 
 

August 27, 2025 
 
I hereby certify that this plan, specification, or report was prepared by me or under my 
direct supervision and that I am a duly Licensed Professional Engineer under the laws of the 
State of Minnesota. 
 
 

 
 
Paul Gionfriddo, P.E. 
Senior Engineer 
License Number: 23093 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Project Description 
 
Classic Construction, Inc. (Classic) is preparing for construction of an approximate 8400 
square foot office building in Lino Lakes, Minnesota.  The project will also include new 
bituminous parking areas, underground utilities and stormwater ponds.  Classic retained 
Haugo GeoTechnical Services (HGTS) to perform a geotechnical exploration to evaluate the 
suitability of site soil conditions to support the proposed office building. 
 
1.2 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this geotechnical exploration was to characterize subsurface soil and 
groundwater conditions and provide recommendations for foundation and pavement design 
and construction. 
 
1.3 Site Description 
 
The project site is an approximate 2.8 acres parcel that is located at 7920 Lake Drive.  The 
project site was vacant at the time of our exploration.  Based on a brief review of historical 
aerial photographs available on Google Earth it appears the site has been vacant dating back 
to at least 1991 however some grading of the site appears to have occurred around 2006.  
Construction equipment is visible on the site in the April 2006 aerial photograph and by 
September 2006 some of the vegetation has been removed and a pond is visible in the southeast 
corner of the site. 
 
The site topography was relatively flat with ground surface elevations at the boring locations 
ranging from about 904 to 912 feet above mean sea level (msl).  
 
1.4 Scope of Services 
 
Our services were performed in accordance with HGTS proposal 25-0563 dated July 1, 2025.  
Our services were performed under the terms of our General Conditions and limited to the 
following tasks: 
 
 Completing 4 standard penetration test soil boring extending to a nominal depth of 10 

feet and 5 borings extending to nominal depths of 20 feet. 
 Sealing the borings in accordance with Minnesota Department of Health requirements. 
 Obtaining GPS coordinates and ground surface elevations at the boring locations. 
 Visually/manually classifying samples recovered from the soil borings. 
 Performing laboratory moisture content and P-200 content tests on selected samples. 
 Preparing soil boring logs describing the materials encountered and the results of 

groundwater level measurements. 
 Preparing an engineering report describing soil and groundwater conditions and 

providing recommendations for foundation and pavement design and construction. 
 
The number of soil borings and their depths were subsequently modified and included; 3 
borings to nominal depths of 20 feet, 3 borings to nominal depths of 10 feet and 4 borings to 
nominal depths of  14 ½ feet.   
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1.5 Documents Provided 
 
To aid in our evaluation, we were provided with following plan sheets 
 

 EX01 - Conceptual Site Plan that was prepared by Thielen & Green and dated June 23, 
2025.  The plan was stamped “Preliminary Not For Construction”. 

 EX02 – Conceptual Floor Plan that was prepared by Thielen & Green and dated June 
23, 2025.  The plan was stamped “Preliminary Not For Construction”. 

 Sheet SE – Surveying Exhibit that was prepared by Plowe Engineering Inc. that was 
dated July 18th, 2025.  The plan showed a general layout of the site along with the 
boring locations and topographic contours and spot elevations.    

 
Other than the document described above, we were not provided with specific civil, structural, 
or architectural plans. 
 
1.6 Locations and Elevations 
 
The soil boring locations were selected HGTS and then modified by Plowe Engineering Inc 
(Plowe) or others.  The borings were staked in the field by Plowe in advance of our field work.  
The approximate locations of the soil borings are shown on the Soil Boring Location Sketch in 
the Appendix. The sketch was prepared by HGTS using Plan Sheet EX01-Conceptual Site Plan, 
provided, as a base.  
 
Ground surface elevations at the boring locations were obtained from the stakes placed at the 
boring locations. 
 
 

2.0 FIELD PROCEDURES 
 
The standard penetration test borings were advanced on August 5th, 2025 by HGTS with a 
rotary drilling rig, using continuous flight augers to advance the boreholes.  Representative 
samples were obtained from the borings, using the split-barrel sampling procedures in general 
accordance with ASTM Specification D-1586. In the split-barrel sampling procedure, a 2-inch 
O.D. split-barrel spoon is driven into the ground with a 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches. 
The number of blows required to drive the sampling spoon the last 12 inches of an 18-inch 
penetration is recorded as the standard penetration resistance value, or "N" value. The results 
of the standard penetration tests are indicated on the boring logs. The samples were sealed in 
containers and provided to HGTS for testing and soil classification. 
 
A field log of each boring was prepared by HGTS. The logs contain visual classifications of the 
soil materials encountered during drilling, as well as the driller's interpretation of the 
subsurface conditions between samples and water observation notes. The final boring logs 
included with this report represents an interpretation of the field logs and include 
modifications based on visual/manual method observation of the samples. 
 
