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FOREWORD 

This report documents the application of Long-Term Pavement Performance (L TPP) data to 
evaluate and verify improved guidelines fork-value selection and performance prediction in the 
design of Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) pavements. The guidelines were originally developed 
under National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Project No. 1-30, but lacked 
broad-based field verification prior to the completion of this project. 

The positive outcome of this work is expected to result in a recommendation by the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Joint Task Force on 
Pavements that the NCHRP 1-30 guidelines be formally adopted by AASHTO as a supplement to 
the 1993 AASHTO Guide for Design of Pavement Structures. In comparison to the current 
AASHTO guidelines, the improved guidelines provide expanded capabilities for considering 
site-specific conditions in PCC pavement design. Their adoption in routine pavement engineering 
practice will reduce the occurrence of premature failure and minimize life-cycle costs. 

This report is critically important to everyon~]]sign/i"i)~j)CC pavements. 

)t Charles J. Nemmers, P.E. 
nr n· v trector 

Office of Engineering 
Research and Development 

NOTICE 

This document is disseminated under the sponsorship ofthe Department of Transportation in the 
interest of information exchange. The United States Government assumes no liability for its 
contents or use thereof. This report does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation. 

The United States Government does not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade and 
manufacturers' names appear in this report only because they are considered essential to the 
object of the document. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Problem Statement 

Several important issues concerning the effect of slab support on concrete pavement performance 
were studied in a National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP 1-30), "Support 
Under Concrete Pavements." The objectives ofNCHRP l-30 were to produce practical guidelines 
for the selection of appropriate k-values, consideration of loss of slab support. and consideration 
of other support factors in the design of concrete pavements and overlays. The scope of NCHRP 
1-30 encompassed support characterization needs for two purposes: improvement of the 
guidelines for support parameters in the current American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASIITO) Guide for Design of Pavement Structures (AASIITO Guide) 
design methodology, and development of improved guidelines for characterizing support in a 
mechanistic design methodology. The three major products ofNCHRP 1-30 were: 

• Detailed guidelines for selection of subgrade k-values for design. 
• An improved equation for computing concrete slab stress due to load and curling. 
• An improved concrete pavement performance model for use in the AASHTO Guide. 

The data that were available for analysis in NCHRP 1-30 were limited. For example, the small 
Long-Term Pavement Performance (L TPP) data set examined included only a portion of the 
General Pavement Section 3 (GPS-3) (jointed plain concrete pavement) and GPS-4 (jointed 
reinforced concrete pavement) sections, and subgrade soil type data were missing for many of the 
sections at that time. This limitation substantially reduced the number of sections for which k
value vs. soil type comparisons could be made. In addition, the pavement performance data set 
used to assess the predictive capability of the proposed improved AASIITO performance model 
was limited as welL The data set had initial and tenninal serviceability data for some sections (the 
American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHO) and extended AASHO Road Test 
sections); however, initial serviceability data were unavailable for the larger portion of the data 
and had to be estimated. The comparison of predicted versus actual equivalent single-axle loads 
(ESALs) for a given serviceability loss is very approximate unless the serviceability is well defmed 
by known beginning and ending values. 

Objectives 

This study was conducted to field-verify the improved support guidelines proposed in NCHRP 1-
30, using the LTPP database, in order to establish their practicality and appropriateness for use in 
concrete pavement design nationwide. The study had the following specific objectives: 

1. To field-verify the improved guidelines for selection of design k-values, to the fullest extent 
possible, using the design, materials, deflection, plate load, and climate data available in the 
LTPP database. 

2. To field-verify the proposed improved AASHTO performance model, to the fullest extent 
possible, using the design, materials, climate, traffic, and performance data available in the 
LTPP database for GPS-3, GPS-4, and GPS-5 (continuously reinforced concrete pavement). 



Key Products of This Research 

The NCHRP 1-30 guidelines, revised on the basis of the results of this field verification study, are 
presented in the appendix in the form of a proposed addendum to the AASHTO Guide. The 
documentation of these field verification efforts. using the L TPP database, is provided in this 
report. 
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LTPPDATARE~VAL 

The following LTPP data items were requested for verification of the k-value guidelines: 

• Test section identification (experiment, location, etc.). 
• Pavement design (materials, thicknesses, dimensions, etc.). 
• Subgrade soil properties. 
• Base and subbase properties. 
• Asphalt concrete (A C) and portland cement concrete (PCC) thickness and material properties. 
• PCC strength test results. 
• Deflection test results. 
• Climate. 

The above data items and the following additional items were requested for use in the field 
verification of the improved AASliTO performance model: 

• Traffic. 
• Distress. 
• International Roughness Index (1R1) [for use in estimating present serviceability index (PSI)]. 

The methods by which the needed data were obtained and prepared for use in the analyses are 
described in the technical memorandum written for Task A of this study. "L TPP Data Analysis, 
DTFH61-94-C-00218, Data Identification, Acquisition, and Manipulation." 
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VERIFICATION OF k-VALUE GUIDELINES 

Summary of NCHRP 1-30 k· V aJue Findings 

The elastic k-value on top of the subgrade or prepared embankment is the recommended design 
input. Only the elastic component of deformation is considered representative of the response of 
the subgrade to traffic loads on the pavement. Three categories of methods were compiled in 
NCHRP 1-30 for estimating the elastic k-value of the subgrade for a pavement design project: 
correlation methods, backcalculation methods, and plate testing methods. 

Correlation Methods. Guidelines were developed for selecting an appropriate k-value based on 
soil classification, moisture level, density, California Bearing Ratio (CBR) data, Hveem 
stabilometer (R-value) data. or Dynamic Cone Penetrometer (DCP) data. It is anticipated that 
these correlation methods will be used routinely for design. The k-values obtained from 
correlation methods may need adjustment for embankment above the subgrade or a shallow rigid 
layer beneath the subgrade. 

Backcalculation Methods. These methods are suitable for determining k-value for design of 
overlays of existing pavements, or for design of reconstructed pavements on existing alignments, 
or for design of similar pavements in the same general location on the same type of subgrade. An 
agency may also use backcalculation methods to develop correlations between nondestructive 
deflection testing results and subgrade types and properties. 

Cut and fill sections are likely to yield different k-values. No embankment or rigid layer 
adjustment is required for backcalculated k-values if these characteristics are similar for the 
pavement being tested and the pavement being designed; however, backcalculated dynamic k
values need to be reduced by a factor of approximately two to estimate a static elastic k-value for 
use in design. 

Plate Bearing Test Methods. The most direct method of detennining k is by repetitive or 
nonrepetitive plate loading tests (AASHTO T221 or T222, ASTM 01195 or D1196) on a 
prepared section of the sub grade or embankment. Because these tests are costly and time
consuming, it is not anticipated that they will be conducted routinely. AASHTO T221 and T222 
specify that if the pavement is to be built on an embankment, the plate bearing tests should be 
conducted on a test embankment. 

In the repetitive test, the elastic k-value is detennined from the ratio of load to elastic deformation 
(the recoverable portion of the total deformation measured). In the nonrepetitive test, the load
deformation ratio at a deformation of0.05 in [1.25 mm] is considered to represent the elastic k
value. according to research by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Note also that a 30-in- [762-
mm-] diameter plate should be used to determine the elastic static k-value for use in design. 
Smaller diameter plates will yield much higher k-values that are inconsistent with slab behavior 
under load. 

5 



Assignment of k-V aloes to Seasons. A season is defined as a period of time within a year that 
can be characterized by some set of climatic parameters. Among the factors that should be 
considered in selecting seasonal k-values are the seasonal movement of the water table, seasonal 
precipitation levels, winter frost depths, number of freeze-thaw cycles, and the extent to which the 
subgrade will be protected from frost by embankment material. 

The seasonal variation in degree of saturation is difficult to predict, but in locations where a water 
table is constantly present at a depth of less than about 10ft [3 m], it is reasonable to expect that 
fine-grained subgrades will remain at least 70 to 90 percent saturated, and may be completely 
saturated for substantial periods in the spring. The highest position of the water table, but not its 
annual variation, can be determined from county soil reports. 

A seasonally adjusted "effective" k-value may be obtained by combining the seasonal k-values. 
The effective k-value is essentially a weighted average based on some performance measure such 
as fatigue damage. The effective k-value results in the same performance over the ~ntire year that 
is caused by the seasonally varying k-value. Determination of a seasonally adjusted effective k
value within the context of any specific design procedure must be done using the performance 
model intrinsic to that procedure. In NCHRP 1-30, an improved seasonal adjustment procedure 
was developed for the AASHTO Guide, using a proposed revised performance model calibrated 
to the seasonally adjusted k-value of the AASHO Road Test site. 

Adjustment to k for Fill Thickness and Rigid Layer. A nomograph was developed for 
adjustment of the seasonally adjusted, effective subgrade k-value if: (I) fill material will be placed 
above the natural subgrade, and/or (2) a rigid layer (e.g., bedrock or bard clay) is present at a 
depth of 10 ft [3 m] or less beneath the existing sub grade surface. Note that the rigid layer 
adjustment should only be applied if the subgracle k was determined on the basis of soil type or 
similar correlations. If the k-value was determined from nondestructive deflection testing or from 
plate bearing tests, the effect of a rigid layer is already represented in the k-value obtained. 

Availability of Sub grade Data in L TPP 

Plate Load Data. Plate load test results were located in the L TPP database for 31 sections, of 
which 22 are GPS-3, -4. or -5 (concrete pavement) sections. Test type data were located for 16 
of the 31 sections. The test type was indicated by a" 1" if the k-value was obtained from a 
nonrepetitive test (AASHTO T222), or a "2" if the k-value was obtained from a repetitive test 
(AASHTO T221). If the tests were conducted in accordance with the AASHTO or equivalent 
ASTM (American Society for Testing and Materials) standard test method, the two test 
types-nonrepetitive and repetitive-should yield equivalent results. For the remaining 15 
sections for which no test type was indicated, the assumption is made that the k-value reported 
was obtained from a real plate load test. rather than an estimation. 

Other Soils Data. AASHTO soil classification data were available for 548 of the 723 GPS 
sections retrieved, or 76 percent. California Bearing Ratio (CBR) data were available for only 72 
sections, or 10 percent, and R-value data were available for 120 sections, or 17 percent. Other 
soils data that were retrieved for purposes of checking the validity of the soil classification data 
were percent fines, and laboratory and in situ maximum densities and optimum moisture contents. 
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Depth of Soil Samples. Thin-walled tube and/or split spoon sampling was done to 5 ft [1.5 m] 
below the top of the subgrade, at one location each, before and after the test sections labeled A1 
and A2. Au gering of the untreated sub grade to 12 in [30 em] below the top of the subgrade was 
done to obtain bulk samples at three other locations before the test sections labeled BAI, BA2, 
and BA3. A 4-ft by 6-ft [1.2-m by 1.8-m] test pit was dug to 12 in [30 em] below the top of the 
subgrade after the test section labeled TP. Where a test pit could not be dug, an effort was made 
to retrieve bulk samples, labeled BA4, BAS, and BA6, from this area 

Deflection Data. Dynamic k-values, as well as concrete slab and base elastic moduli, were 
obtained from deflections measured on the GPS-3, -4, and -5 sections using a variety of methods, 
as described in the following section. 

Evaluation of Backcalculation Methods 

BackcalcuJation Algorithms. One of the backcalculation algorithms used was the AREA 
method cUITently included in the AASIITO Guide, by which the radius of relative stiffness is 
estimated as a function of the AREA of the deflection basin. This estimation, along with the 
subsequent calculation of subgrade k and slab E, is done without iteration. The other algorithm 
used was a best-fit method, which solves for the combination of the radius of relative stiffness (~) 
and k that produces the best possible agreement between the predicted and measured deflections 
at each sensor. 

• Sensor configurations: Experience has shown that different backcalculation results may be 
obtained for the same deflection basin using different numbers and positions of sensors. That 
this occurs routinely is evidence of the departure of the behavior of real pavements from the 
idealizations of plate theory and elastic theory. To investigate the significance of sensor 
configuration to backcalculation results, the following configurations were used: 

Configuration Sensor Position 
Name Algorithm (inches) 

B7 Best fit 0,8, 12, 18,24,36,60 

B5 Best fit 12, 18,24,36,60 

B4 Best fit 0, 12,24,36 

B3 Best fit 12,24,36 

A7 AREA 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 

A5 AREA 12, 18,24,36,60 

A4 AREA 0, 12,24,36 

A3 AREA 12,24,36 

[I in= 2.54 em] 
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• Slab dimensions: Each of the configurations listed above was used to analyze the deflection 
basins. assuming that the subgrade and pavement layers were horizontally infinite. In addition, 
corrections for finite slab size were applied in each case to the backcalculation results, as 
described later. Thus, a total of 18 solutions were obtained for each deflection basin. 

• Load level: The deflection data were analyzed to determine whether, in the case of concrete 
pavements, load level bas a significant effect on the backcalculation results. 

AREA Algorithm. Hoffman and Thompson (6) fJISt proposed the use of a deflection basin 
parameter called AREA for interpreting flexible pavement deflection basins. The AREA 
algorithm bas been used extensively to analyze concrete pavement deflection basins since 1980. 
The AREA parameter is not truly an area, but rather bas dimensions of length, since it is 
normalized with respect to one of the deflections in order to remove the effect of load level. For 
any given number and configuration of deflection sensors, the AREA may be computed from the 
trapezoidal rule. AREA is computed from the following equations for the four AREA-based 
methods examined in this study: 

A7 • 4 + 6 ( ~ ) + S ( ~ ) + 6 ( ~ ) + 9 ( ~ ) + 18 ( :: ) + 12 ( :: ) [ 1] 

A5 = 3 + 6 ( d•a) + 9 ( dv. J + 18 ( 4, l + 12 ( doo l [2] 
dl2 dl2 dl2 dl2 

A4 6 • 12 ( ;: ) • 12 ( ~ ) • 6 ( t l [3] 

A3 6 + 12 ( d,_. ) + 6 ( fly, ) 
dl2 dl2 

[4] 
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For each of these sensor configurations, the radius of relative stiffness (q) may be estimated from 
the following equation, with the coefficients for use with each configuration given in Table 1:(5) 

Q = [5] 

Table 1. Coefficients for AREA vs. ~ equation. 

AREA x, ~ x, X.t 

A7 60 289.708 -0.698 2.566 

A5 48 158.40 -0.476 2.220 

A4 36 1812.279 -2.559 4.387 

A3 24 662.272 -2.122 4.001 

Once the radius of relative stiffness is known, the subgrade dynamic k-value may be estimated 
from the deflection measured at any distance d., using the following equation: 

p d' , 
k = [6] 

where P = load magnirude 
dr = measured deflection at radial distance r 
ci," = oond.imensional deflection coefficient for radial distance r: 

d.. = a e [ -b e( -c: '> ] 
r [7] 

The values for the a, b, and c constants in equation 7 are given in Table 2.(5) 
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Table 2. Coefficients for nondimensional deflection equation. 

Radial distance (in) a b 

0 0.12450 0.14707 

8 0.12323 0.46911 

12 0.12188 0.79432 

18 0.11933 1.38363 

24 0.11634 2.06115 

36 0.10960 3.62187 

60 0.09521 7.41241 

R2 ~ 99.7 percent (predicted versus actual values) for all models. 
Oy ~ 0.01 for all models. 
I in = 25.4 mrn 

c 

0.07565 

0.07209 

0.07074 

0.06909 

0.06775 

0.06568 

0.06255 

Note that the equations presented here were developed for the falling-weight deflectometer 
(FWD) load plate radius of 5.9 in [150 mm]. Note also that to obtain an estimate of k that is 
independent of the estimated Q, one must use the coefficients for the deflection that was used to 
normalize the AREA equation, that is, do for A7 and A4, and d12 for AS and A3. 

Among the advantages of the AREA algorithm are ease of use (i.e., being directly solvable with a 
spreadsheet or calculator, without any particular backcalculation software), use of several 
deflections to characterize the overall response of the sub grade and pavement, and applicability to 
concrete pavements with asphalt overlays or other pavements (such as very thick slabs) for which 
slab compression may be a significant factor in deflection under the load plate. The latter is 
accomplished using an AREA definition such as AS or A3 that excludes do· 

Among the disadvantages of the AREA algorithm are the sensitivity of the normalizing deflection 
(do or d10, the assumption that the slab and subgrade are horizontally infinite, and the 
characterization of the entire pavement structure above the subgrade as a single plate. To address 
the latter two limitations, an available method for correcting the backcalculation results for finite 
slab size was evaluated and improved in this study, as described later. Methods are also available 
for dividing the composite elastic modulus of the pavement into two moduli for a slab and base, 
but these were not evaluated in this study. 

Best Fit Algorithm. The objective of the best fit backcalculation algorithm is to find a 
combination of concrete elastic modulus and subgrade k-value for which the calculated deflection 
profile closely matches the measured profile. The problem can be formulated as the minimization 
of the error function. F, defined as follows: 

n 

F(E,k) = L cxi (w(r;) - W;} 2 

reO 

10 
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where C£1 is the weighting factor, w(rJ is the calculated deflection, and W1 is the meastued 
deflection. The weighting factor might be set equal to 1, or (l/WJ2

, or any other numbers. 

For a given load radius and sensor configuration, the deflections at the sensor locations can be 
rewritten in the following form: 

w(r .) = p f..( e) 
I k I 

[9] 

where pis the applied load pressme and f 1 is the function of the radius of relative stiffness, 
distance from the center of applied load to the location of the itb sensor, and the parameters of 
applied load. The expressions for the function f1 can be found in Reference 7. The error function 
F can be presented in the following form: 

F(E,k) = F(q,k) = t a. ( P f..(O - w.) 2 

j:Q I k I I 

To obtain the minimum of the error function F, the following conditions should be satisfied: 

aF = 0 
ak 

Substitution of the error function equation into the equation for the first condition yields the 
following equation for the k-value: 

II 

I: a/t;<~w 
k i=O = p __;_~---

II 

La; w; ~(Q) 
i=O 

[10] 

[11] 

[12] 

[13] 

Substitution of the error function equation into the equation for the second condition yields the 
following equation for the radius of relative stiffness: 

II II 

I: afi<~)f/CQ) I: a; W; J((e) 
i 0 = i•O 

[14J 
II II 

I: a/(;(e)y La, W;f;(Q) 
i 0 i•O 
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These equations could be solved using a spreadsheet or a computer program (ERESBACK 2.0) 
that ERES Consultants developed for this purpose under another study, with a trivially short 
execution time per basin. 

In this study, the following procedures were used to apply this best fit algorithm to 
backcalculation of subgrade k-values: 

l. Assign weighting factors. In this study, they were set equal to l. 
2. Determine the radius of relative stiffness that satisfies the Q equation. 
3. Use the k equation to determine the modulus of subgrade reaction. 

The ability to control the weights given to the various deflection measurements adds some 
flexibility to the best fit solution process. Among the disadvantages are the complexity of the 
solution process and two of the same disadvantages described earlier for the AREA 
algorithm-the need for a correction for finite slab size and the need to divide the composite 
elastic modulus of the pavement structure into individual moduli for the slab and base. 

Comparisons of Sensor Configurations and Backcalculation Algorithms. The results of the 
application of all of the backcalculation methods to the LTPP GPS-3, -4, and -5 data permit 
several comparisons. 

1. Best tit versus AREA for equal sensor configurations: 

B7 versus A7: 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in 
B5 versus AS: 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in 
B4 versus A4: 0, 12, 24, 36 in 
B3 versus A3: 12, 24, 36 in 
[1 in= 2.54 em] 

(see Figure 1) 

(see Figure 2) 
(see Figure 3) 
(see Figure 4) 

In every case, the AREA method produces slightly higher k-values than the best fit method. This 
is believed to be due to the greater sensitivity of the AREA method to the maximum deflection 
used (D0 or D12). Better agreement is achieved with the two configurations that exclude D0, the 
deflection at the center of the load plate. 

2. Effect of deflection basin radius for same algorithm: 

B7 versus B4: 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in versus 0, 12, 24, 36 in 
B5 versus B3: 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in versus 12, 24, 36 in 
A7 versus A4: 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in versus 0, 12, 24,36 m 
A5 versus A3: 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in versus 12, 24, 36 in 
[1 in= 2.54 em] 

(see Figure 5) 
(see Figure 6) 
(see Figure 7) 
(see Figure 8) 

With each method, the use of D60 gives a slightly lower k-value. This is more noticeably true for 
the AREA methods. 
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3. Effect of deflections under load for same algorithm: 

B7 versus B5: 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in versus 12, 18, 24, 36, 60 in 
B4 versus B3: 0, 12, 24, 36 in versus 12, 24, 36 in 
A7 versus A5: (Same as B7 versus B5) 
A4 versus A3: (Same as B4 versus B3) 
[1 in = 2.54 em] 

(see Figure 9) 
(see Figure 10) 
(see Figure 11) 
(see Figure 12) 

In each case, the use of D0 produces a somewhat lower k-value than the exclusion of D0• This is 
most noticeably true for the AREA methods. 

Correction for Slab Size. The backcalculation procedures presented above are based on 
Westergaard's solution for interior loading of an infinite plate. A concrete slab, however, has 
finite dimensions. If the slab is sufficiently small that its behavior does not approximate that of an 
ideal infinite slab, the backcalculation results may be distorted. In general, analyzing a small slab 
as if it were an infinite slab will lead to underestimation of the k-value and overestimation of the 
concrete modulus. In 1993, Crovetti developed the following slab size correction procedure for a 
square slab, based on the results of finite element analysis using the computer program ll.U
SLAB: 

1. Estimate ~ from the infinite slab size backcalculation procedure. 
2. Calculate ll~ •. where Lis the square slab size (both Land Q are expressed in the same units). 
3. Calculate adjustment factors for maximum deflection (do) and Q from the following equations: 

( 
L )O.JOUl -0.71878 -

AF 4 = 1 - 1.15085 e 1
"' 

[15] 

AF, 
-0.61662 (.!:.. ) 1~1 

= 1 - 0.89434 e •., [16] 

4. Calculate adjusted do = measured do • AF «J· 

5. Calculate adjusted 2 =measured do* AF •. 
6. Backcalculate the subgra.de k-value and concrete E using the adjusted do and t 

This procedure has some limitations. First, it considers only a single slab, asswning no load 
transfer to adjacent slabs. Second, the above equations were developed for square slabs, although 
they are considered to be sufficiently accurate for use with rectangular slabs, where L is taken as 
the smaller slab dimension, length or width. Third, the deflection adjustment factor was 
developed for do. whereas some of the backcalculation methods evaluated for this study did not 
use the maximum deflection. 
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In this study, Crovetti's procedure for slab size correction was verified using an analytical closed
form solution and generalized to address the second and third limitations. Crovetti developed his 
procedure using the results of finite element analysis. To verify this procedure, an alternative 
procedure was developed using an analytical solution for interior loading of a finite size slab 
obtained by Korenev.(8) The solution generalizes Westergaard's solution for deflection of an 
infinite slab to the case of a circular slab. To find the deflection distribution in a rectangular and 
not very long slab for points located not too close to the edges, Korenev recommended using the 
solution for a circular slab with a surface area equal to the rectangular slab's area. In this study, 
Korenev's recommendation was modified. It is proposed that Crovetti's correction factors be 
applied using an equivalent square slab, L, which provides the same surface area of the 
rectangular and square slabs, that is, 

L = JL1 ~ 

where L 1 and~ are slab width and length, respectively. 

This recommendation should be applied only if the slab length is no more than twice the slab 
width. For longer slabs, an equivalent slab size is equal to: 

[17] 

[18] 

To address the third limitation, an alternate correction was developed, in which steps 4 and 6 
above are replaced by the following equation for the k-value: 

[19] 

This correction factor can be applied with any backcalculation procedures, including the AREA
based procedures and the best fit procedures. 

To verify the proposed modifications, a series of deflection profiles modeling FWD tests were 
generated using the finite element program UI-SLAB. The length of the slab was varied from 
12ft to 60ft [3.7 m to 18.3 m], and the radius of relative stiffness was varied from 25 in to 55 in 
[63.5 em to 139.7 em]. The coefficients of subgrade reaction were backcalculated using the Best 
Fit 4 algori~ and deflection profiles were generated and compared with UI-SLAB inputs. 
Figure 13 shows the results of this comparison. The modified slab size correction procedure 
provides a good correlation between the input and backcalculated k-values. 
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Effect of Slab Size Correction on Backcalculated k 

For every backcalculation method investigated, the correction for finite slab size produces an 
increase in the k-value. The percentage increases in the backcalculated dynamic k-value for 287 
GPS-3 and GPS-4 sections are shown in Table 3. The mean increase ranges from 17 to 27 
percent for the various methods. However, within each method, the increase in k with slab size 
correction varies a great deal; thus, it is not reasonable to pick a single percentage to be applied to 
infinite slab backcalculation results in all cases. 
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Figure 13. Improvement in backcalculated k-value with modified slab size correction. 
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Table 3. Effect of slab size correction on backcalculated dynamic k-value. 

Method Percent increase ink-value with correction 
mean range 

B7 24 1-92 

B5 27 1- 106 

B4 21 1 -72 

B3 24 1 - 103 

A7 20 0-80 

A5 25 1 - 107 

A4 l7 0-90 

A3 23 1 - 111 

Effect of Load Level. The results of backcalculation for concrete pavements usually do not 
depend on load level if the load level is sufficiently large. Figures 14 and 15 show comparisons of 
backcalculated k-values using the AREA4 and Best Fit 4 methods, respectively, for different 
stations of the same project. No correlation between the load level and backcalculated k-values is 
observed for either method. This was generally rrue of all of the L TPP sections analyzed; no 
significant effect of load level on backcalculated k-value was observed. Figure 16 shows a 
histogram of coefficient of variation ofbackcalculated k-values for the GPS-3 sections for 
particular locations based on backcalculation from 12 drops (4 drops at each of 3 load levels). 
For all of the methods, the median coefficient of variation in k for multiple drops and multiple 
load levels at a g1ven station is less than or equal to 5 percent, and for more than 80 percent of the 
GPS-3 sections, the coefficient of variation at a given station is less than or equal to 10 percent. 
Figure 16 also shows that for any sensor configuration, the best fit method yields a lower 
coefficient of variation in backcalculated k-values from multiple drops than the AREA method. 
For both methods, exclusion of 0 0 yields better agreement between the coefficients of variation 
obtained for otherwise equal sensor configurations. 
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Coefficient of Variation in k Along Section Length 

Using the GPS-3, GPS-4, and GPS-5 data sets, a k-value was backcalculated for every station 
and for every load level. For some sections, a large scatter of backcalculated k-values resulted, 
which may be due to variations in material properties, pavement condition (proximity of cracks to 
deflection basins), pavement layer thicknesses, interface conditions, and so on. To determine the 
most representative values for the backcalculated values, the following data screening procedure 
was applied for each section: 

Step 1. Using the backcalculation results for all stations and load levels, the mean and standard 
deviation of the k-value were calculated. 

Step 2. The backcalculated k-values from each individual station were compared with the mean 
values. If at least one value differed by more than two standard deviations from the mean value, 
the results from that station were dropped. 

Step 3. If at least one station was dropped in Step 2, a new mean and standard deviation was 
calculated for the section and Step 2 was repeated; otherwise, the mean value was accepted as the 
final results for the section. 

Figure 17 compares the mean values of backcalculated k for the GPS-3 data set obtained before 
and after screening. For most cases, these values are very close. The difference is significant for 
only a few cases. Figures 18 and 19 show cumulative frequency distributions of the coefficient of 
variation of backcalculated k-values for the GPS-3 sections before and after screening, 
respectively. Before screening, the median coefficient of variation is about 20 percent for all 
backcalculation methods. After screening, the median coefficient of variation is about 10 percent 
for all methods. Of course, it must be remembered that the LTPP sections are relatively short; a 
larger coefficient of variation in backcalculated k-values might be expected for a project of greater 
length. 

As a rule of thumb, a coefficient of variation in backcalculated k that is less than 20 percent after 
screening of outliers is reasonable. Significantly higher k coefficients of variation suggest 
significant changes in the subgrade soil type, the embankment thickness, or the depth to bedrock. 
Division of the project into subsections of more consistent k-values may be appropriate in some 
cases. 

Comparisons of Plate Load Data With Other Data 

Perhaps the most valuable set ofLTPP data for use in venfying the NCHRP 1-30 k-value 
guidelines is the set of plate load test results available for 31 sections. For these sections, the 
following comparisons are possible. 
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1. Plate load k versus soil class: As shown in Table 4, the plate load k-value feU within the 
ranges recommended for the AASHfO soil class in 27 of 31 cases. In the other four cases, 
three were gravelly materials (A-1-a, A-1-b. and A-2-4) for which the plate load k was lower 
than the recommended range, and one was a gravelly material (A-2-4) for which the plate load 
k was higher than the recommended range. 

2. Plate load k versus CBR: CBR data were available for 15 of the 31 sections with plate load 
k-values. As shown in Table 5, the plate load k-values fell within the range indicated by the 
CBR values in 12 of the 15 cases. In the other three cases, the plate load k was below the 
range indicated by the CBR. 

3. Plate load k versus R-value: R-value data were not available for any of the 31 sections with 
plate load k-values. 

4. Plate load k versus backcalculated k: The mean ratio of backcalculated k-value to plate 
load k-value for the 22 concrete pavement sections, for each of the backcalculation methods, 
is shown in Table 6. Note that the results with slab size correction were computed only for 
the GPS-3 and GPS-4 sections. These results show that the backcalculated k-values exceeded 
the plate load k-values by factors ranging from 1.37 to 1.84 without slab size correction, and 
from 1.78 to 2.16 with the slab size correction. For the most promising solution for each 
algorithm-AREA7 and BEST 4-the ratios with slab size correction are very close to the 
traditionally recommended factor of 2. For AREA7 (the AREA method applied to the SHRP 
sensor configuration), the mean ratio with slab size correction is 1.97, and for BEST 4 (the 
best-fit method applied to the traditional four-sensor configuration), the mean ratio is 1.99. 
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Table 4. Plate load k versus AASHTO soil class. 

Rec range Plate Load Test 
Section Plate load k AASHTO class (psi/in) kin range? 

3053 46 140' A- 1-a 300-450 N 

301046 uo A-2-4 300-500 N 

3012 55 138 A-4 5-220 y 

3006 19 125 A-6 5-255 y 

3009 19 l25 A-6 5-255 y 

3028 19 125 A-6 5-255 y 

3033 19 115 A-6 5-255 y 

3055 19 125 A-6 5-255 y 

3009 46 162 A-6 5-255 y 

3013 46 169 A·6 5-255 y 

660046 161 A-6 5-255 y 

3012 46 157 A-7-6 40-220 y 

305246 160 A-7-6 40-220 y 

3010 49 120 A-7-6 40-220 y 

6702 31 600 A-2-4 300-500 N 

9126 19 100 A-4 5-220 y 

5046 19 150 A-1-b 200-400 N 

5042 19 120 A-4 5-220 y 

91 16 19 LIO A-6 5-255 y 

502046 165 A-6 5-255 y 

504046 160 A-6 5-255 y 

5025 46 175 A-7-6 40-220 y 

6049 19 120 A-6 5-255 y 

1016 27 150 A-3 150-300 y 

1030 31 200 A-4 5-220 y 

7049 46 135 A-6 5-255 y 

9187 46 80 A-7-6 40-220 y 

9197 46 145 A-6 5-255 y 

1028 47 165 A-7-5 5-215 y 

3110 47 160 A-7-5 5-215 y 

9020 08 110 A-7-6 40-220 y 

I psi/in = 0.271 kPa!mm 
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Table 5. Plate load k versus California Bearing Ratio (CBR). 

Rec range Plate Load Test 
Section Plate load k CBR (PSi/in) kin range? 

3053 46 140 5 8-220 y 

3010 46 110 9 15~310 N 

3012 55 138 -
3006 19 125 -
3009 19 125 -
3028 19 125 -
3033 19 115 -
3055 19 125 -
3009 46 162 6 100-240 y 

3013 46 169 7 11~250 y 

660046 161 46 38~580 N 

3012 46 157 10 15~320 y 

3052 46 160 6 100-240 y 

3010 49 120 4 5~200 y 

6702 31 600 -
9126 19 100 -
5046 19 150 -
5042 19 120 -
9116 19 110 -
502046 165 7 11~250 y 

5040 46 160 6 100-240 y 

5025 46 175 7 11~250 y 

6049 19 120 -
1016 27 150 -
1030 31 200 -
7049 46 135 5 8-220 y 

9187 46 80 27 290-460 N 

9197 46 145 7 11~250 y 

1028 47 165 7 11~250 y 

3110 47 160 -
9020 08 110 -

1 psi/in= 0.271 kPa/mm 
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Table 6. Backcalculated k versus plate load k. 

Method without Backcalculated k I Method with Backcalculated k I 
correction plate load k correction plate load k 

B7I 1.47 B7F 1.85 

B5I 1.37 B5F 1.78 

B41 1.63 B4F 1.99 

B3I 1.47 B3F 1.85 

A1I 1.62 A7F 1.97 

A5I 1.43 A5F 1.82 

A41 1.84 A4F 2.16 

A3I 1.53 A3F 1.91 

Avera~e: 1.54 Avera2e: 1.91 

Comparison of Backcalculated k and Other SoDs Data 

Based on the results of the comparison of the plate load data with other soils data available in the 
LTPP database, the AREA7 method was used, with slab size correction, to estimate static k
values for all of the GPS-3, -4, and -5 sections. The static k-value was estimated by dividing the 
mean backcalculated k-value after data screening by 1.97. The estimated static k-value was then 
compared with any soil type, CBR, and R-value data available in the database. 

1. Static k from backcalculation versus soil class. Figure 20 shows the range of static k
values estimated from backcalculation results, for each soil type, compared to the range of 
static k-values traditionally recommended for that soil type (i.e., by the Bureau of Public 
Roads and Portland Cement Association). The results are summarized below: 

• A-1-a, gravel: Not surprisingly, the mean and range of static k-values estimated from 
backcalculation are significantly lower than those traditionally recommended. This is thought 
to be due to the fact that the subgrade types identified in the LTPP database may only be 
descriptive of the top 1 to 2 m of material beneath the pavement layers. A true deep subgrade 
of A-1 is a very rare occurrence, and what may be identified as an A-1 subgrade in the LTPP 
database may, in fact, only describe a layer of gravel or stone fill atop a softer soil. 

