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Appendix 1 (4.1) Boring Log Example 



 

Appendix 2  Grain Size Example 
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Appendix 3 Consolidation Test 

(Specimen Data) 

 

 Date:  

 

Project:   

 

Boring No:   

 

Classification:   

 

Tare No. 

Before Test After Test 

Specimen Trimmings Specimen 

Ring and Plates   

W
ei

g
h
t 

in
 

g
ra

m
s 

Tare plus wet soil    

Tare plus dry soil    

Water WW WW   WWF  

Tare    

Dry Soil WS    

Water Content W 
W

O % % W
F  

Consolidometer No.  Area of specimen A, sq. in.  

Weight of ring, g  Height of specimen, H, in.  

Weight of plates, g  Specific gravity of solids, GS  

 

WAG
WS

  
HS   





sf

WF

HH

H
Sr ,after test saturation of Degree  %. 

 

Net change of height of specimen at end of test, ∆H=   in. 

 

Height of specimen at end of test, Hr = H - ∆H=   in. 
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Technician: Computed by: Checked by:  

 

  



Appendix 4    Consolidation Test 

(Time-Consolidation Data) 

 

Date:     

Subject:     

 

Boring No:     Sample No:     Consolidation No:     

 

Date & 

Pressure 
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Temp. 
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Appendix 5  E-Log P Curve 

Consolidation Test   

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Boring No:         Sample No:        Depth:       

 

Soil Description:      

 

Liquid Limit:      Plastic Limit:    % Fines:     

 

Wet Density, t:   Water Content, W%:     Initial Void Ratio, ℓo:      

 

Cc:   Cr:   Pc:   Cv:    



Appendix 6  Strain Percentage Worksheet 

Unconfined Compressive Strength Test 
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Appendix 7  Triaxial Compression Test 

(Specimen Data) 

 

 Date: 

Project: 

Boring No: Sample No:  

Type of Test: Confining Pressure tons/sq ft 

Test No. Classification:  

Before test 

 Specimen Trimmings Specimen 

Tare No:    

W
ei

g
h

t,
q
 

Tare plus wet soil    

Tare plus dry soil    

Water WW  WWO  Wwf  

Tare    

Wet Soil WS    

Dry Soil W    

Water 

Content 
W  % wO  % wf  % 

Initial Condition of Specimen 

Diameter, inch (cm) Do Top Center Bottom Average 

Height, cm Ho  Volume of solids, in. 3 Vs  

Area sq inch = 7.854 D2 Ao  Void ratio = (Vo - Vs) ÷ Vs eo  

Volume = in.2 Vo  Saturation, % S  

Specific gravity of solids G  Dry Density, lb/cu ft d  

Condition of Specimen After Consolidation (R and S Tests) 

Change in height during 

consolidation, in. δHo  Volume, in. =          AcHc  Vc  

Height, = Ho -δHoin. Hc  Void Ratio = (Vc - Vs) ÷ Vs ec  

Area, sq. in. Ac  Saturation, % Sc  

Condition of Specimen After Test (R and S Tests) 

Diameter, cm Dr Top Center Bottom Average 

Change in height during Shear 

Tests, in. ∆H  Volume, in.3 = AfHf Vf  

Height, in. = Hc - ∆ H Hr  Void Ratio = (Vr - Vs) ÷ Vs e r  

Area, sq inch Af  Saturation, % Sr  
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Appendix 8  Triaxial Compression (Q) and Test 

Axial Loading Data 
 

Date:   

 

Project:   

 

Boring No:     Sample No:     Test No:     

 

Type Test:     Confining Pressure:     lb/sq ft:     

 

Time 

Elapsed 

Time 

min. 

Dial 

Reading 

10-2 

Cumulative 

Change (Δ H) 

10- 2 in 

P Axial 

Load lb 

P Axial 

Strain * 

ΔH 

H 

ε  

^corr = 

A** 

1 - ε sq 

in. 