The soil boring logs, general terminology for soil description and identification, and 
classification of soils for engineering purposes are also included in the appendix. The soil 
boring logs identify and describe the materials encountered, the relative density or consistency 
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based on the Standard Penetration resistance (N-value, “blows per foot”) and groundwater 
observations. 
 
The strata changes were inferred from the changes in the samples and auger cuttings. The 
depths shown as changes between strata are only approximate. The changes are likely 
transitions; variations can occur beyond the location of the boring. 
 
 

3.0 RESULTS 
 
3.1 Soil Conditions 
 
The borings encountered about a foot, or less, of sandy topsoil at the surface except that an 
apparent topsoil layer was not observed at boring SB-42. The topsoil was composed of; silty 
sand, that was brown to dark to black in color and contained some grass and roots. 
 
The topsoil was underlain by native alluvial soils that extended to the termination depths of 
the borings. The alluvial soils consisted of; fine grained silty sand, fine grained poorly graded 
sand with silt and fine grained poorly graded sand that were mostly brown in color.  
 
Penetration resistance values (N-Values), shown as blows per foot (bpf) on the boring logs, 
within the sandy native alluvial soils ranged from 2 to 24 bpf, indicating a very loose to 
medium dense relative density.    
 
3.2 Groundwater 
 
Groundwater was encountered in most of the soil borings at depths ranging from about 7 ½  
to 12 ½ feet below the ground surface corresponding to elevations ranging from about 896 to 
899 feet above mean sea level (msl).  Table 1 summarizes the groundwater levels. 
 
Table 1. Summary of Groundwater Levels 

Boring 
Number 

Estimated Surface 
Elevation (feet) 

Approximate Depth 
to Groundwater 

(feet)* 

Approximate 
Groundwater Elevation 

(feet)* 
Building Borings  

SB-33 912.0 12 ½  899 ½  
SB-34 909.3 12 ½  897 
SB-35 909.4 12 ½  897 

Parking Lot Borings  
SB-38 908.8 10 899 
SB-43 907.0 NE - 
SB-44 908.0 10 898 

Pond Borings  
SB-36 904.1 7 ½  896 ½  
SB-37 906.0 10 896 
SB-41 906.5 7 ½  899 
SB-42 907.4 10 897 ½  

* = Depths and elevations were rounded to the nearest ½ foot. 
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Water levels were measured on the dates as noted on the boring logs and the period of water 
level observations was relatively short.  Groundwater monitoring wells or piezometers would 
be required to more accurately determine water levels.  Seasonal and annual fluctuations in 
the groundwater levels should be expected. 
 
3.3 Laboratory Testing 
 
Laboratory moisture content and percent passing the number 200 sieve (P-200) tests were 
performed on selected samples recovered from the soil borings. The P-200 content is a measure 
of the silt and clay sized particles (fines) in the soils and is used as an aid in classifying the soil 
as well as estimating soil infiltration rates.  Results of the laboratory tests are summarized in 
Table 2 and are also shown on the boring logs adjacent to the sample tested. 
 
Table 2.  Summary of Laboratory Tests   

Boring 
Number 

Sample 
Number 

Depth 
(feet) 

Moisture 
Content (%) * 

P-200 
(%) * 

Building Borings   
SB-33 SS-19 5 13 - 
SB-34 SS-10 2 ½  14 - 
SB-34 SS-12 7 ½  16 - 
SB-35 SS-3 5  12 - 

Parking Lot Borings  
SB-38 SS-50 2 ½  14 ½  19 ½  
SB-43 SS-26 2 ½  17 ½  14 ½  
SB-44 SS-38 2 ½  16 13 ½  

Pond Borings  
SB-36 SS-32 5 19 ½   15 
SB-36 SS-33 7 ½  - 4 ½  
SB-37 SS-43 2 ½  15 ½  26 ½  
SB-37 SS-45 7 ½  19 ½  45 ½  
SB-41 SS-56 5 16 16 
SB-42 SS-62 2 ½  12 24 ½  
SB-42 SS-64 7 ½  19 ½  14 ½  

   * = Moisture contents and P-200 tests were rounded to the nearest ½ percent.   
 
3.4 OSHA Soil Classification 
 
The soils encountered in the borings consisted of; silty sand, poorly graded sand with silt and 
poorly graded sand meeting the ASTM Classifications of SM, SP-SM and SP, respectively. 
These soils will generally be Type C soils under Department of Labor Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) guidelines.  
 
An OSHA-approved qualified person should review the soil classification in the field. 
Excavations must comply with the requirements of OSHA 29 CFR, Part 1926, Subpart P, 
“Excavations and Trenches.” This document states excavation safety is the responsibility of 
the contractor. The project specifications should reference these OSHA requirements. 
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4.0 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
4.1 Proposed Construction 
 
We understand the project will consist of constructing an approximate 8,400 square foot office 
building along with new parking and drive lanes, underground utilities and stormwater 
ponds. 
 