• A-1-b, coarse sand: The range of static k-values estimated from backcalculation results is 
similar to, but wider than, the traditionally recommended range; the mean is well within the 
recommended range. Again, the lower estimated values may be due to a softer subgrade 
underlying the granular material. 
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• A-2, granular materials with high fines: The range ef static k-values estimated from 
backcalculation results overlaps the recommended range between about 150 and 300 psi/in 
[40.8 and 81.6 kPa/mm], but the range of values estimated for the LTPP sections extends 
below 100 psi/in [27.2 kPa/mm] and no values above 300 psi/in [81.6 kPa/mm] were 
estimated. whereas the traditionally recommended range for A-2 materials extends to 500 
psi/in [136 kPa/mm]. The mean estimated k for the LTPP sections, at about 150 psi/in [40.8 
kPa/mm], is close to the low end of the traditionally recommended range. The lower 
estimated values may be due to a softer subgrade underlying the granular material. 

• A-3, fine sand: The range of static k-values estimated from backcalculation results is wider 
than the traditionally recommended range, and the mean is just below the lower limit of the 
traditionally recommended range, i.e., 150 psifm [40.8 kPa/mm]. The lower estimated values 
may be due to a softer sub grade underlying the granular material. 

• A-4, silt and silt/sand/gravel mixtures: A wide range of static k-values was estimated from 
the backcalculation results, but the mean is well within the recommended range. Only a few 
sections are responsible for the high upper limit on the estimated range, as evidenced by the 
fact that the mean is much closer to the lower limit It is not surprising that the recommended 
range goes much lower than the estimated range, considering that the recommended range 
encompasses saturation levels up to 100 percent saturation; however, the L TPP sections, in 
general, were tested in the summer and fall months when the degree of subgrade saturation 
was likely to have been lower. This applies to all of the fine-grained soil types, as Figure 20 
illustrates. 

• A-5, poorly graded silt: The mean of the estimated static k range agrees very well with the 
midrange of the recommended range. Just a few sections with high values are responsible for 
the upper limit of the estimated range being higher than that of the recommended range, as 
evidenced by the fact that the mean is much closer to the lower end of the estimated range. 

• A-6, plastic clay: Just as for the A-5 soils, the mean of the estimated static k range agrees 
very well with the midrange of the recommended range. Just a few sections with high values 
are responsible for the upper limit of the estimated range being higher than that of the 
recommended range, as evidenced by the fact that the mean is much closer to the lower end of 
the estimated range. 

• A-7-5, moderately plastic clay: The range of estimated static k-values was fairly narrow and 
was contained within the recommended range. 

• A-7-6, highly plastic elastic clay: Just as for the A-5 soils, the mean of the estimated static k 
range agrees very well with the midrange of the recommended range. Just a few sections with 
high values are responsible for the upper limit of the estimated range being higher than that of 
the recommended range, as evidenced by the fact that the mean is much closer to the lower 
end of the estimated range. 

For coarse-grained soils, these comparisons indicate that, in general, the static k-values estimated 
from backcalculation results tend to be somewhat lower than the traditionally recommended 
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values, and that values near the upper limit of the traditionally recommended range should not be 
used unless the subgrade is known to indeed consist of a substantial thickness, i.e., several meters, 
of coarse-grained materials. 

For fme-grained soils, the static k-values estimated from backcalculation results are typically 
consistent with the traditionally recommended range, as indicated by the mean values estimated 
for each fine-grained soil class. Values higher than those traditionally recommended were 
obtained for a few LTPP sections, but are not typical. The LTPP sections did not yield estimated 
static k-values approaching the lower ends of the traditionally recommended ranges, which is not 
swprising considering that the L TPP sections were not tested during times of maximum subgrade 
saturation. 

2. Static k from backcalculation versus CBR: Figure 21 illustrates the comparison of CBR 
values and static k-values estimated from backcalculation results for those GPS-3, -4, and -5 
sections for which both types of data were available. In general, the estimated k-values agree 
reasonably well with the recommended range of values, although a downward shift in the 
lower bound would be necessary to encompass several of the values. Also, a few sections 
with high CBR values bad estimated static k-values that were considerably below the 
recommended range. This may be an indication that the subgrades for these sections are not 
actually granular layers of substantial thickness. 

3. Static k from backcalculation versus R-value: Figure 22 illustrates the comparison of R
values and static k-values estimated from backcalculatioo results for those GPS-3, -4, and -5 
sections for which both types of data were available. The range shown by the lines on the 
chart are based on correlations between Rand CBR given in the AASIITO Guide (Part n. 
Figures 2.6 and 2.7). The results in Figure 22 do not indicate any relationship between the R
values and the static k-values estimated from backcalculation results for the LTPP sections. 

Improvements to NCHRP 1-30 k-Value Guidelines 

Based on the results of these analyses using the data from the L TPP GPS-3, -4, and -5 pavement 
sections, the following improvements to the NCHRP 1-30 k-value guidelines are recommended 
and have been made in the proposed revision to the AASHfO Guide (see the appendix). 

1. R-value vs. k-value correlation eliminated. The LTPP data analyses indicated not only that 
the R-k correlation showed no agreement with the available data. but also that the available 
data did not demonstrate any significant trend ink-value with R-value. 

2. Plate load testing on a test embankment is only recommended if the embankment is at least 
10ft [3.0 m] thick. Otherwise, the k of the underlying subgrade should be detennined based 
on testing or correlations and adjusted as a function of the thickness and density of the 
embankment. Testing on top of a granular embankment only a few feet thick may result in k
values too high for use in design. 
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3. A minimum static k-value of25 psi/in [6.8 kPalmm] is recommended for fine-grained 
soils at 100 percent saturation. Deflection testing and backcalculation of all of the L TPP 
sections and many other pavements around the United States have never yielded k-values 
lower than this. 

4. A summary table was developed that lists soils by AASHTO soil class, Unified soil class, and 
descriptive name, and identifies corresponding reasonable ranges for dry density, CBR, and 
static elastic k-value. 

5. The correlation of CBR to k-value was plotted with CBR on a log scale to better illustrate 
the relationship of CBR to k in the CBR range of 1 to 10. 

6. The best fit backcalculation algorithm yielded more consistent results than the AREA 
algorithm with respect to differences in sensor configuration, basin radius, inclusion of 
deflections under and very near the load plate, coefficient of variation with multiple load levels 
and load drops. and coefficient of variation along the project length. In general, use of the 
best fit methods is preferable to use of the AREA methods, but depends on software 
availability. For highway pavements, the Best Fit 4 solution is recommended. 

7. The AREA7 method is proposed for use in the AASHTO Guide because it involves a few 
equations that can be easily presented on paper and solved by calculator or spreadsheet. and 
because among the AREA methods, AREA7 yielded the closest results to the best fit methods. 
The AREA7 method can therefore be considered a quick and reasonable approximation of the 
results that best fit analysis would yield. 

8. A slab size correction is strongly recommended to correctly backcalculate the k-value, 
because all of the solution methods reviewed in this study are based on the assumption of 
infinite slab behavior, which is not realistic for highway slabs. It should be noted, however, 
that the slab size correction procedure originally developed by Crovetti and modified in this 
study still does not consider the effect that transverse and longitudinal joint load transfer and 
edge support, such as a tied PCC shoulder, may have in increasing the effective slab size. 
Crovetti has researched this topic, but further investigation is needed to develop a reliable and 
easy-to-use procedure to correct backcalculated k-values for rectangular slab sizes and partial 
load transfer. 

9. The k-valnes backcalculated from FWD deflections exceeded plate load k-values, for 
those LTPP sections for which plate load data were available, by factors averaging very close 
to 2 for all of the backcalculation algorithms. Thus, the simple rule for dividing the 
backcalculated k by 2 to estimate the plate load k is considered to be valid. 
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VERIFICATION OF PROPOSED AASHTO PERFORMANCE MODEL 

Improved Consideration of Support in AASHTO Methodology 

A comprehensive evaluation of the AASHO Road Test and the resulting concrete pavement 
design models conducted under NCHRP 1-30 revealed several major deficiencies related to 
pavement support conditions. Due to the nature of these deficiencies, a major effort was 
expended to develop procedures for improved consideration of support into the AASHTO design 
methodology. Details of the development are given in Appendix E of Reference 2. 

This effort required an extensive examination of the design and subsequent performance of the 
test pavements at the AASHO Road Test site, a detailed examination of the original development 
of the concrete pavement design model and its subsequent "extensions" over time, the formulation 
of recommended improvements for pavement support, and, finally, the incorporation of these 
improvements into a proposed revision to the AASHTO design model with different support 
inputs. Efforts were then made to verify the proposed revised AASHTO design model using 
long-term performance data from the extended AASHO Road Test and other in-service 
pavements in a variety of climatic zones. The proposed revisions to the relevant portions of the 
AASHTO Guide are provided in the appendix. 

Deficiencies in 1993 AASHTO Procedure Related to Pavement Support 

The following summary is a list of the specific deficiencies in the current version of the AASIITO 
design procedure for concrete pavements that are related to pavement support. 

• The gross k-value input assumes a large amount of permanent deformation and does not 
represent the support that the pavements actually experience during traffic loading. An 
elastic k-value provides a far more realistic match to measured strains. In analysis of 
AASHO Road Test pavements, the elastic k-value was found to reduce the stress in the 
slab equal to that computed from measured strains under creep speed axle loading. 

• The lowest gross k-value that was measured on top of the base during the spring (60 
psi/in [16 kPalmm]) was incorporated into the AASHTO model in 1961 and has not been 
changed. The 1986 version provided a procedure to consider seasonal variation in 
selection of a design k-value; however, the design equation was not modified to 
incorporate the effective k-value that existed at the Road Test site. Thus, the current 
seasonal adjustment procedure is incompatible with the current design model. 

• The effect of the base course on perfonnance is not properly considered through the 
composite "top of the base" k-value. This is especially true for stiff treated bases that act 
as structural layers in reducing stress in the slab. An improved way to model the effect of 
the base layer on slab stress is needed. 

• Substantial loss of support existed for many sections at the AASHO site, which led to 
increased slab cracking and loss of serviceability; thus, the performance data and design 
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equation already incorporate considerable loss of support. Incorporation of an additional 
loss of support factor results in overdesign. What is needed is a way to consider the 
benefit of an improved base on performance in terms of cracking and faulting. 

• The 1961 extension used Spangler's unprotected comer equation. The critical stress 
location at the AASHO Road Test was along the slab edge for slabs 6.5 in [165 mm] and 
greater, and resulted in transverse fatigue cracks initiating at the bottom of the slab. The 
stresses in the vicinity of the comer were much lower than those at midslab due to the 
well-doweled joints. Use of Spangler's comer equation with doweled joints does not 
model the critical stress and crack initiation location, and thus cannot possibly provide 
accurate indications of the effect of slab support on cracking, espec1ally when thermal 
curling and moisture warping are considered. 

• The current AASHTO procedure does not provide a methodology to design a pavement 
with undoweled joints. The J factor only considers tensile stress that controls cracking, 
not faulting. An undoweled joint requires improved slab support from the base and a 
more erosion-resistant base material to prevent loss of support over time and premature 
failure. Thermal curling and moisture warping, which become much more critical to 
performance with undoweled joints, are not considered in the current AASHTO 
procedure. 

• Joint spacing other than that of the Road Test slabs is not considered at all in the current 
design procedure. It is known from many other studies that joint spacing has a major 
effect on slab cracking and faulting. (I 0,11) Subgrade and base support interact with joint 
spacing to affect combined slab stresses from load, temperature, and moisrure gradients. 
Thus, slab support is a very important variable in the selection of joint spacing to 
minimize transverse cracking. 

• The original 1961 model reflects the climate of the AASHO Road Test site only. The 
1993 version does not include any variable that adjusts for different climates. Thus, other 
climates that cause different magnitudes of slab curling or warping cannot be considered. 
This limitation alone has led to many pavement failures from premature cracking. 

• The only distress manifestation considered directly by the design procedure is transverse 
slab cracking, because that is basically the only distress that occurred at the Road Test 
(other than erosion and loss of support that contributes to slab cracking). Thus, the loss 
of serviceability was due almost entirely to slab cracking and the subsequent deterioration 
of those cracks, resulting in roughness and loss of serviceability. Some sections had 
excessive loss of suppon prior to failure from slab cracking. Cracking is related to slab 
support, and the Spangler corner equation incorporated into the AASHTO design 
equation is not a realistic model for predicting the cracking that occurred, as noted above. 

• FauJting of transverse joints did not occur during the 2 years of the Road Test because 
the joints all had dowels; thus, the performance predicted by the design model does not 
consider the effect of faulting on loss of serviceability. The J factor, often thought to 
control faulting, has nothing to do with joint faulting. 
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• Although thermal curling and moisture warping of slabs occurred during the 2-year Road 
Test, the effects of these important factors were not considered in any of the extensions. 
This is important because any design feature that would increase stresses from either of 
these actions cannot be considered in the design of that pavement. For example, joint 
spacing, base stiffness, and subgrade stiffness all affect stresses from thermal curling and 
moisture gradients through the slab. None of these can be considered in pavement design 
using the current AASHTO Guide procedure. 

The following sections briefly summarize the efforts made for NCHRP 1-30 to develop an 
improved methodology for consideration of slab support in th.e AASHTO design procedure. 

Improved AASHTO Methodology Recommended 

Improved technology exists today that was not available in 1961, including the capabilities of 
three-dimensional finite element models to compute slab stresses, larger and faster computers, and 
advanced mechanistic and statistical modeling. This technology was applied to the original 
AASHO model to develop an extended and improved design model for concrete pavements that 
more fully considers pavement "support" aspects. Specific improvements in the proposed revision 
to the AASHTO design procedure include the following: 

1. Defining the k-value specifically as the value determined on the finished roadbed soil or 
embankment, upon which the base and slab will eventually be constructed. A composite 
"top of the base" k-value is not valid and is not recommended for design. 

2. The k-value input recommended is the elastic k-value as tested extensively at the AASHO 
Road Test and similarly at the Arlington, Virginia, test site. The elastic k-value was 
found to result in slab stresses similar to those produced in the field by axle loads at creep 
speed. 

3. Seasonal support variations are considered through the determination of an effective 
yearly elastic k-value of the embankment/subgrade. A procedure was developed to 
determine the effective k-value for the design. 

4. The effect of the base course on slab stress due to load and temperature and moisture 
gradients is directly considered. The base thickness, stiffness, and friction coefficient 
(between the slab and the base) are direct inputs to the design procedure. 

5. Temperature gradients and moisture gradients (as equivalent temperature gradients)~ 
directly considered as inputs to the design procedure. 

6. A procedure was developed for checking joint faulting and adjusting joint design if 
deficient, rather than increasing slab thickness. 

7. Joint spacing is directly considered through its interaction with slab support and effect on 
combined load and temperature curling stresses. 
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8. The effects of longitudinal edge load transfer or a widened ~c lane on critical stress 
reduction are considered directly. 

9. Joint (comer) load position stresses are checked for undoweledjoints in slab design. 

A new design model for concrete pavement design was developed using the same general 
approach used in 1961 to extend the original empirical model and also incorporate the above 
capabilities. Figure 23 shows this mechanistic-empirical type of model, in which log W is linearly 
related to the logarithm of the strength-to-stress ratio S'c/ a. The new concrete pavement log W 
model (for 50 percent reliability) was obtained by combining the empirical model and the 
mechanistic-empirical model as follows: 

[ ( 
(S I )' l ( S I l] log W 1 = log W + ( 5.065 - 0.03295 P224

) * log 7 - log ac [20] 

where W' = number of design 18-kip [40-kN] ESALs in traffic lane 
a' = maximum tensile slab stress for the midslab load position due to combined load 

and effective temperature curl (with inputs for the new pavement design) 
W = number of 18-k:ip [40-kN] ESALs estimated using the original empirical 

AASHO design model from the main loops (with inputs from original AASHO 
Road Test) 

a = maximum tensile slab stress for the midslab load position due to combined load 
and effective temperature curl (with inputs from original AASHO Road Test) 

The above equation represents the best fit relationship between design features and log W. 
Reliability can be added in a manner similar to that in the current AASHfO Guide. 

Field Verification of New Models 

Data were obtained from the 14-year extended AASHO Road Test (12) and the RPPR 
database ( 11 ). This database provides performance data from sections with various base types, 
subgrades, climates, and designs from many States. The number of 18-k:ip [40-kN] ESALs (log 
W) was predicted from the initial serviceability (Pl) to the current serviceability (P2). The actual 
number of ESALs was computed from the traffic data on each section. The results shown in 
Figure 24 indicate a reasonable prediction of log W for a wide variety of pavement designs across 
the United States, with no particular bias of overprediction or underprediction. However, the 
data are very limited, and additional data are needed for verification. Such data are available in 
the LTPP database. 
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Figure 23. Relationship of W to log S 'jo for three terminal serviceability levels for the proposed 
revised AASHTO extended concrete pavement design model. 
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Figure 24. Predicted versus acruallog W for test sections from the extended I-80 tests and the 
FHW A database, using the proposed revised concrete pavement design model. 
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Validation of Design Model With L TPP Data 

Data were extracted from the LTPP database from GPS-3, -4, and -5 experiments for the purpose 
of validating the new design model. The data were stored in a spreadsheet format for the 
convenience of data manipulation, plotting, and analysis. The data items listed below were 
required for the analysis. Where necessary, information about the selection and use of the 
available data is provided as well. 

Strategic IDghway Research Program (SHRP) ID and State Code 
Year opened to traffic 

Accumulated ESALs-Annual ESALs were obtained for every section and plotted versus 
time. A best fit regression curve was fitted through the data Some of the data were highly 
variable. The total accumulated ESALs were summed for each year, from the year of opening 
to traffic to the prediction year (the year for which an IRI was selected to estimate the 
serviceability. as described below. ESAL data were missing for several sections. For each 
section for which ESAL data were analyzed, the quality of fit of the ESAL projection curve to 
the available data was characterized by an R2

• When the analysis spreadsheet for the GPS-3 
sections was fully assembled and predicted log W from opening to the prediction year could 
be compared to the actual log W. no trend was apparent in the ratio of predicted to actual log 
W with respect to the R2 of the ESAL prediction, as Figure 25 shows. Thus, no sections were 
removed from the analysis on the basis of the quality of the ESAL prediction. 

IRI-IRI data measured between 1989 and 1993 were retrieved and plotted for every 
individual section. The IRI that best appeared to represent the value in 1992 or 1993 was 
determined from the graphs for each section. In a very few cases, a dramatic drop in IRl was 
seen in one of these years, suggesting that perhaps the section received an overlay or other 
significant ride quality improvement In these cases, the year of the last IRI value measured 
before the significant drop was selected as the prediction year. IRl data were missing for 
several sections. 

Joint faulting-Measured faulting at the slab edge (0.3 m) and in the wheel path (0.75 m) 
were retrieved and plotted over time. Data were missing from several sections and the data 
were very erratic from year to year. Faulting values corresponding to the IRI year were 
selected for each section. In general, the edge faulting measu.n:ments were used, except for 
three sections for which the edge data were not available, but the wheelpath data were. 
Negative faulting values were assumed to be zeros. Sections that had no faulting data were 
excluded from the analysis because the correction to the serviceability loss cannot be done 
without knowing the faulting magnitude. 

Present Serviceability Index (PSI}-The PSI was estimated from the IRI (inches/mile) using 
the following equation (13): 

PSI = 5 e<-0.004J IRJ) [21] 
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Figure 25. Ratio of predicted vs. actual log W versus ESAL prediction accuracy. 



Adjusted PSI for zero faulting-The original AASHO Road Test included well-doweled 
joinrs that did not fault during the 2-year study. Thus, the new model. which is based on the 
original AASHTO model, is only valid for pavements that do not fault Thus, an adjustment 
was necessary for the LTPP sections that had measurable faulting. The following adjustment 
was made that essentially increased the PSI computed directly from the IRI, depending on the 
amount of faulting. 

For example, suppose that a secuon bad an llU of 81 in/ml [ 1278.18 mmlk.m] in 1993, which 
corresponds to an estimated PSI of 3.59, and suppose also that the section has 1.15 mm of 
faulting, which corresponds to an 1RI of21.5 in/ml [339.27 mmlkm]. The IRI without 
faulting would then be 81 - 2l.5 = 59.5 inlrni (938.91 mmlk:m]. The PSI estimated from this 
IRl only is 3.92. In other words, the actual serviceability in the prediction year is increased to 
remove the portion of the serviceability loss that is due to faulting. 

Initial PSI- Since most of the L TPP sections were several years old at the tiine of the first 
IRI measurement. there is no way to estimate their initial PSL This is particularly true for the 
specific 500-ft [152-m] LTPP sectton. Based on information obtained from state highway 
agencies during the early analysis contract ( 16}, a value of 4.25 was used for all sections, 
recognizing that the true value ranges in practice (prior to smoothness specifications at least) 
from 3.5 to 4.8. Also. a sensitivity analysis is conducted to show its relative impact. 

Slab thickness- Data from cores were used. If these were not available, inventory data 
were used. 

Average transverse joint spacing- If the pavement had a random joint spacing, the 
average was computed and used in the analysis. 

Concrete slab flexural strength -The required input is 28-day, third-point loading, mean 
flexural strength. Thts value had to be estimated from several different types of strength data 
available: 

( 1) Indirect tensile strengths from 6-in- [ 15-cm-] diameter cores that were cut from lhe 
secttons were obtained from the database. The flexural strength was estimated using the 
following rel:uionship developed by Hammitt (14): 

FS = 1.02 ST + 210 

where FS = flexural strength in third-point loading, psi 
ST =split tensile strength, psi 

[22] 

The flexural strength estimated from this equation using core split tensile strength 
represents the pavement at the time the core was taken. This strength had to be adjusted 
to an estimated 28-day strength for use tn the design model. A model developed under 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) Zero-Maintenance study ( 15) was used to 
predict the 28-day strength from the strength at any other time: 
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R = 1.22 + 0.17 loglO t - 0.05 (loglO t)2 

where R = ratio of flexural strength at time t to flexural strength at 28 days 
t = time from placement, years 

[23] 

For example, a flexural strength obtained at 20 years of 800 psi [5.5 MPa] would result in an 
estimated flexural strength of 590 psi [4.07 MPa] at 28 days. 

(2) If the core strength was missing, the database was searched for inventory data for 
flexural strength or compressive strength. If 14-day strengths were available, they 
were increased by 10 percent to estimate 28-day strengths. If 7 -day strengths were 
available, they were increased by 30 percent to estimate 28-day strengths. Very often, 
the available inventory flexural strength values were very high. 

(3) If none of the above data were available, the mean flexural strength (650 psi [4.48 
MPa]) was used for the section. 

( 4) The above values were reviewed for either very low values or very high values. A 
practical range of 500 psi [3.45 MPa] minimum to 800 psi [5.5 MPa] maximum was 
allowed into the analysis. Any values outside of these limits were not used, and the 
mean value of 650 psi [4.48 MPa] was used. 

Concrete slab elastic modulus -The static modulus was estimated from the core 
compression tests. 
Concrete slab Poisson's ratio- These data were obtained mostly from core testing data. If 
the value was not available, a value of 0.20 was assumed. 
Base type - Information was obtained from the database. 
Base thickness - Data were obtained from the coring data 
Base elastic modulus - The static modulus was estimated from experience based on the 
description of the base material. 
Slab/base coefficient of friction -Estimated from NCHRP 1-30 published summary of 
testing data. 
Subgrade elastic static k-value- Backcalculated from FWD data and divided by 2.00. 
Note: This is essentially the k-value of the underlying subgrade as required input by NCHRP 
1-30. 
Edge support adjustment factor- Based on NCHRP 1-30 recommendations, this value is 
a fraction by which the free edge stress is multiplied. For a free edge (AC shoulder), this 
value is 1.00; for a tied PCC shoulder, it is 0.94; and for a widened traffic lane, it is 0.92. 
Note that the axle load is not located at the edge of the slab, but it is approximately in the 
center of the wheel path and this is the reduction factor for that location only. 
Mean annual air temperature - Obtained from the L TPP database. 
Mean annual precipitation - Obtained from the L TPP database. 
Mean annual wind speed- Obtained from maps of the United States published by the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 
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Effective positive daytime temperature gradient- Computed according to NCHRP 1-30 
model, using mean annual temperature, precipitation, and wind speed. 
Predicted ESALs carried over PSI loss from PSI initial to PSI in 1992 or 1993 when 
latest IRI was measured -This value was computed using the NCHRP 1-30 new design 
model with all of the above inputs. 
Actual ESALs carried since opening to trnffic - Estimated as previously described for 
each year and accumulated to the prediction year (1992 or 1993). 

Performance Prediction Capability of Proposed New Model 

After all of lhe needed data were assembled and checked, the predicted log W was compared to 
the actual log W for each section over various categories of the data, as described below. There 
are two important aspects to this comparison: (1) magnitude of the differences section by section 
between predicted log Wand actual log W, and (2) overall bias of the model to, on average, 
either overpredict or underpredict the actual log W. Both of these aspects are addressed in this 
section over the three main LTPP rigid pavement experiments of GPS-3, GPS-4, and GPS-5. 

Performance Prediction for GPS-3 (JPCP) 

Effect of initial serviceability. The prediction quality of the new model using initial 
serviceabilities of P 1 = 4.5, 4.25, and 4.0 is illustrated m Figures 26, 27, and 28, respectively. The 
model overpredicts with PI = 4.5, as seen in Figure 26 and in the paired two-tail t-test results 
summarized in Table 7. The null hypothesis is that the mean difference in predicted and acruallog 
W is equal to zero, and the alternate hypothesis is that it is not equal to zero (the model could 
overpredict or underpredict log W). Since the computed t(2.49) is greater than the critical t(2.0 1) 
at the 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected at the 0.05 level of significance. 
There is a 0.016 probability of observing this large of a difference given that the null hypothesis is 
true. Thus, in engineering terms, the mean difference between predicted log W and actual log W 
values for GPS-3 sections is not zero when Pl = 4.5. The mean actual and predicted log W 
values are 6.65 and 6.82, respectively, which correspond to mean actual and predicted ESALs of 
4.5 million and 6.6 million, respectively. The model overpredicts ESALs on average about 47 
percent when the initial serviceability is estimated at 4.5. 

Table 7. Actual versus predicted log W paired two-tail t-test results for GPS-3, Pl = 4.5. 

Paired t-test for GPS-3 only (with Pl=4.5) 
t-Test: Paired Samole for Means 

Acrual Predicted 
Mean (logW) 6.65 6.82 
Variance 0.14 0.18 
Observations 53 53 
Hypothesized Mean 0 
df 52 
t Stat -2.49 
P(T ~ t) two-tail 0 .016 
t Critical two-tail 2.01 
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Figure 26. Predicted versus actual log W for GPS-3 using new model and Pl = 4.5. 
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Figure 27. Predicted versus actual log W for GPS-3 using new model and PI = 4.25. 
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When Pl = 4.25, results given in the paired t-test comparison in Table 8 and in Figure 27 show 
that there is no evidence on which to reject the null hypothesis that the mean difference between 
predicted and actual log W values are not zero. Both the mean actual and predicted log W values 
are 6.65, which correspond to mean actual and predicted ESALs of 4.5 million. 

Table 8. Actual versus predicted log W paired t-test results for GPS-3, Pl = 4.25. 

Paired t-test for GPS-3 only (with Pl=4.25) 
t-Test: Paired Sample for Means 

Actual Predicted 
Mean (Jog W) 6.65 6.65 
Variance 0.14 0.19 
Observations 53 53 
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
df 52 
t Stat -0.01 
P(T~ t) two-tail 0.99 
t Critical two-tail 2.01 

When P 1 = 4.0, Table 9 and Figure 28 show evidence that the null hypothesis should be rejected 
at a significance level of 0.05 and the alternative hypothesis, being not equal to zero, should be 
accepted. The mean actual and predicted log W values are 6.64 and 6.42, respectively, which 
correspond to mean actual and predicted ESALs of 4.4 million and 2.6 million, respectively. 

Table 9. Actual versus predicted log W paired t-test results for GPS-3, Pl = 4.0. 

Paired t-test for GPS-3 only (with Pl=4.0) 
t-Test: Paired Sample for Means 

Actual Predicted 
Mean (logW) 6.64 6.42 
Variance 0.14 0.24 
Observations 49 49 
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
df 48 
t Stat 2.89 
P(T~ t) two-tail 0.006 
t Critical two-tail 2.01 

Many of these sections were built in the 1960s and 1970s, long before smoothness specifications 
were used extensively. Thus, any initial serviceability values between 3.5 and 4.8 are possible. In 
any case, the significant effect of P 1 on the overall prediction quality indicates that caution should 
be applied in drawing conclusions about predictive accuracy when the initial serviceability values 
are not known. Al1 of the other analyses provided herein have been conducted at Pl = 4.25. This 
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is the value used in the LTPP early analysis work based on estimated initial serviceability values 
by the state highway agencies. (16) 

Effect of slab thickness. The GPS-3 sections were separated into two groups: (1) 10 in [25 em] 
or more thick and (2) less than 10 in [25 em] thick. The prediction quality for the two groups 
may be seen in Figure 29. The paired two-tail t-test shows no evidence on which to reject the null 
hypothesis at either thickness level. Thus, the model produces unbiased predictions for either 
thinner or thicker slabs. 

Effect of base type. The GPS-3 sections were also separated into two groups by base type: (1) 
those with granular bases and (2) those wtth treated bases (asphalt. cement. lean concrete). Based 
on the paired t-test results, there is no evidence on which to reject the null hypothesis for either 
granular or treated base types. This can be observed in Figure 30 where base type has no apparent 
effect on the prediction quality. 

Effect of climatic zone. The GPS-3 sections are sorted into wet freeze. dry freeze, wet 
nonfreeze. and dry nonfreeze zones in Figures 31, 32, 33, and 34, respectively. Based on the t
test paired comparison, there is no evidence on which to reject the null hypothesis for any of the 
four climates. 

1986 AASHTO modeL Figure 35 shows the prediction quality of the 1986 AASHTO model 
when it is used to predict log W for all of the GPS-3 sections. The paired two-tail t-test results 
are shown in Table lO for these data. The results show that there is no evidence on which to 
reject the null hypothesis, and that the mean difference between predicted and actual log W values 
is not zero. 

Table 10. Paired two-tail t-test results for 1986 AASHfO model, GPS-3. 

Paired t-test for GPS-3 only 
t-Test: Two-Tail Paired Sample for Means 

Actual Predicted 
Mean(logW) 6.65 6.65 
Variance 0.14 0.22 
Observations 53 53 
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
df 52 
t Stat -0.01 
P(Ts:t) two-tail 1.00 
t Critical two-tail 2.01 
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Figure 31. Predicted versus actual log W for GPS-3 in wet freeze climatic zone. 
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Comparison of 1986 AASHTO model with new NCHRP 1·30 modeL The paired two-tail t
test results for the new NCHRP 1-30 model are shown in Table 8. These results provide no 
evidence that the null hypothesis should be rejected for this comparison. Thus, both of these 
models apparently have the ability to predict without bias (when the results are averaged over a 
large number of pavement sections) the log W required to reduce the initial serviceability from Pl 
to a lower value P2. 

Another evaluation that can be made with each model is the accuracy with which it can predict the 
actual log W of a section of highway pavement. The difference between the actual log W and the 
predicted log W (for both models) was computed for each of the 53 GPS-3 sections. The 
distribution of these differences (which are logarithms) is shown in Figure 36 for both the 1986 
AASHfO and the new NCHRP 1-30 prediction models. The standard deviations of the array of 
53 differences for each model were 0.50 for the AASfiTO model and 0.50 for the NCHRP 1-30 
model. These values are important since they represent an overall difference between the 
predicted log Wand the actual log W. More discussion will be provided on these values in a 
subsequent section entitled "Variability Components of Model Prediction." 

These results and Figure 36 indicate that the two models predict with about the same overall 
accuracy, and that the differences appear to be approximately normally distributed (which is the 
assumption made in the paired t-tests). 

62 



0\ 
I.JJ 

14 

12 

10 

.., 
c: 
0 ·.r: 
~ 8 .., 

,.Q 

0 ..... 
c ... 
~ 6 

~ z 

4 

2 

Comparison of Standard Error for GPS-3 Sections: 1986 AASHTO Equation Versus New Model 

~ 
Average = 0.00 
Std Dev. = 0.50 

1286 AASHrO; 
Average = 0.00 
Std Dev. = 0.50 

1986AASHTO 

c:=::::J New Model 

1986 AASHTO ·TREND 

• • • New Model - TRE.'ID 

1.0 

0.9 

... 
0.8 .2 .._. 

., 
c: 

0.7 ~ 
ns 
£! 
~ 
Cl'l 

,.Q 

0.6 0 
..... 
c...., 
c:: g) 
._g .5 

0.5 z :0 
] ~ 

0.4 

03 

Ill l:l 
iS 
w 
> ·::: 
~ e 
;s 
u -ns e 

0.2 0 z 

0.1 

~.-----+o.o 

-1.75 ·1.5 · 1.25 · l .().75 -0.5 -0.25 0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1 1.25 1.5 1.75 

Predicted Log W - Actual Log W 

Figure 36. Frequency distribution of prediction error (predicted log W - actual log W) for both original AASHO Road Test modeJ 
and new NCHRP 1-30 model. 



Performance Prediction for GPS-4 (JRCP) 

The new NCHRP 1-30 model was developed specifically for JPCP. The only way in which it can 
be utilized for JRCP is to select a hypothetical joint spacing that provides for an unbiased log W 
prediction. As illustrated in Figure 37. the model dramatically underpredicts the performance of 
JRCP when the actual joint spacings are used. Tills is due to the fact that long joint spacings for 
JRCP produce unrealistically high curling stresses according to the model. When a hypothetical 
joint spacing of 30 ft [9 m] is assumed. the model produces unbiased predictions for JRCP as 
shown in Figure 38 and as indicated by the paired t-test. Thus, the new model could be utilized 
for JRCP if a joint spacing of 30 ft [9 m] is input. Note that this does not need to be the actual 
joint spacing in the field. 