Deviator 

Stress = 

 P x 0.465 

Corr tons/sq 
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 * Use Ho for Q tests and Hc for R tests              Ho             inch (cm)                  in          Ao                  

sq in 

**Use Ho for Q tests and Hc for R tests              Ho             inch (cm)                  in          Ao                  

sq in 

Test time to failure                             min.           Type Failure:                                                                     

.   

                                                                              Technician:                                                                        

.  

 



 

Appendix 9 Resilient Modulus Test Data Sheet OMC 

 

 
 

 

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix 10 Subgrade Evaluation (example) 
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Sample 

No 

Depth 

(ft.) 
Soil Type 

A
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Dry 

Density 

(pcf) 
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Dry 

Density 

(pcf) 

In-situ 
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Comp 

action 

Nat. 

Moisture 

(%) 

Opt 

iMoisture 

(%) 

% 

Moi 

Diff 

RB-06 276+00 20’ Lt “A” SS-1 2.0-3.5 Loam A-6 5 110.9 110.0 100.8 14.5 17.8 -3.3 

RB-09 290+00 20’ Rt “A” SS-2 3.5-5.0 
Silty Clay 

Loam 
A-6 13 111.5 110.0 101.4 17.6 17.8 -0.2 

RB-11 303+00 30’ Rt “A” SS-1 1.5-3.0 
Silty Clay 

Loam 
A-6 7 109.1 110.0 99.2 17.8 17.8 0.0 

RB-16 322+50 35’ Lt “A” SS-1 2.0-3.5 
Silty Clay 

Loam 
A-6 9 108.3 110.0 98.4 16.0 17.8 -1.8 

RB-22 343+00 20’ Lt “A” SS-1 2.0-3.0 Loam A-6 9 119.5   110.6   

RB-27 385+00 35’ Lt “A” SS-1 2.0-3.0 
Silty Clay 

Loam 
A-6 10 109.8 110.0 99.8 12.7 17.8 -5.1 

RB-36 440+00 15’ Lt “PR-A” SS-2 1.5-3.5 
Silty Clay 

Loam 
A-6 12 108.2 110.0 98.3 18.7 17.8 0.9 

 
 



Appendix 11: Peat Unit Weight (example) 

 

Boring 

No. 
Station Offset Line 

Sample 

No. 

Depth 

(feet) 
Soil Type 

AASHTO 

Class. 

SPT  

(N) 

Natural  

Moisture 

(%) 

Max. Dry 

Density 

(pcf) 

