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Foreword 

The study reported herein was conducted under the general super­

vision of the Engineering Design Criteria Branch, Soils and Pavements 

Laboratory, of the U. S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station 

(WES), Vicksburg, Mississippi. Personnel involved in the condition sur­

vey were Messrs. R. D. Jackson, P. S. McCaffrey, Jr., and W. J. McKay 

of the WES and Messrs. R. J. Strong, H. H. Baker, A. A. -lbwney, and 

W. C. Sayman of the U. S. Army Engineer Division, New England (NED), 

Waltham, Massachusetts. The main portion of this report was prepared 

by Mr. Jackson under the general supervision of Messrs. J. P. Sale, 

R. G. Ahlvin, R. L. Hutchinson, and P. J. Vedros of the Soils and Pave­

ments Laboratory. That portion of the study pertaining to frost action 

was carried out by the U. S. Army Cold Regions Research and Engineering 

Laboratory (CRREL), Hanover, New Hampshire, with the assistance of the 

Foundations and Materials Branch, NED. The section of this report con­

cerning frost action was prepared by Mr. Baker and by Mr. G. D. Gilman 

of CRREL. Appendix A was obtained from the Air Force. 

COL Ernest D. Peixotto, CE, was Director of the WES during the 

conduct of the study and preparation of the report. Mr. F. R. Brown 

was Technical Director. 
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Conversion Factors, British to Metric Units of Measurement 

British units of measurement used in this report can be converted to 

metric units as follows: 

MultiEl;z B;z To Obtain 

inches 2.54 centimeters 

feet 0.3048 meters 

miles (U. S. ::;tatute) 1.609344 kilometers 

square inches 6.4516 square centimeters 

square yards 0.8361274 square meters 

pounds (mass) o.45359237 kilograms 

pounds (force) per 0.6894757 newtons per square centimeter 
square inch 
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CONDITION SURVEY, LORING AIR FORCE BASE, MAINE 

Authority 

1. Authority for conducting condition surveys at selected air­
fields is contained in am~ndment to FY 1972 RDTE Funding Authorization 
(MFS-MC-5, 16 February 1972), subject: "Air Force Airfield Pavement 
Research Program," from the Office, Chief of Engineers, U. S. Army, 
Directorate of Military Construction, dated 18 February 1972. 

Purpose and Scope 

2. The purpose of this report is to present the results of a con­
dition survey performed at Loring Air Force Base (LAFB), Maine, during 
27 July-1 August 1972. The following three major areas of interest were 
considered in this condition survey: 

a. The structural condition of the. primary airfield pavements. 
b. The condition of pavement repairs and the types of main­

tenance materials that have been used at this airfield. 
c. Any detrimental effects of frost action to the pavement 

facilities. 

3. This report is limited to a presentation of visual observa­
tions of the pavement conditions, discussion of these observations, and 
pertinent remarks with regard to the performance of the pavements. No 
physical tests of the pavements, foundations, or patching materials were 
performed during this survey. The annual pavement maintenance plan for 
LAFB is presented in Appendix A. 

Pert_inen_t_ Background. Data-

General description of airfield 

4. LAFE is located in Aroostook County, Maine, approximately 
4 miles* northwest of the town of L:i.ID.estone, on State Highway 89. A 
vicinity map is shown on plate 1. 

* A table of factors for converting British units of measurement to 
metric units is presented on page vii. 
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5. In July 1972, the airfield facilities consisted of a N-S (19-
01) runway, a parallel taxiway, a parking and maintenance apron, an ADC 
operational apron, SAC alert facilities, warm-up aprons, taxiways from 
the runway to the parallel taxiway, five parking aprons with stubs, a 
calibration hardstand, and hangar access aprons. The N-S runway was 
12,100 ft long and 300 ft wide; the taxiways were 75 or 100 ~ wide; the 
parking and maintenance apron was 300 ft wide and 3,300 ~ long; the ADC 
operational apron was irregular in shape; and the warm-up aprons, hangar 
access aprons, parking aprons, and stubs were of various dimensions. A 
layout of the airfield and a pavement plan indicating the type pavement 
on each facility are shown in plate 1 •. 
Previous reports 

6. Previous reports concerning the airfield pavements at LAFE are 
listed below. Pertinent data were extracted from them for use in this 
condition survey report. 

a. Condition survey reports: 

(1) Ohio River Division Laboratories, CE, "Condition Sur­
vey Report, Loring Air Force Base, Maine," March 1962, 
Cincinnati, Ohio. 

(2) U. S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, CE, 
"Condition Survey, Loring Air Force Base, Limestone, 
Maine," Miscellaneous Paper No. 4-898, May 1967, 
Vicksburg, Mississippi. 

b. Pavement evaluation reports: These reports were prepared 
by the U. S. Army Engineer Division, New England, CE, 
Waltham, Massachusetts: 

(1) "Airfield Pavement Evaluation Report, Limestone Air 
Force Base, Maine," October 1949. 

(2) "Airfield Evaluation Report, Loring Air Force Base, 
Limestone, Maine," October 1959. 

(3) "Airfield Evaluation Report, Loring Air Force Base, 
~-imestone, Maine, n March 1960. 

History· of Airfield Pavements 

Design and construction history 

7. Details of the design and construction history of the airfield 

2 



pavements are presented in table l. Pavement thicknesses, descriptions, 

and other details are presented in table 2. 

Traffic history 

8. Complete traffic records were not available; however, partial 

records were available for the period 1957-71. Based on the records for 

this period, the following amounts of traffic per type of aircraft have 

been applied at the airfield: B-47's, 2,800 cycles;* B-52's, 24,700 

cycles; KC-135's and KC-97's, 25,800 cycles; heavy cargo aircra~, 

C-l35's, C-l24's, C-l4l's, and C-l33's, ll,000 cycles; C-5A's, 700 

cycles; and all other aircraft, 81,000 cycles. 

Conditions of Pavement Surfaces 

Pavement inspection procedure 

9. The following procedure was used in conducting the inspection 

of the rigid pavements. Representative features were selected for de­

tailed inspection. The features were then inspected slab** by slab, and 

the defects were recorded. The locations of the individual pavement 

features, the inspection starting points, and the directions in which 

the pavements were inspected (shown by arrows) are indicated in plate l. 

The results of the rigid pavement survey for those features that were 

inspected in detail are presented in table 3. This table shows a quan­

titative breakdown of the various types of defects and a condition rat­

ing for each pavement feature inspected in detail. The procedures used 

for determining the condition rating of a pavement are giyen in Appen­

dix III of Department of the Army Technical Manual TM 5-827-3, "Rigid 

Airfield Pavement Evaluation, 11 dated September 1965. 

Runway 

10. The north (19) end of the N-S runway (features RlA and R2B) 

was structurally in a poor to failed condition. Of a total of 205 major 

defects in feature RlA, 76 (37 percent) were in the 100-ft-wide center 

* A cycle of operation is one landing and one takeoff. 
** A slab is the smallest unit, containing no joints, of a given pave­

ment feature. 
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section. The remaining 129 defects were almost equally divided between 

the east and west 100-ft-wide edges. Feature R2B had a total of 137 

major defects, of which 51 (37 percent) were in the 100-ft-wide center 

section. Thirty-four percent of the defects were in the east 100-ft­

wide edge, and 29 percent were in the west 100-ft-wide edge. The south 

end of the runway (features R3A, R4B, and R5D) was structurally in a 

poor to fair condition. The number of major defects in feature R3A in­

creased from 9 to 73 between 1961 and 1972. Feature R4B was in a poor 

or failed condition, and feature R5D, the outer 100 ~ on each side, was 
in only fair condition. Even though the runway ends were in poor to 

fair condition, they were (at the time of this survey) adequately carry­
ing the loads imposed on them. There was practically no displacement at 
the major structural cracks. The interior portion of the runway, which 

is asphaltic concrete (Ac), contained numerous contraction cracks (both 

transverse and longitudinal) and had some small isolated areas that con­
tained map cracking (photos 1 and 2). At the time of the survey, the 
area was being heater-planed to remove a series of slurry seals, and an 
AC overlay was being applied. Based on the quality of the overlay ap­

plied, the interior portion of the runway between the 1000-ft-long 

portland cement concrete (PCC) ends should now be in excellent 

condition. 

Taxiways 

11. Taxiway A from taxiway B to the dogleg (see plate 1) was in 
good condition, since a chip seal was applied during the time of the 

survey. The extension to taxiway A was in good condition (photo 3). 
The PCC portions of taxiways D, E, and F and taxiway G were in condi­

tions ranging from poor to very good (photos 4 and 5). The predominate 

defects in the_ae ±axiway_s were longitudinal cracks, and more than 50 per­

cent of the cracks were in the center lane. Taxiways B and C were in 

good condition. The AC portion of taxiway D was in excellent condition; 
it had recently been overlaid. The north connecting taxiway, which con­

tained lll major defects, was in a poor to failed condition; however, 

the facility was still serviceable since little or no movement was ob­

served at the locations of the major defects. Photo 6 shows some of 
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the cracks in thin feature. The AC portions of taxiways E and F were 

in good condition. 

Aprons 

12. The parking and maintenance apron west of the apron taxiway 

was in good condition. A tar rejuvenator that sealed the smaller cracks 

and partially filled the larger cracks was applied to this area in 1971 

(photos 7 and 8). The area of the parking and maintenance apron east of 
the apron taxiway was in only fair condition; the tar rubber surface 

contained many cracks. The north warm-up apron (feature AlB) was in a 

poor to failed condition. A total of 179 major defects were observed in 
this feature, of which 120 were longitudinal cracks. Parking apron 1, 

which is essentially a taxiway with parking stubs, was in fair to good 

condition. The taxiway portion between taxiways D and F had a chip seal 

coat applied during the time of this survey. Photo 9 shows the rela­

tively good condition of stub 8. All of the stubs of parking apron 1 

had a tar rejuvenator applied in 1971. Parking apron 2 is the same type 

of facility as parking apron 1. The south portion of taxiing area had a 

chip seal coat applied during the time of this survey. The F'CC taxiway 
portion of apron 2 was in poor condition ctructurally. The bituminous 
concrete parking stubs of this apron were in fair condition. Photo 10 

shows the condition of stub 23, which was typical of the flexible pave­
ment stubs in this apron. The F'CC stubs were in poor to fair condi­

tion. The stubs of parking apron 3 were in fair to good condition, 
as were those of parking apron 4. The taxiway portion of parking apron 

5 was in fair condition, and the st lbs were in conditions ranging from 
poor to very good. 