Performance Prediction for GPS-5 (CRCP) 

The new NCHRP 1-30 model was developed specifically for JPCP. The only way in which it can 
be utilized for CRCP is to select a hypothetical joint spacing that provides for an unbiased log W 
prediction. As illustrated in Figure 39, the model gives an unbiased prediction for CRCP when a 
hypothetical joint spacing of 15 ft [4.6 m] is used. Thus, the new model could be utilized for 
CRCP if a joint spacing of 15 ft [ 4.6 m] is used. Of course, CRCP does not have any joint 
spacing in the field. 

Comer Stress Evaluation for Undoweled GPS-3 Sections 

Slab cracking may also occur near slab joints and comers in undoweled pavements subjected to 
significant negative thermal and moisture gradients. These negative gradients cause an upward 
curling of the slab resulting in the loss of support beneath the comers and joints of the slab. The 
critical tensile stress for comer loading is located at the top surface of the slab, often along the 
longitudinal joint. Any erosion occurring beneath the joint or corner will cause this stress to 
increase also. If this stress is large enough and is repeated enough times, comer, diagonal. or 
even transverse cracks will develop. 

According to the recommendations in NCHRP 1-30 for undoweled pavements, a design check is 
conducted where the maximum top surface stresses were calculated for 76 undoweled GPS-3 
sections. The effect of moisture warping was accounted for by an equivalent temperature 
gradient equal to -1 °F/in [-0.02°C/mm], which was added to the negative effective temperature 
gradient determined according to recommendations given in NCHR.P 1-30. The max.imum top 
surface stresses were found to be lower than the maximum bottom midslab stresses (with positive 
temperature gradient) for all but two sections. It was also observed that very few corner cracks 
have occurred in any of these 76 sections, which tends to confmn the stress analysis check. 
However, if erosion occurs in addition to the negative gradients, then the critical stress on the top 
of the slab will increase and could lead to rapid cracking. Critical conditions where this loading 
situation is crucial are for thin undoweled jointed plain slabs with stiff bases in hot, dry climates. 
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Variability Components of Model Prediction 

The seemingly large scatter of data points on the previous plots of "predicted" log W versus 
"acrual" log W requires more explanation. A statistical test was previously used to help 
determine if the mean difference between actual log W and predicted log W was significantly 
different from zero. This report section evaluates the magnitude of variation in predicting log W 
for individual sections. Knowledge of this prediction error is important in p4vement design for 
selecting the standard deviation of performance and traffic prediction as used in the AASHTO 
Guide reliability design. 

There are actually at least four major components of variation associated with the overall scatter 
of points about the 1: 1 line between predicted and actual log W, and these need to be identified 
and explained. The following represents an approximate analysis of the components of variation. 
To accomplish this, several estimations had to be made, and thus the results should not be 
considered as exact. However, these results are useful for illustrative purposes in trying to 
explain the large amount of scatter on the many plots shown. 

( 1) Traffic Estimation: Perhaps the easiest component of variation to understand is that 
associated with the so-called "actual" ESALs, which are accumulated historically from the 
opening of a pavement section to traffic (V J. The estimate of "actual" ESALs is dependent 
on many variables that are difficult to estimate over a multi-year period, including volumes of 
each axle type and weight over the years, lane distribution of trucks (proportion of trucks in 
each classification in the outer traffic lane), and directional distribution of trucks (proportion 
of trucks traveling in each direction). The error associated with estimating "actual" historical 
cumulative ESALs over many years of the LTPP sections may be quite large. This error may 
be reduced as increased monitoring data become available for these sections and the historical 
and monitoring data can be matched. 

Components of variation associated with "predicted" ESALs from the prediction model (see 
Equation 20) include the following: 

(2) Errors associated with estimating each design input for each L TPP section (V~. Some errors 
associated with selected design inputs include, for example: 

Initial Pl- A mean value of 4.25 was used for all sections based on previous information 
from state highway agencies. However, many of the sections may have been constructed 
to different levels of smoothness. 

Terminal P2 -This value was estimated based on IRl measurements, and a general 
relationship was used to convert to serviceability. 

Concrete flexural strength (28 days)- This value was estimated from a few cores cut 
from the pavement and tested in indirect tension or compression. Then, the results were 
back-casted to 28 days from whatever age they were cut. 
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The k-value of subgrade- This was section mean backcalculated from FWD 
measurements taken during one season of the year and divided by 2 to estimate the proper 
static k-value for input. 

(3) Random or normal variation between the performance of supposedly identical replicate 
sections (similar to the variation of strength between two replicate concrete specimens). The 
causes of this random variation are not usually known (some are known in general and include 
such items as variation caused by construction processes and materials changes), but can be 
estimated from replicate section performance data CVr). 

(4) Inability of the model to predict actual pavement performance (serviceability, in this case) due 
to deficiencies in the model. This is the real model associated error in prediction (V m)· The 
relatively simple function form of the model does not, of course, represent completely the real 
pavement behavior under load and climate. 

These components of variance can be mathematically expressed as follows (log to base 10): 

Prediction Error = Log{ActualESALs}- Log{Predicted ESALs} 

Variance {Prediction Error} = Variance Log {Actual ESALs} + 
Variance Log{Predicted ESALs} + 
Co-variance {Log(Actual ESALs), Log(Predicted ESALs)} 

or: [24] 

where: 

V e = Total variance of prediction (the standard error of the estimate associated with the 
"actual" log [ESALs] versus "predicted" log [ESALs] as shown in Figure 36 was 0.50 
[a standard deviation similar to that recommended in the AASHTO Guide for traffic 
and performance]; therefore, ve = 0.5 * 0.5 = 0.25). 

V, = Variance of estimating historical ESALs (the error in prediction of traffic used was 
assumed to be similar to that recommended in the AASHTO Guide, or Vt = 0.09). 

V P = Variance Of prediction model that includeS V 1 + Vr + V m• 

Vi = Variance caused by estimating model inputs (a variance analysis of the performance 
model Equation 20, assuming typical variances for each input, gives Vi= 0.07). 

vr = variance due to replication (this variance is from natural variation between replicate 
sections and was estimated from AASHO Road Test replicate sections to be Vr = 
0.06). 

V m = Variance due to actual model deficiencies (solved from above equation) 
= 0.10. 

r = Correlation coefficient, 0.25. 

The implications of the values of these components of variance can be illustrated as follows. 
These results are based on observations that the error of predicted log W vs. actual log W shows 
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an approximately normal distribution (see Figure 36). It is typical for the fatigue life of replicate 
concrete specimens to be approximately log nonnally distributed. 

Historical ESALs estimate error: 
Standard deviation of prediction of historical ESALs = Sqrt(0.09) = 0.30 
If the mean ESALs were estimated to be 10 million (using the best estimates of each input), 
then the 68 percent confidence limits around this value would be approximately 

log (10,000,000) ± 0.30 = 7.00 ± 0.30 = 6.70 to 7.30, or 5 to 20 million. 

Replication variation only: 
Standard deviation of prediction of replication= Sqrt(0.06) = 0.24 
If the mean ESALs were estimated to be 10 million (using mean inputs to model), then the 68 
percent confidence limits around this value would be approximately 

log (10,000,000) ± 0.24 = 7.00 ± 0.24 = 6.76 to 7.24, or 6 to 17 million. 

Model error variation only: 
Standard deviation of prediction due to model error= Sqrt(O.lO) = 0.32 
If the mean ESALs were estimated to be 10 million (using best estimates for each input), then 
the 68 percent confidence limits around this value would be approximately 

log(lO,OOO,OOO) ± 0.32 = 7.00 ± 0.32 = 6.68 to 7.32, or 5 to 21 million. 

Thus, the total scatter of data in any of the "actual" versus "predicted" ESAL plots should be 
considered as consisting of several components of variation, including estimation of the historical 
ESALs (horizontal axis), estimation of true inputs to the model for each section (vertical axis), 
random differences in performance between sections due to unknown replication error (vertical 
axis), and true lack of ability of the model to represent pavement performance (vertical axis). 
These components of variance can be broken down into percentages of the total variation (V J as 
follows: 

Variance Component 
ESAL Estimation, V1 

InputEstimation,Vi 
Random Variation, V, 
Model Error, V m 

Total, Vo 

Estimated Variance 
0.09 
0.07 
0.06 
0.10 
0.32 

Percent of Total 
28 
22 
19 
31 

100 

As stated in the beginning of this section, the preceding analysis of the components of variation of 
the performance model is approximate, and the actual values should only be considered as rough 
estimates. It does point out that, for example, an improvement in estimation of historical ESALs 
would clearly reduce the scatter on any of the figures, as would an improvement of estimation of 
inputs. These variations are important because they aU need to be considered in determining the 
overall standard deviation for pavement design reliability using the new model. The model error 
is the most important component of variation insofar as what needs to be reduced through 
improved modeling in the future. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The k-Value Guidelines 

Based on the results of these analyses using the data from the LTPP GPS-3, -4, and -5 pavement 
sections, the following improvements to the NCHRP l-30 k-value guidelines are recommended 
and have been made JD the proposed supplement to the AASHfO Guide (see the appendix). 

• R-value vs. k-value correlation eliminated. The LTPP data analyses indicated not only that 
the R-k correlation showed no agreement with the available data, but also that the available 
data did not demonstrate any significant trend ink-value with R-value. 

• Plate load testing on a test embankment is only recommended if the embankment is at least 
10 ft [3.0 m] thick. Otherwise, the k of the underlying subgrade should be determined based 
on testing or correlations and adjusted as a function of the thickness and density of the 
embankment. Testing on top of a granular embankment only a few feet thick may result in k
values too high for use in design. 

• A minimum static k-value of 25 psi/In [6.8 kPa/mm] is recommended for fine-grained 
soils at l 00 percent saturation. Deflection testing and backcalculation of all of the L TPP 
sections and many other pavements around the United States have never yielded k-values 
lower than this. 

• A summary table was developed that lists soils by AASIITO soil class, unified soil class, and 
descriptive name, and identifies corresponding reasonable ranges for dry density, CBR, and 
static elastic k-value. 

• The correlation of CBR to k-value was plotted with CBR on a log scale to better illustrate 
the relationship of CBR to k in the CBR range of l to 10. 

• The best fit backcalculation algorithm yielded more consistent results than the AREA 
algorithm with respect to differences in sensor configuration, basin radius, inclusion of 
deflections under and very near the load plate, coefficient of variation with multiple load levels 
and load drops, and coefficient of variation along the project length. In general, use of the 
best fit methods is preferable to use of the AREA methods, but depends on software 
availability. For highway pavements, the Best Fit 4 solution is recommended. 

• The AREA7 method is proposed for use in the AASBTO Guide because it involves a few 
equations that can be easily presented on paper and solved by calculator or spreadsheet. Also, 
among the AREA methods, AREA7 yielded the closest results to the best fit methods. The 
AREA7 method can therefore be considered a quick and reasonable approximation of the 
results that best fit analysis would yield. 

• A slab size correction is strongly recommended to correctly backcalculate the k-value, 
because all of the solution methods reviewed in this study are based on the assumption of 
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infinite slab behavior, which is not realistic for highway slabs. It should be noted, however, 
that the slab size correction procedure originally developed by Crovetti and modified in this 
study still does not consider the effect that transverse and longitudinal joint load transfer and 
edge support, such as a tied PCC shoulder, may have in increasing the effective slab size. 
Crovetti has researched this topic, but further investigation is needed to develop a reliable and 
easy-to-use procedure to correct backcalculated k-values for rectangular slab sizes and partial 
load transfer. 

• The k-values backcalculated from FWD deflections exceeded plate load k-values, for 
those L TPP sections for which plate load data were available, by factors averaging very close 
to 2 for all of the backcalculation algorithms. Thus, the simple rule for dividing the 
backcalculated k by 2 to estimate the plate load k is considered valid. 

Concrete Pavement Performance Model 

The predictive capability of the proposed new rigid pavement design model (developed under 
NCHRP Project 1-30) has been evaluated using the LTPP data from GPS-3 (JPCP), GPS-4 
(JRCP), and GPS-5 (CRCP). These data were carefully retrieved and cleaned prior to use in the 
evaluation. Data were retrieved or calculated and entered in a spreadsheet for all required inputs 
to the new rigid pavement design model. This required a major effort to estimate all of the inputs 
required for the model. 

The predicted log W was then calculated for each section in the LTPP database and compared to 
the accumulated ESALs for that section. Plots of predicted log W versus log ESALs were 
prepared for a variety of comparisons. These plots (Figures 26-39) show the overall quality of 
prediction for the new model and also of the 1986 AASIITO model. In addition, paired t-tests 
were conducted to determine if there were significant differences between predicted log W and 
actual log ESALs for the GPS-3 (JPCP). The following conclusions were reached after all of the 
data analyses were completed. 

• The initial IRI (and, therefore, estimated PSI) was not available for most of the LTPP 
sections, and thus this value had to be estimated. For all of the analyses, a value of 4.25 was 
used. However, the specific 500-ft [152-m] LTPP sections could have an initial PSI ranging 
from 3.8 to 4.8. The impact of this variable was tested through predicted vs. actual runs for 
GPS-3 data. Results showed the following: 

Initial PSI Mean Actual ESALs Predicted ESALs 

4.5 4,500,000 6,600.000 

4.25 4,500,000 4,500,000 

4.0 4,400,000* 2,600,000 

*This slightly different value is due to four sections being dropped from the analysis because 
the current PSI was greater than 4.0. 
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Therefore, if the mean PSI was 4.25 for all of these sections, the new prediction model, on 
average over all the data, predicts the actual ESALs on the sections from the time that they 
were opened to traffic. Since most of these sections were constructed in the 1960s, 1970s, 
and early 1980s (before the time when many states adopted smoothness specifications), an 
average initial value of 4.25 is certainly typical. 

• Predicted log W vs. actual log ESALs plots were prepared for the following comparisons for 
GPS-3 (JPCP). The results achieved are provided for each. 

Slab thickness - Both thicker slabs (~10 in [25 em)) and thinner slabs (<10 in [25 em]) 
show unbiased prediction (i.e., data evenly scattered on either side of the 1: I line). 

Base type - Treated and non-treated aggregate base show unbiased prediction. 

Climate zone - Predictions in wet and dry freeze zones (northern United States) and wet 
and dry non-freeze zones (southern United States) show unbiased results. 

• Data were also obtained for GPS-4 (JRCP) and GPS-5 (CRCP). Since the new recommended 
model was really applicable to JPCP, there is some interest in making the comparison for 
JRCP and CRCP. The main problem is in the selection of a hypothetical joint spacing for 
input. The evaluation and results show some potentially valuable conclusions that may be 
useful for design purposes. 

JRCP- Predicted log W vs. actual log ESALs plots were prepared for the GPS-4 data 
for a range of joint spacings (from actual to 15 ft [4.6 m]), all for an initial PSI of 4.25. 
The results clearly show that a joint spacing of 30 ft [9.1 m] maximum should be used for 
design purposes so that the mean log W is equal to the mean log ESALs. 

CRCP- Predicted log W vs. actual log ESALs plots were prepared for the GPS-5 data 
for a range of joint spacings (from 15 to 30 ft [ 4.6 to 9.1 m]), all for an initial PSI of 4.25. 
The results show that a joint spacing of 15 ft [ 4.6 m] should be used as a design input for 
CRCP so that the mean log W is equal to the mean log ESALs. 

The predictive capability of the proposed new rigid pavement design model (developed under 
NCHRP 1-30) has been evaluated using the wide-ranging L TPP data from GPS-3 (JPCP), GPS-4 
(JRCP), and GPS-5 (CRCP). The overall results show that the prediction error is about the same 
as that for the 1986 AASHTO model An approximate analysis of the components of variation 
associated with the model was conducted. The results show significant variation associated with 
estimation of historical ESALs and with model inputs from each section, random variation 
between replicate sections, and, of course, true model error (or the inability of the model to 
predict actual performance). The new design/performance model includes many additional design 
capabilities and more realistically considers various design features such as joint load transfer, the 
base cover as a structural layer, thennal gradients in the slab, and cracking from undoweled joints. 
Overall, the model provides a much better accounting of the many concrete pavement design 
details that ultimately affect performance. 
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APPENDIX 

SUPPLElVIENTAL VERSION OF AASHTO GUIDE, PART ll, 
SECTION 3.2 RIGID PAVEMENT DESIGN AND 

SECTION 3.3 RIGID PAVEMENT JOINT DESIGN 

This appendix has been prepared for consideration as a supplemental method for rigid pavement 
design, in the form of an addendum to the current AASHTO Guide. It contains the 
recommendations from NCHRP 1-30, modified based on the results of the verification study 
conducted using the L TPP database. 

3.2 RIGID PAVEMENT DESIGN 

This section describes the design for Portland cement concrete pavements, including jointed plain 
(JPCP), jointed reinforced (JRCP), and continuously reinforced (CRCP). As in the design for 
flexible pavements, it is assumed that these pavements will cany traffic levels in excess of 70,000 
18-kip [80-kN] (rigid pavement) ESALs over the performance period. Examples of use of this 
rigid pavement design procedure are presented at the end of this appendix. 

Design of Different Types of Concrete Pavement. The JPCP design concept is to provide a 
sufficient slab thickness and joint spacing to minimize the development of transverse cracking. 
The JRCP and CRCP design concepts provide sufficient slab thickness and reinforcement to bold 
very tight the transverse cracks that form so that aggregate interlock will be maintained. The 
thickness of the design model upon which this guide is based was developed and validated 
specifically for JPCP, for which joint spacing is one of the important required design inputs 
affecting thermal curling stresses and, thus, transverse cracking. A proper selection of slab 
thickness and joint spacing is required to control the development of transverse cracking for a 
given climate, base, and subgrade. JRCP bas much longer joint spacing and CRCP has no joints, 
and the transverse cracks that eventually form in these types of pavements must be held tight by 
sufficient steel reinforcement 

The use of this design method to determine an appropriate slab thickness for JRCP or CRCP 
requires the selection of an input "hypothetical" joint spacing. Research using the L TPP database 
has shown that the following input values of joint spacing will result in reasonable design 
thicknesses using this design method. 

JPCP: Actual joint spacing, ft. 

JRCP: Actual joint spacing if less than 30 ft [9 m], or 30 ft maximum (use this value only 
to obtain slab design thickness). 

CRCP: 15 ft [4.6 m] (use this hypothetical value only to obtain slab design thickness). 
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Load Transfer at Joints. The AASHTO design procedure is based on the AASHO Road Test 
pavement performance algorithm that was extended to include additional design features. 
Inherent in the use of the AASHTO procedure is the use of dowels at transverse joints. Joint 
faulting was not a distress manifestation at the Road Test due to the adequacy of the dowel 
design. A faulting design check is provided for doweled joints to ensure that the dowels are sized 
properly. If a significant faulting problem is expected, an increase in dowel diameter or other 
design change may be warranted. The non-doweled faulting check was developed using more 
recent measurements of field data 

If the designer wishes to consider undoweled joints, a design check for faulting is provided. If the 
faulting check indicates inadequate load transfer, design modifications such as the use of dowels 
or changes in base type, drainage, and joint spacing may be made. 

In addition, if the designer wishes to consider undoweled joints, a design check is also made for 
critical stresses due to axle loads applied near the transverse joint, along with a negative thermal 
gradient, creating a comer loading situation that would lead to premature cracking. If this check 
shows a potential problem, design modifications such as the use of dowels, increased slab 
thickness, or changes in base type may be made. 

3.2.1 Develop Effective Modulus of Subgrade Reaction (k-Value) 

The modulus of subgrade reaction (k-value) is defined as that measured or estimated on top of the 
finished roadbed soil or embankment upon which the base course and/or concrete slab will 
eventually be constructed. Tbek-value represents the subgrade (and embankment, if present); it 
does not represent the base course. The base course is considered a structural layer of the 
pavement along with the concrete slab, and thus its thickness and modulus are important design 
inputs in determining the required slab thickness in Section 3.2.2. 

The k-Value input defined. The elastic k-value on top of the subgrade or embankment is the 
required design input. The gross k-value incorporated in previous versions of the AASHTO 
Guide represents not only elastic deformation of the subgrade under a loading plate, but also 
substantial permanent deformation. Only the elastic component of this deformation is considered 
representative of the response of the subgrade to traffic loads on the pavement The elastic k
value test was the main subgrade test conducted extensively at the AASHO Road Test When the 
elastic k-value was used in structural analysis of the AASHO Road Test pavements, it was found 
that slab stresses computed with a three-dimensional fmite element model were approximately 
equal to those measured in the field under full-scale truck axle loadings at creep speed, providing 
further justification for use of the elastic k-value in the design. 

Steps in determining design k-value. The k-value input required for this design method is 
determined by the following steps, which are described in this section: 

1. Select a subgrade k-value for each season, using any of the three following methods: 
(a) Correlations with soil type and other soil properties or tests. 
(b) Deflection testing and backcalculation (most highly recommended). 
(c) Plate bearing tests. 
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2. Determine a seasonally adjusted effective k-value. 
3. Adjust the seasonal effective k-value for effects of a shallow rigid layer, if present, and/or an 

embankment above the natural subgrade. 

Note that the AASIITO design methodology requires the mean k-value, not the lowest value 
measured or some other conservative value. Note also that no additional adjustment to the k
value is applied for loss of support Substantial loss of support existed for many sections at the 
AASHO Road Test, which led to increased slab cracking and loss of serviceability. Therefore, the 
performance data, upon which the AASHO Road Test performance model is based, already 
reflect the effect of considerable loss of support. 

Step 1. Select a Subgrade k-Value for Each Season. A season is defmed as a period of time 
within a year, such as 3 months (i.e., spring, summer, fall, winter). The number of seasons and 
the length of each season by which a year is characterized depend on the climate of the 
pavement's location. 

There are several ways to measure or estimate the subgrade elastic k-value. Procedures are 
provided for three methods described below-correlation methods, backcalculation methods, and 
plate testing methods. 

Correlation Methods. Guidelines are presented for selecting an appropriate k-value based on 
soil classification, moisture level, density. California Bearing Ratio (CBR), or Dynamic Cone 
Penetrometer (DCP) data. The CBR may also be estimated from the R-value. These correlation 
methods are anticipated to be used routinely for design. The k-values obtained from soil type or 
tests correlation methods may need to be adjusted for embankment above the sub grade or a 
shallow rigid layer beneath the subgrade. 

The k-vaJues and correlations for cohesive soils (A-4 through A-7). The bearing capacity 
of cohesive soils is strongly influenced by their degree of saturation (Sro percent), which is a 
function of water content (w, percent), dry density (y, lb/ft3). and specific gravity (G,): 

s, = ( 6~.4) w_ r ~.) [25] 

Recommended k-values for each fine-grained soil type as a function of degree of saturation are 
shown in Figure 40. Each line represents the middle of a range of reasonable values for k. For 
any given soil type and degree of saturation, the range of reasonable values is about± 40 psi/in 
[11 kPalmm]. A reasonable lower limit fork at 100 percent saturation is considered to be 25 
psi/in [7 k.Palmm]. Thus, for example, an A-6 soil might be expected to exhibit k-values between 
about 180 and 260 psifm [49 and 70 kPalmm] at 50 percent saturation, and k-values between 
about 25 and 85 psi/in [7 and 23 kPalmm] at 100 percent saturation. 

Two different types of materials can be classified as A-4: predominantly silty materials (at least 
75 percent passing the #200 sieve, possibly organic), and mixtures of silt, sand, and gravel (up to 
64 percent retained on #200 sieve). The former may have a density between about 90 and 105 
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lblff (1442 and 1682 kglm3], and a CBR between about 4 and 8. The latter may have a density 
between about 100 and 125lb/ft3 [1602 and 2002 kg/m3

], and a CBR between about 5 and 15. 
The line labeled A-4 in Figure 40 is more representative of the former group. If the material in 
question is A-4, but possesses the properties of the stronger subset of materials in the A-4 class, a 
higher k-value at any given degree of saturation (for example, along the line labeled A-7-6 in 
Figure 40) is appropriate. 
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Figure 40. The k-value versus degree of saturation for cohesive soils. 
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Recommended k-value ranges for fine-grained soils, along with typical ranges of dry density and 
CBR for each soil type, are summarized in Table 11. 

The k-values and correlations for cohesionless soils (A-1 and A-3). The bearing capacity 
of cobesionless materials is fairly insensitive to moisture variation and is predominantly a function 
of their void ratio and overall stress state. Recommended k-value ranges for cohesionless soils, 
along with typical ranges of dry density and CBR for each soil type, are summarized in Table 11. 

The k-values and correlations for A-2 soils. Soils in the A-2 class are all granular materials 
falling between A-1 and A-3. Although it is difficult to predict the behavior of such a wide variety 
of materials, the available data indicate that in terms of bearing capacity, A-2 materials behave 
similarly to cohesionless materials of comparable density. Recommended k-value ranges for A-2 
soils, along with typical ranges of dry density and CBR for each soil type, are summarized in 
Table 11 . 

Correlation of k-values to California Bearing Ratio. Figure 41 illustrates the approximate 
range of k-values that might be expected for a soil with a given California Bearing Ratio. 

Correlation of k-values to penetration rate by Dynamic Cone Penetrometer. Figure 42 
illustrates the range of k-values that might be expected for a soil with a given penetration rate 
(inches per blow) measured with a Dynamic Cone Penetrometer. This is a rapid hand-held testing 
device that can be used to quickly test dozens of locations along an alignment. The DCP can also 
penetrate AC surfaces and surface treatments to test the foundation below. 

Assignment of k-values to seasons. Among the factors that should be considered in 
selecting seasonal k-values are the seasonal movement of the water table, seasonal precipitation 
levels, winter frost depths, number of freeze-thaw cycles, and the extent to which the subgrade 
will be protected from frost by embankment material. A "frozen" k may not be appropriate for 
winter, even in a cold climate, if the frost will not reach and remain in a substantial thickness of 
the subgrade throughout the winter. If it is anticipated that a substantial depth (e.g., a few feet) of 
the subgrade will be frozen, a k-value of 500 psi/in [135 kPalmm] would be an appropriate 
"frozen" k. 

The seasonal variation in degree of saturation is difficult to predict, but in locations where a water 
table is constantly present at a depth of less than about 10 ft [3 m], it is reasonable to expect that 
fine-grained subgrades will remain at least 70 to 90 percent saturated, and may be completely 
saturated for substantial periods in the spring. County soil reports can provide data on the 
position of the high-water table (i.e., the typical depth to the water table at the time of the year 
that it is at its highest). Unfortunately, county soil reports do not provide data on the variation in 
depth to the water table throughout the year. 
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T~le 11. Recommended k-value ranges for various soil types. 

AASHTO Description Unified Drydenstty CBR lc-value 
class class ablftl> (percent) (psi/in) 

Coarse-grained soils: 

A-1-a, well graded 125- 140 60-80 300.450 
gravel GW,GP 

A-1-a, poorly graded 120- 130 35-60 300-400 

A-1-b coarse sand sw 110- 130 20-40 200-400 

A-3 fine sand SP 105- 120 15-25 150 -300 

A-2 soils (granular materials with high fines): 

A-2-4, gravelly silty gravel GM 130 - 145 40-80 300-500 

A-2-5, gravelly silty sandy gravel 

A-2-4, sandy silty sand SM 120 - 135 20.40 300-400 

A-2-5, sandy silty gravelly sand 

A-2-6, gravelly clayey gravel GC 120- 140 20-40 200-450 

A-2-7, gravelly clayey sandy gravel 

A-2-6. sandy clayey sand 
sc 105- 130 10 -20 150- 350 

A-2-7, sandy clayey gravelly 
sand 

F'me-grained soils: 

silt 90- 105 4-8 25- 165. 
A-4 ML.OL 

silt/sand/ 100- 125 5- 15 40-220* 
gravel mixture 

A-5 poorly graded MH 80- 100 4-8 25-190* 
silt 

A-6 plastic clay CL 100 - 125 5- 15 25- 255 * 
A-7-5 moderately plastic CL,OL 90- 125 4 - 15 25-215• 

elastic clay 

A-7-6 highly plastic CH,OH 80- 110 3-5 40-220. 
elastic clay 

• k-value of fine-grained soil is highly dependent on degree of saturation. See Figure 40. 

These recommended It-value ranges apply to a homogeneous soil layer at least 10 ft [3 m] thick. If an embankment layer less 
!han I 0 ft [3 m] thick exists over a softer subgrade, the k-value for lhe underlying soil should be estimated from lhis table 
and adjusted for lhe type and thickness of embankment material using Figure 43. If a layer of bedrock exists within I 0 ft [3 
m) of lhe top of the soil, the k should be adjusted using Figure 43. 

1 lblftl = 16.018 kglm\ 1 psi/in= 0.271 kPalmm 
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Deflection Testing and Backc.alculation Methods. These methods are suitable for determining 
k-value for design of overlays of existing pavements, for design of a reconstructed pavement on 
existing alignments, or for design of similar pavements in the same general location on the same 
type of subgrade. An agency may also use backcalculation methods to develop correlations 
between nondestructive deflection testing results and subgrade types and properties. Cut and fill 
sections are likely to yield different k-values. No embankment or rigid layer adjustment is 
required for backcalculated k-values if these characteristics are similar for the pavement being 
tested and the pavement being designed, but backcalculated dynamic k-values do need to be 
reduced by a factor of approximately 2 to estimate a static elastic k-value for use in design. 

An appropriate design subgrade k-value for use as an input to this design method is determined by 
the following steps: 

1. Measure deflections on an in-service concrete or composite (AC-overlaid PCC) pavement 
with the same or similar subgrade as the pavement being designed. 

2. Compute the appropriate AREA of each deflection basin. 
3. Compute an initial estimate (assuming an infinite slab size) of the radius of relative stiffness, t 
4. Compute an initial estimate (assuming an infinite slab size) of the subgrade k-value. 
5. Compute adjustment factors for the maximum deflection do and the initially estimated Q to 

account for the finite slab size. 
6. Adjust the initially estimated k-value to account for the finite slab size. 
7. Compute the mean backcalculated subgrade k-value for all of the deflection basins considered. 
8. Compute the estimated mean static k-value for use in design. 

These steps are described below, with the relevant equations for bare concrete and composite 
pavements given for each step. 

Measure deflections. Measure slab deflection basins along the project at an interval 
sufficient to adequately assess conditions. Intervals of 100 to 1000 ft [30 to 300m] are typical. 
Measure deflections with sensors located at 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, and 60 in [0, 203,305,457,610, 
915, and 1524 nun] from the center of the load. Measure deflections in the outer wheel path. A 
heavy-load deflection device (e.g., Falling Weight Deflectometer) and a load magnitude of 9,000 
lbf [ 40 kN] are recommended. ASTM D4694 and 04695 provide additional guidance on 
deflection testing. 

Compute AREA. For a bare concrete pavement, compute the AREA7 of each deflection 
basin using the following equation: 

AREA, • 4 • 6 ( ~: ) • 5 ( d: ) • 6 ( d: ) • 9 ( ~ ) • 18 ( ~ ) • 12 ( :: ) (26] 

where do = deflection in center of loading plate, inches 
~ = deflections at 0, 8, 12, 18, 24, 36, and 60 in [0, 203,305,457,610,915, and 1524 

mm] from plate center, inches 

83 



For a composite pavement, compute the AREAs of each deflection basin using the following 
equation: 

[27] 

Estimate ~ assuming an infmite slab size. The radius of relative stiffness for a bare 
concrete pavement (assuming an infinite slab) may be estimated using the following equation: 

~esr = [

In 
60 -AREA, 

289.708 

-0.698 

2 • .S66 

The radius of relative stiffness for a composite pavement (assuming an infinite slab) may be 
estimated using the following equation: 

~esr = [

ln 
48 - AREA5 

158.40 

-0.476 

2.220 

Estimate k assuming an infinite slab size. For a bare concrete pavement, compute an 
initial estimate of the k-value using the following equation: 

p d" 
k = 0 

est d (~ )2 
0 est 

where k = backcalculated dynamic k-value, psi/in 
P = load, lb 
do = deflection measured at center of load plate, inch 

~est = estimated radius of relative stiffness, inches, from previous step 
do· = nondimensional coefficient of deflection at center of load plate: 

d. = 0.1245 e [ -Q.l4707 e(-<l.07.56S fw)] 
0 
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For a composite pavement, compute an initial estimate of the k-value using the following 
equation: 

dl2 = 
~C$1 = 

p d,; 
dJ2 ( QC'SI) 

2 

deflection measured 12 in [305 mm] from center of load plate, inch 
estimated radius of relative stiffness, in, from previous step 

[32] 

d,2 
. = nondimensional coefficient of deflection 12 in [305 mm] from center of load plate: 

[33] 

Compute adjustment factors for d0 and Q for finite slab size. For both bare concrete and 
composite pavements, the initial estimate of Q is used to compute the following adjustment factors 
to do and ~ to account for the finite size of the slabs tested: 

-0.71878 -
( 

L )OJOISI 

AFdo = 1 - 1.15085 e 
1
"' 

[34] 

·0.61662 (..f._ ) l..()qJI 

= 1 - 0.89434 e t.., [35] 

where, if the slab length is less than or equal to twice the slab width, Lis the square root of the 
product of the slab length and width, both in inches, or if the slab length is greater than twice the 
width, Lis the product of the square root of two and the slab length in inches: 

if L1 ~ 2 * Lw, L = JL, Lw 

Adjust k for finite slab size. For both bare concrete and composite pavements, adjust the 
initially estimated k-value using the following equation: 

k = __ k....;e;.:;.;st __ 

2 
AF1 AFdo 
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Compute mean dynamic k-value. Exclude from the calculation of the mean k-value any 
unrealistic values (i.e., less than 50 psi/in [14 k:Palmm] or greater than 1500 psi/in [407 kPa/mm]), 
as well as any individual values that appear to be significantly out of line with the rest of the 
values. 

Compute the estimated mean static k-value for design. Divide the mean dynamic k-value by 
two to estimate the mean static k-value for design. 

A blank worksheet for computation of k from deflection data and example computations of k 
from deflection basins measured on two pavements, one bare concrete and the other composite, 
are given in Table 12. 

Seasonal variation in backcalculated k-values. The design k-value determined from 
backcalculation as described above represents the k-value for the season in which the deflection 
testing was conducted. An agency may wish to conduct deflection testing on selected projects in 
different seasons of the year to assess the seasonal variation in backcalculated k-values for 
different types of sub grades. 

