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APPENDIX B: BORING LOGS AND KEY TO TERMS



DRILLING  LOG 1 of 5

WinCore

Version 3.3

County Shelby

Highway Municipal Airport (F17)

CSJ 

Hole 1

Structure Runway

Station

Offset

District

Date 8/8/24

Grnd. Elev. 316.00 ft

GW Elev.  N/A

Elev.
(ft)

L
O
G

Texas Cone

Penetrometer
Strata Description

Triaxial Test  Properties

Lateral Deviator
Press.   Stress
 (psi)      (psi)

MC    LL   PI
Wet
Den.
(pcf)

Additional Remarks

Driller: St. Moses GeoDrilling, LLC Logger: H. Bowman Organization: Arias

\\files01\departments\GEO\Open\2024\2024-74 TxDOT Aviation - Center Municipal Airport (F17)\Temporary\Lab Data\gINT to WinCORE\WinCORE.clg

17 (6) 17 (6)

11 (6) 10 (6)

2 -200=10%

20 28 8 PP = 1.0 tsf; -200=61%

23 0 0 PP = 2.0 tsf; -200=83%

27 PP = 0.75 tsf

- with ferrous stains below 6.5'

31 PP = 3.0 tsf

DD = 94 pcf; UC = 2.46 tsf

ASPHALT, 17''

314.5
BASE, 7''

314.
CLAY, stiff, light brown, sandy, 
 lean (CL)

312.
SILT, stiff, light brown with 
 gray, with sand and ferrous stains 
 (ML)

308.
CLAY, stiff, light brown with 
 gray, with sand and ferrous stains, 
 lean (CL)

306.

Remarks: Drilled at Center Municiple Airport. Latitude: 31.837489, Longitude: -94.157650. Automatic TCP Hammer.  PP= Pocket Penetrometer 
(tsf). SFA: 0'-10'. Groundwater was not encountered during drilling. Surface elevation estimated by Google Earth.

The ground water elevation was not determined during the course of this boring. 

 5 

 10 



DRILLING  LOG 2 of 5

WinCore

Version 3.3

County Shelby

Highway Municipal Airport (F17)

CSJ 

Hole 2

Structure Runway

Station

Offset

District

Date 8/8/24

Grnd. Elev. 309.00 ft

GW Elev.  N/A

Elev.
(ft)

L
O
G

Texas Cone

Penetrometer
Strata Description

Triaxial Test  Properties

Lateral Deviator
Press.   Stress
 (psi)      (psi)

MC    LL   PI
Wet
Den.
(pcf)

Additional Remarks

Driller: St. Moses GeoDrilling, LLC Logger: H. Bowman Organization: Arias

\\files01\departments\GEO\Open\2024\2024-74 TxDOT Aviation - Center Municipal Airport (F17)\Temporary\Lab Data\gINT to WinCORE\WinCORE.clg

1 (6) 4 (6)

3 (6) 3 (6)

18 PP = 2.0 tsf

DD = 100 pcf; UC = 1.59 tsf

24 91 67 PP = 3.5 tsf; -200=86%

- No recovery between 5'-6.5'

30 48 29 PP = 1.75 tsf; -200=80%

22 PP = 2.25

ASPHALT, 14''

307.8
BASE, 10''

307.
CLAY, very soft, light brown, 
 with ferrous stains and trace 
 of sand, fat (CH)

303.
CLAY, very soft, light brown and 
 gray, with sand and ferrous stains, 
 lean (CL)

299.

Remarks: Drilled at Center Municiple Airport. Latitude: 31.832433, Longitude: -94.156569. Automatic TCP Hammer.  PP= Pocket Penetrometer 
(tsf). SFA: 0'-10'. Groundwater was not encountered during drilling. Surface elevation estimated by Google Earth.

The ground water elevation was not determined during the course of this boring. 

 5 

 10 



DRILLING  LOG 3 of 5

WinCore

Version 3.3

County Shelby

Highway Municipal Airport (F17)

CSJ 

Hole 3

Structure Runway

Station

Offset

District

Date 8/8/24

Grnd. Elev. 303.00 ft

GW Elev.  N/A

Elev.
(ft)

L
O
G

Texas Cone

Penetrometer
Strata Description

Triaxial Test  Properties

Lateral Deviator
Press.   Stress
 (psi)      (psi)

MC    LL   PI
Wet
Den.
(pcf)

Additional Remarks

Driller: St. Moses GeoDrilling, LLC Logger: H. Bowman Organization: Arias

\\files01\departments\GEO\Open\2024\2024-74 TxDOT Aviation - Center Municipal Airport (F17)\Temporary\Lab Data\gINT to WinCORE\WinCORE.clg

6 (6) 8 (6)

13 (6) 14 (6)

8 28 17 -200=47%

33 PP = 2.0 tsf

DD = 89 pcf; UC = 1.93 tsf

21 64 43 PP = 2.75 tsf; -200=94%

26 PP = 2.75 tsf

25 PP = 4.5 tsf

ASPHALT, 17''

301.5
BASE, 7''

301.
CLAY, soft to stiff, reddish brown 
 to brown and gray, with ferrous 
 stains, fat (CH)

293.

Remarks: Drilled at Center Municiple Airport. Latitude: 31.830031, Longitude: -94.156150. Automatic TCP Hammer.  PP= Pocket Penetrometer 
(tsf). SFA: 0'-10'. Groundwater was not encountered during drilling. Surface elevation estimated by Google Earth.

The ground water elevation was not determined during the course of this boring. 