Alert facilities 

13. The SAC alert facilities were in excellent condition. These 

facilities were not being utilized by alert aircraft; however, a portion 
of the parking and maintenance apron was being used for this purpose. 

The ADC alert facilities were in excellent condition. 

14. All other pavement features not specifically mentioned in the 
preceding paragraphs were in conditions ranging from good to excellent, 
except for the calibration hardstand, which was in poor condition. 
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Frost Action 

Objectives of inspection 

15. , The airfield pavements at LAFB were inspected for evidence 

of detrimental frost effects on 24 to 26 April 1972 by a team from the 

New England Division. The objectives of this inspection were to 

determine: 

Frost heave 

a. Any adverse effects of frost heave to the pavements dur­
ing the winter months. 

b. Any traffic-induced failures that might be related to 
thaw weakening of the subgrades or base courses. 

16. The airfield pavements were examined for surface irregulari­

ties indicative of differential frost heaving. This inspection is be­

lieved to have been within the spring thaw period when the effects 0f 

nonuniform frost heave would still be apparent. 

17. Inquiries were made of base personnel regarding the develop­

ment of undesirable surface roughness during the winter. The runway and 

taxiway pavements were found to be smooth, and base personnel reported 

experiencing no problems with respect to pavement surface roughness. 

Minor unevenness was noted in some of the shoulder pavements, but this 

was attributed to age and low-temperature contraction cracking. The only 

evidence of pronounced differential frost heaving was a 2- to 3-in. up­

heaval of some light bases along taxiway A. It was reported that a few 

other light bases had been replaced previously after heaving 3 or 4 in. 

Studies by the U. S. Army Cold Regions Research and Engineering Lab­

oratory* of two rigid pavements (features T6B and A2B) having combined 

_pa".Lemen_t _and_ -hase __c_our_se .thicknesses of' 7-2 in.. i..r1dicated that with sub­

stantial subgrade frost penetration, which will occur even in the milder 

* G. D. Gilman, "Results of Instrumentation of 1958 Rigid Pavement 
Construction for Verification of Frost-Condition Design Criteria, Dow 
AFB, Bangor, Maine, and Loring AFB, Limestone, Maine," Instruction 
Report 45, December 1967, U. S. Army Cold Regions Research and Engi­
neering Laboratory, Hanover, New Hampshire. 
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winters, total (unifonn) heave on the order of 1/2 in., with only slight 

differential slab movement, may be anticipated. Such heaving is gener­

ally considered representative of other pavements at LAFB with com­

parable combined thicknesses of pavement and base course. 

Freezing indices 

18. A freezing index of 2656 degree-days was used for the design 

of the newer heavy-load pavements. This index represents the average 

index for 1947-48 and 1958-59, which, at the time of pavement design, 

were the two coldest winters in the past 20 according to temperature 

data from the Caribou, Maine, Weather Station. On the basis of data 

from the same station, a design freezing index of 2740 degree-days is 

computed as representing the average of the three coldest winters in the 

past 30 yr. Average monthly temperatures for months entirely within the 

freezing seasons and average daily temperatures for the transition 

months at both ends of the freezing seasons were used in these design 

index detenninations. 

19. Seasonal freezing indices since the 1956-57 winter and the 

30-yr mean index are tabulated below. These values are based entirely 

on average monthly temperatures. 

Freezing 
Season 

1957-58 
1958-59 
1959-60 
1960-61 
1961-62 
1962-63 
1963-64 
1-964-65 

Freezing 
Index 

degree-days 

1302 
2585 
1685 
2244 
1718 
2235 
2011 
2044 

Freezing 
Season 

1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 

Freezing 
Index 

degree-days 

1766 
2048 
2013 
1668 
1890 
2194 
2757 

30 .. yr meror 1994 

Indices determined solely on the basis of average monthly temperatures 

generally reflect somewhat lower values than those computed with con­

sideration given to average daily temperatures for the two transition 

months. The tabulated indices, ~owever, do indicate the relative se­

verity of winters during the period of heavy-load aircraft operations. 
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The two coldest winters during this period (1971-72 and 1958-59) were 

also the coldest and third coldest, respectively, in the past 30 yr. 

20. In view of the fact that the freezing index for the winter 

preceding' this inspection exceeded the design freezing index, the gen­

eral absence of differential heaving of the heavy-load pavements is sig­

nificant. The combined pavement and base thickness required for the 

prevention of subgrade freezing in the design year is about 140 in., 

and the thickness required in accordance with limited subgrade frost 

penetration design is about 101 to 106 in. The specific penetration is 

dependent on the moisture content and density of the base course and 

subbase and, to some extent, on the pavement thickness. Since the ac­

tual combined thicknesses of these pavements range from 67 to 74 in., 

substantial subgrade freezing would be expected even during the milder 

winters. (A 72-in. combined thickness is the maximum permitted solely 

for frost-condition design purposes without specific approval of the 

Chief of Engineers.) All evidence, however, indicates that frost heav­

ing has been remarkably uniform and has had no significant effect upon 

development of surface roughness. 

Groundwater 

21. It is reported (see subparagraph 6~(1)) that the groundwater 

table is seasonally within 2 ft of the surface at LAFB. Beneath the 

airfield pavements, however~ subsurface water levels are controlled by 

a system of uriderdrains designed to maintain these levels at or slightly 

below the subgrade surface. It is probable, however, that groundwater 

does reach a somewhat higher level and that the lower base courses 

become saturated, a condition which would result in shallower subgrade 

frost penetrations than would occur if the base courses had low mois­

ture content. 

Thaw weakening 

22. The extent of thaw weakening of the subgrade and base courses 

could not be readily determined by inspection of the pavements. Pave­

ment failures are usually repaired soon after they occur and are not 

easily examined during a condition survey. Also, it is often impos­

sible to establish by inspection whether a failure is the result of thaw 
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weakening or of deficiencies in the quality or thickness of the various 
layers of the pavement structure. The degree of thaw weakening and its 
effects, if any, on the condition of the pavements at LAFB consequently 
could not be appraised solely by this inspection. Some limited percep­
tion of the severity of any thaw weakening effects can be gained, how­
ever, by comparing the performance of certain pavement features with 
what might be expected in the light of current frost design criteria. 
A 72-in. combined thickness of pavement and nonfrost-susceptible base 
course is the maximum permissible under Corps of Engineers criteria 
solely for frost-condition design without approval of the Chief of En­
gineers. At LAFB, some of the pavement features meet or slightly ex­
ceed this 72-in. limitation. Although substantial subgrade frost pene­
tration has occurred under 72-in. pavement structures during most winters 
(see paragraph 20), the performance of these pavements indicates that, 
for the uniform subgrade soil and water conditions at LAFB, thaw weaken­
ing is not significant. Therefore, in table 4, the load-bearing capac­
ities of features providing 72 in. or more combined thickness of pavement 
and nonfrost-susceptible base have not been reduced for frost-condition 
operations. 

23. Flexible pavements. The principal heavy-load pavements con­
sist of the parking and maintenance apron (feature A9B), the runway in­
terior (features R6C, RBC, and RlOC), taxiway A (features T7A and TBA), 
taxiways B and C (feature TllC), portions of taxiways D, E, and F (fea­
tures Tl9A and TlOA), parking apron l (feature Tl6A), and a portion of 
parking apron 2 (feature Tl 7A). Cracks have developed, particularly in 
the area adjacent to the center lines of the runway interior, in taxi­
ways A and E, in parking apron l, and in hangar apron 1 (feature Al2B). 
These pavements were des-igned for 15U,OOG- and lS-0,000-lb gear loads. 
In terms of the current normal (nonfrost) heavy-load design criteria 
(265,000-lb gear loads), they are deficient by 1 to 4 in. of 100 CBR 
base course material; and, except for the runway interior (which has 
been strengthened with 3-in. AC, they are deficient by l to 2 in. in AC 
thickness. The runway interior (features R6C, RSC, and RlOC) has exper­
ienced intensive traffic of B-52 aircraft, the loads of which are within 
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its evaluated capacity. The bearing capacities of these runway features 

were not reduced in table 4 for frost-condition operation, since their 

combined thickness of pavement and nonfrost-susceptible base course ap­

proaches or exceeds 72 in. The same aircraft overloads taxiways A, D, 

E, and F and parking aprons 1 and 2 (features T7A, TBA, TlOA, Tl6A, 

T17A, and Tl9A) during the normal period and, to a greater extent, does 

so for frost-condition operations. Cracking in the flexible pavements 

is extensive, with the most general pattern being a system of transverse 

and longitudinal cracks. This pattern is typical of low-temperature 

contraction cracking, which is believed to represent the principal 

cracking mode at LAFB. Random cracking and a few areas having map 

cracking were also noted. The latter, as well as some of the longitu­

dinal wheel-path cracks found in localized areas, may be attributed to 

repetitive (channelized) loadings, particularly during frost-melting 

periods. Differential frost heave, although not indicated to be pro­

nounced, also may be a contributing cause of some of the random cracking 

observed on many pavement features. 

24. Rigid pavements. The only principal rigid pavement features 

having slab thicknesses that conform with current criteria for cur­

rent normal-p~riod, heavy-load desiLn (265,000-lb gear loads) a.re the 

19-in. SAC alert facility (features T5B and A13B), the 18- and 19-in. 

south end of the runway (features R3A and R4B), and the 20-in. portion 

of the south approach taxiway extension (feature T3A). The other prin­

cipal heavy-load pavements were designed for 100,000-lb gear loads and 

have 15-in. pavements. These features, which include the 1000-ft-long 

north end of the runway (features RlA and R2B), parking apron 3 (fea­

ture Tl5A), the north connecting taxiway (feature T2A), portions of 

ta..xiways D, E, F', and G -(feature Tlc.A), -a..n.d part of parki.rlg apron 2 

(feature Tl4A), are 2 to 5 in. µeficient in pavement thickness for cur­

rent normal-period, heavy-load design. All of the pavements mentioned 

above, except the SAC alert facility, are also deficient by 2 to 5 in. 

in combined pavement and nonfrost-susceptible base course thickness 

with respect to the 72-in. maximum thickness required for limited sub­

grade frost penetration design. 
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25. The SAC alert facility (features T5B and Al3B) and the south 

warm-up apron extension and approach taxiway (feature T6B) (feature T6B 

is not part of the primary heavy-load pavement system) are not over­

loaded by B-52 aircraft traffic. The frost-condition bearing capacity 

was not reduced for these features, since they incorporate a 72-in. com­

bined thickness of pavement and nonfrost-susceptible base course. These 

pavements were in very good to excellent condition. 