Plate Bearing Test Methods. The subgrade or embankment k-value may be determined from 
either of two types of plate bearing tests: repetitive static plate loading (AASHTO T221, ASTM 
D 1195) or nonrepetitive static plate loading (AASHTO T222, ASTM D 1196). These test 
methods were developed for a variety of purposes, and do not provide explicit guidance on the 
determination of the required k-value input to the design procedure described here. 

For the purpose of concrete pavement design, the recommended subgrade input parameter is the 
static elastic k-value. This may be determined from either a repetitive or nonrepetitive test on the 
prepared sub grade or on a prepared test embankment, provided that the embankment is at least 10 
ft [3m] thick. Otherwise, the test should be conducted on the subgrade, and the k-value obtained 
should be adjusted to account for the thickness and density of the embankment, using the 
nomograph provided in Step 3. 

In a repetitive test, the elastic k-value is determined from the ratio of load to elastic deformation 
(the recoverable portion of the total deformation measured). In a nonrepetitive test, the load
deformation ratio at a deformation of 0.05 in [1.25 mm] is considered to represent the elastic k
value, according to extensive research by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Note also that a 30-in-diameter [762-mm-diameter] plate should be used to determine the elastic 
static k-value for use in design. Smaller diameter plates will yield substantially higher k-values, 
which are not appropriate for use in this design procedure. 
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Table 12. Determination of design subgrade k-value from deflection measurements. 

BARE CONCRETE PAVEMENT 

St~n "" ,.., -. -• 1 ValnP -
do 0.00418 
d, 0.00398 
dll 0.00384 
d,, 0.00361 

cia.. 0.00336 

~6 0.00288 

~ 0.00205 

AREA, [26) 45.0 

Initial estimate off [28] 40.79 

Nondimensional do • [31] 0.1237 
and initial estimate of k [30] 160 

AF, [34] 0.867 
AF, [35] 0.934 

Adjusted k [37] 212 

Mean dynamic k 212 

Mean static k for desilm 106 

COMPO~PAVEMrnNT 

st~n D . C'AirnlarHI ValnP -
dl2 0.00349 
d,, 0.00332 
~. 0.00313 

~ 0.00273 
~ 0.00202 

~ [27] 37.8 

Initial estimate of~ [29] 48 83 

Nondimensional d11• (3-3] 0.1189 
and initial estimate of k [32] 128 

APe~, (34] 0.823 
AF, [35] 0.896 

Adjusted k [37] 195 

Mean dynamic k 195 

Mean static k for desi211 97 
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Step 2. Determine Seasonally Adjusted Effective k·Value. The effective k-value is obtained 
by combining the seasonal k-values into a single ''effective" value for use in concrete pavement 
design. The effective ~value is essentially a weighted average based on fatigue damage. The 
effective k-value results in the same fatigue damage over the entire year that is caused by the 
seasonal variation ink-value. The seasonally adjusted effective k-value is determined by the 
following steps: 

1. Select tentative values for the slab thickness D, concrete flexural strength S ' c, concrete elastic 
modulus Ec, base elastic modulus~ and friction coefficient f (both depending on base type), 
base thickness Hb, design temperature differential TD (for a given climatic region, as a 
function of the trial slab thickness D), joint spacing L, and initial and terminal serviceability P 1 
and P2. The tentative values selected for these parameters need only be approximate. 

2. Select a k-value to represent each distinct season of the year. 
3. Using e:ach of the seasonal k-values in tum, calculate W 18 , the allowable number of 18-kip 

[80-kN] ESALs for the design traffic lane, using the rigid pavement performance model given 
in Section 3.2.2. 

4. Compute the relative damage for each season as the inverse of the calculated W 18• 

5. Compute the total relative damage for the year and divide by the number of seasons to obtain 
the mean annual damage. 

6. Compute a W 18 corresponding to the mean damage as the inverse of the mean damage. 
7. Use the rigid pavement performance model to determine a single k-value that produces a 

predicted W 18 matching theW 18 obtained in Step 6. This k-value is the seasonally adjusted 
effective k-value. 

Table 13 may be used to determine the effective k-value. The example shown in Table 13 was 
developed using the following tentative design parameters: 

D = 9in [229 mm] 
Ec = 4,200,000 psi [28,959 MPa] 

S ' c = 690 psi [4758 kPa] 
Eb = 25,000 psi for aggregate base [172 kPa] 

Hb = 6in [152 mm] 
L = 180 in [4.57 m] 

TD = +7.92°F [+4.40C] 

Pl = 4.5 
P2 = 2.5 

Step 3. Adjust the Effective k-Value for the Effects of Embankment and/or ShaJlow Rigid 
Layer. A nomograph is provided in Figure 43 for adjustment of the seasonally adjusted effective 
subgrade k-value if: (a) fill material will be placed above the natural subgrade, and/or (b) a rigid 
layer (e.g. , bedrock or hardpan clay) is present at a depth of 10ft [3m] or less beneath the 
existing subgrade surface. Note that the rigid layer adjustment should only be applied if the 
subgrade k was determined on the basis of soil type or similar correlations. If the k-value was 
detennined from nondestructive deflection testing or from plate bearing tests, the effect of a rigid 
layer, if present at a depth of less than 10ft [3 m], is already represented in the k-value obtained. 
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Table 13. Determination of seasonally adjusted effective subgrade k-value. 

Mean 

w 
Effective k-value 

Notes: W11 is computed from the rigid pavement performance model given in Section 3.2.2. 
A year may be divided into as many seasons as desired to represent distinct subgrade conditions. 
1 psifm • 0.27 kPa/m.m 

EXAMPLE 

100 13.18 

Summer 200 14.60 

Fall 300 15.71 

Winter 400 16.72 

Mean 

million 

0.0759 

0.0685 

0.0637 

0.0598 

0.0670 

14.92 million 

Effective k-value 229 

1 psi/in = 0.27 lcPa/mm 
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3.2.2 Determine Required Structural Design 

A slab thickness is determined for the midslab loading position, shown in Figure 44, because for 
doweled pavements this is the critical fatigue damage location. Most cracks initiate at the edge of 
the slab as a result of this loading. This slab thickness becomes the design thickness if the 
transverse joints are doweled. If the joints are not doweled, a design check is made to see if the 
joint loading position causes a more critical stress at the top of the slab. Also, a design check is 
made for joint design adequacy with respect to faulting, as described in Section 3.3. 

Determine Required Inputs. The following inputs must be selected or obtained. 

Section of Guide 
1. Estimated ESALs, W 18 , for the performance period in the design lane. 2.1.2 

2. Design reliability, R. percent 2.1.3 

3. Overall standard deviation, S0 • 2.1.3 

4. Design serviceability loss, PSI= P1 - P2• 2.2.1 

5. Effective (seasonally adjusted) elastic k-value of the subgrade, psi/in. 3.2.1 

6. Concrete modulus of rupture, S 'c, psi. 2.3.4 

7. Concrete elastic modulus, Ec, psi. 2.3.3 

8. Joint spacing, L, inches. 3.3.2 

9. Base modulus,~, psi. 2.3.3 

10. Slab/base friction coefficient, f. 

11. Base thickness, Hb , inches. 

12. Effective positive temperature differential through concrete slab, TD, °F. 

13. Lane edge support condition: 

a. Conventional lane width (12ft [3.7 m]) with free edge. 

b. Conventional lane width (12ft [3.7 m]) with tied concrete shoulder. 

c. Wide slab (e.g., 14ft [4.3 m]) with conventional traffic lane width (12ft [3.7 m]). 
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Figure 44. Midslab and joint loading positions defined. 
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Design Equations for Rigid Pavement. The rigid pavement design equation for 50 percent 
reliability is given below: 

log W' = log W + ( 5.065 - 0.03295 P2 2 ' ) [ log ( ( S~:· )' ) - log ( 
6
:. ) l [38] 

where W' = number of 18-kip [80-k.N] ESALs estimated for design traffic lane 
W = number of 18-kip [80-kN] ESALs computed from Equation 39 below: 

(Note: Logarithm is to base 10). 

log W = log R + G 
y [39] 

log R = 5.85 + 7.35 log (D + 1) - 4.62 log (Ll + L2) + 3.28 log L2 (40] 

Y 
3.63 (Ll + L2)s.2 = 1.00+----=----=--
( D + l )8.46 L2 3.S2 

D = concrete slab thickness, inches 
Ll = load on a single or tandem axle, kips 
L2 = axle code, 1 for single axle, 2 for tandem axle 
P 1 = initial serviceability index 
P2 = terminal serviceability index 

(S I J 1 = mean 28-day, third-point loading flexural strength, psi 
(690 psi [4758 kPa] for AASHO Road Test) 

a, = midslab tensile stress due to load and temperature from Equation 43 
with AASHO Road Test constants 

o,' = midslab tensile stress due to load and temperature from Equation 43 
with inputs for new pavement design 

a, = a1 E F [ 1.0 + 10<1oa b) TD ) 

a1 = midslab tensile stress due to load only, from Equation 44 
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J ( ) 0 2 
[ E H l o.s [ ( E l o.1s l o.s } a1 = l&~cx;o l4.227 - 2.381 l!O . - 0.0015 1~4 ; - 0.155 Hb E: 

Ec: = modulus of elasticity of concrete slab, psi 
(4,200,000 psi [28,959 MPa] for AASHO Road Test) 

Et, = moduJus of elasticity of base, psi 
(25,000 psi [172 MPa] for AASHO Road Test) 

fit, = thickness of base, inches (6 in [152 mm] for AASHO Road Test) 

4 

k = effective elastic modulus of subgrade suppo~ psi/in 
(110 psi/in [29.92 kPa/mm] for AASHO Road Test) 

J..l = Poisson's ratio for concrete (0.20 for AASHO Road Test) 

E = edge support adjustment factor (1.00 for AASHO Road Test) 
= 1.00 for conventional 12-ft-wide [3.66-m-wide] traffic lane 

[44] 

[45] 

= 0.94 for conventional 12-ft-wide [3.66-m-wide] traffic lane plus tied concrete shoulder 
= 0.92 for 2-ft [0.6-m] widened slab with conventional 12-ft [3.66-m] lane width 

F = ratio between slab stress at a given coefficient of friction (f) 
between the slab and base and slab stress at full friction, from Equation 46 

F = 1.177 - 4.3 •10-8 D Eb - 0.01155542 D 

(46] 
+ 6.27 • w-7 Eb - o.000315 1 

f = friction coefficient between slab and base (see Table 14) 
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Table 14. Modulus of elasticity and coefficient of friction for various base rypes. 

Base Type or Modulus of Elasticity Peak Friction Coefficient 
Interface Treatment (psi) low mean high 

Fine-grained soil 3,000 - 40,000 0.5 1.3 2.0 

Sand 10,000 -25,000 0.5 0.8 1.0 

Aggregate 15,000 - 45,000 0.7 1.4 2.0 

Polyethylene sheeting NA 0.5 0.6 1.0 

Lime-stabilized clay 20,000 - 70,000 3.0 NA 5.3 

Cement-treated gravel (500 + CS) * 1000 8.0 34 63 

Asphalt-treated gravel 300,000 - 600,000 3.7 5.8 10 

Lean concrete without (500 + CS) * 1000 >36 
curing compound 

Lean concrete with single (500 + CS) * 1000 3.5 4.5 
or double wax curing compound 

Notes: CS = compressive strength, psi 
Low, mean, and high measured peak coefficients of friction summarized from various references are shown above. 
1 psi ...... 6.89 kPa 

D L D2 
log b = -1.944 + 2.279 - + 0.0917 - - 433,080-

~ ~ k ~ 

+ ( 0.0:14] * ( Eb Hb t.s l o.s - 438,642 !?...:_ - 498,240 D3 L 
1.4 k k ~ 2 k ~ 6 

L = joint spacing, inches (180 in [4572 mm] for AASHO Road Test) 
TD = effective positive temperature differential, top of slab minus bottom of slab, op 

effective positive TD = 0.962 - 52·181 
+ 0.341 WIND 

D 

+ 0.184 TEMP - 0.00836 PRECIP 

D = slab thickness, inches 
WIND = mean annual wind speed, mph 
TEMP = mean annual temperature, op 

PRECIP = mean annual precipitation, inches 
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Contour maps for the three climatic inputs are provided in Figures 45, 46, and 47. In addition, these 
climatic data are provided for several U.S. cities in Table 15. Data for other locations are obtainable 
from local weather stations or other sources. 

Required Slab Thickness. The rigid pavement design equations given above may be used to 
determine the required slab thickness for the design traffic. The design equations are too complex to 
put into nomograph form. However, the new design equations can easily be solved in a spreadsheet 
or computer program In addition, for a given set of design inputs, a straight-line relationship exists 
between log W18 and slab thickness D: 

[49] 

where D = required slab thickness, inches 
Ao and A1 = regression constants dependent on other design features 

W1u = design 18-kip [80-kN] ESALs for the specified level of design reliability R 

The W tsR for any level of design reliability and overall standard deviation is computed as follows: 

where W18R = design 18-kip [80-k:N] ESALs for a specified level of design reliability R 
W18 = estimated 18-kip [80-kN] ESALs over the design period in the design lane 

[50] 

Z = standard deviate from nonnal distribution table for given level of reliability (e.g., 
1.28 for R = 90 percent) 

S0 = overall standard deviation 

The required slab thickness D was computed for a range of joint spacings, concrete flexural 
strengths, subgrade k-values, and temperature differentials, for each of three base types and three 
levels of design reliability, as summarized below. Note that an appropriate friction coefficient for 
each base type was selected using Table 14. 

Table Reliability Base Type Base Modulus, psi 
16 95 Granular 25,000 
17 95 Treated 500,000 
18 95 High-strength 1,000,000 
19 90 Granular 25,000 
20 90 Treated 500,000 
21 90 High-strength 1,000,000 
22 85 Granular 25,000 
23 85 Treated 500,000 
24 85 High-strength 1,000,000 

[1 psi = 6.89 kPa] 

Example designs are provided at the end of this appendix. 
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1 mph= 1.61 krn/h 

Figure 45. Mean annual wind speed, mph. 



"' 00 

'• . 
10° ,, -C:::::::::: .• 

·';· ,o--,.__,......._ ,, 

H., ·· ." ........ ~n .· ·: ~~~--;o ~.:.-:-/ .• • 
~# .. ~;. 

,. ~JI> u..;. 

MEAN ANNUAL AIR TEMPERATURE (0 F) 
BASED ON NORMAL PERIOD 1961-1990 

Contour Interval: 5 J 

-oo' 1 110'" tU" 

~H~.====~-~===== .. =. •. ~===========.=-~~.====~------------~H~.--------~-------------.~ •. -.--------~--------~,~.-------------------------Ju• 

Figure 46. Mean annual air temperature, °F. 



MEAN ANNUAL PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 
BASED ON NORMAL PERIOD 1961·1990 

J Contour lntetval: 10 j 

140. 

1 in= 25.4 nun 

Figure 47. Mean annual precipitation, inches. 



Table 15. Mean annual temperature, precipitation, and wind speed for selected U.S. cities. 

] 1 1 
i- 5 ~ ~ s ~ If- s ~ 

H lf ]1 ] f s 8 ll ] { lf ]1 ~ B llf 8 a. Jl s fi a .g. 
t~- j! B a. al ILoc:al- ~l [.oalioo :l:f-o ~£ l.DCIIlOn :l:l :l:., 

AUBAMA KANSAS OKU.BOMA 
Blllllllla!wn 62.2 su 7:1. Topeka S4.1 28.6 10.1 ~Cil)' S9.9 l0.9 12.S 
Mobile (;l.S ~.6 9.0 Wiclu!a S6,4 40.1 12.3 Tulaa 60.3 31.8 10.4 
Moo~&omcry (;1.5 49.2 6.7 KENTUCKY OREGON 

AlASKA loxinpln S4.9 4S.7 7.1 Mcdfonl S3.6 19.8 4.8 
Andlorl&c 3S.3 15.2 6.9 Louisville S6.2 43.6 S.J Po~tlmd S3.0 37.4 19 
F.uto.b 25.9 10.4 s.s LOUISIANA Salem 52.0 40.4 11) 
KmaSatmon JU 19.3 10..8 BMoo Route (ilj 55.8 7.7 PENNSYLVANIA 

ARIZClNA LakeOwia 68.0 SJ.O 3.6 Banisbwz SJ.O 391 7.6 
PI~ 45 .. 20.9 7.1 NcwOrle~a 61.2 59.1 S:1. l'hlhdelplua S4.3 41,.1 9.5 
Phoaux 71.2 7.1 6.3 Slue<eport 6SA 4'U s.s Pilllbwah S0.3 36.3 9.1 
TIICliOn 68.0 11.1 8.2 MAlNB RHOD61SLAND 

ARKANSAS Canbou 38.9 36.6 11.2 Providmcc SO.l 4S.3 10.6 
l...tuicRock 61.9 49.2 7.9 Poctlmd 45.0 43.8 8.7 SOU'IHCAROUNA 

CAl..IR>RNIA MARYLAND Owl- 64.8 51.6 &.7 
Baterr.6cld 6S.6 S.7 6.4 Ballunon: 5S.I 41.8 9.2 Columlu 63.3 49.1 6.9 
FralftO 62.S IO.S 6.4 MASSAOIUSE'ITS SOUiliDAKOTA 
LoaAnaclcs 62.6 12.1 1S Boaon SI.S 43.8 12A Bunm 44.7 18.7 11.6 
Sec~M~eniO 60.6 17.1 8.1 Worcester 46.8 47.6 12.4 Rapid Cil)' 46.7 16.3 11.3 
San Diego 63.8 9.3 6.9 MICHIGAN TENNESSEE 
5.1 FIVICII(O 56..6 19.7 10.S D«tort 4&6 4..0 10.2 a.--,.. 59.4 Sl..6 6.1 
Sana. Satballl 58.9 16.2 6.1 Flmt -16.8 29.2 10.6 ltoonvil.le 58.9 47.3 7.1 

COLOIWX> Gnmda.pids 47.5 34.4 9.7 ~ 61.8 Sl.6 9.0 
Colollldo Spnnp 4.9 !SA 10.1 MINNESOTA NubvtUc 59.2 -48.5 8.0 
Denver S0.3 IS.l 8.8 Dul!Jih 38.2 29.7 11.2 TEXAS 

CONNECllCUT Minneapolis 44.7 26.4 10.6 Amarillo S7.2 19.1 13.6 
Hanford 498 44A 9.2 MISSISSIPPI Brownsvtllc 73.6 25.4 11.6 

DC ladrson 64.6 52.8 7.4 Corpus Chrutl 72.1 30.2 l2.0 
W.tuna- S7.S 39.0 93 MISSOURI o.JW 66.0 29.1 IO.S 

DE!..'~ WAR£ XansasCil)' S6.3 35.2 10.7 E!Puo 63.4 7.8 9.0 
Wilmlnar.on S4.0 41.4 9.2 MONTA."''A Galv- 69.6 40.2 ILO 

FLORIDA Great Fills 44,7 15.2 IU HOIISIOO 68.3 44,8 7.8 
hckronvillo 68.0 52.8 8.1 NEBRASKA lubbock 59.9 17.8 12.4 
Miami 15.6 S1.6 9.1 Orn.ah& 49.S 29.9 10.6 t.tidbnd 63.S 13.7 11.1 
Orlando 72A 47..8 8.6 NEVADA 5.1An1DtUO 68.7 29.2 9.4 
TaJI.Wossa: 67.2 64.6 6A l.asV<ps 66.3 4.2 9.1 Weco (il.D 31.0 11.3 
TamP" 72.0 46.7 8.S Rc:tiO 49.4 1S 6.S Wiclula Falll 63.S '26.1 11.7 
WwPalmBcacb 74.6 59.1 9.4 NEW JERSEY UT'AR 

GEORGIA Allan.lic:City S3J 41.9 10.1 Sail Lak.c City Sl.1 ISJ 8.8 
Allan11 61.2 48.6 9.1 NEW MEXICO VERMONT 
Aupu 63.2 43.1 6S Albuquetque S6.2 8.1 9.0 Bwtinswn 44.1 33.7 8.8 
Macon 64.7 44.9 7.7 NEW YORK VIRGINIA 
Sav&M.Ob 65.9 49.7 7.9 Alblny 47.3 3S.7 1.9 Norfol: S9.S 45.2 10.6 

HAW AD Bulblo 47.6 J?.s 12.1 lbchmaad S7.7 44.1 7.6 
HiJo 73.6 tru 7.1 New YorkGl)' S4.S 44.1 12.1 Roanoke S6.1 39.2 8.2 
ROM!ulu n.o 23.S u.s Rcc:lu:sr.ct 47.9 31.3 9.7 WASHINGTON 

IDAHO SYniOlle 47.7 39.1 9.7 Olympia 49.6 SI.O 6.1 
80110 51.1 11.7 8.8 NORTH CAROUNA Sc.oalc S2.7 38.8 9.0 
Powcllo 46.6 10.9 10.2 Cbatloac 60.0 43.2 1.5 Spobnc 47.2 16.7 8.8 

IL1..IN01S 0~ S1!J 42.S 7.s WEST VIRGINIA 
CJw:aao 49.2 33.3 10.2 Rxlc1&h S9.0 41.8 7.8 Owl- S4.8 42A 6.4 
Peona 50.4 34.9 10.1 WilrmnliOII 63.4 53.4 1.8 ~ SS.l 40.7 6S 
SpM&fidd Sl..6 33.8 11.3 NOR'rn DAKOTA WISCONSIN 

lNDIA.NA Bism.o.rtk 41.3 1S.4 10.3 GmeoBay 43.6 '28.0 10.1 
Ev&NVIIIe SS.1 41.6 8.2 flar&o 40.S 19.6 12.4 Madison 45.2 30.8 9.8 
Fo~tWaync 49.7 34.4 10.1 OHIO Milwaukee 46.1 l0.9 11.6 
l.ndi.anapolia S2.1 39.1 9.6 AJr.ton. Cat!t«< 49.S 35.9 9.8 WYOMING 
Sou111 Bend 49.4 38.2 10.4 Clov~land 49.6 3S.J 10.7 Casper 45.2 11.4 13.0 

IOWA Coll.lnbus Sl.7 37.0 8.7 Oleymnc 4S.7 13.3 12.9 
0.. MoVIca 49.7 30.8 10.9 Da)10n Sl.9 34.7 10.1 
SIOUA City 48.4 25.4 11.0 Y Ollll&stown 48.3 37.3 10.0 
Wai.Crloo 46.1 33.1 10.7 

°C ={°F · 32)/1.8, 1 in = 2S.4 nun, 1 ll'lpb = 1.61 kJJVb Soun:e: Nariooa.l Cl.unatu: Data C~ter, 1986 
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Table 16. Slab thickness computed for granular base and 95 percent reliability. 
Et. = 2S lcsi [172.25 MPa], R = 95 percent, So= 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide] lanes with AC shoulders. 

Computccl thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm) or grea1er than 15.0 in [381 mm] arc not shown. 

loillt Flaun1 Subpldc Polid¥C De.1ip E.SA4 millions 
Spadna Scrtnp k m . 

(in) (poi) (j~Wm) <~..-f) j 10 20 30 40 $0 15 100 

144 600 100 j 10.7 11.1 119 13.6 14.0 14.4 - -144 600 100 7 10.6 1L7 12.1 13.$ 13.9 I.U 14.9 -
144 600 100 9 lo.J 11.7 12.8 13.4 1.3.9 I.U 14.9 -144 600 100 II I G.$ IL6 12.7 13.4 13.1 14.2 10 -
144 600 100 13 10.4 IU 12.6 ll.3 13.1 14.1 14.1 -144 600 ~ ' 10.1 IIA 12.7 13.4 13.9 14.4 - -144 600 ~ 7 IQ.l 1U 1.2.1 13.6 14.1 14.6 - -144 600 ~ 9 IQ.3 IL1 13.0 13.8 14.4 14.1 - -144 600 ~ II 10.4 11.1 13.1 13.9 IU 14.9 - -144 600 ~ ll lo.J 11.9 l3.J 14.1 14.7 - - -144 600 $00 s 9.1 IQ.I 12.$ llA 14.1 14.7 - -144 600 $00 7 9.$ 11.3 13.1 14.1 10 - - -144 600 $00 9 9.9 IU 13.7 14.1 - - - -144 600 $00 II IQ.3 12.3 14.3 - - - - -144 600 $00 ll 10.7 1.2.8 14.1 - - - - -
144 700 100 s 9.7 10.1 11.1 12.4 1.2.9 I:U 1.3.1 14.3 
144 700 100 7 9.6 10.7 11.7 11.3 I.U 1.3.1 13.7 14.l 
144 700 100 9 9.6 10.7 11.7 12.4 12.1 13.1 13.8 14.1 
144 700 100 II 9.$ 10.6 11.7 11.3 12.7 13.1 13.7 14.1 
144 700 100 1.3 9.$ I G.$ 11.6 IU 12.7 13.0 13.6 141 
144 700 ~ ' 9.0 10.1 11.4 IU 12.7 IJ.I 13.8 14.3 
144 700 ~ 1 9.l IQ.4 11.7 12.4 12.9 13.3 14.0 IU 
144 700 ~ 9 9.3 IQ.6 11.8 12.6 13.1 IU 14.2 14.7 
144 700 ~ II 9..C 10.7 IL9 1.2.7 I:U 13.6 14.3 14.8 
144 700 ~ 13 9.5 1118 12.1 1.2.8 13.4 13.8 10 IS. I 
144 700 $00 s 1.1 9.6 Ill 12.0 12.6 13.1 14.0 14.6 
144 700 $00 7 .., 10.0 11.6 12.6 1.3.l 13.7 14.7 -144 700 $00 9 1.7 10.4 12.2 I:U 13.9 14.4 - -144 700 $00 II II. I 1().9 12.6 13.7 14.4 IS.O - -144 700 $00 1.3 9A 11.3 13.1 14.1 14.9 - - -
144 Q) 100 s 1.9 9.9 10.9 IU 11.9 I.U 12.1 13.2 
144 Q) 100 7 13 9.9 10.8 IU 11.1 1.2.1 12.7 13.1 
144 800 100 9 u u 10.8 11.4 11.8 12.1 12.6 13.0 
144 800 100 II u u 10.7 11.3 11.7 12.0 12.6 1.3.0 
144 800 100 13 u 9.1 10.7 11.3 11.7 IZ.O 12.$ 12.9 
144 100 ~ j 1.2 9.3 I G.$ 11.1 11.6 12.0 1.2.6 13.1 
144 100 ~ 1 8.3 9.$ 10.7 11.3 IU w 12.9 1.3.4 
144 800 ~ 9 u 9.6 10.8 IU 12.0 1.2.4 13.1 13.6 
144 800 ~ II 8.6 u 11.0 IL7 IU 1.2.6 13.3 13.8 
144 800 ~ 1.3 1.7 9.9 11.1 IL9 12.4 12.8 13..S 14.0 
144 Q) $00 j 7.l 1.6 10.0 10.8 ll.4 11.9 12.7 13.3 
144 U) $00 7 7.6 9.1 I G.$ 11.4 12.0 ll.S 13.4 14.0 
144 U) $00 9 7.9 9.$ 11.0 11.9 12.6 13.0 14.0 14.6 
144 800 $00 II ll 9.1 11.4 12.3 13.0 Ill 14.4 -
144 800 $00 13 1.6 ICl.l 11.8 1.2.7 13.4 13.9 14.8 -
192 600 100 s 10.8 12.0 13.1 13.8 14.1 14.6 - -
192 600 100 7 10.1 IL9 1.3.1 13.7 14.2 10 - -
192 600 100 9 10.1 11.9 13.0 1.3.7 14.1 10 - -
192 600 100 II 10.7 IL9 13.0 1.3.6 14.1 14.3 - -
192 600 100 13 10.7 11.1 12.9 13.6 14.1 14.4 - -
192 600 ~ s 10.4 11.7 13.0 13.7 14.3 14.7 - -
192 600 150 7 10.6 IL9 1.3.1 14.0 14.6 IS.O - -
192 600 150 9 10.8 12.2 l.3..s 14.3 14.9 - - -192 600 ~ II 10.9 11.3 1.3.7 14.3 - - - -192 600 ~ 13 Ill ll.S 14.0 14.1 - - - -192 600 $00 s 9.$ 11.3 13.0 14.1 - - - -192 600 $00 7 10.1 12.0 13.9 IS.O - - - -
192 600 $00 9 10.7 12.7 14.7 - - - - -192 600 $00 II 11.3 13.4 - - - - - -
192 600 $00 1.3 11.8 14.0 - - - - - -
192 700 100 s 9.9 1().9 12.0 IZ.6 13.1 13.4 14.0 IU 
192 700 100 7 9.9 10.9 12.0 12.6 13.0 13A 14.0 14.4 
192 700 100 9 9.8 IQ.9 12.0 12.6 13.0 13.4 14.0 14.4 
192 700 100 II 9.8 lo.9 11.9 12.6 13.0 13.3 14.0 14.4 
192 700 100 1.3 9.8 lo.9 11.9 12.5 13.0 13.3 13.9 14.4 
192 700 ~ s 9A 10.6 11.8 12.5 13.0 t:u 14.1 14.6 
192 700 ~ 1 9.6 to.a 12.0 12.8 13.3 13.7 lol4 14.9 
192 700 ~ 9 9.& II. I 12.3 13.1 13.6 14.0 14.8 -192 700 ~ II JO.O 11.3 1.2.6 1).4 13.9 10 - -
192 700 2$0 ll IO.l IJ.S ll.S ru 1(1 14.3 - -

101 I iD • 2S.4 mm. I psi • 6.89 kPa, I psi/in "0.271 kPalmm. •c • ("F. 32)11.8 



Table 16. Slab thickness compured for granular base and 95 percent reliability (continued). 

Eo= 25 ksi (172.25 MPa), R = 95 percent. So= 0.39, P2= 2.5. 12-ft-wade [17-m-wade] Lanes wnh AC shoulders. 
Computed tlucknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm) or greater than 15.0 m [381 mm] are not shown. 

ICIODl Fluural Sul)aade l'olillve [)esjp ESAI...I. lllllli-
SpkUII S~rtuJ!h t 11> 

(Ia) (p .. ) (psllio) (dcJrOCI F) 5 10 20 30 ..0 30 7$ 100 

1!12 700 .soo s u aO.I 116 12.6 13.2 13 7 - -
192 700 .soo 7 9,0 10.7 12.4 13.4 14.1 147 - -
191 700 .soo 9 9J 11.3 13.1 14.1 14.9 - - -
lin 700 .soo II 10. 11.9 1).7 IU - - - -
1!12 700 .soo 13 10.6 11.4 14.3 - - - - -
192 800 100 s 9.1 10.1 11.1 11.7 12.1 124 13.0 IH 
191 800 100 7 9.1 10.1 11.1 11.7 12.1 124 13.0 IH 
191 800 100 9 9.1 10 I 11.1 11.6 12.1 124 llO IH 
192 800 100 II 11.1 10.1 11.1 11.6 12.1 12.4 12.9 IH 
192 800 100 13 9.1 10.1 11.1 11.6 12.0 12.4 12.9 13.3 
191 800 250 s S..l 9.7 10.8 11.5 12.0 12.4 13.0 IU 
1!12 800 2.50 7 8.7 9.9 Ill 11.8 12..3 12.7 134 a3.9 
192 800 2.50 9 u 10.2 11.4 12.1 11.6 13.0 13.7 14.2. 
192 800 2.50 II 9.2 10.4 11.6 12..3 12.8 13.2 ll.ll 144 
1112 800 2.50 u 94 lo.t. 11.1 IU 13.0 IH 141 14.6 
192 800 .soo s 7.7 9.2 10.6 11.5 12.1 12.5 13 .• 14,0 
lin 800 .soo 7 8.3 9.8 11.3 12.2 12.8 13.3 14 2 148 
an 800 .soo 9 1.1 10.3 11.9 12.1 13.5 14.0 149 -
192 100 .soo II 9.2 10.1 IU 13.4 14 I 146 - -
1!12 800 .soo 13 9.6 11.3 13.0 13.9 14.6 - - -
240 600 100 s 11.0 a21 13.2 1)9 IU 14 7 - -
240 600 100 7 11.0 12.1 13.2 13.9 14.4 14 7 -· -
2AO 600 100 9 11.0 12.1 13.3 ll.ll 14.4 147 ·- -
240 600 100 II 11.0 Ill 1).] ll.9 14 4 148 - -
240 600 100 13 11.0 12.2 13.l 13.9 144 14.11 - -
240 600 230 s 10.1 110 13.3 14.1 14.6 150 - -
lAO 600 lSO 7 110 ll.3 13.7 14.5 IS.O - - -
240 600 lXI 9 11.3 12.7 14.1 14.9 - - - -
240 600 2.50 II 11.6 13.0 14.5 - - - - -
240 600 lSO 13 11.1 13.2 14.7 - - - - -
240 600 .soo s 10.0 11.9 13.7 - - - - -
140 600 .soo 7 10.8 12.1 14.8 - -· - - -
140 600 .soo 9 11.7 13.1 - - - - - -
240 600 .soo II 12.4 I•U - - - - - -
240 600 .soo 13 13.2 - - - - - - -
lAO 700 100 s 101 Ill 12.2 1211 13.3 13.6 1n 147 
240 700 100 7 10.1 Ill 12.1 ll.l 13.2 13.6 ~~ '.! 14 6 
l..O 700 100 9 10.1 Ill 11.2 12.8 13.3 13.~ 14.2 147 
240 700 100 II 10.1 Ill 12.2 ll.ll 133 13.6 142 147 
240 700 100 13 10.2 11.2 11.3 12.9 13.3 13.7 (43 .. , 
240 700 lSO s 9.1 10.9 11.1 12.9 13.4 13.- I~J ll.O 
lAO 700 lSO 7 10.0 11.3 11.6 13.3 13.1 143 15.0 -
140 700 2.50 9 10.3 11.6 12.9 13.7 IU 146 - -
240 700 250 II 10.6 11.9 13.2 14.0 IU 14.\1 - -
240 700 2$0 13 10.9 12.1 13.5 14.3 ,., - - -
240 700 .soo ' 9.0 107 12..3 13.3 140 - - -
240 700 .soo 7 u 116 13.3 14.3 IS.O - - -
240 700 .soo 9 10.6 12.4 14 2 - - - - -
240 100 .soo II ll.l 13.1 IU - - - - -
240 700 300 13 11.9 13.7 - - - - - -
240 800 100 5 9.3 10.3 ll.l 11.9 ll.3 11.6 Ill 13.6 
l-40 800 100 7 9.3 10.3 II..) 119 12.3 12.7 132 137 
240 800 100 9 9.4 10.4 11.4 11.0 12.4 11.7 13.) 137 
240 800 100 II 9.A 104 11.4 12.0 12.<1 IU 13• IH 

1.10 800 100 13 9.5 uu 11.5 12.1 IU IH I) • 131 
240 800 2SO s 8.1 10.0 Ill 11.9 12. IH IU 14.0 
140 800 250 7 9.3 10.4 11.6 ll.l 12.11 13.2 IJI 14 3 

240 800 lSO 9 96 108 12.0 12.7 13.1 13.6 14.3 14.8 

240 100 lSO II u 11.0 11.2 13.0 13.S 138 14.5 u.o 
240 800 lSO 13 10.1 IIJ ll.S 13.3 13.8 IU 14 9 IS4 

240 800 .soo s S.l 91 11.3 12.1 12.7 13.2 14.1 •• 7 

140 800 soo 1 9.0 IG.6 122 13.1 13.7 14.1 - -
240 800 .soo 9 9.7 ll.l 12.9 13.9 14.S 1$.0 - -
240 800 .soo II 10.4 12.0 136 141i - - - -
140 100 .soo 13 IO.J IU IU - - - - -

102 1 111• 25.4 rnrn. 1 ps•• 6.891tPa, I pslfm" 0.271 k.Plllmm. •c = t"f- 32)11 S 



Table 17. Slab thickness computed for treated base and 95 percent reliability. 

f4 = 500 kst (3445 MPa], R = 95 percent. So= 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide (3.7-m-wtde)lanes with AC shoulders. 
Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in (152 mm) or greater th11t1 15.0111 (381 mm) arc DO( shown. 