 5 

 10 



DRILLING  LOG 4 of 5

WinCore

Version 3.3

County Shelby

Highway Municipal Airport (F17)

CSJ 

Hole 4

Structure Runway

Station

Offset

District

Date 8/8/24

Grnd. Elev. 296.00 ft

GW Elev.  N/A

Elev.
(ft)

L
O
G

Texas Cone

Penetrometer
Strata Description

Triaxial Test  Properties

Lateral Deviator
Press.   Stress
 (psi)      (psi)

MC    LL   PI
Wet
Den.
(pcf)

Additional Remarks

Driller: St. Moses GeoDrilling, LLC Logger: H. Bowman Organization: Arias

\\files01\departments\GEO\Open\2024\2024-74 TxDOT Aviation - Center Municipal Airport (F17)\Temporary\Lab Data\gINT to WinCORE\WinCORE.clg

3 (6) 10 (6)

9 (6) 14 (6)

5 -200=8%

22 PP = 3.25 tsf

17 40 24 PP = 3.25 tsf; -200=70%

DD = 105 pcf; UC = 2.72 tsf

22 PP = 4.25 tsf

20 PP = 2.25 tsf

ASPHALT, 17''

294.5
BASE, 7''

294.
CLAY, soft to stiff, light brown 
 to light brown and gray, with 
 ferrous stains and sand, lean 
 (CL)

286.

Remarks: Drilled at Center Municiple Airport. Latitude: 31.827889, Longitude: -94.155633. Automatic TCP Hammer.  PP= Pocket Penetrometer 
(tsf). SFA: 0'-10'. Groundwater was not encountered during drilling. Surface elevation estimated by Google Earth.

The ground water elevation was not determined during the course of this boring. 

 5 

 10 



DRILLING  LOG 5 of 5

WinCore

Version 3.3

County Shelby

Highway Municipal Airport (F17)

CSJ 

Hole 5

Structure Runway

Station

Offset

District

Date 8/8/24

Grnd. Elev. 292.00 ft

GW Elev.  N/A

Elev.
(ft)

L
O
G

Texas Cone

Penetrometer
Strata Description

Triaxial Test  Properties

Lateral Deviator
Press.   Stress
 (psi)      (psi)

MC    LL   PI
Wet
Den.
(pcf)

Additional Remarks

Driller: St. Moses GeoDrilling, LLC Logger: H. Bowman Organization: Arias

\\files01\departments\GEO\Open\2024\2024-74 TxDOT Aviation - Center Municipal Airport (F17)\Temporary\Lab Data\gINT to WinCORE\WinCORE.clg

3 (6) 5 (6)

14 (6) 16 (6)

10 -200=15%

23 58 38 PP = 1.5 tsf, -200=94%

DD = 98 pcf; UC = 1.69 tsf

27 PP = 2.75 tsf

- ferrous stains below 4'

18 40 23 PP = 2.0 tsf; -200=80%

18 PP = 2.0 tsf

ASPHALT, 17''

290.5
BASE, 8''

290.
CLAY, soft, bown with gray, with 
 ferrous stains, fat (CH)

286.
CLAY, stiff, light brown and gray, 
 with sand and ferrous stains, 
 lean (CL)

282.

Remarks: Drilled at Center Municiple Airport. Latitude: 31.825161, Longitude: -94.155169. Automatic TCP Hammer.  PP= Pocket Penetrometer 
(tsf). SFA: 0'-10'. Groundwater was not encountered during drilling. Surface elevation estimated by Google Earth.

The ground water elevation was not determined during the course of this boring. 

 5 

 10 



GW

GP

GM

GC

SW

SP

SM

SC

ML

CL

MH

CH

Massive or Weakly Bedded Limestones 

M
o
re

 t
h
a
n
 h

a
lf
 o

f 
m

a
te

ri
a
l 
S

M
A

L
L
E

R
 

th
a
n
 N

o
. 
2
0
0
 S

ie
v
e
 s

iz
e

F
O

R
M

A
T

IO
N

A
L

 M
A

T
E

R
IA

L
S

GROUP 

SYMBOLS

KEY TO TERMS AND SYMBOLS USED ON BORING LOGS

C
O

A
R

S
E

-G
R

A
IN

E
D

 S
O

IL
S

G
R

A
V

E
L

S
S

A
N

D
S

M
o
re

 t
h
a
n
 H

a
lf
 o

f 
C

o
a
rs

e
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ra

c
ti
o
n
 i
s
 

L
A

R
G

E
R

 t
h
a
n
 N

o
. 
4
 S

ie
v
e
 s

iz
e

M
o
re

 t
h
a
n
 h

a
lf
 o

f 
m

a
te

ri
a
l 
L
A

R
G

E
R

 t
h
a
n
 N

o
. 
2
0
0
 S

ie
v
e
 s

iz
e

MAJOR DIVISIONS

Silty Gravels, Gravel-Sand-Silt Mixtures

Poorly-Graded Gravels, Gravel-Sand Mixtures, Little or no Fines

Well-Graded Gravels, Gravel-Sand Mixtures, Little or no Fines

DESCRIPTIONS

Clayey Sands, Sand-Clay Mixtures

Silty Sands, Sand-Silt Mixtures

Poorly-Graded Sands, Gravelly Sands, Little or no Fines

Well-Graded Sands, Gravelly Sands, Little or no Fines
C

le
a
n
 G

ra
v
e
ls

 

(l
it
tl
e
 o

r 
n
o
 F

in
e
s
)

G
ra

v
e
ls

 w
it
h
 

F
in

e
s
 

(A
p
p
re

c
ia

b
le

 

a
m

o
u
n
t 
o
f 
F

in
e
s
)

C
le

a
n
 S

a
n
d
s
 

(l
it
tl
e
 o

r 
n
o
 F

in
e
s
)

S
a
n
d
s
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it
h
 F

in
e
s
 

(A
p
p
re

c
ia

b
le

 

a
m

o
u
n
t 
o
f 
F

in
e
s
)

L
iq

u
id

 L
im

it
 l
e
s
s
 

th
a
n
 5

0

L
iq

u
id

 L
im

it
 

g
re

a
te

r 
th

a
n
 5

0

LIMESTONE

MARLSTONE

SANDSTONE

Clayey Gravels, Gravel-Sand-Clay Mixtures

Massive Sandstones, Sandstones with Gravel Clasts

Inorganic Clays of High Plasticity, Fat Clays

Inorganic Silts, Micaceous or Diatomaceous Fine Sand or Silty Soils, Elastic Silts