RB-17B 326+00 98’Rt “A” ST-2 16.0-18.0 
Silty Clay w/Little 

Organic Matter 
A-7-5 0 82.6 91.8 

RB-17B 326+50 98’Rt “A” SWT-9 33.5-35.0 
Silty Clay w/Little 

Organic Matter 
A-7-5 0 103.6 90.2 

RB-17B 326+50 98’Rt “A” ST-3 36.0-38.0 
Silty Clay w/Little 

Organic Matter 
A-7-5 0 71.5 81.0 

RB-18 326+50 54’Lt “A” SS-1 0.5-2.0 
Silty Clay w/Traces of 

Organic Matter 
A-6 2 55.4 92.3 

RB-18 326+50 54’Lt “A” SS-4 8.5-10.0 
Silty Clay w/Little 

Organic Matter 
A-7-5 0 65.0 93.2 

RB-18 326+50 54’Lt “A” SS-9 21.0-22.5 
Silty Clay w/Little 

Organic Matter 
A-7-5 0 119.1 88.8 

RB-18B 328+00 51’Lt “A” SS-2 3.0-4.5 
Silty Clay w/Little 

Organic Matter 
A-7-5 1 89.1 105.2* 

RB-19 332+15 35’Rt “A” SS-1 1.0-2.0 
Silty Clay w/Traces of 

Organic Matter 
Visual 25 35.4 110.3* 

Average of Peat Unit Weight 89.5* 

RB-18D 326+50 30’Lt “A” SS-4 8.5-10.0 Loam A-7-6 16.3 16.3 120.9* 

RB-18E 326+45 54’Lt “A” ST-1 5.0-7.0 
Clay w/Little Organic 

Matter 
Visual 75.6 75.6 119.8 

* Not included in average



Appendix 12: MSE Wall Design Parameter and Geotechnical Check Table 

MSE Wall Design Parameter and Geotechnical Check Table 

Design Parameter Value (area 1)* 

Maximum Calculated Settlement "x" inches 

Maximum Differential Settlement "y" inches 

Time for settlement completion "z" days 

Maximum wall height XX ft 

Design Recommendations 

Minimum Reinforcement Length/Height Ratio 0.75H (example) 

Undercut required yes/no 

Undercut depth X feet 

Undercut area from Sta. XX to XX line "XX" 

Undercut Backfill Material XXXXXXX 

Seismic recommendation 

Site Class 

Seismic Zone 

Peak Ground Acceleration As 

Geotechnical Analysis Checks CDR 

Sliding >=1.0 

Eccentricity >=1.0 

Global Stability 
Factor of safety/ 
resistance factor 

Factored Bearing Resistance 5400 psf (example value) 

Foundation Soils Strength Parameters** 

Cohesion 

internal friction angle 

Notes: 
*more sheets can be added to include recommendations for each area of concern.
**if varying soil conditions encountered underneath the MSE wall, the table can be expanded to
include all soil profile information



PAVEMENT CORE REPORT

Des No.: 

Location: 

Road Core Dia. Offset Line

Recovery (%)
 Length (inches)

StationCore No. Date Cored

NotesPavement Type

In-hole Depth 
(inches)

Depth (inches)

Recovered Core

Photo of Core next to 
measurement tape

Photo of Core Location 
looking down the roadway

Photo inside the hole 
where core was extracted

Photo of the base stones at the 
base of the pavement core

Appendix 13: Example Pavement Core Report 



Location Core Dia. Offset Line
SR 29 4 6 ft Lt CL

Recovery (%)
 Length (inches)

100
(inches)

13

Recovered Core In-hole Depth 

13 Asphalt 

Station
PC-2 10/17/2018 34+75

Depth (inches) Pavement Type Notes

Core No. Date Cored



Geotechnical Engineering

Report Completion

Schedule Schedule

Did the consultant meet the delivery schedule?

Exceeds - An acceptable final product was delivered more than 30 calendar days ahead of schedule.

Above Average - An acceptable final product was delivered more than 14 but less than 30 calendar days ahead of 

schedule.

Satisfactory - An acceptable final work product was delivered within the scheduled time.

Improvement Required - An acceptable final work product was delivered up to two months behind schedule.

Unsatisfactory - An acceptable final work product was delivered more than two months behind schedule.

Not Applicable - Not Applicable

Budget Budget

Did the consultant deliver the services cost effectively?

Exceeds - The consultant improved the operations budget more than 10%.

Above Average - The consultant improved the operations budget more than 5%.

Satisfactory - The consultant maintained the operations budget within 5%.

Improvement Required - The consultant had budget slippage of 5% to 10%.

Unsatisfactory - The consultant exceeded the budget by more than 10%.

Not Applicable - Not Applicable

Drilling Procedure Quality

Were samples collected in accordance with INDOT standards?

Exceeds - All samples were collected in accordance with INDOT standards also additional samples were collected to 

accommodate any change in the scope of the project.

Above Average - All samples were collected in accordance with INDOT standards also additional samples were 

collected to accommodate only one change in the scope of the project.

Satisfactory - All samples were collected in accordance with INDOT standards.

Improvement Required - Some samples were not collected in compliance with INDOT standards.

Unsatisfactory - Most samples were not in compliance with INDOT standards.  As a result the consultant was 

instructed to remobilize and collect the required samples.