,_ 
Floxwal S..IJtrodo l'ooi&iw; Dcap ESAU. ••"-' s,..... Scftcalb t TD 

(iel (psl} (~} (dopa f) j 10 10 30 ~ $0 7$ 

144 1100 tOO j 9.2 IG.3 11.3 12.0 tlA 12.7 tJ• 
144 1100 tOO 7 9A 10~ 114 tl.l IU tU UA 
144 1100 too 9 9.5 IO.J II.J 12.1 12.6 1.1.9 ll.J 
144 600 100 11 9.6 10.6 11.6 12.2 tl.6 13.0 136 
1 ... 600 100 13 9.6 10.7 11 .7 113 12.7 tJ.O t3.6 
144 600 uo ' L6 10.0 11.3 12. 1 t16 13.0 tJ.a 
144 600 uo 7 II. I 104 11.7 IU 130 134 l4.l 
144 600 uo 9 9.4 t0.7 Ill 12.1 134 13.1 14.6 
144 600 1JO II 9.7 11.0 12.4 13.1 137 14.1 14.9 
144 600 uo 13 10.0 11.3 12.6 IJ.A 140 144 -144 600 $00 5 7.J 92 10.9 lUI 116 13.1 -t44 600 $00 7 .... 10.1 118 IU ll.J 140 -144 600 $00 9 9.1 10.8 IU I).J 14 2 lc.A -144 600 500 II 9.4 11.3 13.2 14.3 - - -
144 600 500 ll 10.1 II .!I Ill 14.9 - - -
144 700 100 ' 8.J ,_, to.• 11.0 11.4 11.1 12.1 
144 700 100 7 1.6 9.6 10.6 11.1 II .S 119 12.4 
144 700 100 9 u 9.7 t0.7 11.2 11.6 11.D 12.$ 
1« 700 100 II 1.9 9.1 tO& 11.3 11 .7 11.D t2.6 
t44 700 LOCI tl 9.0 9.9 tOY IIA Ill tl.l 12.7 
144 700 uo ' 8.G 9.2 IOJ 11.0 II.J 11.9 12.6 
144 700 uo 7 u ,_, 10.7 II.J 120 t2.4 13.1 
144 700 uo 9 1.7 9.9 Ill Ill 12.3 11.7 134 
144 700 1SO II 9.0 ICU 114 12.1 IU IJO 137 
144 700 uo I) 9.l 104 11.1 12.4 tl.9 133 t4.0 .... 700 $00 ' 6.6 u 91 101 114 120 12..11 
144 700 $00 1 7.6 91 107 II() IU ll.R 137 
144 700 $00 9 1.3 91 114 ll.J 11.Y IH 14. 
144 700 soo II 1.6 10.3 120 12.11 136 141 -144 700 soo u 11.2 109 IU ll• 14 I 146 -.... lao 100 ' 7.9 1.1 97 10.1 107 110 115 
144 lao 100 7 LO u 9.9 lOA 10.1 11.1 11 .6 
144 lao 100 9 u 9.1 100 IO.J 109 ll.l 11.7 
144 100 100 II u 9.2 10.1 106 11 .0 11.3 ILl 
144 lao 100 13 1.4 9.3 10.2 10.7 Ill 11.3 Ill 
144 lao uo j 7.3 ,_, 96 10.2 10.7 11 .1 11.7 
144 lao uo 7 7.7 u 10.0 106 II. I Il-l 12.1 
14-1 100 uo 9 1.1 9.2 103 110 114 II.J IU .... lao uo II lA li.J 106 ll.J 117 12.1 12.7 
144 1100 uo 13 &.6 9.7 10.9 II.J 11.0 113 1)0 .... 800 soo ' 6.4 7.7 91 u IOJ 11.0 II .~ 
1"'4 800 JOO 7 6.9 M H 10.7 Ill 11.7 11.(1 
144 100 soo 9 7.6 Y. l IO.J IIJ II .Y 124 13 2 
144 800 soo II 1.9 u 110 11.11 IU 13.0 IJY 
144 1100 $00 ll 8.5 100 115 12.4 130 IJS 14 J 

192 600 100 ' 11.5 IO.J 116 IU 116 1)0 IH 
191 1100 100 7 9.7 10.7 117 ll.J 11.1 13.1 13 .7 
192 600 100 9 9.l 10.9 11.11 12.$ ll.'l 13J ll\1 
192 1100 100 II 9.9 lUI 12.0 11.6 no Ill 13.!1 
191 600 100 13 10.1 II I 12.1 12.7 ll I 13.4 14.0 
191 600 uo 5 lU 104 11.7 11.5 110 1)4 142 
192 600 uo 7 9.6 10.9 IU 00 13.J llll 14.7 
192 600 uo 9 10.0 11.3 11.6 IH 140 ... U.l 
192 600 uo II 10.4 11.7 11.0 I) I 14.3 14.J lj.J 
192 600 uo I) 10.6 12.0 13.J 14l ISO U .4 16.3 
192 600 500 ' ll u 11.5 IU Ill ll.l 14J 
!Ill 600 soo 7 9.1 IU 116 13.6 143 14.51 -
192 600 $00 9 u 11 ,7 13.5 146 - - -
1\tl 600 $00 II 106 IU IU - - - -
192 000 $00 n 11.3 I]~ -- - - - -
192 700 100 j 1.7 '17 10.7 IIJ 11.7 11» ll.J 
191 700 100 7 9.0 'Ill 10.9 114 11.1 ILl 11.7 
I'll 700 100 9 9.1 10.1 110 116 12,0 12.3 12.9 
192 700 100 II 9.3 102 11.2 11.7 12.1 11A ll.O 
192 700 100 13 9A lOA 11.3 ll.ll 12.2 ll.J 131 
I'll 700 uo j 1.3 9.$ IO.J 11.5 12.0 11.4 11.1 
IYl 700 uo 1 1.9 101 11.3 12.0 12..1 12.Y 13.6 
IYl 700 l.SO y Y.J 10.5 11 .7 11.4 12 .'1 IJJ 14U 
IY2 700 uo II 9.7 10.11 11.1 12.8 13.3 13.7 IU 
192 700 1541 13 9.9 11.1 12.4 13.1 11.6 140 IH 

100 

U.l 
U.9 
U.!l 
14.0 
t4 1 
14.3 
14.7 

-
-
----
--

t2.7 
12.1 
12.9 
13.0 
13.0 
U .l 
U.b 
U.9 
t•z 
14.5 
U.6 
14.3 
uo 
--

119 
12.0 
12.1 
11.1 
lU 
IU 
12.6 
12..11 
IH 
13.J 
12.4 
13.: 
ll.K 
14.) 
14 9 

14.0 
l4l 
14J 
14.3 
14.4 
147 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

ll.Y 
0 .1 
ll.l 
llA 
ll.J 
11.6 
141 
I4..S 
14.11 

-
103 tan • 2S 4 mm. I psi • 6.89 k.P3. I psllln • 0.271 kPQ/mm. "C • ("J' • 32)11 .8 



Table 17. Slab thickness computed for treated base and 95 percent reliability (continued). 

Et, = 500 k.si [3445 MPa], R = 95 percent, So= 0.39. P2 = 2.5. 12-ft-wide [3. 7-m-wide) lanes wtth AC shoulders. 
Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm) or greater than 15.0 in [381 mm] are not shown 

Jollll Flexural Subpdc l'olo.u•~ Daap ESAU. a11Uwas 
SpocmJ Stn:apll t Ttl 

(Ill) (Pill) (psllln) (derrccs FJ 5 10 20 30 40 .so 1S 100 

192 700 soo s 1.S 9.0 10.6 II..S 12.1 12 6 IJ..S -
192 700 500 7 &.$ 100 II..S 12.4 13.1 136 14.5 -
192 700 500 9 11.1 10.7 12.3 ll.J 14.0 145 - -
192 700 soo II 99 11.5 13.1 14.0 14.7 - - -
192. 700 soo 13 10.5 12.1 13.7 14.6 - - - -
192. 800 100 s II 9.0 10.0 10..5 10..9 11.2 11.7 12.1 
192 800 100 7 84 9.3 10.2 10.7 II , I 11.4 II.V 12.3 
192 800 100 9 86 9.5 104 10.9 11.2 II..S 12.0 12.4 
192 800 100 II .. 116 IO..S 11.0 114 11.7 ll.l IU 
192. 800 100 13 89 11.8 10.6 11.1 11.5 II H 12.3 11.6 
192. 800 2..50 s 78 8.9 10.0 10.7 11 .1 11.5 11.1 12.6 
192 800 2.50 7 13 ~~~ IO.S ILl 11.6 11.0 12.6 13 I 
192 100 tlO 9 17 II.& 10.11 11.6 12.1 114 13.1 ll.S 
192 800 2.50 II 91 10.2 113 12.0 12.4 12.8 13.4 13.9 
192 800 tlO 13 9C 10-' 11.6 12.3 12.7 IH 13.8 IU 
192 800 soo s 6.9 I.J u 10.6 11.2 117 ll.S 13.1 
192 800 500 1 7.9 9.3 10.7 II..S 12.1 12.6 13.4 140 
192 800 500 9 8.S 100 11.<1 12.3 12.9 IH 142 14.11 
192 800 soo I I u 10.7 12..1 13.0 136 140 1411 -
192 800 500 13 9.& 11.1 12.7 13.6 14.2 10 - -
240 600 100 s 9 .1 10.1 11.!1 12.4 11.9 132 138 142 
240 600 100 7 10.0 11.0 12.0 12.6 13.1 134 140 14.4 
240 600 100 9 101 II 2 12.2 12.8 13.3 1311 142 14.6 
2.40 600 100 II 10., 114 11.4 130 IH 137 l4l 141! 
240 600 100 13 IO.S II.S ll.S 13.1 13.5 138 14 ~ 14.8 
2.40 600 2.50 s 9.5 10.8 12.1 12.9 13.4 13'} 1411 -
240 600 lSO 1 10 .. 11.4 12.8 13.5 141 14.5 - -
l.&O ~ 2$0 'J 10.' u.o Jj.J 140 146 IS.U - -
2.&0 600 tlO II I 1.0 12.4 13.8 14.6 - - - ···-
240 600 2..50 13 II.S ll.ll 14.2 IS.O - - - -
240 600 500 s u 106 11.3 13.3 14.0 - - -
2.40 600 .500 1 98 11.7 13.6 14.7 - - - -
240 600 .500 9 10.9 12.8 141.6 - - - - -
240 600 500 II ll.l 137 - - - - - -
240 600 .500 13 12.S 14.li - - - - - -
2.&0 700 100 s 90 10.0 11.0 II.S II.¥ 11.2 12.8 13.2 
240 700 tOO 7 9J 10.3 11.1 11.1 12.2 12.5 130 134 

240 100 100 9 9.5 IO.S 11.4 12.0 12.4 12.7 Ill 13.6 
240 700 100 II ~1 10 7 11.6 12.2 126 IH 134 13M 
2.&0 700 100 13 YY 10~ 11!1 12.3 117 I).U 136 140 

240 700 tlO !I u 100 112 11.11 124 ll.M 13S 140 

240 700 2.50 7 \I..S 107 II.M 12.5 13.0 13 4 14 I 14.6 

2.0 100 2SO II IIY Ill 114 13.1 1).6 140 1~.7 -
240 700 2SO II 10.4 116 12.8 13.S 14.0 14,4 - -
240 700 2SO 13 10.8 12.0 13.2 13.11 14 4 147 - -
240 700 .500 s S.J 91 IU 12.2 IH 134 I4J 14.9 

240 700 .500 1 92 10.8 12.5 134 14.1 146 - -
240 700 500 9 IO.J II M 13 4 14,3 u.o - - -
140 700 500 II 11.0 12.7 144 - - - - -
240 100 soo 13 11.1 13.4 - - - - - -
240 800 100 s 8.5 94 IO.J 108 11.1 114 12.0 12.3 

2.40 800 100 1 u 9.6 IO.S li.O 114 117 12-2 12.6 

240 800 100 9 9.0 9 .9 10.8 11.3 116 11 .'1 12.4 ll.M 

240 1100 100 II 9.2 10 I 10.\1 II..S II .II 121 12CI 13.0 
240 1100 100 13 '1.4 IO'Z Ill ll6 11.0 ll.l IH 131 

2AO 800 2SO s 83 94 IO.S 11.1 116 12.0 IHI 13.1 

240 800 lSO 7 8\1 100 11.1 II.~ 12.2 IH 13.2 13.7 

240 soo 2.50 II 9 .4 IO.S 11.6 1!.3 11.7 13 I 11.7 142 

2AO 800 tlO II u 10!1 12.0 121 ll.l 13.~ 14 I 14.6 

2.40 1!00 lSO 13 10.2 11.3 12.4 13.0 IJ.S IH 14 4 14\1 

240 800 500 s 7.8 9.2 10.6 114 120 12 4 132 13.li 

2.40 800 .500 7 u 10.2 116 12.5 13.1 t3J 144 14.\1 

2.0 800 SilO 'I Y7 II. I IU 13.3 1311 144 - -
240 HOO .500 II 10.4 II K 13.2 141 14 7 - - --
2.40 800 500 13 110 11.4 13.9 14.1 - - - -

l Q4 I in: 2S.4 mm. I ps1 .. 6.89 kPa. I psllln ~ 0.271 kP:IImm. "C = (''f • 32)1\.S 



Table 18. Slab thickness computed for high-strength base and 95 percent reliability. 
Et. = I miUion psi [6890 MPa], R = 9~ percent, 50 = 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide]lanes with AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm] or greater than 15.0 in [381 mm] nrc not shown. 

Joinl Flooutll Sql'lde Positive Oe$JJO ESAJ..a, mlllloru 
spx;., Sln:nalh k TD 

(In) (psi) (psJ/in) (~f) 5 10 20 30 co ~ 15 100 

144 600 100 5 1.5 9.$ IO.J 11 .2 11.6 11.9 12.$ 13.0 
144 600 100 7 8.8 u 10.1 11.4 11.8 12.1 12.7 13.1 
144 600 100 9 9.0 10.0 11.0 11 .6 12.0 12.3 12.9 13.3 
1<14 600 100 II 9.2 10.2 II. I 11.7 12.1 ll.S 13.0 13.4 
144 600 100 13 u 10.3 IU 11.9 12.3 12.6 13.1 13.$ 
144 600 2.SO 5 8.1 9.4 10.7 11.4 12.0 12.4 13.1 U7 
144 600 2.SO 7 u 10.0 11.1 12.0 ll.l 12.!1 ll.t\ 14.1 
144 600 2.SO 9 9.3 10-l 11.7 11.4 12.!1 13.3 14.0 14.$ .... 600 2.SO II 9.6 10.1 12.0 12.8 13.3 13 .7 14.4 14.9 
144 600 2.SO 13 9.9 IU 12.< 13.1 13.6 14,0 14.7 IU 
144 600 500 5 7.4 &.9 10.4 11.3 11.9 12.4 13.3 13.9 
144 600 500 7 7.9 9.6 11.2 12.2 12.9 13.5 14.4 -144 600 500 9 S.9 IO.S 12.1 13.0 13.7 14.2 - -144 600 500 II 9.1 11.2 12.1 13,6 14.3 14.8 - -144 600 500 13 10.0 11.7 13.4 14.4 - - - -
144 700 100 5 7.9 1.9 9.8 10.4 10.8 ll.l 117 121 
144 700 100 7 8.2 u 10.1 10.7 11.0 ll.l 11.9 12.3 
144 700 100 9 u 9.A 10.3 10.8 11.2 II.S 12.1 12.4 
144 100 100 II 8.7 9.6 IO.S 11.0 11.4 11.7 12.2 12.6 
144 700 100 13 8.8 9.1 10.6 IJ.l ll.S 118 12.3 12.7 
144 700 2.SO ' 7.S 8.7 9.9 10.6 11.1 11.5 12.2 12.8 
144 700 2.SO 7 8.2 9.3 10.$ 11.2 ll.6 12.0 12.7 13.1 
144 700 250 9 8.4 9.6 10.8 11.6 12.1 125 13.2 13.7 
144 700 2.SO ll 9.0 10.1 11.2 11.9 12.4 128 13.A ll.9 
144 700 2.SO 13 9.3 10.4 11.6 12.2 12.7 13.0 ll.7 14.2 
144 100 500 ' 6.8 1.2 9.6 10.$ ILl IU 12.4 12.9 
144 700 500 1 7.3 8.9 IO.A 11.3 11.9 12.4 13.3 13.ll 
144 100 500 9 .... 98 11.2 12.0 12.6 13.1 13.9 14..S 
144 100 500 II 9.1 IO.S II.K 12.6 13.2 13.7 14.$ 15.0 
144 700 500 13 9.4 10.9 12.3 U.2 13.8 14.3 - ·-
144 800 100 5 7.4 1.3 9.3 9.~ 10.2 10.5 11.0 11.4 
144 800 100 1 1.1 8.6 9.S 10.0 10.4 107 11.2 11.6 
144 aoo 100 9 M 8.9 9.7 IO.l 10.6 109 11.4 11.7 
144 aoo 100 II 8.2 9.1 9.9 10.4 10.8 11.0 11.5 ll.ll 
144 aoo 100 13 SA 9.2 10.1 10.6 10.9 11.2 11 .7 12.0 
144 aoo 250 ' 6.9 a 1 9.3 10.0 10.5 10.8 11.5 12.0 
144 aoo 250 7 1.1 8.8 u 10.5 10.9 ll.J 11.'1 12.3 
144 800 2.SO 9 l.O 9.1 10.2 10.9 11.3 111 12.4 12.8 

'" 800 2.SO II 8.$ 9.5 10.6 ILl 11.7 12.0 12.6 13.1 
144 800 2.SO 13 u 9.9 10.9 IU 11.9 12.3 12.9 13.3 
ILi 800 500 ' 6.2 1.6 3.9 9.7 10.3 10.7 IU 12.1 
144 aoo 500 7 u u 9.1 10.5 Ill 116 ll.S 13.1 
144 800 500 9 7.9 11.2 10.$ JI.J IU 12.2 13 0 13.$ 
144 aoo 500 II &.S 9.8 11.1 ll.B 12.4 12.X 13.5 14 I 
141 800 500 13 &.9 IO.l ll.S 12.3 12.& 13.3 I4.U 146 

191 600 100 5 u u IO,S 11 ,4 II.& 12.1 12.8 13 2 
192 600 100 7 9.2 10.1 11.1 117 ll.l 12.4 13.0 134 
192 600 100 9 9.4 I D.• 114 IU 12.3 12.7 13.2 13.6 
192 600 100 II 96 10.6 11.6 12 I 12.5 128 13.~ 13.R 
192 600 100 13 9.9 10.8 11.7 l2.3 12.7 l ) j) 13.5 139 
192 600 2.SO ' 8.7 ¥.9 11.1 11.9 12.4 11..8 13-l 1~0 

191 600 2.SO 7 9.4 10.6 11.8 IU 13.0 13.3 14.0 14.$ 
191 600 2.SO 9 9.& 11.0 12.3 13.0 13-l 13.11 14.6 -
191 600 2.SO II 10.3 11.5 12.7 13.4 13.!1 14.3 IS.O -
192 600 250 13 10.7 11.9 13.1 138 14.3 14 .6 - -
192 600 500 ' &.2 9.6 II. I 12.0 12.6 130 IJ.JI -
192 600 500 7 l.9 10.5 12.1 1).0 13.7 14.1 - -
192 600 500 9 10.0 11.5 13.0 13.9 14.5 15.0 - -
192 600 500 II 10.5 12.2 13.8 10 - - - -
192 600 500 13 11.3 ll,V 14.4 - - - - ·-
192 100 100 5 h 9.2 10.1 10.7 11. 1 114 119 113 
192 700 100 7 8.6 Y.S 10.4 11.0 11.4 11 7 12.! 11.1> 
192 700 100 9 l.9 9.8 10.7 11.2 116 11.11 12.4 11.8 
192 700 100 II 9.2 10.0 10.9 II .~ IIR 12.1 12.6 13.0 
192 700 100 13 9.4 10.2 Ill 11.6 12.0 IU ll.K 13 I 
IYl 100 2.SO 5 8.1 9.3 10.4 11.1 11.6 IIY 12.6 13 .1 
192 700 250 7 8.6 9.8 11 .0 11.7 11.2 12(1 13.2 13 .7 
192 700 2.SO 9 \1.3 10.4 llj 12.2 12.1> 13.0 13.6 14.1 
192 700 2.SO ll 9.8 10.8 119 12.6 13.0 13.4 14.0 14.5 
191 700 1~ 13 10.1 11.2 12.3 121J 13.4 13.7 144 IH 

105 I in • 25.4 mm. I psi ., 6.89 kP:\. I p5ilin ., 0.271 kPQ/mm, "C • ("F • 32)11 8 



Table 18. Slab thickness computed for high-strength base and 95 percent reliabiliry (continued). 
Et. = 1 million psi [6890 MPa], R = 95 percent, 50 = 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide (3.7•m·w•de] lanes with AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm] or greater than 15.0 in [381 mm] are not shown. 

Joint Flea ural SubJRdc Posiuvo ikSIJIII ESM.s. m11Uuns 
SPI=I StRDJt)l k . TD 

[Ill) (PJI) (psUin) (c1elfCCI Fl s 10 20 30 ~ so 15 11)0 

IYl 700 soo j 7.6 90 10.4 Ill 11 .7 12.~ 13.0 13.5 
191 700 soo 7 8.6 99 ll.l 11.1 1!.7 13.2 140 I4.S 
192 700 soo 9 9l 10.6 ll.l 130 13.7 14.1 ISO -192 700 soo II 10.0 11 4 IU 13.6 142 14.7 - -192 700 soo 13 10.7 ll.O 13.4 14.1 14.1 - - -
192 800 100 s 7 8 8.7 9.6 10.1 IO..S 10.7 11.3 116 
191 800 100 7 1.2 9.0 9.9 10 4 10.7 110 II.$ 11 .11 
192 800 100 9 8.S 9.3 10.1 106 11.0 11.3 11.8 12 I 
192 800 100 II 8 7 9.$ 10.4 10-9 ll.l ll..S ll.ll 12.3 
192 800 100 13 8.9 9.7 10.6 11.0 11.4 11.6 12.1 11.4 
192 800 1SO j 7.7 8.7 9.8 104 10.!1 11.2 II.Y 12J 
192 800 1SO 7 8.2 9.3 10.4 11.0 II.$ 118 12.$ lUI 
192 800 1SO 9 gs u 109 II.S 11.11 12.3 12.'1 133 
192 800 1SO II 9.:1 10.3 11.3 II'/ 12.3 126 Ill 13 .7 
1112 800 1SO lJ 96 10~ II 6 12.1 IZ.7 130 Ill> 140 
192 100 soo 5 7.2 8.$ Y1 IO.S 11.0 11.4 122 127 
192 100 soo 7 8.1 '14 10.7 11.4 12.0 12.4 13.1 137 
192 800 soo 9 u 10.1 II 4 IU 12.7 13.1 13.¥ 14.$ 
192 800 soo II 9.$ 10.8 12.1 llJ 13.4 13,8 I4.S ISO 
192 100 soo 13 9.9 11.3 12.6 13.4 140 144 - -
240 600 100 j 9.1 10.1 11.1 11.7 121 12..4 130 13 4 
2~ 600 100 7 9.5 IO.S II..S 12.0 12.4 12.8 13.3 IH 
240 600 100 9 11.8 10.8 118 12.3 12.7 130 136 140 
2~ 600 100 II 10 I ll.l 12.0 IU 11.9 13.2 13.8 14 2 
240 600 100 13 10.~ 11.3 L2.2 12.7 13.1 13.4 140 143 
240 600 250 j IJ.l IDA 11.6 12.3 11.8 13.1 139 1 •.• 
24() ~ l.sO 1 1)_9 II . I 12.3 13.0 13..1 1.3.9 147 -
240 600 1SO 9 IO..S 117 12.11 1)6 14 I ·~..s - -2~ 600 1SO II 110 12.2 1)4 14 I 14$ 141J - -
!40 600 1SO ll 11 4 ll.tl lliJ 146 - - - ·-
2<40 600 soo $ ••• 10.1 117 IU 13) IJ.ll 14 ~ -
240 600 soo 7 9.9 II..S 13.0 139 14.$ - - -
lAO ~ soo 9 10.1 12.4 141 - - - - -
l~ 600 soo II 117 134 ISO - - - - -
240 600 soo 13 12.4 142 - - - - - -
24() 700 100 $ 8.6 9..S 104 II 0 II 4 11.7 12.2 126 
240 700 100 7 9.0 99 10.8 11.3 117 12.0 ll.S 12.9 
24() 700 100 II 11.4 10.2 11.1 11.6 120 12.3 12.8 13 2 
2~ 700 100 II 9 .6 10.$ I 1.4 1111 12.2 ll.S 1311 13 4 
l~ 700 100 13 9.9 10.7 116 12.1 12 4 12.7 ll.Z 13.6 
240 700 1SO ' 8.7 9.8 10.9 116 12.0 12.4 13.0 13.$ 
240 700 1SO 7 \14 IO.S 11.6 12.) 12.7 13.1 13.7 10 
140 700 lSO 9 100 Ill 12.2 128 llJ 136 14 2 14.7 
240 700 1SO II 104 115 12.7 13l IH 14.1 14 K -
240 700 1SO 13 1011 120 130 IJl 14 I 14.5 15 I -
2~ 100 soo s u \16 IIJl 119 11• 1211 13 7 14) 
24() 700 soo 7 Ill 107 IU Ill 137 14.2 - -
240 700 soo 9 10.4 11.8 131 IJ\1 145 14.9 - -
240 100 soo II 11.0 ll.S 13 9 141 - - - -
240 700 soo 13 11.8 13.2 14.6 - - - - -
240 800 100 s u \1.0 9.11 104 lOll 11.0 II.S 11.\1 
240 800 100 7 8.6 u 10.3 10.8 Il l 11.4 11.!1 Ill 
2AO 800 100 9 89 98 10.6 Ill 114 11 .7 12.1 12.5 
240 1100 100 II Y.l 10.0 10.~ 11.3 II~ 119 124 12 7 
240 aoo 100 13 9..S 10.3 11.0 11.5 118 12.1 12.6 12.11 
240 800 lSO 5 a 1 \1.2 10.3 11.0 II" IlK 124 IU 
240 100 1SO 7 90 100 11.0 llti 120 11.4 130 134 
2<40 100 lSO 9 II..S IO..S 116 IU IH 1:!.\1 ll..S 14 0 
240 800 1SO II 100 11.0 12.0 ll.fl 110 ll.J I)Y 10 
240 800 1SO 13 104 11 4 IH llO 134 13.7 1·0 14 7 
240 800 soo s 79 9.2 IO.S 112 ~~~ Ill 12'1 IH 
240 100 soo 7 90 10} II .S Ill 12M I) 2 I4 U 14.S 
l40 1100 soo II 10.0 ll .l 12..4 132 ll7 I~ I 14.M -
240 800 soo I I IOfi 11.'1 13.1 l)y 14 4 IH - -
240 800 soo 13 11 .2 ll.S 13.7 14 4 IH ·- -· -

106 I Ill= 25.4 mm. t ptl a 6.89 kPa. I psilm = 0.271 kPnlmm. 'C = ("F • 32)11 8 



Table 19. Slab th.tckness computed for granular base and 90 percent rehability. 

~ = 25 ksi [172.25 MPa), R = 90 percent, S0 "' 0.39, P2 = 2.S. 12-ft·w•de [3.7·m·w•de) lanes with AC shoulders. 
CompulCd thicknesses less !han 6.0 in [ 152 mm) or greater than 15.0 m [381 mm] are not shown. 

Jom1 Fluuta.l Subpllde Po&llive Dutil' ESAJ..s. mWI011.1 
SpaoOJ StrenJib k 11) 

(io) {pls) (psiliD) (dqrcaP) I.S 2 2.$ 3 .. s 1.5 10 

144 600 100 s 8.2 1.7 9.0 9.3 u 102 IO.S 11.3 
14.£ 600 100 7 8.1 1.6 9.0 9.2 9.1 10.1 10.7 11.2 
144 600 100 9 8.0 1.5 u 9.2 9.6 10.0 10.7 11.1 
144 600 100 II 8.0 8.4 8.8 9.1 9.6 9.9 10.6 11.0 
144 600 100 13 1.9 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.5 9.9 10.5 11.0 
144 600 250 j 7.3 7.8 u a.s 9.1 95 10.2 10.8 
144 600 250 7 7.3 1.9 8.3 8.6 9.2 96 10.4 10.9 
144 600 250 9 1.4 7.9 8.4 8.7 9.3 9.7 IO.S 11.1 
144 600 250 II 7.4 8.0 u 8..8 9.4 98 106 11.2 
144 600 250 13 1.5 8.1 8.s 1.9 9.4 9.9 10.7 11.3 
I.U 600 soo j - 6.1 6.7 7.1 7.1 8.J 9.3 10.0 
144 600 soo 7 - 6.3 6.9 7.4 81 8.7 9.7 10.5 
144 600 soo 9 - 6.5 7.1 1.6 8.4 9.0 10 I 10.9 
144 600 soo II 6.0 6.8 7.4 7.9 3.1 9.4 lOS 11.4 
144 600 500 13 6.1 7.0 7.7 8.2 9.1 9.7 109 11.8 
144 700 100 s 1A 7.8 1.2 8.4 8.9 9.2 98 10.3 
144 700 100 7 7.3 7.8 &.I &.4 u 9.1 u 102 
144 100 100 9 7.2 7.7 8.0 1.3 8.7 9.1 9.7 10.2 
144 700 100 II 7.2 7.6 a.o 1.3 87 9.0 9.7 10.1 
loU 700 100 13 7.1 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.6 10.0 
144 700 250 s 6.3 6.8 7.1 7.5 1.0 •• 91 9.6 
144 700 2.50 7 6.5 7.0 7.4 7.7 8.3 8.6 9.4 99 
144 700 250 9 6.6 7.1 7.5 7.8 8.4 8.8 9.S 10.0 
144 700 250 II 6.7 7.2 7.6 1.9 8.4 8.8 9.6 10.1 
144 700 250 13 6.7 7.3 1.1 8.0 8.5 8.9 9.7 102 
144 100 soo s - - - 62 6.9 7.3 8.2 8.9 
14-1 700 soo 7 - - 6.1 65 7.2 7.7 86 9.3 
144 700 500 9 - - 6.2 6.7 74 7.9 8.9 96 
144 700 500 II - - 6.5 7.0 7.7 8.3 9.3 10.0 
144 700 soo 13 - 6.2 6.8 7.2 8.0 8.6 9.6 104 

144 800 100 s 6.1 7.2 1.5 7.7 8.1 a.s 9.0 u 
144 aoo 100 1 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.7 8.1 84 9.0 94 
144 800 100 9 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.6 8.1 8.4 8.9 9.3 
144 BOO 100 11 6.6 7.0 7.4 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.9 93 
144 800 100 13 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.9 9.3 
144 800 250 s - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.3 8.8 
I c.$ 800 250 7 - 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.4 7.8 8.5 8.9 
144 800 lSO 9 - 6.3 6.7 7.0 1.5 7.9 8.6 9.1 
144 800 250 II - 6.4 6.1 7.1 1.6 8.0 8.7 9.2 
144 800 250 13 - 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.7 8.1 u 9.3 
1<14 800 500 s - - - - 6.1 6.5 7.4 1.9 
144 800 soo 7 - - - - 6.4 6.9 7.7 8.4 
144 800 soo 9 - - - 60 6.1 72 8.1 8.7 
144 800 soo II - - - 6.3 7.0 7.S 8.4 9.1 
144 800 soo 13 - - 6.2 6.6 7.3 7.8 8.7 9.4 

191 600 100 s u ... 9.2 9.5 10.0 10.3 11.0 11.4 
192 600 100 1 1.3 u 91 u 9.9 10.3 IM 114 
192 600 100 9 8.3 8.7 9.1 9.4 9.9 10.2 10.9 II.' 
192 600 100 II u 8.7 9.1 9.4 u 10.2 10.9 II.J 
192 600 100 13 82 8.7 90 9.3 9.8 10.2 10.8 11.3 
192 600 250 .s 7.5 8.0 8.4 8.8 9.3 9.7 IO.S 110 
192 600 250 7 1.6 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.5 9.9 10.7 11.3 
191 600 250 9 7.7 8.3 u 9.1 9.1 10.1 10.9 ti .S 
192 600 2SO II 7.9 8.5 8.9 9.3 9.8 10.3 Ill II 7 
l9l 600 250 13 8.0 8.6 9.0 9.4 10.0 IO.S 11.3 11.9 
192 600 soo s - 6.4 6.9 H S.l 8.7 9.7 10 . .& 
192 600 soo 7 - 6.7 7.3 7.8 1.6 9.2 10.3 11:1 
191 600 soo 9 6.3 7.1 7J 1.3 9.1 u 10.9 liS 
191 600 soo II 6.6 1.S 8.2 8.7 96 10.3 11.5 1'2..4 
192 600 soo 13 7.0 7.9 8.6 9.2 10.1 10.8 12.1 13.0 

192 700 100 s 7.5 a.o 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.4 10.0 10.4 
192 700 100 7 7.5 8.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.4 10.0 104 
192 700 100 9 1.5 1.9 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3 10.0 10.4 
192 700 100 II 1.5 7.9 83 8.5 9.0 93 9.9 104 
191 100 100 13 1.5 7.9 8.3 IS 9.0 9.3 9.9 IO.o& 
192 700 2SO s 6.1 7.2 7.6 7.9 a.• u 9.5 10.0 
191 700 250 7 6.9 7.4 7.8 Ll 1.6 90 9.7 10.2 
192 700 250 9 7.0 1.5 1.9 u 8.8 92 9.9 IO.S 
191 700 250 II 7.1 1.1 8.1 8.4 90 94 10.1 10.7 
192 700 2SO 13 7.l 7.8 12 8.6 9.1 9.5 10.3 10.9 

l 07 I in•lS.4 mm. I psi • 6.891cPa. 1 psl/in "0.271 kPD/mm, •c • ("F . 32)11.8 



Table 19. Slab thickness computed for granular base and 90 percent reliability (continued). 
Et, = 25 ksi [172.25 MPa], R = 90 pen:ent, S0 = 0.39. P2 = 2.5, 12·ft·wide [3.7-m-w•de) hines wtth AC shoulders. 