Inorganic Clays of Low to Medium Plasticity, Gravelly Clays, Sandy Clays, Silty Clays, Lean Clays

Inorganic Silts & Very Fine Sands, Rock Flour, Silty or Clayey Fine Sands or Clayey Silts with Slight 

Plasticity

Indurated Argillaceous Limestones 

Indicates Final Observed Groundwater Level

Indicates Initial Observed Groundwater Location

Cretaceous Clay Deposits

Massive or Poorly Bedded Chalk Deposits

Mudstone or Massive Claystones

F
IN

E
-G

R
A

IN
E

D
 S

O
IL

S

M
o
re

 t
h
a
n
 h

a
lf
 o

f 
C
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a
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n
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S
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A
L
L
E

R
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h
a
n
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o
. 
4
 S

ie
v
e
 s

iz
e

S
IL

T
S

 &
 

C
L

A
Y

S

S
IL

T
S

 &
 

C
L

A
Y

S

GROUNDWATER

MARINE CLAYS

CHALK

CLAYSTONE

Very Dense

30 - 50

Over 50

10 - 30

Consistency and Strength of Cohesive Soils

Number of Blows per 

ft., N

Unconfined 

Compressive 

Strength, qᵤ (tsf)

Consistency

Density of Granular Soils

Relative Density

Very Loose

Number of 

Blows per ft., 

N

0 - 4

4 - 10 Loose

Medium

Dense

Below 2

2 - 4 Soft

Very Soft

Stiff

Less than 0.25

0.25 - 0.5

0.5 - 1.0

1.0 - 2.0

Medium (Firm)

Very Stiff

Hard

4 - 8

8 - 15

15 - 30

Over 30 Over 4.0

2.0 - 4.0

Arias & Associates, Inc.



Group 

Symbol
GW

(Less than 5% fines
C

)

Cu < 4 and/or GP

[Cc < 1 or Cc > 3]
D

Gravels with Fines GM

(More than 12% fines
C

)

GC

Sands Clean Sands SW

(Less than 5% fines
H

) Cu < 6 and/or SP

[Cc < 1 or Cc > 3]
D

Sands with Fines SM

(More than 12% fines
H

)

SC

Silts and Clays inorganic CL

ML

organic OL

Silts and Clays inorganic CH

MH

organic OH

HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PT
A Based on the material passing the 3-inch (75mm) sieve
B If field sample contained cobbles or boulders, or both, add "with cobbles or boulders, or both" to group name
C Gravels with 5% to 12% fines require dual symbols:

GW-GM  well-graded gravel with silt

GW-GC  well-graded gravel with clay

GP-GM  poorly-graded gravel with silt

GP-GC  poorly-graded gravel with clay
D

Cu = D60/D10 Cc = 

E If soil contains ≥ 15% sand, add "with sand" to group name
F If fines classify as CL-ML, use dual symbol GC-GM, or SC-SM
G If fines are organic, add "with organic fines" to group name
H Sand with 5% to 12% fines require dual symbols:

SW-SM well-graded sand with silt

SW-SC well-graded sand with clay

SP-SM poorly-graded sand with silt

SP-SC poorly-graded sand with clay
I If soil contains ≥ 15% gravel, add "with gravel" to group name
J If Atterberg limits plot in hatched area, soil is a CL-ML, silty clay
K If soil contains 15% to < 30% plus No. 200, add "with sand" or "with gravel," whichever is predominant
L If soil contains ≥ 30% plus No. 200, predominantly sand, add "sandy" to group name
M If soil contains ≥ 30% plus No. 200, predominantly gravel, add "gravelly" to group name
N PI ≥ 4 and plots on or above "A" line
O PI < 4 or plots below "A" line
P PI plots on or above "A" line
Q PI plots below "A" line

TERMINOLOGY

Boulders Over 12-inches (300mm) Parting Inclusion < 1/8-inch thick extending through samples

Cobbles 12-inches to 3-inches (300mm to 75mm) Seam Inclusion 1/8-inch to 3-inches thick extending through sample

Gravel 3-inches to No. 4 sieve (75mm to 4.75mm) Layer Inclusion > 3-inches thick extending through sample

Sand No. 4 sieve to No. 200 sieve (4.75mm to 0.075mm)

Silt or Clay Passing No. 200 sieve (0.075mm)

Calcareous Containing appreciable quantities of calcium carbonate, generally nodular

Stratified Alternating layers of varying material or color with layers at least 6mm thick

Laminated Alternating layers of varying material or color with the layers less than 6mm thick

Fissured Breaks along definite planes of fracture with little resistance to fracturing

Slickensided Fracture planes appear polished or glossy sometimes striated

Blocky Cohesive soil that can be broken down into small angular lumps which resist further breakdown

Lensed Inclusion of small pockets of different soils, such as small lenses of sand scattered through a mass of clay

Homogeneous Same color and appearance throughout

(D30)
2

D10 x D60

KEY TO TERMS AND SYMBOLS USED ON BORING LOGS

TABLE 1 Soil Classification Chart (ASTM D 2487-11)

Group Name
B

Organic Clay
K,L,M,N

Organi Silt
K,L,M,O

Fat Clay
K,L,M

Clayey Gravel
E,F,G

Well-Graded Sand
I

Poorly-Graded Sand
I

Silty Sand
F,G,I

Clayey Sand
F,G,I

Well-Graded Gravel
E

Poorly-Graded Gravel
E

Silty Gravel
E,F,G

Soil Classification

Criteria of Assigning Group Symbols and Group Names Using Laboratory Tests
A

More than 50% retained on No. 

200 sieve

FINE-GRAINED SOILS

COARSE-GRAINED SOILS

Primarily organic matter, dark in color, and organic odor

Liquid limit less than 50

Liquid limit 50 or more

PI > 7 and plots on or 

above "A" line
J

PI < 4 or plots below "A" 

line
J

PI plots on or above "A" 

line

PI plots on or below "A" 

line

Fines classify as CL or 

CH

(50% or more of coarse 

fraction passes No. 4 

sieve)

50% or more passes the No. 