26. Extensive longitudinal and random cracking and spalling of 

joints had developed in the 15-in. FCC pavement at the 1000-~-long 

north end of the runway (features RlA and R2B) and in the 15-, 18-, and 

19-in. FCC pavements at the south 1000-~-long end of the runway (fea­

tures R5D, R4B, and R3A, respectively). Deep, wide structural longi­

tudinal cracks on either side of and parallel to the runway center line, 

many of which had been sealed, were particularly evident. Intermittent 

structural cracking was observed along the center line of the 15-in. PCC 

pavement of taxiways D, E, and F (feature TlA), in the north connecting 

taxiway (feature T2A), and along the center line of parking aprons 2 

and 3 (features Tl4A and Tl5A). Random diagonal cracking with joint 

spalling was also noted. Random cracking, heavy scaling, and joint 

spalling were also observed in the 15-in. FCC DC hangar apron pavements 

(feature A6B).· FCC transition slabs abutting the AC pavements were gen­

erally severely cracked, and the adjacent AC pavements were also se­

verely damaged. This condition was especially evident at the junction 

of the DC hangar apron (feature A6B) and the parking and maintenance 

apron (feature A9B). 

27. The 18- and 19-in. pavements of the 1000-ft-long south end 
' . . 

of the runway (features R4B and R3A) would on the basis of the physical 

property data in table 2 be expected to perform better than the 15-in. 

pavements. The overall structural condition of features R3A and R4B, 

however, was only poor to fair (paragraph 10). These features were re­

constructed by the Air Force to replace the previous 15-in. slabs. The 

flexural strength of 680 psi for features R3A and R4B in table 2 is the 

same value assigned to these features prior to reconstruction (15-in. 

FCC) in the 1960 evaluation (see subparagraph 6£(3)). Possibly the 
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actual flexural strength of the reconstructed slabs is lower; accord­

ingly, the possibility exists that these features are deficient in pave­

ment thickness for current heavy-load design. 

28. The majority of the major structural defects observed in the 

rigid pavements were typical of load-induced rather than frost-related 

distress and are considered principally to be the result of channelized 

traffic. Acceleration of distress in the 15-in. pavements, and possibly 

in the 18- and 19-in. pavements of the south runway end, as a result of 

overloading is indicated. 

Maintenance 

29. The history of airf'ield pavement maintenance at LAFB through 

30 June 1972 is presented in Appendix A. Costs of pavement maintenance 

for FY 1970, 1971, and 1972 were as follows : 

Fiscal Contract In-house 
Year Maintenance Maintenance Total 

1970 $ 67,320 $54,193 $121,513 
1971 261,854 59,210 321,064 
1972 35}102 38,026 73,128 

Maintenance performed since 1 July 1972 includes overlays of the in­

terior of the runway and the flexible portion of taxiway D. Chip seal 

coats have been applied to a portion of taxiway A, part of parking 

apron 1 taxiway, and part of parking apron 2 taxiway. 

Evaluation 

30. A sunnnary of the pavement evaluation is presented in table 4. 

Previously published pavement evaluations were updated to eliminate air­

craft that are no longer in the Air Force inventory and to include air­

craft that have been added to the inventory since the last pavement 

evaluation. The evaluation is based on the pavement thickness, flexural 

strength (PCC), base and subbase thickness and strength, strength of the 

subgrade (CBR or k value), and the structural condition of the pavement. 
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Conclusions 

31· The following statements summarize the findings of this 

investigation: 

a. The PCC pavements of the primary heavy-load system con­
tained many structural defects. The majority of these 
defects were apparently caused by channelized traffic. 

b. The AC pavement of the runway should be in excellent con­
dition, since a 3-in. overlay was being placed at the 
time of this survey. 

c. The tar rejuvenator ·applied to the parking and mainte­
nance apron appeared to have filled the smaller cracks 
and partially filled the larger ones. 

d. Most of the AC pavements contained longitudinal and 
transverse cracks that are normally associated with cold 
temperatures. Some map cracking, which can be caused by 
channelized traffic, was noted. 

e. The 1lajority of the major structural defects in the PCC 
pavements were load induced rather than frost related. 
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Tabie 1 

Airfield Design and Construction History 

Pnverr.ent 
Dbnenc ions, t't Thickness 

Pavement Facility Lenrth ~ ~ in. 

N-0 r-.mway, sta Hl+30 to 109+90 

7'.IXiwa; A 

Oouth connecting taxiway 

South warm-up apron 

llort!l co~::ecting taxiway A 

Parking and maintenance apron 

~iMg3.l' 1 access aprons 

r;.s runway extension, sta 109+90 
to 118+30 

- ''lth wann-up apron extension 

Parking apron sou th extension 

HoBe dock apron 

Taxiway B 

Taxiwey C 

Taxiway D 

Taxiway E 

Taxiway F 

Parking apron l taxiway 

Parking apron 2 taxiway 

~tubs l-30 

Maintenance areas ad,Jacent to 
stubs 

Maintenance apron extensions 

Parking apron l 

Parking apron 2 

N-S runway reconstruction, 
sta 18+30 to 28+30 

Taxiway D extension 

9,160 300 

l0,400 100 

l,000 100 

Varies Varies 

700 lOC 

2,150 300 

Varies Varies 

840 300 

Varies Varies 

l,200 

2,000 

l,150 

l,150 

2,000 

500 

l,800 

3,800 

2,300 

200 

300 

300 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

75 

Varies Varies 

Varies Varies 

Varies Varies 

Varies Varies 

l,000 300 

l,260 75 

Taxiway E extension 2,300 75 

Taxiway F extension l ,100 

Taxiway G l,300 

Parkin( apron 2 taxiway ex tens ion 800 

Parking apron 3 taxiway 3,000 

Parking apron 4 taxiway 650 

Parking apron 5 taxiway 950 

Parking stubs 33, 34, 40, 41, 44, 250 
45, 48, and 49 

Parking stubs 31, 32, 35-39, 42, 200 
43, 47, and 50-6o 

DC hangar access aprons 460 

DC hangar access taxiways Varies 

Parking stubs 3, 4, 7, lo, ll, 200 
14, 21, 22, 28, and 29 widened 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

200 

75 

375 

100 

100 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

\C 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

AC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

FCC 

PCC 

FCC 

PCC 

PCC 

FCC 

PCC 

FCC 

FCC 

AC 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

l5 

15 

15 

3 

(Continued) 

Note: CE denotes Corps of Engineers; AF denotes Air Force. 

Construction 

fciihl ~ 
1947-48 

1947-48 

1947-48 

1947-48 

1947-48 

1947-48 

1947-48 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1951-52 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-5:; 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

1954-55 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 

Design Criteria 

150,000-lb, single-wheel load 

Tricycle arrangement: 180,000-lb 
gear load on twin-tandem wheels 
spaced 31-60-31 in. c-c with 
267-sCj-in. tire contact are<l 

Tricycle arrangement: 25 ,000-lb, 
single-wheel load with 200-psi 

"'" ~ ... ~., 

Tricycle arrangement: 100,000-lb 
gear load on dual wheels spaced 
37 .5 in. c-c with ~67-sCj-in. 
contact area per tire 



Table 1 (Continued) 

Pavement 
Di.mf:'ns ions 2 ft Thickness Construction 

Pavement Facili t;i: Lenr·th ~ ~ in. &@ ~ Desi~ Criteria 

Mafotenance areas adjacent to Varies Varies AC 3 1954-55 CE Tricycle arrangement: 25,000-lb, 
stubs single-wheel load with 200-psi 

Mnintenance areas for parking Varies Varies AC 3 1954-55 CE 
tire pressure ~ 

aprons 2-5 

Shoulders for stuba 31-60; taxi- Varies ;o AC 3 1954-55 CE Tricycle arrangement : 10,000-lb, 
ways D, E, F, and C; parking single-wheel load with loo-psi 
aprons 2-5; and hangar aprons tire pressure 

11-S runway extension, sta 118+30 i,100 300 AC 4 1955-56 CE Tricycle arrangement: 100,000-lb 
to 12~30 gear load on dual wheels spaced 

4 1955-56 
37 ,5 in. c-c with 267-sq-in. 

Taxiway A extension 2,250 75 AC CE contact area per tire 

Calibration hardstand taxiway 450 75 AC 4 1955-56 CE 

N-S runway extension, sta 12~30 1,100 300 AC 15 1955-56 CE 
to 13~30 

North connecting taxiway l,~ 75 FCC 15 1955-56 CE 

North warm-up apron Varies Varies FCC 15 1955-56 CE 

Calibration hardstand 250-ft FCC 15 1955-56 CE 
diam) 

Blaot pads at N-S runway ends 150 300 AC 2 1955-56 CE Tricycle arrangement : 10,000-lb, 

1955-56 
single-wheel load with 100-psi 

Shoulders of stubs 1-30; taxiways Varies 37,5 AC 2 CE ""' ~"-' ! A, B, c, and parts Of D, E, 
and F 

Shoulders of parking apron 1 and Varies 50 AC 2 1955-56 CE 
part of 2, taxiway A extension, 
north wa.m.-·ip apron, north con-
nee ting taxiway, and calibra-
tion hardstand and taxiwo,y 

MX; operationnl apron Varies Varies FCC 9 1958 CE Tricycle arrangement: 25,000-lb, 
single-.... heel load with 200-psi 
tire pres sure 

South warm-up apron extension Varies Varies FCC 19 1958 CE Bicycle arrangement: 265,000-lb 
gear load on twin-twin wheels 

SAC alert facilities PCC 19 1958 CE spaced 37-62-37 in. and 267-
Taxiway 1,300 75 FCC 19 1958 CE sq-in. contact iarea per tire 
Apron 850 100 FCC 19 1958 CE 
Stubs (1) 216 100 FCC 19 1958 CE 
Stubs (4) 233 150 FCC 19 1958 CE 

Nontraffic pavements 
1958 MX; (Blast protective) 2,100 25 AC 2 CE None specified 