Computed thiclcnessts less than 6.0 in (I 52 mm) or greater than 15.0 in [381 mm) are not shown. 

Jotnl Flex urn! Subpde Pl»itive Oesip ESALs. mlU10M 
Spacing Slmlglh k TO 

(in) (psi) (psi!IJI) (de~P) 1.5 2 2.5 3 4 s 1.5 10 

192 700 ~ s - - 6.2 6.6 7.3 7.8 8.7 9.3 
192 700 soo 7 - - 6.5 6.9 7.7 8.2 9.2 99 
192 700 soo 9 - 6.4 7.0 H 8.2 87 9.8 lOS 
192 700 ~ 11 6.1 6.8 7.4 7.9 8.6 9.2 10.3 11.1 
192 700 soo 13 6.5 7.2 7.8 8.3 91 9.7 10.8 116 

192 BOO 100 s 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.3 8.6 9.2 96 
192 800 100 7 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.3 8.6 9.2 96 
192 BOO 100 9 6.9 73 7.6 79 8.3 8.6 9.2 96 
192 800 100 11 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.3 8.6 92 96 
192 800 100 13 6.9 7 • .3 7.7 7.9 8.3 8.6 9.2 9.6 
192 BOO 250 s - 6.4 6 .. 8 7.1 7.6 7.9 8.6 91 
192 800 250 7 6.1 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.8 8.2 8.9 9.4 
192 800 250 9 6.2 6.7 7.1 1.5 8.0 8.4 9.1 96 
192 800 2.SO II 6.6 7.1 1.5 7.8 8.3 8.6 9.3 9.8 
192 800 2.SO 13 6.7 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.4 8.8 9J 10.0 
192 800 soo s - - - - 6.5 7.0 7.9 8.5 
192 800 soo 7 - - 6.0 6.4 7.1 7.5 8-$ 9.1 
192 BOO soo 9 - - 6.4 6.8 7.4 8.0 8.9 95 
192 aoo soo II - 6.3 6.8 7.2 7.9 8.4 94 10.1 
192 800 soo 13 6.0 6.7 7.2 7.6 8 .. 3 8.9 9.8 10.5 

240 600 100 s 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.6 101 10.5 11.1 lUi 
240 600 100 7 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.7 10 I 10.5 11.1 11.6 
240 600 100 9 8.5 9.0 94 97 10.1 IO.S Ill II 6 
240 600 100 II 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.7 tO. I 10.5 11.2 11.6 
240 600 100 13 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.7 10.1 lOS 112 ll6 
240 600 250 5 7.7 8.3 8.7 91 96 10.0 10.8 II 4 
240 600 250 7 110 8~ 9.0 9'\ QQ 103 Ill II 7 

240 600 2.SO 9 8.2 8.8 9.2 96 10.2 10.6 11.4 12.0 
240 600 250 II 8.4 9.0 9.4 9.8 10.4 10.9 11.7 12.3 
240 600 2SO 13 8.6 9.2 9.6 10.0 10.6 11.1 11.9 12.5 
240 600 soo s - 6.7 7.3 78 8.6 9.1 10.2 110 
240 600 soo 7 6.5 7.3 7.9 8.4 9.3 9.9 11.1 11.9 
240 600 soo 9 7.0 7.9 8.6 91 10.0 10.7 11.9 12.8 

240 600 ~ II 7.6 8.5 9.2 98 10.7 11.4 12.7 136 
240 600 ~ 13 8.1 9.1 9.8 10.4 LIA 12.1 13.4 14.4 

240 100 100 s 7.7 8.1 8.5 8.8 92 9.5 10.2 10.6 
240 700 100 7 7.8 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.2 9.6 10.2 106 
240 700 100 9 7.8 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.3 9.6 10.2 10.7 
240 700 100 II 7.8 8.3 8.6 8.9 93 9.7 10.3 10 7 
240 700 tOO 13 7.9 8.3 8.6 8.9 9.3 9.7 10.3 107 
240 700 lSO s 7.0 7.5 7.9 8.2 8.7 9.1 9.8 10.3 
240 700 2SO 7 72 7.8 8.2 8.5 9.0 9.4 10.2 107 

240 100 2SO 9 7.5 8.0 8.4 8.8 9.3 9.7 10.5 11.0 
240 700 250 11 77 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.6 10.0 108 II..) 

240 700 lSO 13 79 8.5 8.9 9.3 9.8 10.2 11.0 I 1.6 
240 700 ~ s - 6.0 6.5 7.0 7,7 8.2 9..2 99 
240 700 soo 7 6.0 6.7 7.2 7.7 8.4 9.0 10.0 10.7 
240 700 soo 9 6.6 7.3 1.9 8.4 91 97 108 II .S 

240 700 soo II 7.2 7.9 8.5 9.0 9.8 10.4 ti .S 12.2 

240 700 soo 13 7.7 8.5 91 9.6 10.4 11.0 12.1 12.9 

240 800 100 s 7.1 7.S 7.8 8.1 8.S 8.8 9.<1 9.8 

240 800 100 1 71 1.S 7.9 8.1 8.S 8.9 9.5 99 
240 800 100 9 7.2 7.6 7.9 81 86 8.9 9.5 9.9 

240 800 100 II 7.2 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.7 9.0 9.6 10.0 

240 800 100 13 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.6 100 

240 800 250 s 6.2 6.1 7 I 7.4 7.9 8.J 9.0 95 

240 800 250 7 6.7 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.3 11.7 94 99 

240 800 2SO 9 6.9 7.~ 78 8.1 8.6 9.0 9.7 102 

240 BOO 2SO II 72 77 &.I 8.4 8.9 93 10.0 105 

240 800 lSO 13 74 79 8.3 8.6 91 9.S 10.2 107 

240 800 soo s - - 6.1 6.5 7.1 76 8.5 9 I 

1AO 800 soo 7 - 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.8 8.3 9.2 911 

240 800 soo 9 6.2 6.9 7.4 7.8 8.5 9.0 9.9 10.() 

240 800 soo II 6.8 7.4 8.0 8.4 9.1 9.6 10.5 112 

240 800 soo 13 7.3 7.9 8.5 8.9 9.6 10.1 II. I I 1.8 

108 I tn = 25.4 mm. I ps1 s 6.89 k.Po, I psllin = 0 271 kPII/mm. "C • ("F • 32)1 I II 



Table 20. Slab thickness computed for treated base and 90 percent reliability. 
~ = 500 k.si {3445 MPa}, R = 90 percent. Sn = 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide] Innes with AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 nun] or greater lbnn 15.0 in [381 nun] are not shown. 

Joint Flexunll SulJ&ndc Positive Design ES.U.... millions 
Spacing Saengcb It m 

(in) (psi) (psi( .a) (degrees F) I..S 2 2.5 3 4 s 7,5 

144 600 100 s 6.9 7.4 7.7 8.0 ll4 8.7 9.4 
144 600 100 7 7.1 7.S 7.8 8.1 8,5 8.9 9.5 
144 600 100 9 1.2 7.6 8.0 8.2 8.7 9.0 9.6 144 600 100 II 7.3 1.1 8.1 8.3 8.8 9. 1 9.7 
144 600 100 13 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.8 9.2 9.8 
144 600 2$0 5 - 6.3 6.7 1.0 1.6 8.0 8.8 144 600 2$0 1 6.2 6.7 7.1 1.5 8.0 8.5 9.2 144 600 2$0 9 6.5 7.1 1S 7.8 8.4 8.8 9.6 
144 600 2SO II 6.8 1.4 78 8.1 8.7 9.1 9.9 
144 600 2SO 13 7.1 1.6 8.1 8.4 9.0 9.4 10.2 
144 600 500 s - - - - 6.2 6.7 7.7 
144 600 soo 1 - - - 6.3 7.0 1.5 8.5 
144 600 500 9 - 6.0 6.6 7.0 7.7 8.3 9.3 
144 600 500 II - 6.0 6.6 1.1 1.9 8.5 9.7 
144 600 500 13 6.0 6.8 7.4 1.9 8.6 9.2 10.3 

144 700 100 5 6.3 6.1 7.0 7.3 77 8.0 8.6 
144 700 100 1 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.S 7.9 8.2 8.8 
144 100 100 9 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.9 
144 700 100 II 6.8 7.2 7.S 7.7 8.1 8.4 9.0 
144 700 100 13 6.9 7.3 1.6 7.8 8.2 8.S 9. 1 
144 700 2SO s - - 6.2 6.5 7.0 7.4 8.1 
144 700 2SO 7 - 6.1 65 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.4 
144 700 2SO 9 6.0 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.7 8.1 8.8 
144 700 2$0 u 6.3 6.8 7.2 1.5 8.0 8.4 9.1 
144 700 2SO 13 6.5 7.0 7.4 7.8 8.3 8.7 94 
144 700 500 s - - - - - - 6.8 
144 700 500 7 - - - 5.1 64 6.9 78 
144 700 500 9 - - 6.0 6.4 1.0 1,5 8.4 
144 700 500 II - - 6.1 6.6 7.3 7.8 8.8 
144 700 500 13 - 6.3 68 7.2 7.9 8.4 94 

144 800 100 s. - 6.2 6S 6.7 7.1 7.4 8.0 
144 800 100 7 6.0 6.4 6.7 6.9 7.3 7.6 8.1 
144 800 100 9 6.2 6.5 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.7 8.3 
144 800 100 II 6.4 6.8 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.4 
144 800 100 13 6.5 6.9 1:1. 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.5 
144 800 2SO s - - - 6.0 64 6.8 1.5 
144 800 2SO 7 - - 6.1 6.4 6.8 7.2 7.9 
144 800 2SO 9 - 6.0 6.4 6.7 7.2 7.5 8.2 
144 800 2SO ll - 6.3 6.7 7.0 1.5 7.8 8,5 
144 800 250 13 6.1 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.7 8.1 8.7 
144 800 500 s - - - - - - 6.5 
144 800 500 7 - - - - - 6.2 71 
144 800 500 9 - - - - 6.S 69 7.8 
144 800 500 II - - - 6.1 67 7.2 8.1 
144 800 soo )) - - 6.3 6.7 1.3 7.8 8.7 

192 600 100 s 1.1 7.6 1.9 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.6 
192 600 100 7 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.8 9.2 9.8 
19l 600 100 9 7.5 8.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3 99 
192 600 100 II 7.7 8.1 8.5 8.7 9. 1 9.5 10.1 
192 600 100 13 7.8 8.3 8.6 8.8 9.3 9.6 10.2 
192 600 2SO s 6.2 6,7 7.1 1.5 8.0 8.4 9.2 
192 600 2SO 7 6.7 7.2 7.6 8.0 8.S 9.0 9.7 
19l 600 2SO 9 7.1 7.7 8.1 8.4 9.0 9.4 10.2 
192 600 2$0 II 7.5 8.0 8.S 8.8 9.4 9.8 10,5 
192 600 2SO 13 7.4 8.0 8.4 8.8 94 9.9 10.7 
192 600 soo s - - - 6.1 6.8 7.3 8.3 
192 600 500 7 - 6.1 6.6 7 I 7.8 8.) 9.3 
192 600 soo 9 - 6.4 7.0 7S 8.3 8.9 10.0 
192 600 soo II 6.S 7.3 7.9 8.4 9.1 9.7 10.8 
192 600 soo 13 7.1 7.9 85 9.0 9.8 ID.4 II .S 

192 700 100 5 6.6 7.0 73 7.6 8.0 8.) 8.9 
192 700 100 7 6.8 7.2 7.5 7.8 82 8.5 91 
192 700 100 9 7.0 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.4 8.7 92 
192 700 100 II 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.S 8.9 9.4 
192 700 100 13 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.$ 
192 700 2SO s - 6.1 65 6.8 7.4 7.7 8.5 
192 700 2SO 7 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.9 8.3 9.0 
192 700 2SO 9 6.7 7.2 7.S 7.9 8.4 8.7 94 
192 700 2$0 II 7.0 1.S 1!} 8.2 8.7 9.1 9.8 
192 700 2SO 13 7.2 7.7 8.1 8.4 8.9 9.3 10.1 

10 

9.8 
9.9 

10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
9.3 
9.8 

10.1 
10.4 
10.7 
8.4 
9.3 

10.0 
10.4 
11.1 

9.0 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
8.6 
8.9 
9.3 
9.6 
9.9 
7.5 
8.4 
9.1 
9.5 

10.1 

8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.8 
8.9 
7.9 
8.3 
8.7 
8.9 
9.2 
7.1 
7.7 
8.4 
8.7 
9 .3 

10.0 
10.2 
10.4 
IO.S 
10.6 
9.7 

10.3 
10.7 
11.1 
11.4 
9.0 

10.1 
10.8 
11.6 
12.3 

9.3 
9.5 
9.6 
9.8 
99 
9.0 
9.5 
9.9 

10.3 
10.6 
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Table 20. Slab thickness computed for treated base and 90 percent reliability (continued). 

Et, = 500 ksJ [3445 MPa], R = 90 percent. Sn = 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft·wide [3.7-m-wade)lane.s WJlb AC shoulders. 
Computed lbacknesse.s less !han 6.0 in [152 mm) or greater !han 15.0 in [381 nun) are not shown. 

JOID( AexumJ Subgradc Pos1tive Design ESALs, m1lhota 
Spacmg Strength k TO 

(in) (psi) (psi/ln) (degrees F) I.S l 2.5 3 4 s 1.5 10 

192 700 soo 5 - - - - 6.3 6.8 7.7 83 
192 700 soo 7 - - 6..2 6.6 7.3 7.7 8.6 9.3 
192 700 soo 9 - 6l 6.7 7.1 7.8 8.3 9.3 10.0 
192 100 soo II 6.3 7.0 1.5 1.9 8.6 9 I 10.0 10.7 
192 100 soo 13 6.9 7.6 8.1 8.5 9.2 97 10.7 11.3 

192 800 100 s 6.1 6J 6.8 1.0 7.<4 7.7 8l 8.6 
192 800 100 7 6.4 6.1 7.1 7.) 7.7 8.0 8.5 8.9 
192 800 100 9 6.6 7.0 7.3 1.5 1.9 8.2 8.7 91 
192 800 100 II 6..8 7.2 1.5 7.7 8.1 8.3 8.9 9.2 
192 800 100 13 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.2 8.S 9.0 9.3 
192 800 250 s - - 6.2 6.5 6.9 7.3 7 .9 84 
192 800 2SO 1 - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.4 7.8 SA 8.9 
192 800 250 9 6.3 6.7 7 I 7.4 7.8 8.2 8.8 9.3 
192 800 250 ll 6.6 7.1 74 7.7 8.2 8.6 9.2 97 
192 800 250 13 6.9 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.5 8.8 9.5 100 
192 800 soo s - - - - - 6.2 7 I 77 
192 800 soo 7 - - - 6.2 6.8 72 8.1 8.6 
192 800 soo 9 - - 6.4 6.8 7,4 78 8.7 9.3 
192 800 soo II 6.1 6.6 7.1 7.5 8.1 8.6 9.4 10.0 
192 800 soo 13 6.2 6.9 7.A 7.8 8.4 8.9 9.8 10.4 

240 600 100 s 7.4 H 8.2 8.5 8.9 9.2 9.8 10.3 
240 600 100 7 7.7 8.1 8.5 8.7 9.2 9.5 10.1 10.5 
240 600 100 9 1.9 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.4 9.7 10.3 10.7 
240 600 100 II 8.1 8.~ 8.9 9.1 9.6 9.9 10.5 10.9 
240 600 100 13 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.3 9.7 10.0 10.6 11.0 
240 600 250 s 6.6 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.5 8.9 91 10.2 
240 600 250 7 7.2 7.8 8.2 8.6 91 9.5 10 3 10.8 
240 600 250 9 7.8 8.3 8.7 9.1 9.6 10.0 10.8 114 
240 600 2.50 II 8.0 8.S 9.0 9.4 9.9 104 11.2 118 
240 600 250 13 8.4 9.0 9.5 9.8 10.• 108 11.6 12.2 
240 600 soo 5 - - 6.3 6.8 7.5 8.0 90 9.8 
240 600 soo 7 - 6.• 7.0 7.5 8.3 8.9 10.0 10.8 
240 600 soo 9 6.9 7.6 8.l 8.7 9.5 10.1 II. I 11.9 
240 600 soo II 7.7 8.5 9.1 9.6 10.4 11.0 12.0 12.8 
240 600 soo 13 8.1 8.9 9.6 10.1 10.9 116 128 13.6 

240 700 100 s 6.9 7.3 1.6 7.9 8.3 8.6 9.1 9.5 
240 700 100 7 72 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.9 9.4 9.8 
240 700 100 9 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.8 9.1 9.6 10.0 
240 700 100 II 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.8 10.2 
240 700 100 13 7.8 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.2 9.5 10.0 10.4 
240 700 250 s 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.9 8.3 9.0 95 
240 100 250 1 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.5 8.9 96 10.1 
240 700 250 9 72 7.7 8.1 8.4 8.9 93 10.0 10.5 
240 700 250 II 7.7 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.4 9.8 10.5 110 
240 700 250 13 8.1 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.8 10.2 10.9 I lA 
:!40 700 soo s - - 6.0 6.4 7.1 7.6 8.5 9.1 
240 700 soo 7 - 6.4 6.9 7.3 8.0 8.5 94 101 
240 700 soo 9 6.8 7-1 8.0 8.4 9.0 9J 10.4 11.1 
240 700 soo II 7.2 7.9 8.5 8.9 96 10.2 11.2 11.9 
240 700 $00 13 8.0 8.7 9.3 9.7 104 10.9 119 12.6 

240 800 100 s 6.S 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.6 8.9 
240 800 100 7 6.8 72 1.S 7.7 8.1 8.3 8.9 92 
240 800 100 9 7.1 7.4 7.7 1.9 8.3 8.6 9 I 9.S 
240 800 100 II 7.3 76 7.9 8.1 8.S 8.8 9 .3 97 
240 800 100 13 1.5 7.8 8.1 8.3 8.7 90 9.5 9.8 
240 800 250 5 - 6.3 6.6 6.9 74 7.8 8J 8.9 
240 800 2SO 7 6.5 6.9 7.3 7.6 80 84 9.0 9.5 
240 800 250 9 6.9 74 7.7 8.0 8.5 89 9S 10.0 
240 800 2SO II 74 1.9 8.2 8.5 9.0 9 3 100 104 
240 800 250 13 7.8 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.3 97 10.3 10.8 
240 800 soo 5 - - - 6.1 6.7 7.2 80 8.5 
240 800 soo 7 - 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.6 8 I 8.9 9.5 
240 800 soo 9 6.6 7.1 7.6 8.0 8.6 9.0 99 104 
240 800 soo II 7.2 7.8 8.2 8.6 9.2 9.7 IO.S Ill 
240 800 soo 13 7.9 8.5 8.9 9.3 9.9 10.3 11.2 118 

110 I 1n • '2.S.4 mm. I psi:o 6.89 kPo. I psi/an .. 0.271 kPnlmm. "C = ("F • 32\11.8 



Table 21. Slab thickness computed for high-strength base and 90 percent reliability. 

Et. = I rrullion ps1 [6890 MPoj, R = 90 percent, So= 0.39, P2 = 2.5. 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide]lanes wtlh AC shouJclcTs. 
Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 10 [152 mm) or gn:~~ter lhon 15.0 in [381 mm) are not shown. 

loam Flexullll Subpdc f>ostUIIC Dwrn ESALs. nnlhons 
S!"CUlJ Streoglb k TO 

(In) (psi) (pso/tn) (dean:es F) I.S 2 2.$ 3 4 s 1.5 10 

'"" 6QO 100 s 6.2 6.6 69 7.2 7.6 8.0 8.6 9.0 
144 6QO 100 1 6.6 7.0 7.) 7.6 8.0 8.3 89 93 
144 6QO 100 9 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.2 8.6 9 I 9.5 
lol-l 6QO 100 II 7.0 74 7.7 8.0 L4 8.7 93 97 
144 6QO 100 13 7.2 76 7.9 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.5 9.9 
144 6QO 2.SO s - - 6.2 6.6 7.1 7.5 8.3 u 
144 6QO 2.SO 7 6.1 6.6 7.0 1.3 78 ll 19 9.4 
144 6QO 250 9 6.6 7.1 7.5 7.8 8.3 8 .7 94 9.9 
144 6QO 2SO II 6.8 1.3 77 8.1 8.6 9.0 9.7 10.2 
144 6QO 2SO 13 7.2 7.7 8 1 8.S 9.0 94 10.1 106 
I-"' 600 500 s - - - - 6.2 6,7 76 8.2 
144 600 500 7 - - - - 6.6 7 I 8.1 8.8 
I.W 600 500 9 - 61 6.6 7.0 11 82 91 9.8 
144 6QO 500 I I 6.4 1.0 1.5 7.9 8.5 90 99 10.5 
144 600 soo 13 6.3 7.0 1.5 80 8.1 92 102 10.9 

I.W 700 100 s - 6.1 6.4 6.7 1.1 7.4 80 84 
I.W 700 100 7 6.1 6.S 6.8 7 I 7.S 78 8.3 &.7 
I +I 700 100 9 6.4 68 7 .1 74 7 .7 80 u 90 
14-1 700 100 II 6.7 7.0 7.3 1.6 7.9 82 aa 9. 1 
loU 700 100 ll 6.9 7.3 1.S 7.8 8.1 8.<1 90 9.3 
144 700 250 s - - - 60 6.S 69 76 8.1 
I .&.I 700 2SO 1 - 61 6.S 6.8 7.3 7.7 1.3 8.8 
I..W 700 250 9 - 62 66 6.9 7.4 78 a.s 9.0 
144 700 250 II 6.5 6.9 7.3 1.6 8.1 Sol 9 I 96 
I..W 100 2SO 13 6.9 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.5 S8 9.S 9.9 
144 700 500 s - - - - - 6.1 6.9 15 
144 700 500 1 - - - - 6.1 6.6 75 8.1 
144 700 500 9 - - 6.3 6.7 73 77 8.6 9.1 
144 700 500 II 6.0 6.6 1.0 7..1 8.0 8.& 92 9.8 
144 700 500 13 6.2 68 7.2 7.6 8.2 87 9.6 10.2 

I.W 800 100 s - - 61 6 .3 6.1 70 7.l 7.9 
144 800 100 1 - 6.2 64 67 7.0 1.3 78 8.2 
144 800 100 9 6.1 6.5 6.1 1.0 7.3 76 8.1 8.S 
I .&.I 800 100 II 64 6.7 70 12 76 7.8 83 8.7 
l-14 800 100 ll 6.6 69 7.2 H 7.8 8.0 8.$ 8.9 
I.W 800 2.SO s - - - - 6.0 6.<1 7.1 7.6 
144 800 250 1 - - 6.1 6.4 68 1.2 7 .8 8.3 
I..W 800 250 9 - 60 63 6 .6 7.1 1.5 8.1 8.6 
144 800 250 II 6.1 6.6 6.9 72 16 8.0 86 9.0 
144 800 250 13 6.5 70 7.3 1.6 8.0 8.3 8.9 9.4 
144 800 soo s - - - - - - 6.4 6.9 
144 800 500 1 - - - - - 6.1 6.9 1.5 
144 800 soo 9 - - - 6.3 6.8 7.2 8.0 8.5 
144 800 soo I I - 6.2 66 7.0 7.5 7 .9 8.7 9.2 
l.$4 800 soo 13 6.0 6.S 6.9 73 78 8.3 9.0 9.6 

192 600 100 s 6.6 1.0 7.3 76 80 8 .3 8 .9 93 
192 600 100 7 70 H 7.7 8.0 8.4 8.7 93 97 
192 6QO 100 9 72 76 a.o 8l 8.6 8.9 93 99 
192 600 100 II 7.s 79 u s.s 8.9 91 98 10.2 
192 600 100 13 7.8 82 8.S 87 91 94 10.0 10.4 
192 600 250 s 6.0 6.S 6.9 12 7.7 8 I 88 9.3 
192 600 250 7 6.8 72 7.6 1.9 84 8.8 9 .5 10.0 
192 600 lSO 9 7.1 1.6 8.0 8.3 u 92 100 IO.S 
192 600 250 II 77 8.2 a.s 8.9 9 4 97 104 10.9 
192 6QO 250 13 8.1 u 90 9.3 9.8 10. 1 10.8 11.3 
192 600 500 s - - 6.0 6.4 7.0 7.5 8.3 8.9 
191 600 soo 7 - 6.1 6.6 7.0 7.7 8.2 9 I 9.8 
192 600 500 9 6.6 7.3 7.7 8.1 8.8 93 10 I 10.8 
l?l 600 $00 II 7.0 7.6 8.2 86 9.3 9.8 101 11.4 
192 600 500 13 7.8 8.A 9.0 9.4 100 lOS II S 12.1 

191 100 100 s 61 65 68 71 1.5 78 83 8 7 
192 700 100 1 6.6 10 73 u 19 81 8.7 9 1 
192 700 100 9 6 .9 7 3 76 18 82 8$ 90 94 
192 700 100 II 72 16 1.9 8.1 8.5 87 93 9.() 
192 700 100 13 7.4 78 8 I 8.3 8.7 90 95 9l 
192 700 250 s - 61 b4 67 1.2 76 8.3 8.7 
192 700 2.50 7 6.0 65 6.9 7.2 1.1 81 8.8 9.3 
192 700 2.SO 9 68 7.3 1.1 7.9 8.4 ll.8 94 9.9 
192 100 2SO II 7.3 78 8.1 8.4 8.9 92 9.9 10.3 
192 700 250 13 7.7 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.3 9.6 10.3 10.7 

l ll 1 tn .. 25 .a mm. I psa "6.89 kPA. 1 ptilln .. 0. 271 kPlllmm. •c • ("F • 32)11.8 



Table 21 . Slab thickness computed for hlgh-strength base and 90 percent reliability (continued). 
E.= I milhoo ps1 [6890 MPa]. R = 90 percent. S0 = 0.39, P2 = 2.S, 12·fi·wide (3.7-m-Widc] lanes With AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [IS2 mm) or greater than IS.O 10 (381 mm] are not shown. 

JOint Avuar.al s~ f>obln;e Oc.sip ESA1.1.11111l~ 
SpeciiiJ S~m~Jth k , TD 

(Ill) (pll) (.-&fill) (dqResf) I.S 2 2.5 3 4 5 7.5 10 

192 700 soo s - - - 60 6.5 7.0 78 84 
192 700 soo 7 - 61 6.5 69 7.5 79 8.7 9) 
192 700 500 9 - 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.9 8.1 9.3 99 
192 700 soo II 6.9 7.5 8.0 8.3 8 .9 9.4 IIU 108 
192 700 soo l3 7.6 82 86 90 9.6 10.0 10.8 11.1 

192 800 100 5 - 6.2 6.5 67 7. 1 7.4 7.9 8.2 
192 800 100 7 6.3 66 69 7.1 1.5 7.8 8.3 86 
192 800 100 9 6.6 7.0 72 1.5 7.8 8.1 8.6 8.9 
192 800 100 II 6.9 7.J 1.5 77 8.1 8.3 8.8 92 
192 800 100 13 7. 1 1.S 77 8.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.4 
192 800 250 s - - 6.1 6.4 68 7.2 7.8 8.2 
192 800 2SO 7 - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.4 7.7 8,4 8.8 
192 800 250 9 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.3 9.0 94 
192 800 250 II 70 1.5 7.8 80 8.5 8.8 9.4 98 
192 800 2SO 13 73 77 ~.0 8.3 87 9.1 97 101 
192 800 soo 5 - - s.J Sb 6.2 6.6 7.3 7.9 
192 800 soo 7 - - 62 66 7. 1 7.5 8.3 8.8 
192 800 soo 9 - 6.4 6 .8 72 7.7 8.1 &.9 9..5 
192 800 soo II 6.7 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.5 8.9 9.7 10.2 
192 800 soo 13 7.0 7.s 8.0 8J 8.9 9.3 10.1 107 

2AO 600 100 5 6.9 7.3 7.7 7.9 8.3 8.7 9.2 9.6 
240 600 100 7 7.3 7.7 8.0 1.3 1.7 9.0 9.6 10.0 
2.0 600 100 9 7.7 1 .1 1.4 87 9.1 94 100 IOJ 
2.0 600 100 II 8.1 14 8.7 90 94 9.7 102 106 
240 600 100 13 8.3 8 .7 90 9.J 9.6 9.9 IO.S lOS 
240 600 2.SO s 6.6 7.1 74 78 8.) 8.6 94 98 
240 600 2.SO 7 72 7.7 1.1 84 8.9 9.3 10.0 lOS 
240 600 2.SO 9 7.9 14 .. 9 I 96 10.0 10.7 Ill 
240 600 2.SO II 8 . .s 19 9) 96 10 I IO..S 11.2 11.7 
240 600 2.SO lJ 87 92 96 99 10.4 108 11.5 120 
240 600 soo 5 - - 61 6j 7.2 7.7 8.6 9.3 
240 600 soo 7 6.6 7.2 7.7 8 I 8 .7 9.2 10.1 107 
2.t0 600 soo 9 7.1 7.8 SJ u 9.S 10.0 11.0 11 .7 
240 600 soo II 8.1 u 9.3 98 104 11.0 11.9 126 
240 600 soo 13 8 .6 9.3 98 103 11.0 11.6 126 13.3 

240 700 100 s 6.S 6.9 7.2 1.S 7.9 8.2 8.7 9 I 
240 700 100 7 7.0 74 7.7 7.9 8.3 8.6 9.1 9.S 
240 700 100 9 7.4 7.8 ft . I 8.3 11.7 9.0 9.5 9.8 
240 700 100 II 7.7 8.1 8.4 8.6 9.0 9.2 9.7 10 I 
240 700 100 13 8.0 83 8.6 8.8 9.2 9.S 10.0 10.3 
2AO 700 2SO s 6.3 67 71 74 78 8.2 88 9.3 
240 100 250 7 7.0 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.S 8.9 9..5 100 
240 700 2.SO 9 77 81 84 87 9.2 9.5 10.2 106 
240 700 250 II 80 8S 8.8 91 96 99 10.6 11.0 
240 700 2.SO 13 8.5 90 93 H 10.0 10.4 11.0 11.5 
140 700 soo s - - 62 6.5 7.1 7.6 8 .4 9.0 
240 700 soo 7 - 6.S 7.0 H 8.0 as 94 100 
240 700 soo 9 7.3 1.9 84 17 9J 9.7 10..5 II. I 
240 700 soo II 7.9 1.5 8.9 93 9.9 10.4 11.2 11.8 
240 700 soo 13 1.7 93 97 10 I 107 11.1 119 12.5 

240 100 100 s 62 66 69 7.1 1.5 7.7 8 .3 16 
240 800 100 7 6.7 7.1 74 76 7.9 12 8.7 9.0 
240 800 100 9 7.1 1S 7.7 so I.J 1.6 90 94 
l40 800 100 II 7.5 7.1 1.0 13 1.6 8.8 9.3 97 
240 800 100 lJ 7.7 1 .0 IJ 15 u 9.1 9.5 99 
240 800 2.SO s - 61 6.5 6.8 72 7.6 8.2 1 .7 
240 800 2.SO 7 67 7.2 7.S 71 12 I.S 9.1 9S 
140 100 2SO 9 7.2 76 7.9 12 86 9.0 96 100 
240 800 2.SO II 7.1 82 I.S .. 92 9.S 10 I lOS 
240 800 2.SO 13 1.2 17 90 92 96 10.0 IO.S 109 
240 800 soo 5 - - 60 63 6.9 7.3 8.1 86 
140 800 500 7 6.1 67 7.1 7.4 8.0 8.4 9.1 9.7 
240 800 soo 9 72 17 8 I " 90 9.4 10.1 106 
240 800 soo II 7.8 8.4 8.8 91 9.6 10.0 10.8 IIJ 
Z40 800 soo 13 s.s 9.0 9.4 9.8 103 10.7 114 11.9 

112 I In • 254 mrn. I P" • 6.89 kP11. I psllin ~ 017llcPn/mm, "C = ("F • 32)11.~ 



Table 22. Slab thickness computed for granular base and 85 percent reliability. 