200 sieve

Cu ≥ 4 and 1 ≤ Cc ≤ 3
DGravels Clean Gravels

Elastic Silt
K,L,M

Organic Clay
K,L,M,P

Organic Silt
K,L,M,Q

Peat

Lean Clay
K,L,M

Silt
K,L,M

Fines classify as CL or 

CH

Cu ≥ 6 and 1 ≤ Cc ≤ 3
D

Fines classify as ML or 

MH

(More than 50% of 

coarse fraction retained 

on No. 4 sieve)

Fines classify as ML or 

MH

<0.75

<0.75

Liquid limit - oven dried

Liquid limit - not dried

Liquid limit - oven dried

Liquid limit - not dried

Arias & Associates, Inc.



Excellent

Rock Mass QualityVelocity IndexRQD %

90 – 100

75 – 90

50 – 75

25 – 50

0 – 25

0.80 – 1.00

0.60 – 0.80

0.40 – 0.60

0.20 – 0.40

0 – 0.20

Good

Fair

Very Poor

Poor

Very widely (fractured or jointed)

Widely

Medium

Closely

Very closely

Descriptions for Joints, Faults, or Other Fractures

Extremely close

Diagnostic Features

No visible sign of Decomposition or discoloration.  Rings under hammer impact.

Slight discoloration inwards from open fractures, otherwise similar to F.

Discoloration throughout.  Weaker minerals such as feldspar decomposed.  Strength somewhat less 

than fresh rock, but cores cannot be broken by hand or scraped by knife.  Texture preserved.

Most minerals somewhat decomposed.  Specimens can be broken by hand with effort or shaved with 

knife.  Core stones present in rock mass.  Texture becoming indistinct, but fabric preserved.

Minerals decomposed to soil, but fabric and structure preserved (Saprolite).  Specimens easily 

crumbled or penetrated.

Advanced state of decomposition resulting in plastic soils.  Rock fabric and structure completely 

destroyed.  Large volume change.

Spacing Description for Joints, Faults or Other Fractures

Thickly

Medium

Thinly

Very thinly

Description for Micro-Structural 

Features:  Lamination, Foliation, or 

Cleavage

Intensely (laminated, foliated, or cleaved)

Very intensely

Spacing

¼ – ¾ inch

2 – 6 feet

Description for Structural Features:  

Bedding, Foliation, or Flow Banding

Very thickly (bedded, foliated, or banded)

Symbol

F

WS

WM

WH

WC

RS

More than 6 feet

Engineering Classification for in Situ Rock Quality

Class

I

II

III

IV

V

Extremely hard

Hardness

Very hard

Hard

Soft

Very soft

Less than ¼ inch

¾ – 2½ inches

2½ – 8 inches

8 – 24 inches

Grade

Fresh

Slightly Weathered

Moderately Weathered

Highly Weathered

Completely Weathered

KEY TO TERMS AND SYMBOLS USED ON BORING LOGS

Hardness Classification of Intact Rock

Rock Weathering Classifications

Rock Discontinuity Spacing

Residual Soil

> 2,000

Approximate Range of Uniaxial 

Compression Strength kg/cm² 

(tons/ft²)

2,000 – 1,000

1,000 – 500

500 – 250

250 – 10

Field Test

Many blows with geologic hammer required to break intact specimen.

Hand held specimen breaks with hammer end of pick under more than 

one blow.

Cannot be scraped or pealed with knife, hand held specimen can be 

broken with single moderate blow with pick.

Can just be scraped or peeled with knife.  Indentations 1mm to 3mm show 

in specimen with moderate blow with pick.

Material crumbles under moderate blow with sharp end of pick and can be 

peeled with a knife, but is too hard to hand-trim for triaxial test specimen.

Arias & Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX D: GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION CURVES 
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HYDROMETERU.S. SIEVE OPENING IN INCHES U.S. SIEVE NUMBERS

D100 D60

CuLL PL

GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS

P
E

R
C

E
N

T
 F

IN
E

R
 B

Y
 W

E
IG

H
T

coarse

3

%Gravel %Sand %Silt %Clay

100 1403 2

Depth

1.5

medium

6 810 14

Classification

503/4 1/23/8

Boring

Boring Depth

GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

COBBLES
GRAVEL SAND

PI

D10

4

fine coarse
SILT OR CLAY

4

D30

1

1

1

2

20016 20 30 4016 60

fine

   

   

   

   

1

1

1

2

28

NP

91

20

NP

24

8

NP
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APPENDIX F: GBA INFORMATION



Geotechnical-Engineering Report
Important Information about This

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes. 

While you cannot eliminate all such risks, you can manage them. The following information is provided to help.

The Geoprofessional Business Association (GBA) 
has prepared this advisory to help you – assumedly 
a client representative – interpret and apply this 
geotechnical-engineering report as effectively 
as possible. In that way, clients can benefit from 
a lowered exposure to the subsurface problems 
that, for decades, have been a principal cause of 
construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and 
disputes.  If you have questions or want more 
information about any of the issues discussed below, 
contact your GBA-member geotechnical engineer. 
Active involvement in the Geoprofessional Business 
Association exposes geotechnical engineers to a 
wide array of risk-confrontation techniques that can 
be of genuine benefit for everyone involved with a 
construction project. 

Geotechnical-Engineering Services Are Performed for 
Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specific 
needs of their clients. A geotechnical-engineering study conducted 
for a given civil engineer will not likely meet the needs of a civil-
works constructor or even a different civil engineer. Because each 
geotechnical-engineering study is unique, each geotechnical-
engineering report is unique, prepared solely for the client. Those who 
rely on a geotechnical-engineering report prepared for a different client 
can be seriously misled. No one except authorized client representatives 
should rely on this geotechnical-engineering report without first 
conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And no one 
– not even you – should apply this report for any purpose or project except
the one originally contemplated.

Read this Report in Full
Costly problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical
engineering report did not read it in its entirety. Do not rely on an 
executive summary. Do not read selected elements only. Read this report 
in full.