Based on the plans provided the building will be a single-story slab in grade structure.  Beyond 
that specific building plans were not available at the time of our exploration.  For the purposes 
of this evaluation, we assume below grade construction will consist of cast in place concrete 
foundation walls supported on cast in-place concrete footings.  We further assume above 
grade construction will consist of wood framing, a pitched roof and asphalt shingles.    
 
Based on the assumed construction we estimate wall loadings will range from 3 to 4 kips (3,000 
to 4,000 pounds) per lineal foot and column loads, if any, will be less than 100 kips (100,000 
pounds).  Based on the assumed/estimated structural loads we anticipate that a soil bearing 
pressure up to 3,000 pounds per square foot (psf) will be required for foundation support. 
 
We assume that the finished floor grade will be constructed near or slightly above existing site 
grades corresponding to about elevation 910 feet.  With the ground surface elevations at the 
boring location ranging from about 904 to 912 we anticipate that cuts and fill for permanent 
grade changes will be on the order of 2 to 8 feet. 
 
We assume that the parking and drive lanes will be constructed at or near existing site 
elevations so that cuts or fills will generally be less than 3 feet.   
 
We have attempted to describe our understanding of the project.  If the proposed loads exceed 
these values or if the design or location of the proposed addition changes, we should be 
informed.  Additional analyses and revised recommendations may be necessary. 
 
4.2 Discussion 
 
The vegetation and topsoil are not suitable for foundation, pavement or utility support and 
will need to be removed from below these areas and the oversize areas and replaced, as 
needed, with suitable compacted engineered fill. 
 
It is our opinion that the underlying sandy alluvial soils are suitable for foundation support.  
Portion of the soils had a very loose relative density and will need to be compacted prior to 
placing additional fill or foundations.  Likewise, any soils disturbed during excavation and 
grading activities will also need to be compacted prior to placing additional fill or foundations.    
 
Laboratory moisture contents of the soil ranged from about 12 to 19 ½ percent.  These values 
indicate the soil were likely above their assumed optimum moisture content based on the 
standard Proctor test.  Soils that will be used or reused as fill or backfill could require some 
moisture conditioning (drying) to achieve the recommended compaction levels.   
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Groundwater was encountered in the borings at depths ranging from about 7 ½ to 12 ½ feet 
below the ground surface corresponding to elevations ranging from about 896 to 899 ½ feet. 
With the floor slab anticipated to bear at about elevation 910 and the footings about 4 feet 
below that elevation we generally do not anticipate that groundwater will be encountered 
during foundation construction but could be encountered during utility installations and 
dewatering could be required. 
 
4.3 Site Grading Recommendations 
 
Excavation We recommend that all vegetation and topsoil and any soft or otherwise 
unsuitable soils, if encountered, be removed from below the proposed building, pavement, 
utility and oversize areas.  Table 3 summarizes the anticipated excavation depths at the soil 
boring locations. It must be noted that the excavation depths presented in Table 3 do not 
account for foundation construction.  Excavations for foundation construction will likely vary 
and could be deeper. 
 
Table 3. Anticipated Excavation Depths 

Boring 
Number 

Estimated 
Surface 

Elevation (feet) 

Anticipated 
Excavation 

Depth (feet)* 

Anticipated 
Excavation 

Elevation (feet)* 

Approximate 
Groundwater 

Elevation (feet)* 
Building Borings  

SB-33 912.0 ½   911 ½ 899 ½  

SB-34 909.3 ½  909 897 

SB-35 909.4 ½  909 897 

Parking Lot Borings  

SB-38 908.8 ½ 908 ½  899 

SB-43 907.0 ½ 906 ½  NE 

SB-44 908.0 ½  907 ½  898 

Pond Borings  

SB-36 904.1 ½  903 ½  896 ½  

SB-37 906.0 ½  905 ½  896 

SB-41 906.5 1 905 ½  899 

SB-42 907.4 <1 906 ½  897 ½  
* = Excavation and groundwater elevations were rounded to nearest ½ foot.   
 
Oversizing In areas where the excavations extend below the proposed footing elevations, the 
excavations require oversizing.  We recommend the perimeter of the excavation be extended 
a foot outside the proposed footprint for every foot below footing grade (1H:1V oversizing). 
The purpose of the oversizing is to provide lateral support of the foundation. 
 
Fill Material  Additional Fill required to attain site grades may consist of any debris-free, non-
organic mineral soil. However, we recommend granular material, similar to the on-site 
materials, meeting the ASTM Classification of SM, SP or SP-SM soils for ease in compaction 
and to provide a uniform subgrade. 
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The on-site native alluvial soils appear suitable for reuse as structural fill, provided they are 
free of debris, organic matter or other deleterious material.  Laboratory moisture contents of 
the soils ranged from about 12 to 19 ½ percent indicting that the soils were likely above their 
assumed optimum moisture content based on the standard Proctor test.  Soils that will be used 
or reused as fill or backfill could require some moisture conditioning (drying) to achieve the 
recommended compaction levels. 
 
Topsoil, organic soils or soils that are black in color are not suitable for reuse as structural fill 
or backfill. 
 