~ = 2.5 ksi [172.2.5 MPa], R = 85 percent, S0 = 039, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide] lanes with AC shoulders. 
Computed lhicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm] or grea1Cr than 15.0 in [381 mm] are not shown. 

Joint FICJtw.l Subpde PoQiive Oesicn ESALs.llllllioos 
Spacing Strenl!h k 1D 

(in) (psi) (psl/ID) (dcpeaf) I.S 2 ~ 3 3.5 4 4.5 s 

144 600 100 s 7.9 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 9.8 
144 600 100 7 7.8 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.1 9.4 9.5 9.7 
144 600 100 9 7.7 8.1 8.5 8.8 9.1 9.3 9.5 9.6 
144 600 100 II 7.6 8.1 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 
144 600 100 13 7.5 8.0 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.1 9.3 9.5 
144 600 2.50 5 6.9 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.1 
144 600 2.50 7 6.9 1.5 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.2 
144 600 2.50 9 6.9 1.j 7.9 8.3 8.6 8.9 9.1 9.3 
144 600 2.50 II 7.0 7.6 8.0 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.2 9.4 
144 600 250 13 7.0 7.6 8.1 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 
144 600 soo 5 - - 6.1 6.6 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.8 
144 600 soo 7 - - 6.3 6.8 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.1 
144 600 500 9 - - 6.S 7.0 1.5 7.8 8.1 8.4 
144 600 soo II - 6.1 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.1 8.5 8.8 
144 600 soo 13 - 6.4 7.0 7.6 8.0 8.4 8.8 9.1 

144 700 100 s 7.1 1.5 7.8 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.9 
144 700 100 7 7.0 7.4 7.8 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.8 
144 700 100 9 6.9 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.8 
144 700 100 II 6.8 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.4 8.5 8.7 
144 700 100 13 6.8 7.2 1.6 1.9 8.1 8.3 8.S 8.6 
144 700 2.50 s - 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.6 7.8 8.0 
144 700 2.50 7 6.1 6.1 7.0 7.4 7.6 79 8.1 8.3 
144 700 250 9 6.2 6.1 7.1 7.4 77 8.0 8.2 8.4 
144 700 2.50 II 6.3 6.8 7,2 1.5 7.8 8.0 8.3 8.S 
144 700 250 13 6.3 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 
144 700 soo s - - - - 6.1 6.4 6.6 6.9 
144 700 soo 7 - - - 6.0 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.2 
144 700 soo 9 - - - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.1 7.4 
144 700 soo II - - - 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.7 
144 700 soo 13 - - 6.2 6.1 7.1 7.4 7.7 8.0 

144 800 100 5 6.4 6.8 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.1 
144 800 100 7 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.6 7.8 7.9 8.1 
144 800 100 9 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.3 7.6 7.7 1.9 8.1 
144 800 100 II 6.3 6.1 7.1 73 1.5 7.7 7.9 8.0 
144 800 100 13 6.3 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.$ 7.7 7.8 8.0 
144 800 2SO s - - 6.2 6.5 6.7 6.9 71 7.3 
144 800 2SO 7 - - 6.2 6.5 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.4 
144 800 2SO 9 - - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.1 7.3 7.5 
144 800 2.50 II - 6.0 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.6 
144 800 2.50 13 - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.1 7.3 1.5 77 
144 800 soo s - - - - - - - 6.1 
144 800 soo 7 - - - - - - 6.2 6.4 
144 800 soo 9 - - - - - 6.2 6A 6.7 
144 800 soo II - - - - 6.2 6.5 6.8 7.0 
144 800 soo 13 - - - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.0 7.3 

192 600 100 5 8.0 8.5 8.8 9.1 9.4 9.6 9.8 10.0 
192 600 100 7 8.0 8.4 8.8 9.1 9.3 9.5 9.7 9.9 
192 600 100 9 7.9 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.3 9.5 9.7 9.9 
192 600 100 II 7.9 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.3 9.5 9.7 9.8 
192 600 100 13 7.8 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 9.8 
192 600 2.50 s 7.1 7.6 8.0 8.4 8.7 8.9 9 I 9.3 
192 600 2SO 7 7.2 7.8 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.1 9.3 9.S 
192 600 2.50 9 7.3 7.9 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.3 9.5 9.7 
192 600 2.50 II 7.4 8.0 8.5 8.8 9.1 9.4 9.6 9.8 
192 600 250 13 1.5 8.1 8.6 8.9 9.3 9.5 9.8 10.0 
192 600 soo 5 - - 6,4 6.8 72 7.6 7.9 8 I 
192 600 soo 7 - 6.1 6.7 7.2 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.6 
192 600 soo 9 - 6.5 7.1 7.7 8.1 8.S 8.8 9.1 
192 600 500 II 6.0 6.8 1.5 8.1 8.S 8.9 9.3 9.6 
192 600 soo 13 6.3 7.2 1.9 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.8 10.1 

192 700 100 ' 7.2 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.9 9.0 
192 700 100 7 7.2 7.6 8.0 8.2 8.5 8.7 8.9 9.0 
192 700 100 9 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.7 8.8 9.0 
192. 700 100 II 7.2 7.6 7,9 8.2 8.4 8.7 8.8 9.0 
192 700 100 13 7.1 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.8 9.0 
192 700 2.SO s 6.3 6.8 7.2 1.S 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 
192 700 2SO 7 6.S 7.0 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.6 
192 700 250 9 6.6 7.1 1.S 7.9 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.8 
192 700 2.50 II 6.7 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.6 8.8 9.0 
192 700 2.50 13 6.9 7.4 7.8 8.2 8.S 8.7 8.9 9.1 

113 lin • 25.4 mm. 1 psi = 6.89 kh I psi/in • 0.271 lcPWmm. •c = ("F- 32YI.8 



Table 22. Slab thickness computed for granular base and 85 percent reliability (continued). 

Et, = 25 ksi [172.25 MPa], R = 85 percent, S0 = 0.39, P2 = 2.5. 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide]Janes with AC shoulders. 
Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm] or greater than 15.0 in [381 mml are not shown. 

Jomt Flcxwul Subgrade Positive Design ESALs. millions 
Spacing Strength lc TO 

(in) (psi) (psi/in) (degn:cs F) 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5 

192 700 500 s - - - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.1 7.3 
192 700 soo 7 - - 6.0 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.7 
192 700 soo 9 - - 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.2 
192 700 soo II - 6.2 6.8 7J 7.7 8.1 8.4 8.7 
192 700 500 J3 - 6.6 7.2 7.7 8.1 8.S 8.8 91 
192 800 100 5 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.1 8.3 
192 800 100 7 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.3 
192 800 100 9 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 tl.l 8.3 
192 800 100 II 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.3 
192 800 100 13 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.2 83 
192 800 2SO 5 5.6 6.0 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.6 
192 800 250 7 - 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 
192 800 250 9 - 6.4 6.7 7.1 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 
192 800 250 II 6.2 6.7 71 7.4 7.7 7.9 8.1 8.3 
192 800 250 13 6.3 6.8 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 
192 800 500 5 - - - - - 6.1 6.3 6.5 
192 800 soo 7 - - - - 6.3 6.6 6.8 7 I 
192 800 soo 9 - - - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 
192 800 soo II - - 6.3 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.7 7.9 
192 800 500 13 - 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.5 7.8 8.1 8.3 

240 600 100 5 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.5 9.8 9.9 LO.t 
240 600 100 7 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.5 9.8 9.9 10.1 
240 600 100 9 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.6 9.8 10.0 10.1 
240 600 100 II 8.2 8.7 9.0 9.3 9.6 9.8 10.0 10.1 
240 600 100 13 8.2 8.7 9.0 9.3 9.6 9.8 10.0 10.1 
240 600 250 5 7.3 7.9 8.3 8.6 8.9 9.2 9.4 9.6 
240 600 250 7 7.6 8.1 8.6 8.9 9.2 9.5 9.7 99 
240 600 250 9 7.7 8.3 8.8 9.1 9.5 97 10.0 10.2 
240 600 2.50 II 7.9 8.5 9.0 9.4 97 10.0 10.2 10.4 
240 600 250 13 8.1 8.7 9.2 9.6 9.9 10.2 10.4 10.6 
240 600 500 s - 6.1 6.7 7.2 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.6 
240 600 500 7 - 6.6 7.3 7.8 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3 
240 600 soo 9 6.3 7.2 7.9 8.4 8.9 9.3 9.7 10.0 
240 600 500 II 6.9 7.8 8.S 9.1 9.6 10.0 10.4 10.7 
240 600 soo 13 7.4 8.4 9.1 9.7 10.2 10.6 11.0 11.4 

240 700 100 5 7J 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.0 9.2 
240 700 100 7 7.4 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.7 8.9 9.1 9.3 
240 700 100 9 7.5 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.1 9.3 
240 700 tOO II 7.5 7.9 8.3 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.2 9.3 
240 700 100 13 7.5 8.0 8.3 8.6 8.8 9.0 9.2 9.3 
2AO 700 250 s 6.6 7.1 7.5 7.8 8.1 8.3 8.S 8.7 
240 700 250 7 6.8 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 86 8.8 90 
240 700 250 9 7.1 7.6 8.0 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.1 9.3 
240 700 250 II 7.3 7.9 8.3 8.6 8.9 9.2 94 9.6 
240 700 250 13 7.5 8.1 8.5 8.8 9.1 94 9.6 98 
240 700 500 s - - 6.0 6.4 6.8 7.1 74 77 
240 700 500 7 - 6.1 6.7 7.1 7.5 7.9 82 8.4 
240 700 500 9 6.0 6.8 7.3 7.8 8.2 8.6 8.9 9 I 
240 700 soo II 6.6 7.3 7.9 8.4 8.8 9.2 9.5 9.8 
240 700 500 13 7.1 7.9 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.8 10.1 10.4 

240 800 100 s 6.7 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.0 8.2 83 s.s 
240 800 100 7 6.8 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.5 
240 800 LOO 9 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.6 
240 800 100 II 6.9 7.3 7.7 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.7 
240 800 100 13 7.0 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.5 8.7 
240 800 250 5 5.9 6.3 6.7 7.0 7.3 75 77 7.9 
240 800 250 7 6.3 6.8 72 7.5 77 8.0 8.2 8.3 
240 800 250 9 6.6 7.0 7.4 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.5 8.6 
240 800 250 II 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.9 
240 800 250 13 1.0 1.5 7.9 8.2 8.5 87 8.9 9.1 
240 800 soo 5 - - - 6.1 6.4 6.7 6.9 7 I 
240 800 500 7 - - 6.2 6.6 7.0 73 7.5 7.8 
240 800 500 9 - 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.2 8.5 
240 800 500 II 6.2 6.9 7.4 7.9 8.2 8.6 8.8 9.1 
240 800 500 13 6.7 7.4 8.0 8.4 8.8 9.1 9.4 9.6 
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Table 23. Slab thickness computed for treated base and 85 percent reliability. 
E."' SOO ksi (3445 MPaJ, R = 8S percent, So • 0.39, P2,. 2.5, 12-ft-wide (3.7-m-wide] lanes with AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in (152 mm) or gm~ter than lS.O m (381 mm] are not shown. 

Jolftl Flexunl Sub&ftde Posla¥C Desip ESAU. milli001 
SpiCUla s~ It TO 

(in) (pail (p&lfm} (dea--P) LS l 2.S 3 3.S 4 4.5 s 

144 600 100 j 6.6 7.0 7.4 7.6 7.9 8 I 8.3 ... 
144 600 100 7 6.7 7.2 7.S 78 8.0 82 8.4 8.S 
144 600 100 9 6.9 73 7.6 79 8.1 u 8.5 87 
144 600 100 II 7.0 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.2 84 8.6 88 
144 600 100 13 7.1 1.5 7.8 81 8.3 8.s 8.7 88 
144 600 2.50 s - - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.6 
144 600 2.50 7 - 6.3 6.7 7.1 7.4 1.6 7.8 8.0 
loW 600 :1.!10 9 6.1 6.7 7.1 74 7.7 80 8.2 84 
144 600 1JO II 6.4 1.0 H 77 80 83 8.5 87 
144 600 2.50 13 6.7 7.7 1.6 8.0 8.3 s.s 8.8 90 
144 600 soo ' - - - - - - - 6.1 
1ol4 600 soo 7 - - - - 6.1 64 6.7 7.0 
144 600 soo 9 - - 6.0 6J 6.9 7.2 1.5 7.7 
144 600 500 II - - 6.0 6J 7.0 7.3 7 .7 7,9 
144 600 soo 13 - 62 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.4 8.6 

144 700 100 s 6.0 64 6,1 69 7.2 7ol 7.S 7.7 
144 700 100 7 6.2 66 6.9 72 74 76 17 19 
lol4 700 100 9 6.4 68 7 .• 1.3 7.5 77 19 80 
144 700 100 II 6.S 69 72 7.4 7.7 78 80 81 
144 700 100 13 6.6 7.0 7.3 1,5 7.8 1.9 8.1 8.2 
144 700 2.50 s - - - 6.1 6.4 6.6 6.8 70 
144 700 :1.!10 7 - - 6. 1 6.4 6.7 6.9 7.2 7.3 
144 700 :1.!10 9 - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.1 7.3 1.5 7.7 
144 700 2jO It - 6.4 6.8 7.1 1.4 76 7.8 8.0 
144 700 :1.!10 13 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.6 1.9 8.1 SJ 
I <&.I 700 soo s - - - - - - - -144 700 soo 7 - - - - - - 6.1 64 
144 700 $()() 9 - - - - 6.2 6.S 6.8 7.0 
144 700 soo It - - - 6.0 6.4 67 7.0 7.3 
144 700 $()() 13 - - 6.3 6.7 7.1 74 7.7 79 

14-1 800 100 s - - 6.2 64 6.7 68 1.0 7. 1 
14<1 800 100 7 - 61 6.4 6.6 6.8 70 1.2 73 
144 800 100 9 - 6.1 6.5 6.8 70 72 1.3 7.-1 
lol-l 800 100 II 6.1 6J 6.8 70 7.2 74 7.5 7.11 
144 800 100 13 6.2 66 6.9 7.1 7.3 7.S 7.6 7.7 
144 800 :1.!10 s - - - - - 61 6.3 64 
144 800 :1.!10 7 - - - 6.0 6.3 liS 6.7 69 
144 800 2SO 9 - - 6.0 6.3 6.6 1>8 7.0 71 
144 800 2SO II - 6.0 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.1 7.3 u 
14.1 &00 2SO 13 - 6.2 6.6 u 71 74 7.6 7.7 
144 800 soo s - - - - - - - -loW 800 soo 7 - - - - - - - -144 800 soo 9 - - - - - 60 6.3 6.S 
144 &00 $()() II - - - - 6.0 6.2 6.5 6.7 
14-1 800 SOil 13 - - - 6l 6.6 6.9 7. I 73 

192 600 100 5 6.1 7.2 1.6 79 8.1 83 a..s 86 
192 600 100 7 7.0 7.5 7.8 81 8.3 8.5 8.7 u 
192 600 tOO 9 1.2 1.6 8.0 82 8..S 17 8.8 9.0 
192 600 100 II 7.4 7.8 8.1 84 8.6 88 9.0 9.1 
192 600 100 13 7.5 19 8.3 85 8.8 3.9 9.1 93 
192 600 2SO s - 6.3 6.7 70 7.3 76 78 8.0 
192 600 2SO 1 6.3 68 7.2 7.6 7.9 I I 8.3 8..5 
192 600 2SO 9 6.7 77 1.1 80 8.3 86 8.8 9.0 
192 600 2SO 11 7.t 1.6 8.0 84 8.1 89 9.2 9~ 
192 600 2SO 13 6.9 1.5 8.0 •• 8.7 90 9.2 9.4 
t92 600 SOil s - - - - - 6.3 6..S 6.8 
t92 600 SOil 7 - - 6.t 6.S 6.9 7.2 u 78 
192 600 .500 9 - - 6.4 69 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 
192 600 SOil II - 6.7 7.3 78 8.2 86 8.9 92 
I'Jl 600 SOil 13 6..S 7.3 7.9 u 8.9 92 9.5 9.8 

t9! 700 too s 6.3 67 70 13 7.5 77 78 80 
192 700 tOO 7 6..S 6.9 7.2 7J 77 7.9 8.1 8l 
192 100 tOO 9 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.7 7.9 8 I 8.2 8.4 
192 100 100 II 6.9 73 7.6 19 8.1 u 8.4 8.6 
192 700 tOO 13 7.1 74 1.1 8.0 8.2 8-1 8.5 87 
192 700 :1.!10 s - - 6. 1 6.5 6.7 70 72 7.4 
t92 700 2SO 7 - 6.3 6.7 7.0 7.3 7 . .5 7.7 79 
192 100 2.50 9 6.3 68 7.2 1S 77 80 &.2 84 
192 700 2SO 11 6.6 71 7.5 7.8 8.1 83 8.5 87 
192 100 2SO 13 6.8 7.3 77 8.0 8.3 86 &.8 9.0 

11 S 1 in • U4 mm. 1 p5t D 6.89 kPa I pstlln • 0.211 k.Ptllmm. •c • t"F • 32)/lll 



Table 23. Slab thickness computed for treated base and 85 percent reliability (continued). 
~ = 500 k.si [3445 MPa], R = 85 percent, So= 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide] lanes with AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in (152 mrn] or greater than 15.0 in [381 mm] are not shown. 

Join I AeJtural Subgrnde Positive Des1gn ESALs, millioo.s 
Spacing Stra~gth k TD 

(in) (psi} (psi/in) (degrees F) L5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 s 

192 700 500 s - - - - - - 6.0 6.3 
192 700 500 7 - - - 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.0 7.3 
192 700 500 9 - - 6.2 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 
192 700 500 11 - 6.5 7.0 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.6 
192 700 500 13 6.4 7.1 7.6 8.0 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.2 

192 800 100 5 - 6.2 6.5 6.7 6.9 7.1 7.3 7.4 
192 800 100 7 6.1 6.5 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.7 
192 800 100 9 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 7.9 
192 800 100 ll 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 7.9 8.1 
192 800 100 13 6.7 7.1 7.3 7.6 7.8 7.9 8.1 8.2 
192 800 250 5 - - - 6.1 6.4 6.6 6.8 6.9 
192 800 250 7 - - 6.3 6.6 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.4 
192 800 250 9 - 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.5 7.7 7.8 
192 800 250 ll 6.3 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.2 
192 800 250 13 6.5 7.0 7.4 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 
192 800 500 5 - - - - - - - -
192 800 500 7 - - - - 6.1 6.3 6.6 6.8 
192 800 500 9 - - - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 
192 800 500 II - 6.2 6.7 7.0 7.4 7.6 7.9 8.1 
192 800 500 13 - 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.4 

240 600 100 5 7.1 1.5 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.6 8.7 8.9 
240 600 100 7 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.6 8.8 9.0 92 
240 600 100 9 7.6 8.0 8.4 8.6 8.9 9.1 9.2 9.4 
240 600 100 ll 7.8 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 
240 600 100 13 8.0 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 9.7 
240 600 250 s 6.2 6.7 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.0 8.3 8.5 
240 600 250 7 6.8 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.1 
240 600 250 9 7.3 7.9 8.3 8.7 8.9 9.2 9.4 9.6 
240 600 250 II 7.5 8.1 8.6 8.9 9.2 9.S 9.7 9.9 
240 600 250 13 8.0 8.6 9.0 9.4 9.7 9.9 10.2 10.4 
240 600 500 5 - - - 6.2 6.6 6.9 72 7.5 
240 600 soo 7 - - 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 
240 600 500 9 6.3 7.0 7.6 8.1 8.5 8.9 9.2 9.5 
240 600 .500 II 7.2 7.9 8.5 9.0 9.4 9.8 10.1 10.4 
240 600 500 13 7.5 8.3 8.9 9.5 9.9 10.3 10.7 11.0 

240 700 100 s 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.5 7.8 1.9 8.1 8.3 
240 700 100 7 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.1 8.2 8.4 8.6 
240 700 100 9 7.1 7.5 7.8 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.6 8.8 
240 700 100 II 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.8 9.0 
240 700 100 13 1.5 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.7 8.9 9.0 9.2 
240 700 250 s - 6.3 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.5 7.7 7.9 
240 700 250 7 6.5 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 
240 700 250 9 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.9 
240 700 250 II 7.3 7.8 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.2 9.4 
240 700 250 13 7.7 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.2 9.4 9.6 9.8 
240 700 500 s - - - 6.0 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.1 
240 700 500 7 - - 6.4 6.8 7.2 1.5 7.7 80 
240 700 500 9 6.3 6.9 1.5 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.0 
240 700 500 II 6.7 7.4 7.9 8.4 8.8 9.1 9.4 9.6 
240 700 500 13 1.5 8.2 8.7 9.2 9.6 9.9 10.2 10.4 

240 800 100 5 6.2 6.6 6.8 7.1 7.3 7.5 7.6 7.7 
240 800 100 7 6.5 6.9 1.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 7.9 8.1 
240 800 100 9 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.7 7.9 8.0 8.2 8.3 
240 800 100 II 7.0 7.4 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.2 8.4 8.5 
240 800 100 ll 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.7 
240 800 250 5 - - 6.3 6.6 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.4 
240 800 250 7 6.1 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.5 7.7 7.9 8.0 
240 800 250 9 6.6 7.0 7.4 7.7 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 
240 800 250 II 7.1 7.5 7.9 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.8 9.0 
240 800 250 13 7.4 7.9 8.3 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.2 9.3 
240 800 soo 5 - - - - 6.0 6.3 6.5 6.7 
240 800 500 7 - - 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.7 
240 800 500 9 6.2 6.7 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.4 8.6 
240 800 500 II 6.7 7.3 7.8 8.2 8.5 8.8 9.0 9.2 
240 800 500 13 7.4 8.0 8.5 8.8 9.2 9.4 9.7 9.9 
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Table 24. Slab thickness computed for high-strength base and 85 percent reliability. 
E.= I million psi [6890 MPa), R = SS percent. So s 0.39, P2 = 2.5. 12-ft-w.de [3.7-m-wide) Innes with AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm) or grealCI' tbnn 15.0 in [381 mm) arc not sbown. 

101ft! Flc.wnJ Sub&fldc l'llslllvo OWJD ESAL.a. mlllloos 
Spaans s~m~slb k TO 

(In) (psi) (ptilln) (clep-eea F) I.S 2 2.5 3 3.S • 4.S ' 
144 600 100 ' - 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.1 7.3 1.5 7.7 
144 600 100 7 6.2 67 70 72 7.$ 7.7 78 so 
ILl 600 100 9 6.5 6.9 7.3 1.5 7.7 7.9 8.1 82 
144 600 100 II 6.1 7 I 74 7.7 7.9 8.1 82 84 
144 600 100 13 6.9 7.3 76 1.9 81 83 8.5 86 
144 600 250 s - - - 62 6.5 6.7 6.9 7.1 
144 600 2$0 7 - 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.1 78 
144 600 250 9 6.3 6.11 7.1 7.5 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.3 
144 600 2$0 II 64 6.9 7.3 7.7 7.9 8.2 11.4 86 
1.14 600 250 1.3 6.8 7.4 7.7 a.1 8.3 8.0 8.8 9.0 
144 600 ~ s - - - - - - 6.0 6.2 
144 600 ~ 7 - - - - - 6.0 6.3 6.6 
144 600 ~ 9 - - 6.1 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.S 7.7 
144 600 ~ II - 6.S 7.0 7.4 7.8 8 .1 8.3 8.S 
144 600 ~ 13 - 6.S 7.0 7.S 7.8 82 8.4 8.7 

144 700 100 s - - 61 6.-l 6.6 6.8 7.0 7.1 
144 700 100 7 - 6.2 6.5 6.8 7.0 72 73 7S 
14-i 700 100 9 62 6.5 6.8 7.1 73 7.S 7.6 77 
144 100 100 II 64 6.7 7.0 7.3 1.5 77 711 79 
144 700 100 13 6.6 7.0 73 7S 71 7.9 8.0 8.1 
144 700 250 s - - - - - 61 63 65 
144 700 250 7 - - 6.2 6.5 6.1 6.9 7.1 1.3 
144 700 250 9 - - 6.2 6.5 6.8 70 72 7.4 
144 700 250 II 6.1 6.6 6.9 7.2 1.5 77 7.9 8.1 
144 700 250 13 6.5 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 u 
144 700 ~ s - - - - - - - -
144 700 soo 7 - - - - - - - 6.1 
144 700 soo 9 - - - 6.3 6.6 u 71 7.3 
ILl 700 ~ II - 6.2 6.6 7.0 7,.} 7.$ 7.8 8.0 
144 700 ~ 13 - 6.3 6.8 7.2 1.5 7.8 11.0 82 

144 800 100 s - - - 6.0 62 64 6.6 61 
I.W 1100 100 7 - - 6.2 6.4 6.6 6.8 6.9 7.0 
144 800 100 9 - 62 6.S 6.7 6.9 71 7.2 7.3 
144 800 100 II 6.1 64 6.7 6.9 7.1 73 1.4 76 
loW 800 100 13 6.3 6.7 6.9 7.2 7.3 7 . .5 76 78 
144 800 250 s - - - - - - -· 6.0 
144 800 250 7 - - - 6.0 6.3 6.5 67 68 
144 800 250 9 - - 6.0 6.3 6.5 6.1 6.9 7.1 
144 800 2SO II - 6.2 6.6 6.9 7.1 7.3 1.5 7.6 
144 800 250 13 6.2 6.6 7.0 7.2 7.S 7.7 78 80 
loW 800 ~ s - - - - - - - -
144 800 ~ 1 - - - - - - - -
I.W 800 soo 9 - - - - 6.1 64 6.6 6.8 
144 800 .500 II - - 6.2 6.6 6.8 71 7.) 1.S 
144 aoo soo ll - 6.1 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.4 1.6 7.8 

192 600 100 .5 6.2 6.6 7.0 7.2 7.5 7.7 78 8.0 
192 600 100 7 6.7 7.1 74 7.7 1.9 8 I 82 8.4 
192 600 100 9 6.9 7.3 16 7.9 8 I 8.3 8S 8.6 
192 600 100 II 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.4 8.6 88 8.9 
192 600 100 13 1.$ 79 82 8.-1 8.6 88 90 9 1 
192 600 2SO s - 61 6.5 6.8 7 1 7l 1S 7,7 

192 600 250 7 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.8 81 83 8.4 
192 600 250 9 6.7 7.2 7.6 1.9 8.2 as 87 88 
192 600 250 II 7.3 7S 8.2 8.S 8.7 90 92 94 
192 600 2SO 13 7.7 8.2 &.6 8.9 92 94 96 b 
192 600 soo s - - - - 6.2 6.S 68 7.0 
192 600 soo 7 - - 6.1 6.5 6.9 7.2 H 71 
192 600 ~ 9 6.1 6.8 7.3 7.7 a.o 8.l 8..5 88 
192. oOO soo II 6.4 7.1 7.6 8.1 8.4 8,7 90 9.3 
192 600 500 13 7.3 79 8.5 8.9 9.2. 9.5 9.8 10.0 

192 100 100 s - 6.2 6.5 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.3 1.$ 
192 700 100 7 6.3 6.1 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8 7.9 
192 700 100 q 6.6 1.0 7.3 7.5 77 1.9 8.0 82 
192 700 100 II 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 82 l.l 8.$ 

191 700 100 13 7.2 1.5 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.S 8.7 
192 700 2$0 s - - 6. 1 6.4 6.6 6.9 7.0 7.2 
J<n 700 250 7 - 6.1 6.s 6.8 7.1 7.3 7.S 77 
192 700 250 9 6S 6.9 7.3 1.6 78 8.1 8.l 84 
192 700 250 II 10 7.4 7.8 8 I 8.3 8.S 8.7 8.9 
192 700 250 13 74 78 8.2 8.S 8.7 89 9 I 93 
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Table 24. Slab thickness computed for high-strength base and 85 percent reliability (continued). 
&, = I million psi (6890 MPa], R = 85 percent, S0 = 0.39, P2 = 2.5, 12-ft-wide [3.7-m-wide] lanes with 'AC shoulders. 

Computed thicknesses less than 6.0 in [152 mm] or greater than 15.0 in [381 mm] are not shown. 

Jollll Auutal Subgrade Positive Design ESAU. millions 
Spaci.ag S~m~gtb k TO 

(in) (psi) (psi/in) (degn:csF) l..S 2 2.5 3 3..5 4 4.5 5 

192 700 500 5 - - - - - 6.1 6.3 6.6 
192 700 500 7 - - 6.1 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.2 7.5 
192 700 500 9 - - 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.4 7.7 7.9 
192 700 500 II 6.5 7.1 1.5 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.7 89 
192 700 soo 13 7.2 7.7 8.2 8.6 8.9 9.1 9.4 9.6 

192 800 100 s - - 6.2 6.4 6.6 6.8 6.9 7.1 
192 800 100 7 6.0 6.3 6.6 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.5 
192 800 100 9 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.2 7.4 7.5 7.7 7.8 
192 800 100 II 6.7 7.0 7.3 1.5 7.7 7.8 8.0 8.1 
192 800 100 13 6.9 7.2 1.5 7.7 7.9 8.0 8.2 8.3 
192 800 250 5 - - - 6.0 6.3 6 . .S 6.7 6.8 
192 800 250 1 - - 6.3 6.6 6.8 1.0 7.2 7.4 
192 800 250 9 6.2 6.7 7.0 7.3 1.5 7.7 7.9 8.0 
192 800 250 II 6.7 7.1 1..5 7.7 8.0 8.1 8.3 8.5 
192 800 250 13 6.9 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.7 
192 800 500 5 - - - - - - - 6.2 
192 800 500 7 - - - 6.1 6.4 6.7 6.9 7 I 
192 800 500 9 - 6.0 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.3 1.5 77 
192 800 500 II 6.3 6.9 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.4 8.5 
192 800 500 13 6.6 7.1 7.6 1.9 8.2 8.5 8,7 8.9 

240 600 100 5 6.6 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.3 
2AO 600 100 7 7.0 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.6 8.1 
2AO 600 100 9 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.6 8.8 8.9 91 
240 600 100 11 7.8 8.1 8.5 8.7 8.9 9.1 9.2 9.4 
240 600 100 13 8.0 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.2 9.3 9.5 9.6 
240 600 250 5 6.2 6.1 1.1 7.4 7.7 7.9 8.1 8.3 
240 600 250 7 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.9 
2AO 600 250 9 7.5 8.0 8.4 8.7 9,0 9.2 9.4 9.6 
240 600 250 11 8.1 8.6 8.9 9.3 9.5 9.7 9.9 10.1 
240 600 250 13 8.3 8.8 9.2 9.5 9.8 10.0 10.2 10.4 
240 600 500 5 - - - 6.0 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.2 
240 600 500 7 6.1 6.7 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.2 8.5 8.7 
240 600 500 9 6.6 7.3 7.8 8.3 8.6 8.9 92 9.5 
240 600 500 II 7.6 8.3 8.8 9.3 9.6 9.9 10.2 IO..S 
240 600 500 13 8.0 8.7 9.3 9.7 10.1 10.5 10.8 11.0 

240 700 100 5 6 .. 3 6.6 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.7 7.9 
240 700 100 1 6.7 7.1 7.4 1.6 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.3 
240 700 100 9 7.1 1.5 1.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.5 8.7 
240 700 100 II 1.5 7.8 8.1 8.3 8.S 8.7 8.8 9.0 
240 700 100 13 7.7 8.1 8.3 8.6 8.8 8.9 9.1 9.2 
240 700 250 s - 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.5 7.7 7.8 
240 700 250 7 6.6 7.1 7.4 7.7 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.5 
240 700 250 9 7.3 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.6 8.8 9.0 9.2 
240 700 250 II 7.6 8.1 8.5 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 
240 700 250 13 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.2 9.5 9.7 9.9 10.0 
240 700 soo .s - - - 6.1 6.4 6.1 6.9 71 
240 700 500 1 - 6.0 6.5 6.9 7.2 1.5 7.8 80 
2AO 700 500 9 6.9 1.5 7.9 8.3 8.6 8.9 9.1 9.3 
240 700 500 II 7.4 8.0 8.5 8.8 9.2 9.4 9.7 99 
240 700 500 13 8.3 8.8 9.3 9.1 10.0 10.2 10.5 10.7 

240 800 100 s 6.0 6.3 6.6 6.8 7.0 1.2 7.3 7..5 
240 800 100 1 6.5 6.8 7.1 7.3 7.5 7.7 7.8 7.9 
240 800 100 9 6.9 7.2 1.5 7.7 7.9 8.0 8.2 8.3 
240 800 100 11 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.3 8.5 8.6 
240 800 100 13 7.4 7.8 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.6 87 8.8 
240 800 250 s - - 6.1 6.4 6.7 6.9 7.1 1.2 
240 800 250 7 6.4 6.8 7.2 1.4 7.7 7.9 8.0 8.2 
240 800 250 9 6.8 7.3 7.6 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.6 
240 800 250 lJ 7.5 7.9 8.2 8.S 8.7 8.9 9.1 9.2 
2AO 800 250 13 7.9 8.3 8.7 8.9 9.1 9.3 9.5 9.6 
240 800 soo s - - - - 6.2 6.5 67 6.9 
240 800 500 7 - 6.3 6.7 1.0 7.3 7.6 7.8 8.0 
240 800 soo 9 6.8 7.3 7.7 8.1 8.J 8.6 8.8 9.0 
240 800 500 II 7.4 8.0 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 
240 800 500 13 8.1 8.7 9.0 9.4 9.6 9.9 JO 1 10.3 
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Example Determination of Required Slab Thickness. Using the rigid pavement design 
equations presented previously, a slab thickness that is adequate to support the design ESALs 
must be determined by iteration. Consider, for example, the following inputs: 

Input 

Estimated future traffic, W 18 

Design reliability, R 
Overall standard deviation, S

0 

Design serviceability loss, a PSI = pI - p l 
Effective subgrade k-value, k 
Mean concrete modulus of rupture, S 'c 

Mean concrete elastic modulus, Ec 
Joint spacing, L 
Base modulus, &, 

Slab/base friction coefficient, f 
Base thickness, Hb 
Average annual wind speed 
Average annual temperature 
Average annual precipitation 
Lane edge support condition 

Value 

20million 
95 percent 
0.39 
4.5 - 2.5 = 2.0 
100 psi/in [27 kPalmm] 
700 psi [4827 kPa] 
26454 S'eo.n = 4,100,000 psi [28,270 MPa] 
16ft = 192 in [4.88 m] 
1,000,000 psi [6895 MPa] (high-strength 
base) 
35 
5 in [127 mm] 
10 mph [16 kmlh] 
53°F (11.7°C] 
40 in [1016 mm] 
Conventional slab width (12ft [3.66 m]) 
and AC shoulders 

For the above climatic inputs and a trial slab thickness of 11 in [279 mm], an effective positive 
temperature differential TD of 9°F [5° C) was computed from Equation 48. Using the rigid 
pavement design equations, a slab thickness of 10.75 in [273 mm] was found to be needed for a 
design traffic level of 20 million ESALs and a design reliability level of 95 percent Similarly, 
Table 18 indicates a required slab thickness of 10.7 in [272 mm]. These thicknesses are close to 
the initial estimate of 11 in [279 rnm]. If the thickness obtained differs by an inch or more from 
the estimated thickness used to compute the effective positive temperature differential, the 
determination of the required slab thickness should be repeated, beginning with a new effecttve 
temperarure differential for the new trial slab thickness. 