You Need to Inform Your Geotechnical Engineer 
about Change
Your geotechnical engineer considered unique, project-specific factors 
when designing the study behind this report and developing the 
confirmation-dependent recommendations the report conveys. A few 
typical factors include: 
• the client’s goals, objectives, budget, schedule, and 

risk-management preferences; 
• the general nature of the structure involved, its size, 

configuration, and performance criteria; 
• the structure’s location and orientation on the site; and 
• other planned or existing site improvements, such as 

retaining walls, access roads, parking lots, and 
underground utilities. 

Typical changes that could erode the reliability of this report include 
those that affect:
• the site’s size or shape;
• the function of the proposed structure, as when it’s 

changed from a parking garage to an office building, or 
from a light-industrial plant to a refrigerated warehouse;

• the elevation, configuration, location, orientation, or 
weight of the proposed structure;

• the composition of the design team; or
• project ownership.

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project 
changes – even minor ones – and request an assessment of their 
impact. The geotechnical engineer who prepared this report cannot accept 
responsibility or liability for problems that arise because the geotechnical 
engineer was not informed about developments the engineer otherwise 
would have considered. 

This Report May Not Be Reliable
Do not rely on this report if your geotechnical engineer prepared it:
• for a different client;
• for a different project;
• for a different site (that may or may not include all or a 

portion of the original site); or 
• before important events occurred at the site or adjacent 

to it; e.g., man-made events like construction or 
environmental remediation, or natural events like floods, 
droughts, earthquakes, or groundwater fluctuations.

Note, too, that it could be unwise to rely on a geotechnical-engineering 
report whose reliability may have been affected by the passage of time, 
because of factors like changed subsurface conditions; new or modified 
codes, standards, or regulations; or new techniques or tools. If your 
geotechnical engineer has not indicated an “apply-by” date on the report, 
ask what it should be, and, in general, if you are the least bit uncertain 
about the continued reliability of this report, contact your geotechnical 
engineer before applying it. A minor amount of additional testing or 
analysis – if any is required at all – could prevent major problems.

Most of the “Findings” Related in This Report Are 
Professional Opinions
Before construction begins, geotechnical engineers explore a site’s 
subsurface through various sampling and testing procedures. 
Geotechnical engineers can observe actual subsurface conditions only at 
those specific locations where sampling and testing were performed. The 
data derived from that sampling and testing were reviewed by your 
geotechnical engineer, who then applied professional judgment to 
form opinions about subsurface conditions throughout the site. Actual 
sitewide-subsurface conditions may differ – maybe significantly – from 
those indicated in this report. Confront that risk by retaining your 
geotechnical engineer to serve on the design team from project start to 
project finish, so the individual can provide informed guidance quickly, 
whenever needed. 



This Report’s Recommendations Are 
Confirmation-Dependent
The recommendations included in this report – including any options 
or alternatives – are confirmation-dependent. In other words, they are 
not final, because the geotechnical engineer who developed them relied 
heavily on judgment and opinion to do so. Your geotechnical engineer 
can finalize the recommendations only after observing actual subsurface 
conditions revealed during construction. If through observation your 
geotechnical engineer confirms that the conditions assumed to exist 
actually do exist, the recommendations can be relied upon, assuming 
no other changes have occurred. The geotechnical engineer who prepared 
this report cannot assume responsibility or liability for confirmation-
dependent recommendations if you fail to retain that engineer to perform 
construction observation.

This Report Could Be Misinterpreted
Other design professionals’ misinterpretation of geotechnical-
engineering reports has resulted in costly problems. Confront that risk 
by having your geotechnical engineer serve as a full-time member of the 
design team, to: 
• confer with other design-team members, 
• help develop specifications, 
• review pertinent elements of other design professionals’ 

plans and specifications, and 
• be on hand quickly whenever geotechnical-engineering 

guidance is needed. 

You should also confront the risk of constructors misinterpreting this 
report. Do so by retaining your geotechnical engineer to participate in 
prebid and preconstruction conferences and to perform construction 
observation.

Give Constructors a Complete Report and Guidance
Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can shift 
unanticipated-subsurface-conditions liability to constructors by limiting 
the information they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent 
the costly, contentious problems this practice has caused, include the 
complete geotechnical-engineering report, along with any attachments 
or appendices, with your contract documents, but be certain to note 
conspicuously that you’ve included the material for informational 
purposes only. To avoid misunderstanding, you may also want to note 
that “informational purposes” means constructors have no right to rely 
on the interpretations, opinions, conclusions, or recommendations in 
the report, but they may rely on the factual data relative to the specific 
times, locations, and depths/elevations referenced.  Be certain that 
constructors know they may learn about specific project requirements, 
including options selected from the report, only from the design 
drawings and specifications. Remind constructors that they may 

perform their own studies if they want to, and be sure to allow enough 
time to permit them to do so. Only then might you be in a position 
to give constructors the information available to you, while requiring 
them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities stemming 
from unanticipated conditions. Conducting prebid and preconstruction 
conferences can also be valuable in this respect. 

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely
Some client representatives, design professionals, and constructors do 
not realize that geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other 
engineering disciplines. That lack of understanding has nurtured 
unrealistic expectations that have resulted in disappointments, delays, 
cost overruns, claims, and disputes. To confront that risk, geotechnical 
engineers commonly include explanatory provisions in their reports. 
Sometimes labeled “limitations,” many of these provisions indicate 
where geotechnical engineers’ responsibilities begin and end, to help 
others recognize their own responsibilities and risks. Read these 
provisions closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical engineer should 
respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered
The personnel, equipment, and techniques used to perform an 
environmental study – e.g., a “phase-one” or “phase-two” environmental 
site assessment – differ significantly from those used to perform 
a geotechnical-engineering study. For that reason, a geotechnical-
engineering report does not usually relate any environmental findings, 
conclusions, or recommendations; e.g., about the likelihood of 
encountering underground storage tanks or regulated contaminants. 
Unanticipated subsurface environmental problems have led to project 
failures. If you have not yet obtained your own environmental 
information, ask your geotechnical consultant for risk-management 
guidance. As a general rule, do not rely on an environmental report 
prepared for a different client, site, or project, or that is more than six 
months old.