Appropriate Equipmment Quality

Was the appropriate equipment mobilized for the work assignment?

Exceeds - Equipment mobilized was adequate and very good operating condition.

Above Average - Equipment mobilized was adequate and in good operating condition.

Generated Date: 2/21/2019 Page 1 of 3

Appendix 14: Performance Criteria Report



Performance Criteria Report 

Geotechnical Engineering

Satisfactory - Equipment was generally adequate but needed some adjustment during the field operation.

Improvement Required - Some equipment mobilized was not adequate and required an adjustment in the scope of 

work.

Unsatisfactory - Correct equipment was not mobilized causing delays, change in scope, and change in boring 

locations.

24 Hour Water Levels Quality

Were 24 hour water levels recorded for boreholes at the appropriate time?

Above Average - 24hr water level readings were recorded in boreholes, some readings were taken after 72 hours or 

more.

Satisfactory - 24hr water level readings were recorded.

Improvement Required - 24hr water level readings were not recorded in boreholes.

Unsatisfactory - No 24hr water level readings were recorded.

Backfilling Boreholes Quality

Were boreholes appropriately backfilled?

Exceeds - All boreholes were backfilled and re-backfilled after the settlement period.

Above Average - All boreholes were backfilled and some were re-backfilled after the settlement period.

Satisfactory - All boreholes were backfilled but not checked for settlement.

Improvement Required - Some boreholes backfilled correctly, consultant requested to go back and fill unfilled holes.

Unsatisfactory - None of the boreholes were backfilled.  Consultant was required to go back and fill the holes.

Traffic Control Quality

Were appropriate traffic control measures followed?

Exceeds - Met all requirements and exceeded expectations.

Above Average - Met all requirements and expectations.

Satisfactory - Met all requirements with no minor adjustments.

Improvement Required - Was incomplete and required major revisions.

Unsatisfactory - Consultant did not have traffic control when it was required.

Laboratory Procedures Quality

Were laboratory tests performed in accordance with requirements?

Exceeds - Laboratory tests performed in accordance with requirements and provided additional graphs and plots of test 

data.

Above Average - All tests were performed in accordance with standards and requirements, some with additional 

graphs and plots of test data.
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Performance Criteria Report 

Geotechnical Engineering

Satisfactory - All tests were performed in accordance with standards and requirements.

Improvement Required - Some tests were not performed in accordance with standards and requirements.

Unsatisfactory - None of the tests were performed in accordance with the standards and requirements.

Engineering Recommendations Quality

Were engineering recommendations technically correct and economically effective?

Exceeds - Engineering recommendations were both technically correct and presented the most economical 

engineering solutions.  No revisions were required to the original submittal.

Above Average - Engineering recommendations were technically correct and presented the most economical 

engineering solutions.  Minor revisions were required to the original submittal.

Satisfactory - Engineering recommendations were adequate.  Revisions were required to the original submittal.

Improvement Required - Initial engineering recommendations were inadequate. Revisions were required to the 

original submittal.

Unsatisfactory - Initial engineering recommendations were inadequate and inappropriate.  Multiple revisions were 

required and multiple submittals were required to achieve an acceptable report.

Operations Responsiveness Responsiveness

Willingness to answer questions and make appropriate changes to plans/documents.

Exceeds - Willingness to answer questions and make requested changes exceeded expectations and was proactive in 

addressing project issues.

Above Average - The consultant revised plans/documents in accordance with comments and made additional 

improvements that had not been suggested but resulted in an improved product.  Readily explained revisions and 

answered all questions.

Satisfactory - The consultant did revise the plans/documents in accordance with the comments and/or explained why 

revisions were not made and showed a willingness to answer questions.

Improvement Required - The Consultant did not revise some of the plans/documents in accordance with the 

comments and did not explain why some of the revisions were not made.  Consultant showed some cooperation in 

answering questions but required several requests.

Unsatisfactory - The consultant did not comply with any of the above.
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