Backfilling Prior to placing additional fill or foundations we recommend compacting any 
loose soils and soils disturbed during excavation and grading activities with a large self-
propelled vibratory compactor operating in vibratory mode.  We recommend a minimum of 
6 passes in each perpendicular direction with a large vibratory compactor operating in 
vibratory mode.    
 
We recommend that backfill placed to attain site grades be compacted to a minimum of 95 
percent of its standard Proctor density (ASTM D 698).  Granular fill classified as SP or SP-SM 
should be placed within 65 percent to 105 percent of its optimum moisture content as 
determined by the standard Proctor.  Other fill soils should be placed within 3 percentage 
points above and 1 percentage point below its optimum moisture content as determined by 
the standard Proctor.  All fill should be placed in thin lifts and be compacted with a large self-
propelled vibratory compactor operating in vibratory mode. 
 
In areas where fill depths will exceed 10 feet, if any, we recommend that compaction levels be 
increased to a minimum of 100 percent of the materials standard Proctor density.   Even with 
the increased compaction levels a construction delay may be required to allow for post 
construction settlement of the fill mass.  
 
Foundations We recommend the perimeter footings bear a minimum of 42 inches below the 
exterior grade for frost protection.  Interior footings may be placed immediately below the 
slab provided construction does not occur during below freezing weather conditions.  
Foundation elements in unheated areas should bear at least 5 feet below exterior grade for 
frost protection. 
 
We anticipate the foundations and floor slabs will bear on compacted engineered fill or native 
alluvial soils.  With the building pad prepared as recommended, it is our opinion the footings 
can be designed for a net allowable bearing pressure up to 3,000 pounds per square foot (psf).  
 
We estimate that total and differential settlements will be less than 1 inch and ½ inch 
respectively across an approximate 30-foot span 
 
4.4 Dewatering 
 
Groundwater was encountered in the soil borings at about 10 feet below the ground surface 
corresponding to elevations ranging from about 896 to 899 ½ feet above mean sea level.  With 
the floor slab anticipated to bear at about elevation 910 and the footings about 4 feet below 
that elevation we generally do not anticipate that groundwater will be encountered during 
foundation construction and do not anticipate that dewatering will be required.  However, 



 

8 
 

groundwater could be encountered during deeper utility installations and dewatering could 
be required. 
 
In the event dewatering is required, we recommend the groundwater level be temporarily 
lowered to a minimum of 2 feet below the lowest anticipated excavation elevation to allow for 
construction. In sand soils, we do not recommend attempting to dewater from within the 
excavation. Upward seepage will loosen and disturb the excavation, resulting in a “quick 
condition.” Rather, we recommend groundwater to be drawn down below the anticipated 
excavation bottom. 
 
4.5 Interior Slabs 
 
The anticipated floor subgrade will consist of compacted sandy engineered fill or sandy native 
alluvial soils following soil corrections.  It is our opinion a modulus of subgrade reaction, k, 
of 100 pounds per square inch per inch of deflection may be used to design the floor. 
 
If floor coverings or coatings less permeable than the concrete slab will be used, we 
recommend that a vapor retarder or vapor barrier be placed immediately beneath the slab. 
Some contractors prefer to bury the vapor barrier or vapor retarder beneath a layer of sand to 
reduce curling and shrinkage, but this practice often traps water between the slab and vapor 
retarder or barrier.  Regardless of where the vapor retarder or vapor barrier is placed, we 
recommend consulting the floor covering manufacturer regarding the appropriate type, use 
and installation of the vapor retarder or vapor barrier to preserve the warranty. 
 
We recommend following all state and local building codes with regards to a radon mitigation 
plan beneath interior slabs. 
 
4.6 Below Grade Walls 
 
We understand the building will be a single-story slab on grade structure with no basements 
or below grade levels.  Estimated soil parameters and recommendations for below grade wall 
design and construction can be provided if requested. 
 
4.7 Exterior Slabs  
 
Exterior slabs will likely be underlain by silty sand meeting the ASTM classification SM which 
are considered moderately to highly frost susceptible.  If these soils become saturated and 
freeze, frost heave may occur.  This heave can be a nuisance in front of doors and at other 
critical grade areas.  One way to help reduce the potential for heaving is to remove the frost-
susceptible soils below the slabs down to bottom of footing grades and replace them with non-
frost-susceptible backfill consisting of sand having less than 5 percent of the particles by 
weight passing the number 200 sieve. 
 
If this approach is used and the excavation bottoms terminate in non-free draining granular 
soil, we recommend a drain tile be installed along the bottom outer edges of the excavation to 
collect and remove any water that may accumulate within the sand.  The bottom of the 
excavation should be graded away from the building. 
 



 

9 
 

If the banks of the excavations to remove the frost-susceptible soils are not sloped, abrupt 
transitions between the frost-susceptible and non-frost-susceptible backfill will exist along 
which unfavorable amounts of differential heaving may occur.  Such transitions could exist 
between exterior slabs and sidewalks, between exterior slabs and pavements and along the 
slabs themselves if the excavations are confined to only the building entrances.  To address 
this issue, we recommend sloping the excavations to remove frost-susceptible soils at a 
minimum 3:1 (horizontal:vertical) gradient. 
 