Obtain Professional Assistance to Deal with Moisture 
Infiltration and Mold
While your geotechnical engineer may have addressed groundwater, 
water infiltration, or similar issues in this report, none of the engineer’s 
services were designed, conducted, or intended to prevent uncontrolled 
migration of moisture – including water vapor – from the soil through 
building slabs and walls and into the building interior, where it can 
cause mold growth and material-performance deficiencies. Accordingly, 
proper implementation of the geotechnical engineer’s recommendations 
will not of itself be sufficient to prevent moisture infiltration. Confront 
the risk of moisture infiltration by including building-envelope or mold 
specialists on the design team. Geotechnical engineers are not building-
envelope or mold specialists.

Telephone: 301/565-2733
e-mail: info@geoprofessional.org   www.geoprofessional.org

Copyright 2016 by Geoprofessional Business Association (GBA). Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this document, in whole or in part, by any means whatsoever, is strictly 
prohibited, except with GBA’s specific written permission. Excerpting, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission 
of GBA, and only for purposes of scholarly research or book review. Only members of GBA may use this document or its wording as a complement to or as an element of a report of any 
kind. Any other firm, individual, or other entity that so uses this document without being a GBA member could be committing negligent or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation.
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APPENDIX G: PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE  



8811 Colesville Road  
Suite G106 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
Voice: 301.565.2733 
Fax: 301.589.2017 
E-mail: info@asfe.org 
Internet: www.asfe.org

PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE

1

Construction-materials engineering and testing 
(CoMET) consultants perform quality-assurance 
(QA) services to evaluate how well constructors 
are achieving the specified conditions they’re 
contractually obligated to achieve. Done right, 
QA can save you time and money while helping 
you manage project risks by detecting molehills 
before they grow into mountains you and the 
design team are forced to climb. 

It’s ironic that, as important as CoMET 
consultants can be, some owners and design 
professionals treat them as though they were 
commodities. Often referred to incorrectly as 
“testing labs,” CoMET consultants create the 
last line of defense against costly construction 
errors and the delays, change orders, claims, 
disputes, and litigation that can result. Why 
would owners entrust such an important 
responsibility to the firm offering to fulfill it 
for the lowest fee as opposed to the one whose 
qualifications enable it to offer the best service 
and the most value? The answer: Too many 
owners follow bad advice; e.g., “CoMET 
consultants are all the same. They all follow 
the same standards. They all have accredited 

laboratories and certified personnel. Go with 
the low bidder.” That’s bad advice because 
there’s no such thing as a standard QA scope of 
service, meaning that – to bid – each interested 
firm must develop its own scope…and it has to 
be a cheap scope in order to offer the low fee 
the owner apparently prefers. A cheap scope 
cannot help but jeopardize service quality, 
aggravating risk for you and the entire project 
team. Of course, some firms will offer what 
seems to be a better scope at a “low-ball,” less-
than-cost bid in order to win the commission 
and then earn a profit through multiple change 
orders. 

You have too much at stake to follow bad 
advice. Consider these facts.

Fact: Most CoMET firms are not accredited, 
including some that say they are and some 
that don’t even follow the correct standards, 
even when they say they do. And the 
quality of those that are accredited varies 
significantly; some practice at a high level; 
others just barely scrape by. As such, while 
accreditation is extremely important, it is far 
from being a “be-all and end-all.” It signifies 
only that a firm’s facilities or operations met 
the minimum criteria of an accrediting body 
whose concerns in some cases may have little 
to do with your project. And the condition of 
what an accrediting body typically evaluates – 
management systems, technical staff, facilities, 
and equipment – can change substantially 
between on-site accreditation assessments. 

A Message 
to Owners from 
ASFE/GBA

Done right, QA can save you time and 

money; prevent claims and disputes; and 

reduce risks. Many owners don’t do QA right 

because they follow bad advice.



PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE

Fact: It’s dangerous to assume CoMET 
personnel are certified. Many have no 
credentials; some are certified by organizations 
of questionable merit, while others have a valid 
certification, but not for the services they’re 
assigned. All too many have little training or 
none at all.

Some CoMET firms – the “low-cost providers” 
– want you to believe that price is the only 
difference between QA providers. It’s not: 
Firms that sell low price typically lack: 
•	 facilities appropriate for many of the projects 

they accept, 
•	 equipment that is well maintained and 

properly calibrated, 
•	 field and laboratory personnel who are well 

trained and appreciate the importance of their 
responsibilities,

•	 management with the education, experience, 
and judgment to provide technical oversight, 
and 

•	 the professional-liability insurance you 
should require to enjoy peace of mind. 

Quality-oriented firms invest in the facilities, 
equipment, personnel, and insurance needed to 
achieve quality in quality assurance.

 

To derive maximum value from your QA 
investment, have the CoMET firm’s project 
manager serve actively on the project team 
from beginning to end, a level of service 

that’s relatively inexpensive and can pay 
huge dividends. During the project’s planning 
and design stages, experienced CoMET 
professionals can help the design team 
develop consistent, cost-effective technical 
specifications and establish appropriate 
observation, testing, and instrumentation 
protocols. They can analyze plans and specs 
much as constructors do, looking for the little 
errors, omissions, conflicts, and ambiguities 
that often lead to the misunderstandings 
and confusion that become the basis for big 
extras and big claims. They can also provide 
guidance about operations and materials that 
need closer review than others, because of 
their criticality or potential for error or abuse, 
and even suggest reduced levels of review or 
testing for areas of a less critical nature, based 
on local experience. You can also benefit from 
a CoMET professional’s frank assessments of 
the various constructors that have expressed 
interest in the project.

CoMET consultants’ construction-phase QA 
services focus on two distinct issues: 
•	 those that relate to geotechnical engineering 

and
•	 those that relate to the other elements of 

construction.  