SAC (shoulders and blast pads) Varies Varies AC 2 l958 CE Tricycle arrangement: 10,000-lb, 
single-wheel load with 100-psi 
tire pressure 

OrgW1izational and maintenance Varies Varies FCC 14 1959 CE Bicycle arrangement: 160,000-lb 
hangar aprons gear load 

Organizational maintenance 135 75 FCC 9 l.959 CE Tricycle arrangement: 25,000-lb, 
hangar access taxiwey single-wheel load with 200-psi 

tire pressure 

~ MX; alert facilities Varies Varies l'CC 9 1959 CE 

Blast pads at runway ends 150 _300 AC 2 1959 CE Jlicy-cl..e -&r!".a.'lgeme..'1t-: 2.65 ,000-lb 
gear load on twin-twin wheels 

Overruns 850 300 DBST 1959 CE spaced 37-62-37 in. and 267-
sq-in. contact area per tire 

N-S runway reconstruction 
Sta 18+30 to 20t30 200 300 FCC 19 1959 AF 
Sta 2o+ 30 to 23+ 30 300 100 R:C .19 1959 AF 
Sta 23+30 to 28+30 500 100 FCC 18 1959 AF 
Sta 28+30 to 118+30, 9,000 75 AC 4 1959 AF 

center 75 ft 
Sta 118+30 to 129+30, 1,100 75 AC 4 1959 AF 

center 75 ft 



Table 2 

SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL. PROPERTY DATA 

FACILITY OVERLAY PAVEMENT PAVEMENT BASE SU BG RAO£ 
GENERAL 

r ...... ""'" :~ Ju1y 1972 
FLEX, FLEX. CBR CSR 

CONDITION 

LENGTH WIDTH 
THICK. 

DESCRIPTION STR 
THICK. 

DESCRIPTION STA THICK. 
CLASSIFICATION OR CLASSIF.CATION OR 

OF AREA 
FACILITY NUMBER AND IDENTIFICATION FT FT 

IN. 
PSI 

IN. PSI 
IN. 

K K 
CONSIDERED 

RlA n-s. ;:u,nvay 500 300 15 Portland. cet:1ent 560 55 Sandy f.r&vel (GW) 425 Sandy, gravelly foor to 
sta 134+30 to l.39+30 concrete 

~o· clay (CL) F3 failed 

R29 !1'"-S ru.'l;way 500 300 15 Portland cement 560 55 Santty gravel (G'W) 425 Sand;{, gravelly Poor to 
sta 129+30 to 134+30 concrete kr = clay (CL) F3 failed 

320 

R3A N-S rwiway Varies Varies 19 Portland cement 68o 48 Sandy gravel {GW) 425 Sandy, gravelly Fair 
sta l&+-30 to 23+30 concrete kr = cl.&y (CL) F3 

300 

R4ll !i-S ?'\.lll\OECf 500 100 18 Portland cement 68o 49 Sa...'"ldy gravel ( GW) "25 Sandy, gravelly Poor to 
sta. 23+30 to 28+30, concrete kr = clay (CL) F3 fa.1led 
center .sectio!l 300 

R5D N-S runwav Boo 100 15 Portland cement 680 52 Sandy gravel (GW) 425 Sandy, gravelly Fair 
sta 20+30 to 28+JO, Boo 100 concrete •r = clay (CL) F3 
100 ft each side 310 

R6c N-S ri.mway interior 8,16o 75 3 Asphel.tic concrete 4 Bi tU!llinous concrete 9 Crushed. stone 00 Sandy, gravelly 6 Excellent 
sta 26+30 to 109+90, 55 Sandy gravel ( GW) 50 clay (CL)F3 
center 75 .ft 

R7D n ... s l"Ul'l\I(~ 1.oterior 8,16o 112.5 Tapered Aspha.ltic concrete 3 Bi tum.inou.s concrete 9 Crushed atone ~00 Sandy, gravelly 6 Excellent 
sta 28+30 to 109+90, 3 in. to 55 Sandy gravel (GW) 50 clay (CL) F3 
outside e~es 1.5 in. 

R8c 'w ... s runWQ¥ interior 840 ',75 3 Asphal.tic concrete 4 Bi tuminou.s concrete 7 Crushed stone ~00 Sandy, gravelly 6 Excellent 
sta 109+90 to 118+30, 60 S&.Yldy gravel (GW) 50 clay (CL) F3 
center 75 f't 

R9D N-S runway interior 840 112.5 Tapered Asphaltic concrete 3 Bi tumlnous concrete 7 Crushed stone 00 Sandy, gravelly 6 Excellent 
st& 10')+90 to 118+-30, 3 in. to 60 Sandy gravel ( GW) 50 clay (CL) F3 
outside edges 1.5 in. 

RlOC N-S ru..'!WllY" interior 1,100 75 3 Asphaltic concrete 5 Bituminous concrete 6 Crushed stone 00 Se.ndy, gravelly 6 ~cellent 
sta 118+30 to L?9+30, (IJ Sandy gra".fel (GW) 50 clay (CL) F3 
center 75 ft 

llllD N-$ runway interior 1,100 ll.2.5 Tapered Asphaltic concrete 4 Bitm:dnous concrete 6 Crushed stone 00 Sandy, gravelly 6 E:xcelleT?t 
sta 118+30 to 129+30_, 3 in. to (IJ Sandy gravel (Gli') 50 clay (CL) F3 
outside edges 1.5 in. 

TLA Taxiwa;:'<: O, E, F, and G Varies 175 15 Portland cement 68o 55 Sandy gravel (CW) l.;25 Sandy, gravelly Poor to 
Tl3A Twy for parking apron 5 1,050 ',75 concrete ~a= clay (CL) F3 very good 
TlliA Twy !'or parking apron 2 940 '75 Fair 
Tl5A Twy for parking apron 3 J,100 '15 Poi::ir to 

~ 

failed 
Fair 

-
425 T2A North connecting taxiwq l,CXX>t 15 15 Portla.Yld cement 620 55 Sandy eravel (GW) Sandy, gravelly Poor to 

concrete I~<>= clay (CL) F3 failed 

T3A South approach taxiway- Varies V'a.ries 20 Reinforced portland 66o 47 Sandy gravel (GW) 425 Sandy, gravelly Good 
' cement concrete l~!;<s clay (CL) F3 

T4B ADC alert facilities a."la. Varies '15 9 Portland cement 660 63 Sandy gravel ( GW) 425 SMdy, gravdly Excellent 
taxivey concrete 

I clay (CL) f3 

1000 (1 o~ 3 sheets) 



FACILITY 
1.., .. , ... , ~~ 

FACILITY NUMBER ANO IDENTIFICATION 

~5ll SA~ e.lert taxiway 
Al3B SAC alert stubs (5) 

TtB South warm-up a.pron 
exte!'!.sion and south 
ap-proach taxiway 

TIA Ta.x1ny A 
T18A South connecting taxiway 

T8A Taxiway A extension 
Tl2C Calibration hlU'dStllild twy 

T9C North ~onnectir.g taxi• 
way A 

TlOA AC porti::>n of hy.s E and F 
Tl6A Twy for :rarktr.g a:t:ron l 
Tl7A twy for :parking apron 2 
Tl9A AC portion ot taxiway D 

TllC Ta.x:1ways B and. C 

AlB North lrir'l..rm·up apron 

A2B ADC operational apron 
am1 taxi way 

A3B Ea..ngar l!.ccess aJ:'rons 
end r.:!l.L".ltenance) 

(org 

A4B Park1r.g stubs 31-60 

A5C Ctl11::re.t1on hsrdstand 
(250-ft-11""1) 

A(B DC maintennnce hangar 
access aprons and ta:xiwey 

A7B Smlt!l warm-up apron 

AeB South warm-up apron 
extension 

A9B Parkfo.g and maintenance 
apron 

Al OB r.ose dock apron 

AllB Stubs 1·30 

Al2B Ea:-iear l\o. 1 access aprons 

1000 

Jhly 1972 

LENGTH WIDTH 
FT FT 

Varies 75 
Varies Varies 

Yaries , Varies 
425!. 75 

10,400 100 
Varies Variea 

2,250 75 
450 ' 75 

700 100 

Varies 100 
Varies 100 
Varies 100 
2,000 75 

1,150 100 
1,150 l:l<l 

Varies Varies 

Varies Varies 

Varies Varies 

Varies Varies 

460 375 

Varies Varies 

Vari~s Varies 

3,350 300 

Varies Varies 

200 Varies 

rYaries Varies 

OVERL.AY PAVEMENT 

Tt-llCK. 
OESCRIPTION 

IN. 

l.5 .ksphaltic concrete 

'Iable .2 (Cor.t!::::1e1.) 

SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL PROPERTY DATA 

PAVEMENT 

FLEX, 
THICK. 

STR DESCRIPTION 
PSI 

IN. 

19 Fortle.nd cement 
concrete 

19 Portbnd cement 
concrete 

J Asphaltic concrete 

4 Asp1-..alt1c concrete 

3 As-pba.ltic eoncrete 

3 Asp:f.Utic concrete 

3 Asphal. tic concrete 

3 Asphal tic concrete 

15 Portland cement 
concrete 

9 Portland el!l'Dent 
concrete 

14 Portland cement 
concrete 

15 Portland cement 
concrete 

15 Portland cement 
concrete 

15 rortlcd cement 
concrete 

3 Asphaltic concrete 

3 >.sphaltic concrete 

3 Asphaltic concrete 

3 Asphalt1c concrete 

3 Asph&ltic concrete 

3 A~phaltic concrete 

BASE SUBGRADE 
GENERAL 

CONDITION FLEX. CBR CBR 
OF ,.REA THICK. 

OR CLASSIFtCATION OR STR 
IN. 