Another alternative for reducing frost heave is to support the slabs on frost depth footings.  A 
void space of at least 4 inches should be provided between the slab and the underlying soil to 
allow the soil to heave without affecting the slabs. 
  
4.8 Site Grading and Drainage 
 
We recommend the site be graded to provide positive run-off away from the proposed 
building.  We recommend landscaped areas be sloped a minimum of 6 inches within 10 feet 
of the building and slabs be sloped a minimum of 2 inches.  In addition, we recommend 
downspouts with long splash blocks or extensions. 
 
We recommend the lowest floor grades be constructed to meet City of Lino Lakes 
requirements with respect to groundwater separation distances.  In the absence of city 
requirements, we recommend maintaining at least a 4-foot separation between the lowest floor 
slab and the observed groundwater levels and at least a 2-foot separation between the lowest 
floor slab and the 100-year flood level of nearby wetlands, storm water ponds or other surface 
water features. 
 
4.9 Utilities 
 
We anticipate that new watermain, sanitary and storm sewer utilities will be installed as part 
of this project. At typical pipe invert elevations anticipate that new utilities will bear at depths 
ranging from about 5 to 10 feet below the ground surface. At these depths, we anticipate that 
the pipes will bear on compacted engineered fill or native alluvial soils, which in our opinion 
are suitable for pipe support. We recommend removing all vegetation, topsoil and any soft or 
otherwise unsuitable soils, if any, beneath utilities prior to placement. 
 
We recommend bedding material be thoroughly compacted around the pipes. We recommend 
trench backfill above the pipes be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent beneath slabs and 
pavements, the exception being within 3 feet of the proposed pavement subgrade, where 100 
percent of standard Proctor density is required. In landscaped areas, we recommend a 
minimum compaction of 90 percent. 
 
Groundwater was encountered in the borings at depths ranging from about 7 ½ to 12 ½ feet 
below the ground surface.  Depending in final site grades and pipe invert elevations, 
groundwater could be encountered and dewatering could be required.  See section 4.4 for 
dewatering considerations. 
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4.10 Pavements 
 
Traffic Based on the plan sheet provided, the project will include constructing new parking 
and drive lanes that will encompass the building.  It appears that parking areas will include 
about 183 stalls with most of the parking stall located on the east side of the building.   
 
We assume the parking stalls will be used by automobiles and light trucks with weekly use 
by heavier vehicles such as garbage truck and delivery vans so that a light duty and heavy-
duty pavement section will be required.  Based on the assumed traffic types and number of 
parking stalls we estimate the pavements will be subjected to a maximum of 50,000 Equivalent 
Single Axel Loads (ESAL’s) over a design life of 20 years.   
 
Subgrade R-Value testing was beyond the scope of this project.  The near surface soils below 
the topsoil consisted predominantly of silty sand corresponding to the ASTM Classification 
SM.  These soils can have R-Values ranging from about 20 to 40 or more.  It is our opinion that 
an R-Value of 30 can be used for pavement design.    
 
Subgrade Preparation We recommend removing all vegetation, topsoil, and any soft or 
otherwise unsuitable materials from the within the pavement subgrade. Backfill, if needed, to 
attain pavement subgrade elevation can consist of any mineral soil provided it is free of 
organic material or other deleterious materials.  Granular fill classified as SP or SP-SM should 
be placed within 65 percent to 105 percent of its optimum moisture content as determined by 
the standard Proctor.   Other fill or backfill should be placed with moisture contents within a 
range of 1 percentage point below and 3 percentage points above its optimum moisture 
content.  The upper 3 feet of fill and backfill should be compacted to a minimum of 100 percent 
of its standard Proctor maximum dry density.  
 
Prior to placing the aggregate base, we recommend surface compacting the subgrade with a 
large self-propelled vibratory compactor or possibly proof-rolling the subgrade to identify 
soft, weak, loose or unstable areas that may require additional sub-cuts.  
 
Bituminous Pavement Sections Based on an estimated R-value of 30 and a maximum of 
50,000 ESAL’s we recommend a light duty pavement section consisting of a minimum of 3 ½ 
inches of bituminous (1 ½ inches of wear course and 2 inches of base course) underlain by a 
minimum of 8 inches of aggregate base. 
 
For heavy-duty pavements subjected to maximum of 50,000 ESALS we recommend a 
pavement section consisting of a minimum of 4 inches of bituminous (2 inches of wear course 
and 2 inches of base course) underlain by a minimum of 9 inches of aggregate base. 
 
Materials We recommend aggregate base meeting MN/DOT Class 5 aggregate base.  We 
recommend the aggregate base be compacted to 100 percent of its maximum standard Proctor 
dry density.  
 