Geotechnical-engineering issues are critically 
important because they are essential to the 
“observational method” geotechnical engineers 
use to help their clients save time and money 
while maintaining a “healthy respect” for the 
unknown in the underground. 

In essence, the observational method is an 
overall approach that begins during the earliest 
element of the design phase and carries through 

Most CoMET firms are not accredited and 

it’s dangerous to assume CoMET personnel 

are certified.

Quality-oriented firms invest in the facilities, equipment, 

personnel, and insurance needed to achieve quality in quality 

assurance.

2

To derive maximum value, have the 

CoMET project manager serve actively on 

the project team from beginning to end.
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to the construction phase. Geotechnical 
engineers initiate this approach by applying 
their knowledge of local geological conditions 
to develop an economical subsurface-sampling 
plan. Proper execution of the plan should derive 
just enough samples from just enough areas to 
permit an experienced geotechnical engineer 
to develop an assumed-subsurface profile. 
Because so much depends on the reliability 
of each sample, quality-focused geotechnical 
engineers often insist that their own personnel 
perform or oversee the sampling process, from 
obtaining the samples to packaging, storing, 
and transporting them to a trusted laboratory, 
using their own equipment and facilities or 
relying on others’ they know they can trust. 

Combining the assumed subsurface 
profile with knowledge of what is being 
constructed – e.g., its dimensions, weight, 
anticipated use, and performance objectives 
– geotechnical engineers develop provisional 
recommendations for the structure’s 
foundations and for the specifications of 
various “geo” elements, like excavations, 
site grading, foundation-bearing grades, and 
roadway and parking-lot preparation and 
surfacing. When geotechnical engineers 
know that their personnel will be on site 
observing subsurface conditions as they are 
exposed, they usually will recommend the 
most cost-effective design their assumptions 
make practical, knowing that – if their 
assumed-subsurface profile is “off” in any 
significant way – the variances will be caught 
(that’s what they teach their field personnel 
to do), permitting them to “tweak” their 
recommendations in the field. It is essential 

to realize that geotechnical engineers cannot 

finalize their recommendations until they or 

their field representatives are on site to observe 

what’s excavated to verify that the subsurface 

conditions the engineers predicted are those 

that actually exist.

Insofar as other elements of construction are 
concerned, many geotechnical-engineering 
firms have obliged their clients by expanding 
their field-services mix, so they’re able 
to perform overall construction QA, 
encompassing – in addition to geotechnical 
issues – reinforced concrete, structural steel, 
structural masonry, fireproofing, and so on. 
Unfortunately, that’s caused some confusion. 
Believing that all CoMET consultants are 
alike, some owners take bids for the overall 
CoMET package, including the geotechnical 
field observation, thus curtailing services of 
the geotechnical engineer of record (GER). 
Entrusting geotechnical field observation 
to someone other than the GER creates a 
significant risk. 

GERs have developed a variety of protocols to 
optimize the quality of their field-observation 
procedures. Quality-focused GERs meet 
with their field representatives before the 
representatives leave for a project site, to brief 
them on what to look for and where, when, 
and how to look. (No one can duplicate this 
briefing, because no one else knows as much 
about a project’s geotechnical issues.) And 
once they arrive at a project site, the field 
representatives know to maintain timely, 
effective communication with the GER, because 
that’s what the GER has trained them to do. 
By contrast, it’s extremely rare for a different 

Geotechnical engineers cannot finalize their 

recommendations until they are on site to 

verify that the subsurface conditions they 

predicted are those that actually exist. 

Entrusting geotechnical field observation 

to someone other than the geotechnical 

engineer of record creates a significant risk.
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firm’s field personnel to contact the GER, even 
when they’re concerned or confused about 
what they observe, because they regard the 
GER’s firm as “the competition.” Convoluted 
project-communications protocols can make this 
communications breakdown even worse. 

A different firm is often willing to perform 
on-site geotechnical review for less money 
than the GER, frequently because it treats 
geotechnical field services as a “loss leader” in 
order to obtain the far larger, overall CoMET 
commission. Given the significant risk that 
supplanting the GER creates, accepting the 
offer is almost always penny-wise and pound-
foolish. Still, because some owners accept bad 
advice, it’s commonly done, helping to explain 
why “geo” issues are the number-one source 
of construction-industry claims and disputes.  

To derive the biggest bang for the QA buck, 
identify three or even four quality-focused 
CoMET consultants. (If you don’t know any, 
use the “Find a Geoprofessional” service 
available free at www.asfe.org.) Ask about 
the firms’ ongoing and recent projects and the 
clients and client representatives involved; 
insist upon receiving verification of all claimed 

accreditations, certifications, licenses, and 

insurance coverages. 

Once you identify the two or three most 
qualified firms, meet with their key personnel, 
preferably at their own facility, so you can 
inspect their laboratory, speak with management 
and technical staff, and form an opinion about 
the firm’s capabilities and attitude. 

Insist that each firm’s designated project 
manager and lead field representative 
participate in the meeting. You will benefit 
when those individuals are seasoned QA 
professionals familiar with construction’s 
rough-and-tumble. Ask about others the 
firm will assign, too. There’s no substitute 
for experienced, certified personnel who are 
familiar with the codes and standards involved 
and know how to: 
•	 read and interpret plans and specifications; 
•	 perform the necessary observation, 

inspection, and testing; 
•	 document their observations and findings; 
•	 interact with constructors’ personnel; and 
•	 respond to the unexpected. 

Important: Many of the services CoMET QA 
field representatives perform – like observing 
operations and outcomes – require the good 
judgment afforded by extensive training and 
experience. Who will be on hand when the 
unexpected occurs: a 15-year “veteran” or a 
rookie?

Also consider the tools CoMET personnel 
use. Some firms are fanatical about proper 
maintenance and calibration; others, less so. Ask 
to see the firm’s calibration records. If the firm 
doesn’t have any, or if they are not current, be 
cautious: You cannot trust test results derived 

using equipment that may be out of calibration. 