CLASSIF ICA Tl ON 
CONSIOEREO PSI K K 

740 53 Sar<1iy eravel (Gll) 425 Sand:r, @"r&\"elly E..":cell<:r.t 
day (CL) F3 Excellent 

660 53 Sa.ndy eravel IGW) 425 ::'and::• ;oravelly }QO<j 

clay (::.1 Fl 

9 r:rushed stone 00 Sand.:t, gravf:'lly € ~OM 
55 S.-mdy gravel (OW) 50 clay I CL) Fl 

6 Crushed stone 00 Sandy, e:ravfdly ~ :::-ood 
6o Sandy gravel ( GW) 50 cla,v 'CI) F3 

9 Crusr.ed stone 100 Se.n~:, P'TB.Velly ( Coed 
55 Sandy gravel (GW) 50 day ~C'~) F3 

7 Crushed sto!'le ~00 Sandy, gravell~' ( r";~d 
60 Sandy gravel (CW) 50 clay (CL) F3 

7 Crushed stone IJ.00 38.."'ld;).', gravelly 6 Excellent 
6o Sandy gravel (GW) 50 cley (CL) Fl 

7 Crushed stone ~00 Sa.;'tdy, rravelly < Sood. 
60 S!!.lldy grsvel (cw} 50 clay (CL) F3 

t20 55 Sa.ndy s:ravel ~ GW) ~5 Sa!idy, gravelly Poor to 
11<r·32C clay (CL) F3 failed 

660 63 Sandy gravel ( GW) ~5 Sa.ridy, gra., ..... 1:y Excellent 
olay (CL) Fl 

66o 58 Sandy gravel ~Gfi) ~5 tar.dy, ;.ra,·ell~.- Exceller.t 
~lay (.'.:'!,) F3 

680 55 Se.r.dy gravel { G;;) ~5 Sa_..,dy, rravelly Foor to 
~r-32' cloy (CL) Fl verj good 

620 55 Sa:r..dy gra·;el (GI\) '25 Sa.'ld:;•, f'ra·relly ?dr 
;.;,:r=32\ clay (CL) Fl 

mo 55 Sandy gravel (GV:) ~5 Saridy, gravell~· \'cry gee:! 
~?32 clay (CL) F3 

9 Crus'hed stone ~00 Sandy t era.velly 6 Jood 
;5 Sandy gre.vel (Git) 50 day (~L) F) 

7 Cr.ished stonoe ~00 Sa?":dy. gravelly 6 '""d 6o Sandy gravel (CW} 50 clay (CL) F3 

9 Crushed s toP..e 100 Sandy, gr!t.velly t -'air to 
55 S~ndy gravel (VW) 50 clay (CL) F) -ood 

7 Crushed stone ~00 Sandy, erav,,,.lly 6 eair 
.;o Saniy gravel (G\li') 50 clay icL) F3 

7 Crushed stone 00 Sandy, gravelly f ~ab· tr:> 
(-O Sa.."l.dy gravel ( GW') 50 clay ICL) FJ ·ood 

9 Cn.:.sted stor.e 100 Sa.n<:t' 1 [ra\·..,.lly r air 
55 Sandy E:':!·a·.rd ('}lfl) 50 day (C!..) F3 

(2 of 3 sheets-) 



FACILITY 

LClri!'li?' AFB July 1972 

1.ENGTtt WIDTH 
FACILITY NUMBER AND IDENTIFICATION FT FT 

Rl2X N-S runway blast pads 150 300 

Rl3X N-S rumray overruns 850 300 

1000 

OVERLAY PAVEMENT 

THICK. 
DESCRIPTION 

IN. 

Table 2 (Com.:!.nucd.) 

SUWMA~Y OF PHYSICAL PROPERTY DA.TA 

PAVEMENT 

Fl.EX. 
THICK. 

STR DESCRIPTION 
PSI 

IN. 

2 Asphaltic co?'lcrete 

Double 'bitUldnous 
surface treatment 

BASE SUBGRADE 
GEfrrilERAL 

FLEX. CBR CBR 
CONDITION 

THICK. OF AREA STR CLA$$1FtcA TIOM OR CLASSIFtcATION OR 
PSI 

IN. 
K K 

CONSIDERED 

6 CM.Ished stone SEl.!'.dy gravel (G¥."-GM) 
30 Sandy gravel (GW) 

16 Sandy gravel ( GW) Sa:id:;, ,gravelly 
day (CL) 



Table 3 

DATE: SUMMARY OF" DATA - RIGID PAVEMENT CONDITION 
AIRFIELD: 

.r~ i2z2 SURVEY I12tlns ~ • MB.1ne 

FEATURE NO. Of SLABS CONTAINING INDICATED DEFECTS .... OF '% Of· SLAB AP PAO• PAVE. 
SLABS SL.A.BS NO SIZE NO. Of' TMICI<.. 

NO MAJOR 
CONQ.rTION 

FT SLABS IN. 

I ' ~ * K s ... M p 0 c D OCFECTS OHECTS - - J ~ J NO. OCSICNATION! 
I 

RlA N-S runway 125 by 25 240 15 152 17 31 5 42 4 5 7 2 17.9 . 26.2 Poor tc 
north end failed 
1st 500 ft 

""'" I<-s runway ,, by 25 240 15 113 12 ll 1 20 2 l ll 1 40 49.6 Poor tc 
north end failed 
2nd 500 ft 

l\jA N-S runway <> by "'' """ 19 lj(j 17 0 2 10 4 4 1 0 11 2 58.4 70.8 Fair 
south end 15 
1st 500 ft 

R4B N-S runway 25 by 25 80 18 18 10 16 5 1 5 2 2 9 41.3 53.8 Poor tc 
south end failed 

R5D 2nd 500 f't 16o 15 14 19 14 1 1 12 2 8 1 10 11 ~ ~0.1 72 ~ Fair 
TIA Taxiway D 25 by 25 140 15 8 10 2 1 85.8 87 Very 

good 

TIA Ta.tlway E "' by 25 756 15 286 19 39 3 40 24 2 22 15 1 15 6 46.8 59.5 Poor 

TIA Ta.tlway F 25 by 25 143 15 19 13 2 7 8 1 3 67.8~ 79 Good 

T1A Taxiway G 25 by 25 285 15 54 6 4 l 5 2 4 4 l 74.9 78 Good 

w. North connecting 25 by 25 146 15 82 12 14 3 22 l 4 2 34.9 35.5 Poor tc 
taxiway failed 

T3A South approach 15 by 54 20 0 35 1 3 1 2 1 l 22.2 39 Good 
taxiway Vl!.r re inf 

REMARKS: 

LEGEND: I LONGITUDINAL c::RACK """' SHRINKAGE CRACK M MAP CRACKING 

- TRANSVERSE CRACK s SCALING p PUMPING JOINT 

' DIAGONAL CRAC:K J SPALL ON TRANSVERSE JOINT 0 POP-OUT 

~ CORNER BREAK ~ SPALL ON LONGITUDINAL JOINT c UNCONTROLLED 
CONTRACTION CRACK 

* SHATTERED SLAB J CORNER SPALL D "D" CRACKING 

K KEYED JOINT FAILURE • SETTLEMENT 

WES FORM NO. lJ. 01 4 sneetsJ 
JUN 1972 2004 



Table 3 (Continued) 

DATE: 
SUMMARY OF DATA - RIGID PAVEMENT CONDITION SURVEY 

AIRf'IELO: 
1I·~J 'l l9:Z~ l1Qtj"'"' ~FT ~-:a.1 !'it' . 
FEATURE 

SLAB •.PPs:tO.ll PAVE. 
NO. Of" SLABS CONTAINING INDICATED DEFECTS 04> OF' ..,. or 

SLA8S SLABS NO SIZE r.m.OF THICK. 
NO ""A.JOA 

CO"-'D1T1Qf>.I 
FT ~.._BS IN. 

I - ' A * K ...,,.,. s j ~ J .. M p 0 c D DEFECTS DEFECTS 
NO. DESIGNi4.Tl0"'1 

T4B AOC alert facili 15 by 15 1347 9 l 4 3 7 98.4 99.9 Excel-
ties and taxiway lent 

T5B SAC alert 15 by 15 '719 19 2 1 1 3 1 19 96.6 99.5 Excel-
taxiway lent 

Al3B SAC stub 1 15 by 15 ::L50 19 3 98.1 100 Fxcel-
lent 

Al3B SAC stub 2 15 by 15 :~50 19 2 2 97.4 98.8 Fxcel-
lent 

Al3B SAC stub 3 15 by 15 :~oo 19 1 2 1 1 7 89 99 Excel-
le!lt 

Al3B SAC stub 4 15 by 15 +50 19 2 3 1 1 96.8 98 Exoel-
lent 

Al3B SAC stub 5 15 by 15 t50 19 1 1 1 4 1 94.7 98.8 Excel-
lent 

Tl3A Twy for parking 25 by 25 ~81 15 64 
apron 5 

1 1 4 1 62.6 64.7 Fair 

T14A Twy for parking 25 by 25 ~48 15 77 2 1 1 3 3 1 2 41.9 48.4 Poor tc 
apron 2 faild 

AlB North warm-up 25 by 25 <l.46 15 120 31 26 2 47 1 2 1 1 7 26.8 36.1 Foor tc 
apron failed 

REMARKS: 

LEGEND: I LONGITUDINAL CRAC~ .,,,.,.,. • SHRINKAGE CRACK M MAP CRACKING 

- TRANSVERSE CRACK s SCALING p PUMPING JOINT 

' DIAGONAL CRACK j SPALL ON TRANSVERSE .JOINT 0 POP-OUT 

A CORNER BREAK ~ SPALL ON LONGITUDINAL .JOINT c UNCONTROLLED 
CONTRACTION CRACK 

* SHATTERED SLAB J CORNER SPALL D 0 D• CRACKING 

K KEYED JOINT FAILURI; • SETTLEMENT 
: 

WES FORM NO. 
JUN 1972 2004 

~ (~ of 11 sheets) 



Table 3 (Continued) 

DATE: SUMMARY OF DATA - RIGID PAVEMENT CONDITION 
AIRFIELD: 

1T'll:i l.9:z2 SURVEY Ic:t;itli 6EB M3jce 

FEATURE NO. OF SLABS CONTAINING INDICATED DEFECTS •;, OF •4 OF SLMI AP PRO~ PA'IE. 
SLABS SLABS NO SIZE NO. OF THICK. 