We recommend that the bituminous wear and base courses meet the requirement of MN/DOT 
Specification 2360 for bituminous mixes. We recommend the bituminous pavements be 
compacted to at least 92% of the maximum theoretical density.  
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We recommend specifying concrete that has a minimum 28-day compressive strength of 4,000 
psi. We recommend specifying 5 to 8 percent entrained air for exposed concrete to provide 
resistance to freeze-thaw deterioration. We recommend slump, air content and compressive 
strength test of Portland cement concrete. 
 
4.11 Estimated Infiltration Rates  
 
The project will include constructing stormwater ponds/infiltration basins (ponds) on the 
south and west sides of the site.  We assume that the depth of the ponds will depend, in part, 
on soil and groundwater conditions but will likely be set within about 5 to 10 feet of the ground 
surface.  Soil borings SB-36, SB-37, SB-4 and SB-42 were completed within or near the pond 
areas and at those depths the boring encountered fine-grained silty sand, fine grained poorly 
graded sand with silt and fine grained poorly graded sand corresponding to the ASTM 
classifications of SM, SP-SM and SP, respectively. 
 
It is our opinion that the infiltration rates presented in Table 4, which were obtained from the 
Minnesota Storm Water Manual, can be used for infiltration basin design.   
 
Table 4.  Estimated Design Infiltration Rates  

Soil Description & ASTM Classification Hydrologic Soil 
Group  

Estimated Design 
Infiltration Rate 

(in/hr.) 
Poorly Graded Sand & Poorly Graded Sand with Silt  

(SP & SP-SM)  A 0.8 

Silty Sand (SM)  B 0.45 
    
As described above, the soils encountered in the borings consisted of fine-grained sandy soils. 
Although these soils meet the ASTM classifications SM, SP-SM and SP, because of their fine-
grained composition, they may not necessarily meet the infiltration rates presented in Table 4 
and could infiltrate at rates less than the published values. 
 
Further, infiltration rates can vary due to; soil moisture content, soil compaction, the 
placement or introduction of fine-grained soils, topsoil or biofiltration media and changes or 
variations in local groundwater levels. These variations may result in additional construction 
costs and it is suggested that a contingency be provided for this purpose. 
 
Field tests (double ring infiltrometer) can be performed within the proposed basin areas to 
verify infiltration rates of the in-situ soils.  We would be pleased to provide these services if 
required or requested. 
 
 

5.0 CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 
 
5.1 Excavation 
 
The soils encountered in the borings consisted of; silty sand, poorly graded sand with silt and 
poorly graded sand meeting the ASTM Classifications of SM, SP-SM and SP, respectively. 
These soils will generally be Type C soils under Department of Labor Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) guidelines.  
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Temporary excavations in Type C soils should be constructed at a minimum of 1 ½ foot 
horizontal to every 1 foot vertical within excavations.  Slopes constructed in this manner may 
still exhibit surface sloughing.  If site constraints do not allow the construction of slopes with 
these dimensions, then temporary shoring may be required. 
 
5.2 Observations 
 
A geotechnical engineer or qualified engineering technician should observe the excavation 
subgrade to evaluate if the subgrade soils are similar to those encountered in the borings and 
adequate to support the proposed construction. 
 
5.3 Backfill and Fills 
 
We recommend moisture conditioning all soils that will be used as fill or backfill in accordance 
with Section 4.3 above. We recommend that fill and backfill be placed in lifts not exceeding 4 
to 12 inches, depending on the size of the compactor and materials used. 
 
5.4 Testing 
 
We recommend density tests of backfill and fills placed for the proposed building foundations. 
Samples of the proposed materials should be submitted to our laboratory prior to placement 
for evaluation of their suitability and to determine their optimum moisture content and 
maximum dry density (Standard Proctor). 
 
5.5 Winter Construction 
 
If site grading and construction is anticipated to proceed during cold weather, all snow and 
ice should be removed from cut and fill areas prior to additional grading and placement of 
fill.   No fill should be placed on frozen soil and no frozen soil should be used as fill or backfill. 
 
Concrete delivered to the site should meet the temperature requirements of ASTM and/or 
ACI.   Concrete should not be placed on frozen soil. Concrete should be protected from 
freezing until the necessary strength is obtained.  Frost should not be permitted to penetrate 
below the footings. 
 
 

6.0 PROCEDURES 
 
6.1 Soil Classification 
 
The drill crew chief visually and manually classified the soils encountered in the borings in 
general accordance with ASTM D 2488, “Description and Identification of Soils (Visual-
Manual Procedure).”  Soil terminology notes are included in the Appendix.  The samples were 
returned to our laboratory for review of the field classification by a soils engineer.  Samples 
will be retained for a period of 30 days. 
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6.2 Groundwater Observations 
 
Immediately after taking the final samples in the bottom of the boring, the hole was checked 
for the presence of groundwater.  Immediately after removing the augers from the borehole 
the hole was once again checked and the depth to water and cave-in depths were noted. 
 