Also ask if the firm’s laboratory participates in 

Divorcing the GER from geotechnical field operations is almost 

always penny-wise and pound-foolish, helping to explain why 

“geo” issues are the number-one source of construction-industry 

claims and disputes. 

Many of the services CoMET QA field 

representatives perform require good 

judgment.

Insist upon receiving verification of all claimed accreditations, 

certifications, licenses, and insurance coverages.

http://www.asfe.org
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proficiency testing, relying on a program like 
the one sponsored by the American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO). And be sure to ask a firm’s 
representatives about their reporting practices, 
including report distribution and timeliness, how 
they handle notifications of nonconformance, 
and how they resolve complaints. 

Once you identify your preferred firm, meet with 
its representatives again. Provide the approved 
plans and specifications and other pertinent 
materials, like a construction schedule, and 
discuss what’s needed to finalize a scope of 
service that reflects what will be happening on 
site and when it will occur. Recognize that most 
CoMET services are performed periodically 
or randomly, not continuously. Also recognize 
that a CoMET consultant’s field representatives 
cannot be in all places at all times, an important 
issue when multiple activities are ongoing 
simultaneously. Ask for guidance about 
appropriate staffing levels and discuss the trade-
offs that may be available. 

Creating a detailed scope of CoMET QA 
service can help avoid surprises. Still, scope 
flexibility is needed to deal promptly with 
the unanticipated, like the additional services 
required to check the rework performed 
because of an error caught in QA.

For financing purposes, some owners require 
the constructor to pay for CoMET services. 
Consider an alternative approach so you 
don’t convert the constructor into the CoMET 
consultant’s client. If it’s essential for you 
to fund QA via the constructor, have the 
CoMET fee included as an allowance in the 
bid documents. This arrangement ensures that 
you remain the CoMET consultant’s client, 
and it prevents the CoMET fee from becoming 

part of the constructor’s bid-price competition. 
(Note that the International Building Code 
(IBC) requires the owner to pay for Special 
Inspection (SI) services commonly performed 
by the CoMET consultant as a service separate 
from QA, to help ensure the independence of 
the SI process. Because failure to comply could 
result in denial of an occupancy or use permit, 
having a contractual agreement that conforms 
to local code requirements is essential.) 

CoMET consultants can usually quote their 
fees as unit fees, unit fees with estimated 
total (invoiced on a unit-fee basis), or lump-
sum (invoiced on a percent-completion basis 
referenced to a schedule of values). No matter 
which method is used, estimated quantities 
need to be realistic. Some CoMET firms lower 
their total-fee estimates by using quantities 
they know are too low and then request change 
orders long before construction and the need 
for QA are complete. 

Once you and the CoMET consultant settle on 
the scope of service and fee, enter into a written 
contract. Established CoMET firms have their 
own contracts; most owners sign them. Some 
owners prefer to use different contracts, but 
that can be a mistake when the contract was 
prepared for construction services. Professional 

services are different. Wholly avoidable 
problems occur when a contract includes 
provisions that don’t apply to the services 
involved and fails to include those that do. 
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8811 Colesville Road  
Suite G106 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
Voice: 301.565.2733 
Fax: 301.589.2017 
E-mail: info@asfe.org 
Internet: www.asfe.org

This final note: CoMET consultants perform 
QA for owners, not constructors. While 
constructors are commonly given review 
copies of QA reports as a courtesy, you need 
to make it clear that constructors do not 
have a legal right to rely on those reports; 
i.e., if constructors want to forgo their own 
observation and testing and rely on results 
derived from a scope created to meet only 

the needs of the owner, they must do so at 

their own risk. In all too many cases where 
owners have failed to make that clear, 
constructors have alleged that they did have 
a legal right to rely on QA reports and, as a 

result, the CoMET consultant – not they – are 
responsible for their failure to deliver what 
they contractually promised to provide. The 
outcome can be delays and disputes that 
entangle you and all other principal project 
participants. Avoid that. Rely on CoMET 
professionals with the resources and attitude 
needed to manage this and other risks as an 
element of a quality-focused service. Involve 
them early. Keep them engaged. And listen to 
what they say. Good CoMET consultants can 
provide great value.

For more information, speak with 
representatives of a firm that’s part of ASFE/
The Geoprofessional Business Association 
(GBA) or contact GBA staff. In either case, 
your inquiries will be warmly welcomed.

Some owners create wholly avoidable problems by using a 

contract prepared for construction services. 
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EXHIBIT C – FAARFIELD CALCULATIONS 
 



Federal Aviation Administration FAARFIELD 2.1 Structure Report

FAARFIELD 2.1 (Build 10/09/2023)

Job Name: F17 Center Muni RW 17‐35

Structure: AC RW 17‐35

Analysis Type: New Flexible

Last Run: Life Analysis 2024‐10‐04 10:05:56

Calculated Life = 15,025.7 Years

Total thickness to the top of the subgrade = 24.0in.

Pavement Structure Information by Layer

No. Type
Thickness
(in.)

Modulus
(psi)

CBR
Poisson's
Ratio

Strength R
(psi)

1 P‐401/P‐403 HMA Surface 17.0 200,000 0 0.35 0

2 User Defined 7.0 20,000 0 0.35 0

3 Subgrade 0 3,000 2 0.35 0

Airplane Information

No. Name
Gross Wt.
(lbs)

Annual
Departures

% Annual
Growth

1 Dassault Falcon 50/50EX 38,800 1,000 2

2 S‐12.5 12,500 10,000 2

3 D‐15 15,000 5,000 2

4 Truck Axle Single 18,740 1,500 2

5 BeechJet‐400/400A 16,300 1,000 2

Additional Airplane Information

Subgrade CDF

No. Name
CDF
Contribution

CDF Max
for Airplane

P/C
Ratio

1 Dassault Falcon 50/50EX 0.00 0.00 1.89

2 S‐12.5 0.00 0.00 2.41

3 D‐15 0.00 0.00 1.98

4 Truck Axle Single 0.00 0.00 2.44

5 BeechJet‐400/400A 0.00 0.00 2.49

NOTE:

User is responsible for checking frost protection requirements.
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