NO MAJOR 
C-ON01flO"I 

n SLABS IN, 

_I' \ A K s ... M p 0 c D DEFECTS .OHECTS - * 
...,.,. :J .; J NO, OESIGNA TI 0~ 

' 

A2B ADC operational 15 by l:' 1476 9 18 6 32 7 11 1 12 4 5 48 91.4 96.7 Excel-
apron lent 

A3B Hangar access 15 by l; 265 14 6 2 1 1 1 95.8 97.7 Excel-
apron (O&M) lent 

A4B Parking stub 31 25 by 2; 35 15 11 8 1 3 1 40 57.2 Poor 

A4B Parking stub 34 25 by 2: 104 15 28 3 6 5 1 2 2 58.7 68.2 Fair 

A4B Parking stub 35 25 by 2: 35 15 8 3 6 2 2 1 42.9 57.l Poor 

A4B Parking stub 36 25 by 2: 35 15 8 5 5 1 3 42.8 51.2 Poor 

A4B Parking stub.38 25 by 2; 35 15 12 4 2 1 2 2 1 37.2 57.1 Poor 

A4B Parking stub 39 25 by 2: 35 15 10 6 1 3 1 3 1 42.9 62.9 Fair 

A4B Parking stub 42 25 by 2: 35 15 4 5 1 1 1 1 2 2 57.2 74.4 Good 

A4B Parking stub 43 25 by 2: 35 15 7 2 2 1 1 1 4 51.5 68.7 Fair 

REMARKS: 

LEGEND: I LONGITUDINAL CRACK ..._ SHRINKAGE CRACK M MAP CRACKING - TRANSVERSE CRACK s SCALING p PUMPING JOINT 

\ DIAGONAL CRACI\ :J SPALL ON TRANSVERSE JOINT 0 POP-OUT 

A CORNER BREAK ~ SPALL ON LONGITUDINAL JOINT c UNCONTROLLED 
CONTRACTION CRACK 

* SHATTERED SLAB J CORNER SPALL D •D• CRACKING 

K KEYED JOINT FAIL.URE • SETTLEMENT 

WES FORM NO. 
JUN 1972 2004 (3 of 4 sheets) 



Table 3 (Continued} 

DATE: SUMMARY OF DATA - RIGID PAVEMENT CONDITION SURVEY 
AIRFIELD: 

J"Jll:i: 1212 Lg;ciDi !Ill f::'~i"!i: 

FEATURE NO. OF SLABS CONTAINING INDICATED DEFECTS °"'OF 0 A. OF SLAB ll'PPAOX PAVE. 
SLABS SLABS NO SIZE NO.OF THICK. CONDITION 

FT SLABS IN. NO MAJOR 

I - ' /j, * K - s :r ~ J ... M p 0 c D DEFECTS DEFECTS 
NO. 0£SOllA TI ONi 

A4B Parking stub 46 25 by 25 35 15 9 2 1 1 68.6 74.2 Good 

A4B Parkir.g stub 52 25 by 25 35 15 10 3 4 2 45.7 62.9 Fair 

A4B Parking stub 54 25 by 25 35 15 9 1 2 1 62,9 66.7 Fair 

A4B Parking stub 55 25 by 25 35 15 13 7 3 2 1 31.2 51.4 Poor 

A4B Parking stub 56 25 by 25 35 15 12 2 2 4 1 2 1 51.4 6o Fair 

A4B Parking stub 57 25 by 25 35 15 9 4 2 1 1 1 51.4 68.5 Fair 

A!iB Parking stub.58 25 by- 25 35 15 6 1 2 1 71.4 80 Very 
good 

A4B Parking stub 59 25 by 25 35 15 6 1 2 1 71.4 77.1 Good 

A4B Parking stub 6o 25 by 25 35 15 10· 5 3 1 3 42.4 57.2 Good 

A6B 1X! maintenance 25 by 25 739 15 59 23 52 4 1 24 31 4 22 18 3 7 4 66.4 82 Very 
hangar, access good 
aprons and twys 

REMARKS: 

' 
LEGEND: I LONGITUDINAL CRACK 'YV> SHRINKAGE CRACK M MAP CRACKING 

- TRANSVERSE CRACI,( s SCALING p PUMPING JOINT 

' DIAGONAL CRACK :r SPALL ON TRANSVERSE JOINT 0 POP-OUT 

/j, CORNER BREAK ~ SPALL ON LONGITUDINAL JOINT c UNCONTROLLED 
CONTRACTION CRACK 

* SHATTERED SLAB J CORNER SPALL D •o• CRACKING 

K KEYED JOINT FAILURI;'. 

' • SETTLEMENT 

WES FORM NO. 
JUN 1972 2004 

( 4 of 4 sheets) 



Table 4 

SUMMARY OF PAVEMENT EVALUATION 

NAME OF AIRFIELD: Loring AFB 
LOAD-CARRYING CAPACITY IN LB OF GROSS PLANE LOAD FOR INDICATED LANDING GEAR TYPES ANO CONFIGURATIONS 

CATE OF EVALUATION 
MONTH: July YR: 1'!72 TRICYCLE ARRANGEMENT 

TW 21-IN, C·C SINGLE TANDEM TW 17·11\1, C·C T'll 44-IN. C·C 
TWIN TA.HOEN 

FEATURE I SINGL.E SINGLE SINGLE 331IN,1$ 48 IN. c-•• PAVEMENT 100.PSI 100-SQ·IN, 241-SQ-IN, 
226-SQ·IN. 60-IN. SPACING 2'7-50-IN. UO-SQ-IN. 

208-50-U ... GEA.A 
OPERATIO~iAL Tl RE PRESSURE CONTACT AREA CONT ACT AREA CONTACT AREA &00-50-IN. CONTACT AREA CONTACT AAEA 

CONTACT AREA CONFIGURATION 
EACH TIRE CONTACT AREA EACH TIRE EACH TIRE 

USE EACH TIRE 

NO. DESIGNATION 
I 2 3 4 s 6 7 e 9 

RlA 11-S runwey, sta Cape.city 155,ooo+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,000+ 220,000 300,000 38o,OOO+ Boo,ooo+ 
134+30 to 1391-30 Frost capa.ci ty 130,000 85,ooo+ 155,00o+ 190,000 200,ooo+ 220,000 285,000 330,000 8oo,ooo+ 

R2B N-S runwey, sta. Capacity 155,00D+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,000+ 200,ooo+ 265,000 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
129+30 to 134+30 Frost capa.ci ty 130,000 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ l<;K),000 200,ooo+ 220,000 285,000 38o,ooo+ Boo,000+ 

R3A 11-S runway, sta. Ca.pacify 155,00D+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
18+30 to 23+30 

Frost capacity 155,00D+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,000+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

R4B N-S runway, sta. Ca.pa.city 155,00D+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ 8oo,ooo+ 
23+30 to 28+30, Frost capacity 155,ooo+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 310,000 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ 8oo,ooo+ center 100 f't 

\ 

R6c N-S runway in- Ca.pacify 155,ooo+' 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ 8oo,ooo+ 
terior, sta 
28+30 to 109+90 

R8c tl-S runway in- Ca.pa.city 155,000+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
terior, sta 

- 109+90 to n8+30 

RlOC N-S runway in- Capacity 155,ooo+ 85,ooo+ 155,00D+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
terior sta. 
n8+30 to 129+30 

TlA Taxiways D, E, Ca.pacify 155,ooo+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 265,000 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
F, and G Frost capa:ci ty 155,ooo+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 265,000 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ T13A Parking a.pron 5 

T14A Par king apron 2 
;T15A Parking apron 3 

T2A North connecting Capacity 155,ooo+ 85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,00o+ 240,000 330,000 3Bo,ooo+ 800,ooo+ ta.xiwa.y 
Frost ca.pa.dty 145,000 85,ooo+ 155,oop+ 210;000 200,oooi: 200,000 I 270,000 l 3Bo,ooo I 800,000+ 

rate: The features for 'Which no fl:'ost capacity is shown a.re adequately protected against frost. . 
+ sign denotes a.llowa.ble grots loading greater than maximum gross weight of any. existing a.ircraf't h~ving indicated ge~ conf~gurat1on. 
(a.) denotes allowable gross loading less than minimum gross weight of e:oy existlllg aircraft having llldicated gear conf1gurahon. 

WES FORM NO. 
J\JNE 197Z 999 EDITION OF AUG 1960 15 OBSOLETE, 

BICYCLE 

TWIN TWIN 

SPCG 37-62·n 
267-SQ.IN, REMARKS 

CONTACT AREA 

EACH TIRE 

tQ_ / 

350,000 

300,000 

370,000 

300,000 

600,ooo+ 

500,000 

560,000 

430,000 

600,ooo+ 

6oo,ooo+ 

600,ooo+ 

420,000 

370,000 

38o,ooo 

310,000 

(l of 3 sheets) 



NAME OF AIRFIELO: Loring AFB 

CATE OF EVALUATION 

MONTH: Jucy YR: 1972 

FEATURE SINGLE 
PAVEMENT 100-PSI 

OPERATIONAL, TIRE PRESSURE 

USE 
NO. DESIGNATION 

1 

T3A South approach Capacity 155,ooo+ 
taxiway Frost capacity 155,ooo+ 

T4B ADC alert facil- Capacity 70,000 
i ties and taxiway 

T5B SAC alert f acil- Capacity 155,ooo+ 
Al3B i ties and taxiway 

T6B South warm-up Capacity 155,ooo+ 
apron extension 
and approach 
taxiway 

T7A Taxiway A Capacity 155,ooo+ 
Tl8A. South connecting Frost capaci jOY 155,ooo+ taxiway 

T8A. Taxiway A Capacity 155,ooo+ 
extension Frost ca:paci jOY 155,ooo+ 

T9C North connecting Capacity 155,ooo+ 
taxiway A Frost ca.paci ~"Y 155,ooo+ 

TlOA Taxiways E and F Capacity 155,ooo+ 
T16A Taxiway for park- Frost capacit-y 155,ooo+ ing apron 1 
Tl7A Taxiway for park-

ing apron 2 

TUC Taxiways Band C Capacity 155,ooo+ 

Frost capaciyY 155,ooo+ 

Tl2C Calibration hard Capacity 155,ooo+ 
stand taxiway 

Frost capaci r-Y 155,ooo+ 

AlB N warm-up apron Capacity 155,ooo+ 

Frost capac i ~"Y 155,ooo+ 

WES FORM NO, 
JUNE 11172 999 EDITION OF AUG 1960 15 OBSOLETE. 

Table 4 (ContL~ued) 
SUMMARY OF PAVEMENT EVALUATION 

LOAD-CARRYING CAPACITY IN LB OF GROSS PLANE LOAD FOR INDICATED LANDING GEAR TYPES AND CONFIGURATIONS 

TRICYCLE ARRANGEMENT 

TWIN TANDEM 
SINGLE SINGLE 

TW 28-IN. C-C SINGLE TANOEM TW 17-IN. C-C TW 44-IN. C·C 
JJ IN. II 48 IN. C.5• 

100..SQ-IN. 241-SQ-IN. 
226-SQ-lN. 60-IN, SPACING 267-50-IN. UO.SO·IN. 