 

7.0 GENERAL 
 
7.1 Subsurface Variations 
 
The analyses and recommendations presented in this report are based on data obtained from 
a limited number of soil borings.  Variations can occur away from the boring, the nature of 
which may not become apparent until additional exploration work is completed, or 
construction is conducted.  A reevaluation of the recommendations in this report should be 
made after performing on-site observations during construction to note the characteristics of 
any variations.  The variations may result in additional foundation costs and it is suggested 
that a contingency be provided for this purpose. 
 
It is recommended that we be retained to perform the observation and testing program during 
construction to evaluate whether the design is as expected, if any design changes have affected 
the validity of our recommendations, and if our recommendations have been correctly 
interpreted and implemented in the designs, specifications and construction methods.  This 
will allow correlation of the soil conditions encountered during construction to the soil borings 
and will provide continuity of professional responsibility. 
 
7.2 Review of Design 
 
This report is based on the design of the proposed structures as related to us for preparation 
of this report.  It is recommended that we be retained to review the geotechnical aspects of the 
design and specifications.  With the review, we will evaluate whether any changes have 
affected the validity of the recommendations and whether our recommendations have been 
correctly interpreted and implemented in the design and specifications. 
 
7.3 Groundwater Fluctuations 
 
We made water level measurements in the borings at the times and under the conditions stated 
on the boring log.  The data was interpreted in the text of this report.  The period of observation 
was relatively short and fluctuations in the groundwater level may occur due to rainfall, 
flooding, irrigation, spring thaw, drainage, and other seasonal and annual factors not evident 
at the time the observations were made.  Design drawings and specifications and construction 
planning should recognize the possibility of fluctuations. 
 
7.4 Use of Report 
 
This report is for the exclusive use of Classic Construction, Inc. and their design team to use 
to design the proposed structures and prepare construction documents.  In the absence of our 
written approval, we make no representation and assume no responsibility to other parties 
regarding this report.  The data, analysis and recommendations may not be appropriate for 
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other structures or purposes.  We recommend that parties contemplating other structures or 
purposes contact us. 
 
7.5 Level of Care 
 
Haugo GeoTechnical Services has used the degree of skill and care ordinarily exercised under 
similar circumstance by members of the profession currently practicing in this locality.  No 
warranty expressed or implied is made.
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NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 912 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 12.50 ft / Elev 899.50 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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Silty Sand, trace Roots, Brown, Moist (Topsoil)
(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Medium Dense
(Alluvium)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Light Grey, Moist, Medium Dense
(Alluvium)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown and Light Grey with Rust
Staining, Moist, Medium Dense (Alluvium)

(SP-SM) Poorly Graded Sand with Silt, Fine Grained, Brown,
Waterbearing, Very Loose (Alluvium)

(SP) Poorly Graded Sand, Fine Grained, Grey, Waterbearing,
Medium Dense (Alluvium)

Bottom of borehole at 21.0 feet.
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(16)

14

16

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 909.3 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 12.50 ft / Elev 896.80 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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BORING NUMBER SB-34

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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Haugo GeoTechnical Services
2825 Cedar Ave South
Minneapolis, MN, 55407
Telephone:  612-729-2959
Fax:  763-445-2238



Silty Sand with Grass and Roots, Brown to Dark Brown, Moist
(Topsoil)
(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Medium Dense
(Alluvium)

(SP-SM) Poorly Graded Sand with Silt, Light Grey and Brown with
Rust Staining, Moist to Wet, Medium Dense (Alluvium)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Grey, Waterbearing, Loose
(Alluvium)

(SP-SM) Poorly Graded Sand with Silt, Fine Grained, Brown,
Waterbearing, Loose (Alluvium)

(SP) Poorly Graded Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Waterbearing,
Loose (Alluvium)

Bottom of borehole at 21.0 feet.
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1-2-3
(5)

1-3-5
(8)
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NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 909.4 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 12.50 ft / Elev 896.90 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches

D
E

P
T

H
(f

t)

0

5

10

15

20

G
R

A
P

H
IC

LO
G

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

S
A

M
P

LE
 T

Y
P

E
N

U
M

B
E

R

R
E

C
O

V
E

R
Y

 %
(R

Q
D

)

B
LO

W
C

O
U

N
T

S
(N

 V
A

LU
E

)

    SPT N VALUE    
20 40 60 80

M
oi

st
ur

e 
C

on
te

nt
(%

)

    FINES CONTENT (%)    
20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80

PL LLMC

PAGE  1  OF  1
BORING NUMBER SB-35

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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Haugo GeoTechnical Services
2825 Cedar Ave South
Minneapolis, MN, 55407
Telephone:  612-729-2959
Fax:  763-445-2238



Silty Sand, Dark Brown, Moist (Topsoil)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Loose (Alluvium)

P-200= 15%

(SP) Poorly Graded Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist to About 10
Ft then Waterbearing, Very Loose to Medium Dense (Alluvium)
P-200= 4.5%

(SP) Poorly Graded Sand, Fine Grained, Grey, Waterbearing,
Loose (Alluvium)

Bottom of borehole at 14.5 feet.
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5-3-3
(6)