Design Check for Joint Load Position Cracking. This check is not necessary if dowels are to 
be used at the transverse joints. Dowels reduce the stresses at the joint to levels much lower than 
those at the rnidslab load position. Cracking near adequately doweled joints is uncommon, and 
when it does occur, is attributable to causes other than fatigue damage. 

If dowels are not used at the transverse joints, a check must be made to ensure that stresses 
created at the top of the slab when the axle load is at the joint are not excessive. Under certain 
design and climatic conditions, truck axle loadings near an undoweled transverse joint may 
produce higher tensile stresses at the top of the slab than the stresses produced at the bottom of 
the slab by midslab loading. These repeated high tensile stresses could result in the development 
of comer breaks or diagonal cracks. The load and climatic conditions that could potentially 
contribute to the critical stress being produced by joint loading are described below. 
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Axle load stress. When the axle load is near the transverse joint, a tensile stress occurs at the 
top of the slab. 

Negative temperature dlfferential stress. Negative (nighttime) temperature differentials 
cause comers to curl upward, which, due to the weight of the slab, produces a tensile stress at the 
slab surface. 

Construction curling stress. H a high positive temperature differential through the slab 
exists in a concrete slab when it hardens (at which time the slab is flat), upward comer and edge 
curling may occur shortly thereafter when the temperature gradient dissipates. A high positive 
temperature differential occurs particularly on sunny days and when conventional curing 
procedures are used. This temperature differential has not been measured extensively and its 
typical magnitude is not well known at the present time. 

Moisture gradient stress. Moisture shrinkage warping of the top of the slab occurs over 
time. The stress induced by this type of warping can be determined by representing the moisture 
warping by an equivalent temperature gradient. 

It is difficult to quantify construction curling stress and moisture gradient stress separately. 
However, their combined effect can be thought of as the positive temperature differential required 
to bring the slab into a flat position in the absence of an actual temperature differential through the 
slab. An approximate equivalent temperature differential may be assumed that is related to the 
climate of the site and to conventional curing procedures (i.e., curing compound, no wet cure): 

Wet climate (Annual precipitation~ 30 in [762 mm] or Thorotbwaite Moisture 
Index > 0): 0 to 2°F per inch [0 to 0.044°Cper mm] of slab thickness. 

Dry climate (Annual precipitation < 30 in [762 mm] or Thomthwaite Moisture 
Index < 0): 1 to 3 op per inch [0.022 to 0.066°C per mm] of slab thickness. 

If wet curing or night construction are used, these values may be reduced significantly. 

The procedure to check for critical stress for the joint loading position for pavements without 
mechanical load transfer devices equivalent to dowel bars consists of the following steps: 

1. Determine the required slab thickness as described previously, assuming that the midslab 
loading position is critical. 

2. Compute the midslab stress for the required slab thickness and the site's climatic conditions. 
3. Estimate a total equivalent negative temperature differential that considers the contributions of 

the effective (weighted average annual) negative temperature differential, construction 
temperature differential, and moisture differential. 

4. Estimate the critical stress at the top of the slab due to joint loading and the total equivalent 
negative temperature differential. 

5. Compare the midslab loading stress (Step 2) with the joint loading stress (Step 4). If the joint 
loading position yields a stress equal to or higher than the midslab loading position, 
consideration should be given to redesign of the joints to reduce the joint loading stress. 
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Step 1. Determine the Required Slab Thickness assuming that the rnidslab loading position is 
critical, using the design equations or tables provided earlier. Note that the effect of slab/base 
friction is included in the required slab thickness obtained by either of these methods. 

Step 2. Compute the Midslab Stress for the required slab thickness and the site's effective 
positive temperature differential. This may already have been done in Step 1 if the required slab 
thickness was determined using the design equations provided earlier. The rnidslab stress may 
also be estimated by the following method: 

(a) Use the charts provided in Figures 48 through 53 to determine, interpolating as necessary, the 
midslab stress assuming full friction between the slab and base. Charts are provided for two 
levels of base modulus and three levels of subgrade k. 

(b) Use Equation 46 to compute a friction adjustment factor. 
(c) Multiply the full friction stress by the friction adjustment factor to obtain the proper estimate 

of the midslab stress. 

Step 3. Estimate the Total Equivalent Negative Temperature Differential from the following 
sources. 

(a) Effective negative temperature differential from the following equation: 

effective llegative TD = - 18.14 + 
52·01 

+ 0.394 WIND 
D 

+ 0.07 TEMP + 0.00407 PRECIP 

where effective negative 1D = top temperature minus bottom temperature, oF 
D = slab thickness, inches 

WIND = mean annual wind speed, mph 
TEMP = mean annual temperature, oF 

PRECIP = mean annual precipitation, inches 

(b) Combined moisture gradient and construction temperature differential: 

Wet climate (Annual precipitation~ 30 in [762 mml or Thornthwaite Moisture 
Index > 0): 0 to 2°F per inch [0 to 0.044°C per mm] of slab thickness. 

Dry climate (Annual precipitation < 30 in f762 mm] or Thornthwaite Moisture 
Index < 0): 1 to 3 oF per inch [0.022 to 0.066 o C per mm] of slab thickness. 

121 

[51] 



500 

475 

450 

425 

400 

375 

350 

325 

......... 300 
·c;; 
5 275 
(I) 
(I) 

~ 250 .... ... 
Cl') 225 

200 

175 

150 

125 

100 

75 

50 

25 

0 

. . Midslab Load Position 
18,000 lbf, Single Axle 

- k = lOOpci 

-------·---4·-~·-·-----------·------

= 25,000 psi 
=6in 

• I I I 
I I 
I o 

t I I I 

~------,------,-----~---• I o 
I I 0 . . 

~------4------J--. ' . 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

' • I f 
·r--····r···--·~·-·····r······r····-· 

I I I t I 
I I I I • I 

1 t t I I II I -.. -.------ .. :- ........ ·:-- .......... ·:-----...... t------~---- ---:·------: .... ----
• t I I I I I 

• I I I f t I I I 

------~------~------~------~------~----·-'·-----·------~------~------1 I I I t t I I I 
1 I I I I t I I I 
I I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I t I I I 

------·------~------~------·--------------·-----·1·-----~------·------l I t I I I I 
I I I f I I t 

t I I I I I t t 
l I I I I I I I I ............. , ............ ~ .. -----r--·---,-------~---···r····-·,-·--··-r···---r------

• t I I t I I I 
I t t I I I I I 

t I I I I I I I f 

---- ..... i ---- ---:· -· --- -~- -----i-- ... -- -·:- ·-...... ~· ···-·i··· ····:-------~------
' I I I • f f I I 
t I I I I I I I 
1 I I t I I J 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 

Positive Temperature Differential (0F) 

1 lbf = 4.45 N, 1 pci = 0.271 kPa/mm, 1 psi = 6.89 kPa.. 1 in = 25.4 mm, oc = (°F - 32)/1.8 

Figure 48. Tensile stress at bottom of slab for midslab loading position, positive temperature 
differential, and full friction, for aggregate base and soft subgrade. 
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Figure 49. Tensile stress at bottom of slab for midslab loading position. pos1tive temperature 
differential, and full friction, for high-strength base and soft subgrade. 
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Figure 50. Tensile stress at bottom of slab for midslab loading position, positive temperature 
differential, and full friction. for aggregate base and medium subgrade. 
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Figure 51. Tensile stress at bottom of slab for midslab loading position, positive temperature 
differential, and full friction, for high-strength base and medium subgrade. 
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Figure 52. Tensile stress at bottom of slab for midslab loading position, positive temperature 
differential, and full friction, for aggregate base and stiff subgrade. 

126 



500 

475 

450 

425 

400 

375 

350 

325 

:::-
300 

:n 275 0. .......... 
ell 250 ell 
~ 

""' - 225 U) 

200 

175 

150 

125 

100 

75 

50 

25 

0 

. . 
' I I I I 

Midslab Load Position 
18,000 lbf, Single Axle 
k = 500 pci 

-·-----····----~------·-····· I I I I . . . . 
I I I t 

-~------~-------~------~------. . . . . . . ' ' . 
= 1,000,000 psi 
=6in 

·t------1-------~------t----·-. . . . . . 
t I I I 

-·-----·4·-------------·------• I I I 
I I I t 
I I t I . . . . 

-------------------·-;•··------------------·------·--------------·-···-· I I I I I I f I I 
t I I t I I I I I 
t I I t f I I I I 

------·------~------~------~------~-----·t------~-------~------~------: : : : : : : : : 
I I I I I I f I h •7in 

---·--i------~------t------~------~---·-·t------~-------~-- · t t I I t I I I 
t I I I I I I I 
1 t I I t I I I 

------~------~------~------~------~------~------~------~---• I I I f I I 
t I I I I I 
t I I I I t I 

------·------~---···:·-----~------~----··:·-----~----
' I I I I 

1 I I t I 

------~------~------~------~------~------~---• I I I t I 
t I I I I t 
t I I t t 

• -·. -- ~--. ----:· - ----. ~ ...... .... ~-------:-- - •·r-.'17- ~---. . . . . 
: : : .......... ·-- -----.--..... -" ....... , ..... ·---· t I I t . . . . . . 

----·------~------·------. . . . . ' . . . . . 
r••••••r••••··~-----·~------r-····· 
I t I I I 
1 I I t I 
I I I I I 

·i··-----~------t------~------~------~ ------' I t I t t . . . . . . 
I t t I I I I 

---·"·-----·-----~------~------·--------------~------. . . . . . . . . ' 
I t I t 
I I I I I I t I 

••••••--•••••••••-••••••••••~•-•••••••••••e••••••~••••••p•••••• 

I I I I I I 
I I I I I t 

1 I t I I I I I I 

------;------~------r------~------~------~------~-------~------r------• t t t I I I i I 
t 1 t t I I I I I 
t t I I I I I t I 

------i------~-----··t··----i-------~------t--·-··i-------r·-----t-··---• I I t I I I t 
1 t t t I I I t 
t t I t I I I I 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 

Positive Temperature Differential (0 F) 

llbf = 4.45 N, 1 pci = 0.271 kPa/Illiil, 1 psi= 6.89 lcPa, 1 in= 25.4 mm, oc = (°F- 32)/1.8 

Figure 53. Tensile stress at bottom of slab for midslab loading position, positive temperature 
differential, and full friction, for high-strength base and stiff subgrade. 
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Step 4. Estimate the Critical Stress at the Top of the Slab From Joint Loading and 
Negative Temperature Differential using Figures 54 through 60. Charts are provided in Figures 
54 through 59 for two levels of base modulus and three levels of sub grade. The full friction stress 
from Figures 54 through 59 is multiplied by the friction adjustment factor from Figw·e 60 to 
obtain the proper joint load stress. 

Step 5: Compare the Midslab Load Position Stress at the Bottom of the Slab and the Joint 
Loading Position Stress at the Top of the Slab. If the joint load position produces a stress 
equal to or greater than the stress produced by midslab loading, strong consideration should be 
given to a redesign of the joints. Design features that protect against critical joint load stresses 
are the use of properly sized and spaced dowels, and. to a lesser degree, a widened slab (i.e., slab 
paved wider than 12ft [3.66 m], but with the traffic lane striped 12ft [3.66 m] wide) or tied 
concrete shoulder. The other effect that good load transfer has on performance is that corner 
deflections are reduced. High differential deflections can lead to erosion and loss of support, 
resulting in even greater stresses under comer loading. Reducing the joint spacing and/or . 
changing the base type can also reduce stresses caused by joint loading. 

Example Design Check for Joint Load Position Cracking. The adequacy of the joint design is 
checked in this example for the same design parameters as used previously in the example slab 
thickness determination. From the equations given previously, the tensile stress at the bottom of 
the slab due to midslab load and a positive temperature differential is calculated to be 188 psi 
[1296 k:Pa]. 

The negative effective temperarure gradient is -5.3°F [-2.9°C]. The combined negative 
construction and moisrure shrinkage is assumed for this example to be the maximum for a wet 
climate, -2°F(m [-0.044°C/mm] of slab thickness, or -22°F [-l2°q. Thus, the total negative 
temperarure differential is about -27°F [-l5°C]. Using Figures 54 through 59, the full friction 
tensile stress at the top of the slab due to joint load and negative curling is about 130 psi [896 
kPa] . 

The full friction stress, when multiplied by the joint friction factor of 1.08 obtained from 
Figure 60, yields a joint loading stress of 140 psi [965 kPa]. The joint load position results in a 
lower stress than the midslab load position, so it is not necessary to modify the joint design to 
reduce the chance of comer breaks. 

3.2.3 Stage Construction (no change) 

3.2.4 Roadbed Swelling and Frost Heave (no change) 
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Figure 54. Tensile stress at top of slab for joint loading position, negative temperature 
differential, and full friction, for aggregate base and soft subgrade. 
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Figure 55. Tensile stress at top of slab for joint loading position, negative temperature 
differential, and full friction, for high-strength base and soft subgrade. 
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Figure 56. Tensile stress at top of slab for joint loading position, negative temperature 
differential, and full friction, for aggregate base and medium subgrade. 
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Figure 57. Tensile stress at top of slab for joint loading position, negative temperature 
differential, and full friction, for high-strength base and medium subgrade. 
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Figure 58. Tensile stress ar top of slab for joint loading position, negative temperature 
differential, and full friction, for aggregate base and stiff subgrade. 
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Figure 59. Tensile stress at top of slab for joint loading position, negative temperature 
differential, and full friction, for high-strength base and stiff subgrade. 
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3.3 RIGID PAVEMENT JOINT DESIGN 

This section covers the design considerations for the different types of joints in portland cement 
concrete pavements. A joint faulting check is made after the required slab thickness is determined 
as described in Section 3.2.2. 

3.3.1 Joint Types (no change) 

3.3.2 Joint Geometry and Load Transfer 

The joint geometry is considered in terms of the spacing, load transfer, and general layout. 

Joint Spacing. In general, the spacing of both transverse and longitudinal contraction joints 
depends on local conditions of materials and environment, whereas expansion and construction 
joints are primarily dependent on layout and construction capabilities. For contraction joints, the 
spacing required to prevent intermediate cracking decreases as the thermal coefficient. positive 
temperature gradient. or base frictional resistance increases, and the spacing increases as the 
concrete tensile strength increases. Spacing is also related to the slab thickness and the joint 
sealant capabilities. 

Determination of the required slab thickness includes an input for joint spacing. As joint spacing 
increases, stresses due to thermal curling and moisture warping increase. For JPCP and JRCP, 
the following recommendations are made. 

JPCP (short-jointed plain concrete): Transverse cracking must be controlled. Increased joint 
spacing requires increased slab thickness, especially for stiffer bases and subgrades. The joint 
spacing interacts with slab thickness, base stiffness, subgrade stiffness (k-value), and also with the 
effective temperature gradient, which is location-dependent Thus, there are tradeoffs between all 
of these variables that should be considered when selecting a design joint spacing. As a rough 
guide, the joint spacing (in feet) for plain concrete pavements should not exceed twice the slab 
thickness (in inches). For example, the maximum joint spacing for an 8-in [203-mm] slab is 16ft 
[4.9 m]. For treated bases and stiff subgrades, this general guide may produce too long a joint 
spacing. Also, as a general guideline, the ratio of slab width to length should not exceed 1.25. 

JRCP Oong-jointed reinforced concrete): Transverse cracking is an expected occurrence and 
steel reinforcement is provided to bold the cracks tight. For JRCP, the designer should input a 
joint (crack) spacing of 30ft [9.1 m] for thickness design purposes only. 

For both JPCP and JRCP,local performance data are valuable for helping to establish a joint 
spacing that will control cracking. Local experience must be tempered since a change in any of 
several concrete properties or construction methods (e.g., a change in coarse aggregate type), 
may have a significant impact on the concrete thermal coefficient and, consequently, the 
acceptable joint spacing. 
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The use of expansion joints is generally minimized on a project due to cos4 complexity. and 
performance problems. They are used at structures where pavement types change (e.g .• CRCP to 
jointed), with prestressed pavements, and at intersections. 

The spacing between construction joints is generally dictated by field placement and equipment 
capabilities. Longitudinal construction joints should be placed at lane edges to maximize 
pavement smoothness and minimize load transfer problems. Transverse construction joints occur 
at the end of a day> s placement or in connection with equipment breakdowns. 

Joint Load Transfer. Because the joints of the AASHO Road Test pavements were adequately 
doweled, no significant faulting occurred during the 2 years of the experiment. If the joints had 
not been properly doweled, substantial faulting would have occurred, which would have greatly 
changed the rigid pavement perfonnance model. 

Faulting is one of the most important distresses affecting rideability and serviceability. A 
pavement that faults significantly will have reduced serviceability and carry fewer traffic loads to 
terminal serviceability than a pavement of the same cross section that does not fault Thus, joints 
must be prevented from significant faulting through good joint load transfer and spacing design. 
base design. and subdrainage design. 

The procedure to check the adequacy of the proposed joint load transfer design consists of the 
following steps: 

1. Determine the required slab thickness as descn"bed previously (including, if the pavement will 
be undoweled, the check to compare midslab loading stress to joint loading stress). 

2. Predict the mean joint faulting using the appropriate model for doweled or undoweled 
pavements. 

3. Compare the predicted mean faulting to the critical faulting level recommended to prevent 
faulting from contributing significantly to serviceability loss. If the predicted mean faulting 
exceeds the critical level, the joint load transfer design should be modified. 

Step 1. Determine the Required Slab Thickness. For undoweled pavemen4 the check for 
cracking due to joint loading is conducted as well. The joint design features may be modified if 
necessary and a redesign made to achieve an acceptable joint design to prevent cracking. 

Step 2. Predict the Mean Joint Faulting Over the Design Life using the faulting prediction 
models given below. 
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Faulting Model for Doweled Joints: 

FaultD = CESAL0
·
25 * [0.0628- 0.0628 * Cd + 0.3673*104 * Bstressz 

+ 0.4116 * 10"5 * Jtspace1 + 0.7466*10'9 * Ff * Precip0
·
5 [52] 

-0.009503 * Basetype- 0.01917 * Widenlane + 0.0009217 *Age] 

where FaultD = mean transverse doweled joint faulting, inches 
CESAL = cumulative equivalent 18-kip [80-k:N] single-axle loads, millions 

Cd = modified AASHTO drainage coefficient 

Fme-Grained Subgrade Coarse-Grained Subgrade 
Edge Precip. 

Nonpermeable Drains Level Nonpenneable Permeable Permeable 
Base Base Base Base 

No Wet 0.70-0.90 0.85-0.95 0.75-0.95 0.90-1.00 

Dry 0.90-1.10 0.95-1.05 0.90-1.15 1.00-1.10 

Yes Wet 0.75-0.95 1.00-1.10 0.90-1.10 1.05-1.15 

Dry 0.95-1.15 1.10-1.20 1.10-1.20 1.15-1.20 

Notes: 1. Fme subgrade = A-llhrougb A-3 classes; 
Coarse subgrade = A-4 through A-8 classes. 

2. Permeable Base = k = 1000 ft/day (305 m/day) or uniformity coefficient (C.) ~ 6. 
3. Wet climate = Precipitation> 25 in/year (635 mm/year); 

Dry climate = Precipitation ~ 25 in/year (635 mm/year). 
4. Select midpoint of range and use other drainage fearmes (adequacy of cross slopes, depth of ditches, 

presence of dayligbting, relative drainability of base course, bathtub design, etc.) to adjust upward or 
downward. 

BSTRESS = maximum concrete bearing stress from closed-form equation, psi: 

BSI'RESS 
[ 

Kd (2 + BETA * OPENING} l 
= fd p T 4 E I BETA 3 

s 

[53] 

BETA = [54] 
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fd = distribution factor= 2 • 12/ ( ~ + 12) 

~ = radius of relative stiffness, inches 

I = moment of inertia of dowel bar cross section, in4 
: 

P = applied wheel load. set to 9000 lbf [ 40 kN] 

T = percent transferred load, set to 0.45 

~ = modulus of dowel support. set to 1,500,000 psi/in [405 MPalmm] 

BET A = relative stiffness of the dowel-concrete system 

DOWEL = dowel diameter, inches 

E, = modulus of elasticity of the dowel bar, psi 

k = modulus of subgrade reaction, psi/in 

OPENING = average transverse joint opening, inches: 

( 
ALPHA • TRANGE J OPENING = 12 * CON * Jtspace * 

2 + e 

Jtspace = average transverse joint spacing, ft 

CON = adjustment factor due to base/slab frictional restraint: 

= 0.65 if stabilized base 

= 0.80 if aggregate base or lean concrete base with bond breaker 

ALPHA = PCC thermal expansion coefficient, set to 0.000006rF [0.000003rC] 

TRANGE = annual temperature range, op 

e = PCC drying shrinkage coefficient, set to 0.00015 strain 

FI = mean annual freezing index, Fahrenheit degree-days 

Precip = mean annual precipitation, inches 
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Basetype = 0 for unstabilized base, 1 for stabilized base 

Widenlane = 0 if not widened, 1 if widened 

Age = pavement age, years 

Faulting Model for Undoweled Joints: 

FautND = CESALo.25 * [0.2347- 0.1516 * Cd- 0.000250 * Slabthic~/Jtspace0.25 
-0.0155 * Basetype + 0.7784*10'7 * Flt.s * Precip0

·
25 [57] 

-0.002478 • Days90°-'- 0.0415 • Widenlane] 

where FaultND = mean transverse undoweled joint faulting, inches 

Days90 = number of days with maximum temperature above 90°F [32.2°C] 

and all other variables are as defined for FaultD. 

Tables 25, 26, and 27 were developed as examples using the above equations to show the faulting 
predictions for pavements with and without dowel bars, for the design parameters shown. 
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Table 25. Mean joint faulting predictions for doweled jointed plain concrete 
pavement using Equation 52. 

Granular Base Treated Base 
ESALs, 

Dowel Dowel Dowel Dowel Dowel Dowel millions 
Diameter Diameter Diameter Diameter Diameter Diameter 

l.OOin 1.25 in 1.50 in 1.00 in 1.25 in 1.50 in 

1 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 

2.5 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 

5 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.00 

10 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.01 

20 0.10 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.04 

30 0.13 0.10 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.06 

40 0.16 0.13 0. 11 0.14 0.10 0.09 

50 0.20 0.16 0.14 0.17 0.13 0.12 

75 0.29 0.24 0.23 0.26 0.22 0.20 

100 0.38 0.33 0.32 0.35 0.30 0.29 

Values shown in table are mean predicted joint faulting, inches [1 in= 25.4 mm] 

Joint spacing= 15 ft [4.6 m] 
k-value = 100 psifm [27 kPalmm] 
Precipitation = 30 in/year [762 mm/year] 
FI = 200°F [93.3°C]-days 
Lane not widened 

Slab thickness = 9 in [229 mm] 
E = 4,000,000 psi [27 ,580 MPa] 
TRANGE = 85°F [29.4°C] (July max- January min) 
E. = 29,000,000 psi [200,000 MPa] 
Age = ESALs in millions 
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Table 26. Mean joint faulting predictions for doweled jointed reinforced concrete 
pavement using Equation 52. 

Granular Base Treated Base 
ESALs, 

Dowel Dowel Dowel Dowel Dowel Dowel millions 
Diameter Diameter Diameter Diameter Diameter Diameter 

1.00 in 1.25 in 1.50 in 1.00 in 1.25 in 1.50 in 

1 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 O.Ol 

2.5 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.01 

5 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.02 

10 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.03 

20 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.05 

30 0.15 0.12 0.10 0.13 0.09 0.08 

40 0.19 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.12 0.11 

50 0.22 0.18 0.16 0.20 0.15 0.14 

75 0.31 0.27 0.25 0.28 0.24 0.22 

100 0.41 0.36 0.34 0.38 0.33 0.31 

Values shown in table are mean predicted joint faulting, inches [1 in =25.4 mm] 

Joint spacing= 45 ft [13.7 m] 
k-value = 100 psifm [27 kPa/mm] 
Precipitation = 30 in/year [762 mrnlyr] 
FI = 200°C [93.3°C]-days 
Lane not widened 

Slab thickness = 9 in [229 mm] 
E = 4,000,000 psi [27,580 MPa] 
TRANGE = 85°F [29.4 °C] (July max- January min) 
E.= 29,000,000 psi [200,000 MPa] 
Age = ESALs in millions 
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Table 27. Mean joint faulting predictions for undoweled jointed plain concrete 
pavement using Equation 57. 

cd = o.so Cd= 1.0 
ESAL, 

Joint Joint Joint millions 
Spacing Spacing Spacing 

15ft 20ft 15ft 

I 0.09 0.09 0.05 

2.5 0.12 0.12 0.06 

5 0.14 0.14 0.08 

10 0.16 0.17 0.09 

20 0.20 0.20 0.11 

30 0.22 0.23 0.12 

40 0.23 0.23 0.13 

50 0.25 0.25 0.13 

75 0.27 0.27 0.15 

100 0.29 0.29 0.16 

Values shown in table are mean predicted joint faulting, inches [1 in= 25.4 mm] 

Joint spacing= 15 or 20ft [4.6 or 6.1 m] 
Slab thickness = 9 in [229 mm] 
Precipitation= 30 in/year [762 mm/year] 
FI = 200°F [93.3°C]-days 
Days90 = 20 
Lane not widened 
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Spacing 

20ft 

0.05 

0.06 

0.08 
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0.12 

0.13 

0.14 
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0.16 



Step 3. Compare the Predicted Mean Faulting With the Recommended Maximum Critical 
Levels given in Table 28. If the predicted faulting is greater than the recommended level, an 
adjustment to the joint load transfer design should be made. Potential adjustments include use of 
dowels. or, if dowels already ex.ist, an increase in the diameter; selection of a different base type 
and permeability; and/or a decrease in the joint spacing (for undoweled JOints). 

Slab thickness should not be increased in an effort to improve the joint load transfer design, 
because slab thickness has only a minimal effect on joint faulting. However, the slab design may 
need adjustment after the joint design is completed, especially if the joint spacing is reduced or the 
base type is changed to reduce expected faulting. 

Table 28. Recommended critical mean joint faulting levels for design. 

Joint Spacing Critical Mean Joint Faulting 

Less than 25ft 0.06 in 

Greater than 25 ft 0.13 in 

1 ft = 0.305 m, 1 in = 25.4 mm 

These critical levels were derived from analysis of extensive field data The mean faulting was 
computed for pavements with a serviceability of3.0 or less. For example, based upon data from 
many short-jointed JPCP sections, a mean joint faulting of 0.12 in [3 mrn] corresponded to a 
serviceability index of 3.0 or less. For long-jointed JRCP, the mean faulting level was 0.26 in 
[6.6 mm]. The recommended critical levels for design were selected as 50 percent of these values 
in order to effectively exclude faulting as a significant contributor to serviceability loss. 

Example check for joint faulting. Assume the same pavement defined in the previous 
examples. The pavement has a 16-ft [4.9-m] joint spacing, treated base, subdrains, and no dowel 
bars. A Freezing Index of 500°F [260°C]-days, an annual temperature range of 85°F [47.rC], 
and an annual precipitation of 30 in [762 mm] are also assumed for the location. A slab thickness 
of 10.75 in [273 mm] was obtained for a design traffic of20 million ESALs and 95 percent 
reliability. The mean predicted joint faulting of 0.13 in [3 .3 mm] exceeds the recommended limit 
of 0.06 in [1.5 mm], and thus the joint design is inadequate. One possible design modification 
would be to specify 1.25-in-diameter [32-mm-d.iameter] dowels. The mean predicted joint 
faulting would then be 0.05 in [1.27 mm], which would be acceptable. 

Joint Layout (no change) 

Joint Dimensions (no change) 

3.3.3 Joint Sealant Dimensions (no change) 
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RIGID PAVEMENT DESIGN EXAMPLE 

(PROPOSED REVISION TO AASHTO GUIDE APPENDIX I) 

A jointed concrete pavement is to be designed to carry 10 mtlhon ESALS and Lhe pavement IS 

located m the southeastern United States. 

GENERAL DESIGN INPUTS 

Design rehability = 90 percent 

Overall standard deviation, S0 = 0.39 

Design traffic= I 0 million ESALs in the design lane 

P 1 - P2 = 4.5 - 2.5 = 2.0 

Concrete flexural strength, mean 28-day. third-point loading, S'c = 700 psi [4827 kPa] 

Concrete elastic modulus, Ec= 4,100,000 psi [28,270 MPa] 

Subgrade soil type: silty clay 

k-value =elastic value of subgrade/ernbankment = 100 psi/in [27 kPalmm] 

Subdrains = 1 (yes) 

Climate: WIND= mean annual wind speed= 7.9 mph [12.7 kmlh] 
TEMP= annual temperature= 58.9°F [14.9°C] 
PREC = annual precipitation= 43 in [1092 mm] 

Effective posttive temperature differential: 

Ternperarure 
Slab Thickness Differential 

9 in [229 mm] 8.3 op [4.6°C] 

10 in [254 mm] 8.9°F [4.9°C] 

II in [279 mm] 9.4°F [5.2°C] 

freezing Index = 0°F [0°C]-days below freezing 

Temperarure Range= SO 'F [27.7 °C] (maximum July- minimum January) 
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DFSIGN ALTERNATIVE A 

Undowe1ed joints 

Untreated aggregate base, 6 in [152 mm],J;, = 25,000 psi [172 MPa], friction f = l.S 

Joint spacing= 15 ft [4.6 m] 

Conventional1ane width= 12ft [3.7 m] 

AC shoulders 

Slab Ihiclcness Desi&n 
Assuming an effective temperature differential of about gop [5°C], a required slab thickness 
of 10.2 in [25g mm] is obtained for design ESALs of 10 million, at a design reliability level of 
90 percent. 

Joint Faultine Check 
The initial design bas undoweled joints with a 15-ft [4.6-m] joint spacing. The estimated 
mean faulting for this design is 0.09 in [2.3 mm]. This value exceeds the recommended limit 
of0.06 in [1.5 mm]. Therefore, a joint design modification (e.g., dowels, shorter joint 
spacing, different base type, tied shoulder) is required to control faulting. 

Joint Load Position Stress Check 
The joint load position check is required since the pavement is undoweled. The total negative 
temperature differential is estimated from the climatic data as -5.6°F [-3.11 °C] (use -·6°F 
[-3.33°C]). 

Combined moisture gradient and construction differential: -l0°F [-5.6°C] (wet climatic zone, 
conventional concrete cure). 

Total negative equivalent temperature differential: -16°F [-8.89°C]. 

The critical stress for joint loading is determined to be about 145 psi [1000 kPa] for a slab 
thickness of 10.2 in [25g mm]. This joint loading stress is compared to that obtained for the 
midslab location with a positive temperature differential of gop [5°C], which is found to be 
233 psi [1607 kPa]. Therefore, the midslab load design is adequate to control stresses at the 
joint loading position. A total negative temperature differential of about -30°F [-16.67°C] 
would be required to produce a stress greater than 233 psi [1607 kPa]. 
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DESIGN ALTERNATIVE B 

Undoweled joints 

Permeable asphalt-treated aggregate base, 6 in [152 mm], Bt, = 100,000 psi [690 MPa], 
friction f = 6 

Joint spacing= 15ft [4.6 m] 

Widened slab width= 14ft [4.3 m] (with AC shoulders) 

Slab Thickness DesiiJl 
Assuming an effective positive temperature differential of about 9°F [5°C], a required slab 
thickness of 9.4 in [239 mm] is obtained. Note that a stress reduction factor of 0.92 for the 
widened slab was used in the calculation. 

Joint Faultin2 Check 
The mean faulting estimated for this design is 0.06 in [1.5 mm], which just equals the 
recommended limit. Therefore, the joint design is acceptable. 

Joint Load Position Stress Check 
The joint load position check is required since the pavement is undoweled. The total negative 
temperature differential is the same as estimated for Alternative A. -l6°F [-8.89°C]. 

The cntical stress for joint loading is detennined to be 165 psi [1138 kPa] for a slab thickness 
of 9.4 in [239 mm]. This stress is compared to that obtained for the midslab location with a 
positive temperature differential of9°F [Soq, which is found to be 234 psi [1613 kPa] . 
Therefore, the midslab load design is adequate to control stresses at the joint loading position. 

DESIGN ALTERNATIVE C 

Doweled joints, 1.25 in [32 mm] diameter 

Untreated aggregate base, 6 in [152 mm], Bt, = 25,000 psi [172 MPa], friction f = 1.5 

Joint spacing= 17 ft [5.2 m] 

Conventional lane width= 12 ft [3.7 m] 

Tied concrete shoulder 

Slab Thlckness Desi2n 
Assuming an effective temperature differential of about 9°F [5.0°C], the required slab 
thickness is 9. 9 in [251 mm]. Note that a stress reduction factor of 0.94 for a tied concrete 
shoulder was used in the calculation. 
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Joint Faultin2 Check 
The estimated mean faulting for this design is 0.01 in [0.25 m.m], which is well below the 
0.06-in [1.5-mm] recommended limit. 

Joint Load Position Stress Cbeck 
The joint load position check is not required since the pavement is doweled and the joint load 
position stress will be well below the midslab stress. 
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