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Consultlng Structural and ClVJl Englneers

" 5907 Raytown T1aff‘1eway
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 March18,2021

Mr. Chris Shaw
" Shaw Construction

. P.O.Box 281

Bates City, MO 64011

'R_e:. Footmg Inspectlon 2362 SW chkory Lane, Lees Summlt MO
g Lot 738 Eagle Creek .
Mr Shaw
_ ‘-At yeur request 1 have evaluated the subgrade condltlens at the above referenced 51te The‘ "

_evaluatlon was requested to determme the adequacy of the celumn fOotmgs '

J’,’The footmgs under dlscussmn are labelled “C” and “D” o‘n sheet A—6 of the approved plans
Footing C is shown as 42” x 427 x 12" on the schedule and footing D is shown as 48” x 487 x 127,
‘Due to- the subgrade. belng rock, the requ1red footing thickness was ‘unable to be achieved. The.

. ~actual thickness is 8”,  Due to the ability .of the rock subgrade to aecept greater loadiiig than clay . |

soil, the required footing arca is much less than called out on the drawings. Asa fesult, the beénding . B
: force in the footmg is Iess and the requlred thlekness is less to develop the re51stance to bendlng o

' ‘It is my opmwn that the eolumn footmg thlekness as’ 1nsta11ed 1s adequate to transfer the eolumn ‘

| ‘load to- the subgrade below. ©

I thcre are any questlons please let me knew

i YOUIS truly, : mg'm |
“‘“ m”"
_‘%

Albert Hermans P, B