2-1-2
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1-2-3
(5)

3-5-7
(12)

2-2-6
(8)

19.5

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 904.1 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 7.50 ft / Elev 896.60 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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BORING NUMBER SB-36

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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Haugo GeoTechnical Services
2825 Cedar Ave South
Minneapolis, MN, 55407
Telephone:  612-729-2959
Fax:  763-445-2238



Silty Sand, trace Grass and Roots, Brown, Moist (Topsoil)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Medium Dense to
Loose (Alluvium)

P-200= 26.3%

P-200= 45.5%

(SP-SM) Poorly Graded Sand with Silt, Fine Grained, Brown,
Waterbearing, Very Loose to Medium Dense (Alluvium)

Bottom of borehole at 14.5 feet.
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2-4-5
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15.5

19.5

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 906 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 10.00 ft / Elev 896.00 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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BORING NUMBER SB-37

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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Minneapolis, MN, 55407
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Silty Sand with Grass and Roots, Dark Brown, Moist (Topsoil)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist to About 10 Ft then
Waterbearing, Very Loose to Medium Dense (Alluvium)

P-200= 19.5%

Bottom of borehole at 11.0 feet.
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5-4-5
(9)

5-6-7
(13)

2-3-4
(7)

1-2-2
(4)

14.5

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 908.8 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 10.00 ft / Elev 898.80 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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BORING NUMBER SB-38

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN

G
E

O
T

E
C

H
 B

H
 P

LO
T

S
 -

 G
IN

T
 S

T
D

 U
S

 L
A

B
.G

D
T

 -
 8

/2
6

/2
5 

1
5:

21
 -

 C
:\U

S
E

R
S

\A
LI

C
E

 H
A

U
G

O
\H

G
T

S
 D

R
O

P
B

O
X

\L
A

B
 H

A
U

G
O

\H
A

U
G

O
 G

E
O

T
E

C
H

N
IC

A
L 

S
E

R
V

IC
E

S
\G

IN
T

 P
R

O
JE

C
T

 B
A

C
K

U
P

\P
R

O
JE

C
T

S
\2

5-
05

63
 B

O
R

IN
G

 L
O

G
 D

R
A

F
T

S
.G

P
J

Haugo GeoTechnical Services
2825 Cedar Ave South
Minneapolis, MN, 55407
Telephone:  612-729-2959
Fax:  763-445-2238



Silty Sand, Dark Brown to Black, Moist (Topsoil)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Loose to Medium
Dense (Alluvium)

P-200= 16%

(SP-SM) Poorly Graded Sand with Silt, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist
to About 7.5 Ft then Waterbearing, Very Loose to Loose
(Alluvium)

Bottom of borehole at 14.5 feet.

AU
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6-7-8
(15)

2-5-8
(13)

3-3-3
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1-3-3
(6)

1-2-4
(6)

16

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 906.5 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 7.50 ft / Elev 899.00 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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BORING NUMBER SB-41

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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2825 Cedar Ave South
Minneapolis, MN, 55407
Telephone:  612-729-2959
Fax:  763-445-2238



(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Loose to Medium
Dense (Alluvium)

No Apparent Topsoil Layer Noted

P-200= 24.5%

P-200= 14.5%

(SP-SM) Poorly Graded Sand with Silt, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist
to About 10 Ft then Waterbearing, Very Loose to Loose (Alluvium)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Waterbearing, Loose
(Alluvium)

Bottom of borehole at 14.5 feet.

AU
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12

19.5

NOTES No Apparent Topsoil Layer

GROUND ELEVATION 907.4 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 10.00 ft / Elev 897.40 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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BORING NUMBER SB-42

CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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Silty Sand, trace Gravel and Roots, Dark Brown, Moist (Topsoil)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist, Loose to Medium
Dense (Alluvium)

P-200= 14.5%

Bottom of borehole at 11.0 feet.

AU
25

SS
26

SS
27

SS
28

SS
29

3-3-4
(7)

3-7-9
(16)

4-5-6
(11)

5-6-7
(13)

17.5

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 907 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING --- Not Encountered

AT END OF DRILLING --- Not Encountered

AFTER DRILLING --- Not Encountered

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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CLIENT Classic Construction

PROJECT NUMBER 25-0563

PROJECT NAME 7920 Lake Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Lino Lakes, MN
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Silty Sand with Grass and Roots, Dark Brown, Moist (Topsoil)

(SM) Silty Sand, Fine Grained, Brown, Moist to About 10 Ft then
Waterbearing, Loose to Medium Dense (Alluvium)

P-200= 13.5%

Bottom of borehole at 11.0 feet.
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NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 908 ft

LOGGED BY NC/MS

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger/Split Spoon

DRILLING CONTRACTOR HGTS- 45 GROUND WATER LEVELS:

CHECKED BY PG

DATE STARTED 8/5/25 COMPLETED 8/5/25

AT TIME OF DRILLING 10.00 ft / Elev 898.00 ft

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

HOLE SIZE 3 1/4 inches
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