208-SQ-IN. GEAR 
CONTACT AREA CONTACT AREA 

CONTACT AREA &00.SQ·IN, CONTACT AREA CONTACT AREA 
CONTACT AREA CONFIGURATION 

EACH TIRE CONTACT Af;tEA EACH TIRE EACH TIRE 
EACH TIRE 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

50,000 105,000 105,000 170,000 125,000 18o,ooo 235,000 660,000 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,000+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,000+ 200,ooo+ 330,0oo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 i8o,ooo 205,000 245,000 290,000 Boo,ooo+ 
55,000 120,000 135,000 iao,ooo 205,000 245,000 290,000 Boo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 140,000 i8o,ooo 200,000+ 245,000 300,000 36o,ooo Boo,ooo+ 
85,ooo+ 140,000 iao,ooo 200,000+ 245,000 300,000 360,000 Boo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 185,000 200,ooo+ 300,000 320,000 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 185,000 200,ooo+ 300,000 320,000 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 iso,ooo 205,000 245,000 290,000 Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 i8o,ooo 205,000 245,000 290,000 8oo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 185,000 200,ooo+ 300,000 320,000 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 185,000 200,ooo+ 300,000 320,000 360,000 Boo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,00o+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ 8oo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 36o,ooo Boo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 285,000 330,000+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 
85·,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 210,000 200,ooo+ 240,000 310,000 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

BICYCLE 

TWIN TWIN 

SPCG 37-4:>2·37 

2157-50-IN. REMARKS 
CONTACT AREA. 

EACH TIRE 

10 

600,000 

530,000 

(a) 

600,ooo+ 

600,000+ 

36o,ooo 

320,000 

430,000 

340,000 

510,000 

510,000 

360,000 

350,000 

510,000 

340,000 

600,ooo+ 

340,000 

400,000 

330,000 

(2 of 3 sheets) 



NAME OF AIRFIELD: Loring AFB 

DATE OF EVALUATION 

MONTH: July YR: 1972 

FEATURE SINGLE 
PAVEMENT 100-PSI 

OPERATIO~\AL Tl RE PRESSURE 

USE 
NO. DESIGNATION 

1 

A2B ADC operational. capacity 85,000 
apron and taxiway . 

A3B Hangar access Capacity 155,ooo+ 
aprons (0 and M) 

A4B Parking stubs Capacity 155,ooo+ 
31-60; IX: main- Frost capa'ci ty 155,ooo+ tenance hangar 

A6B access a.pron 
and taxiway 

A5C Calibration Capacity 155,ooo+ 
hardstand Frost capacity 155,ooo+ 

A7B S warm-up a.pron. Capacity 155,ooo+' 
A9B Parking and main- Frost capabity 155,000 tenance apron 
Al2B Hangar No. 1 

access aprons 

ABB 
~ 

S warm-up apron Capacity 155,ooo+ 
extension 

Frost capabity 155,ooo+ AlOB Nose dock access 
apron 

AllB Par king aprons 1 
and 2, stubs 1-30 

Tl9A Taxiway D Capacity 155,0oo+ 

WES FORM NO. 
JUNE 072 999 EDITION OF AUG 1960 IS OBSOLETE. 

Table 4 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF PAVEMENT EVALUATION 

LOAD-CARRYING CAPACITY IN LB OF GROSS PLANE LOAD FOR INDICATED LANDING GEAR TYPES ANO CONFIGURATIONS 

TRICYCLE ARRANGEMENT 

TW 28-IN. C·C SINGLE TANDEM TW 37-IN. C-C TW 44-IN. C·C 
TWIN TANDEM 

SINGLE SINGLE UIN.11&8IN. C-SA 
. 100-SQ-IN, 241-SQ-lN. 

226-SC).IN. 60-IH. SPACING 267-SQ-lN. 630-SQ·IN. 
Z08°SQ 0 IN. GEAR 

CONTACT A.REA CONTACT AREA 
CONT ACT AREA 40(>-SQ·ll'if. CONTACT AREA CONTACT AREA 

CONTACT AREA CONFIGURATION 
EACH TIRE CONTACT AREA EACH TIRE E•CH TIRE EACH TIRE 

2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 

65,000 130,000 130,000 200,000+ 150,000 215,000 29'.J,OOO Boo,000 

85,ooo+ 155,000+ ~20,ooo+ 200,000+ 28o,ooo 330,ooo+ 3&J,ooo+ 8oo,ooo+ 

85,000+ 155,000+ 220,000+ 200,ooo+ 320,000 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ 800,000+ 

85,ooo+ 155,000+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 265,000 330,ooo+ 3&J,ooo+ Boo,000+ 

85,ooo+ 155,000+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 320,ooo+ 330,ooo+ 3&J,ooo+ Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 200,000+ 225,000 245,000 330,000 Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 200,ooo+ 225,000 245,000 330,000 Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 200,ooo+ 225,000 245,000 330,000 Boo,ooo+ 

55,000 120,000 135,000 200,000 225,000 245,000· 330,000 Boo,000+ 

85,ooo+ 155,ooo+ 220,ooo+ 200,ooo+ 270,000 330,ooo+ 38o,ooo+ 800,000 

/ 

BICYCLE 

TWIN TWIN 

SPCG 17-62·37 
267-SO·IN, REMARKS 

CONTACT AREA 

EACH TIRE 

10 

(a) 

400,000 

440,000 

370,000 

540,000 

450,000 

38o,ooo 

320,000 

38o,ooo 

350,000 

430,000 

(3 of 3 sheets) 



Photo 1. Crack on AC portion of N-.S runway 
near north end 

Photo 2. Cracking on N-S runway near 
north end of AC pavement 



I'hoto 3. Ettensian to taxiway A 

'Photo 4. Cracks in taxiway E west of' 
:intersection with taxi~a:y G 



Photo 5. Crack;s in taxiway G 

Photo 6. Cracks in north connecting taxiway 



Photo 7. Close-up o:t :Parkiiig and maintenance 
al)ron. Tar rejtlvenator w~s applied ili 1971 

Photo 8. General view of, parking 
and maintenance apron 



Photo 9. View of parking stub 8. Tar 
rejuvenator was applied in 1971 

Photo 10. View of stub 23 (typicaJ. 
of AC stubs) 



VICINITY MAP 
SCALE IN MILES 

• 0 '° ---

LEGEND 

PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE (PCC) 

ASPHALTIC CONCRETE (AC) 

REINFORCED PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE (RPCC) 

DOUBLE BITUMINOUS SURFACE TREATMENT (OBST) 

BLAST PAVEMENT (AC-NON TRAFFIC) 

~-FEATURE DESIGNATION (SEE NOTE I) 

~-SURFACE PAVEMENT THICKNESS AND TYPE 

TYPE OF FEATURE 
R-RUNWAY 
T-TAXIWAY 
A-APRON 

TYPE TRAFFIC AREA (SEE NOTE 2) 

A-A TYPE TRAFFIC AREA 
B-B TYPE TRAFFIC AREA 
C-C TYPE TRAFFIC AREA 
D-D TYPE TRAFFIC AREA 
X-NO TRAFFIC TYPE ASSIGNED 

DIRECTION OF SURVEY 

SCALE IN FEET 
500 0 500 1000 ---

NOTES: I. FEATURE DESIGNATION DENOTES TYPE OF FEATURE, 
NUMBER OF FEATURE FOR GIVEN TYPE, AND TYPE 
OF TRAFFIC AREA. 

2. TRAFFIC AREA DESIGNATIONS ARE BASED ON 
HEAVY-LOAD CRITERIA. 

I s=za Z-'l!~,._-
1 

LORING AFB 

AIRFIELD LAYOUT AND PAVEMENT PLAN 

PLATE l 



Iescription 

RjW Prim Lostrument 
10,100' x 300' 
3" ~ 4" Bit Surface 
')" base course 55" 
:luLbue course 

Puvement 

~ 
Flexible 
Heavy 

R/11 Prim Instrument Rigid 
l ,000' x 300' south Heavy 
15, 18, & 19" PCC 
52, 49, 48" base 
.::ou.rse 

l,000 x 300' north Rigid 
end 15" R:C 55 11 base Heavy 

Parallel Prim T/w 
''A", 11,200 1 by 100 1 • 

311 Bit Concrete 
9" Stone base 
55'' .cubbase 

2,240 1 x 75' 
411 Bit. concrete 
?" 11 Stone base 
60 subbase 

9Go• x 75' 
15" rec 
55" base 

nexible 
Heavy 

flexible 
Heavy 

Rigid 
Heavy 

8AC lllert Complex Rigid 
4 hardstands & 'IW Heavy 
2300' x 75' 19" PCC 
'./3 11 base 

T/W 11B" 1,000 x 100' flexible 
3" Bit. concrete Heavy 
7'' Stone base 
Go" subbase 

Tjw "C" - 3" Bit Flexible 
concrete; 7" stone Heavy 
ba.::ie; 60 11 subbase 

T/w 11D11 2,000' x Flexible 
100', 3" Dit con- Heavy 
crete 7" stone base 
60 11 subbase 

T/11 "D" 
l,000' x 75' Rigid 
15" PCC, 551' base Heavy 

T/W "F" 1,800' x flexible 
100', 3 11 Dit con- Heavy 
crete, 7 11 stone base 
60 11 subbase 

Tjw "F" 
1,000' x 75' Rigid 
15" PCC, 55" base Heavy 

T/W 11E" flexible 
3" Bit concrete Heavy 
7'' stone base 
6o" subbase 

T/tl "E" 
2,280' x 75' Rigid 
15 11 FCC Heavy 
55" base 

T/w 11G" Rigid 
l,200' x 75' Heavy 
15" PCC, 55" base 

Parking Apron /IJ. Flexible 
3,680 1 x 100 1 311 Heavy 
bit concrete 
7" stone base 
60" subba.'.3e 

Parking Apron #2 Flexible 
2180' x 100' HeaV"J 
3" bit concrete 

~~ 11e!~~~a~:se 

Apron #2 Rigid 
920' x 75' Heavy 
15" PCC 
55" base 

fljlpendlJC A: LAFB Annual Pavement Maintenance Plan 

Year 
Con- ·Existing Inspection 
~ Condition Requirements 

1948 
1953 
1955 

1948 

1956 

1948 

1956 

1956 

1959 

1952 

1952 

1952 

1955 

1952 

1955 

1952 

1955 

1955 

1952 

1959 

1955 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Unsat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

S-at 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Dally P&G 
Monthly E&c 

Mainte­
nance 

Priority 

lA 

lC 

lD 

lE 

lF 

lF 

lG 

lll 

lll 

lll 

lI 

lJ 

lK 

lK 

.(Continued) 

MaintenMce en-1 Repair History 

1952-)9 Rjw sealcoated twice. 1959 the 3" 
~ keel strip 75' wide was replaced with 
4" AC. 1960 surface was sealed with R3-l 
and eand. In 1964 R/w center line was 
leveled. 1968 sealcoated new keel strip, 
asphalt & sand. In-house crack sealing 
w/SS-S-164 each summer overlay 1972 3" 

Present or Propo.'.3ed 
Maintenance 

O&M FY72 Overlay R/w 
LOR 59-2 

1959 replace 15" center line slab With 18 11 Repair spalled areas. 
and 19" slabs. 1963 resealed all joints 
and random cracks, SS-S-164. 

1963 resealed all joints and random cracks, Repair spal.led areas. 
SS-S-164. 1967 sealed random cracks in-
house. 

1959 all random cracks were sealed S.S-S 
164, 1961 surface sea.led with RC-2 and stone 
chips. 1964 replaced 2,300' by entrance to 
R/tl. 1965 replaced intersection of Dogleg 
T/W and T/w "A" and 40' keel strip on Dog­
leg Tjtl. 1966 replaced 2,500' x 40' keel 
strip from T/w "B" to section replaced in 
1965. 1968 sea.lcoat new keel strips as­
phalt and sand. 1969 replace keel strip on 
eolith end T/W "A". 1970 repair seal.coat 
using heater planer at Mass Apron. O\rerlay 
T/w "A" :f'rau "B" to Ibgleg. 

1959 sealed joints and cracks with SS-S-164; 
1961 sealed surface RC-2 and stone chips; 
1965 replaced 40' keel strip w/4" bitumi­
nous concrete. 1968 sea.lcoat keel strip .. 
asphalt and sand. 

1959 sealed joints & crackB SS-S-164. 1963 
replaced 4 PCC slabs - 19". 1967 sealed 
random cracks and repaired spnlls. 

1965 sealed joints and cracks and repaired 
opal.ls. 

1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164. 1961 sealed 
surface RC-2 and stone chips. 1967 re­
placed keel strip, w/4" B.C. 1968 sealcoat 
new keel strip. 

1972 LOR 53-2, Seal­
coat Tf/1 "A" between 
Tjw "B" and Dogleg. 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 

1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164 and 1961 sealed LOR 4-o, Repr Taxi-
surface RC·2 and stone chips. way year (xx) 

1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164. l96o replaced LOR 51-2, Overlay 
30' keel strip with 4 11 bituminous concrete, T/W overlay 1-1/2 
1961 sealed surface RC-2 and stone chips. 

1959 sealed joints SS-S-167. 1967 sealed 
random cracks and repaired spalls. 

1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164. 1961 sealed 
surface RC-2 and stone chips; 1965 replaced 
41 1 keel strip with 4" bituminous concrete. 
1968 sealcoat keel strip with asphalt & sand. 

1959 sealed joints SS-S-167; 1967 sealed 
random cracks and repaired spalla. 

1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164; 196o replaced 
surface with 4 11 bituminous concrete; 1961 
sealed surface RC-2 and stone chips, 1965 
sealed cracks ss-s-164 (in-house). 

1963 replaced 18PCC slabs; 1959 sealed 
joints; 1967 sealed random cracks and re­
paired spalls • 

1959 sealed joints SS-S-167; 1967 sealed 
random cracks and repaired. 

1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164; 1960 replaced 
25' keel strip - 4 11 bituminous concrete 
north portion between concrete; south por­
tion between T/w "D" and "F". 1962 sealed 
surface with coal tar slurry; 1967 replaced 
pavement (north portion), w/4" B.c. 1968 
sealcoat apron with asphalt and sand. 
1959 sealed cracks SS-S-164; l96o replaced 
25' keel strip - 4" bituminous concrete 
north portion between T/w "E" and "F". 
1962 overlayed with 1-1/2" bituminous con­
crete south portion between T/w "D11 and 
11F 11

; 1962 sealed surf'ace with coal tar 
slurry. 1967 sealed random cracka, in-house. 
1959 sealed Joints. 1967 sealed random 
cracks and repaired spalls. 

LOR 51-2, Overlay 
SUrface 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 

LOR 53-2, Sealcoat 
Surface South End 

LOR 53-2, Sealcoat 
Surface South End 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 



Appendix A: (Continued) 

Description 

Parking Aproo #3 
3,100' x 75' 
15" PCC 
55" base 
Parking Aprcn #4 
2,000• x 75' 
15" PCC 
55" base 

Pavement 
_1nL_ 
Rigid 
Heavy 

Rigid 
Heavy 

Mass Parking Apron Flexible 
l,979' x 2,151 • Heavy 
3" Bit concrete 
9" crush stooe base 
55" subbase 

171' x 125' Flexible 
3" Bit cmcrete Heavy 
9" atone base 
55 11 subbase 

2 ,151' x 85' Flexible 
3" Bit concrete Heavy 
9" stone base 
55" subbase 

l,200' x 300' Flexible 
311 Bit concrete Heavy 
7" stone 
6o" subbase 

2,000 1 x 150' nexible 
3" Bit concrete Heavy 
7" stone base 
6o" subbese 

Hardstand Dispersal 
Parking I'.lan 

20 hardsta.'1d3 
3" Bit Concrete 
7" stone base 
60" cubbase 

l.O hangar aprons • 
3" Bit concrete 
7" stone ba.se 
6o 11 subbase 

Flexible 
Heavy 

nexible 
Heavy 

22 hardstands Rigid 
15" PCC, 55" base Heavy 

8 hangar aprons Rigid 
15" FCC, 55 11 base Heavy 

ADC Complex : 600' Rigid 
x 55' Mass Apron, Medium 
300 1 x 150' Hangar 
Apron, 475' x 200' 
Alert T/w, 450'x 75' 
T/rl 9" PCC, 63" base 

North warm-up pad Rigid 
15 11 PCC Heavy 
55" base 

South waIT.-up pad flexible 
3 11 Bit. concrete Heavy 
7" stone base 
6o" subba.se 

Arch hangar T/w and Flexible 
apron, 3 11 Dit. Con- Heavy 
crete, 9" Stone 
55 11 subbase 

DC Hangar Aprons Rigid 
150' x 450', hangar Heavy 
access Boo' x 100' 
T/w 15" PCC, 55" Base 

Stub service pave- Flexible 
meht,-350;770-S-f - Light 
2" Bit concrete 
7'' Stone, 22" ba.se, 
3" Bit. Concrete 
6 11 stone, 22" ba.se 

Gtabllized shoulders Flexible 
24,000 x 37-l/2' & Light 
16,000 1 x 50' 
2 11 Bit. concrete 
16" base 

Yeo.r Mainte-
Con· Existing Inspection nnnce 
~ ~ Requirements Priority 

1965 Sat Dail,y P&G lL 
Monthl,;' E&C 

1965 

1948 

1949 

1952 

1952 

1952 

1952 

1955 

1955 

1959 

1956 

1952 

1948 

1955 
1955 

1951 

1956 

Sat 

Unsat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Unsat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Sat 

Unsat 

Semi-annual.4' 
~F&G 

Semi-annually 
E&C 

Semi·annuaJ.4' 
E&C 

lM 

lN 

lN 

lN 

lN 

lN 

lO 

10 

10 

10 

lP 

lQ 

lR 

lS 

lT 

lU 

lV 

Calibration hard .. 
stand, 15" PCC 
55" base 

Flexible 1956 Sat Wee1'.l,y Pill 
Semi-annuaJ.4' 
E&C 

lW 
lleavy 

Runway overrun 
1,000' x 300' 
each end of R/w 

Surface 1956 
treatment 

Runwa;y safety strip Sod 
200' x 12,100' 

1948-
1956 

Sat M:mthl,;' Pill 
Semi-annually 
E&C 

Annual P&G 
Annual E&C 

lX 

lY 

Maintenance and Repair History 

1959 sealed joints; 1967 sealed random 
cracks snd repaired spalls. 

1959 sealed joints. 1967 random cracks 
sea.led 8l'ld spalls repaired. 

Sealed joints 1959; 1961 sealed surface 
parking area only coal tar slurry. 1962 
overlayed parking area w/:rubberized tar 
pavement. 1966 sea.led random cracks in 
tu rubber pavement, in-house. Rejuvenated 
surface. 1971 

Sealed joints 1951; sealed surface 1961. 

Same as e.bove ... 1970 repair surface by 
heater planer. 

Same as above 

Sealed joints 1951 - sealed surface 1961. 
1970 heater planer and surface course 

Sealed cracks 1959; 1961 senled surface 
coal tar slurry. 1962 averlayed with 
l-l/2" rubberized tar pavement. 1966 
sealed cracks in tar-rubber pavement. 
1967 repaired nibberized tar pavement, 

1959 sea.led cracks. 1961 sea.led surface 
wt th coal tar slurry. 

1959 sealed joints. 1967 sealed random 
cracks and repaired spal1s. 

1959 sealed joints. 1967 sealed random 
cracks and repaired spalls • 

1965 sealed joints with SS-S-164 and 167. 

1959 sealed joints; 1960 installed blast 
pad 27 FIB. 1967 sealed random cracks and 
repaired spalls. 

1959 sealed joints; 1961 sealed surface 
coal-tar slurry. 1962 repaired two 40' 
segments with 4" bituminous concrete. 1967 
sealed random cracks, in-house, 

1959 sea.led cracks; 196!. sea.led surface 
RC-2 and stone chips. 

1959 sealed joints; 1967 sealed random 
cracks and repaired spa.11.s , 

1962 sea.led surface RC-2 and stone chips; 
-1963 -construct -reC--blast---pads --on -(behind-) 
hardstands 20, 26, and 27. 

1964 sealed surface - slurry. FY 70 Sur­
face seal. 

1959 sealed joints. 1967 sealed random 
cracks and repaired spal.ls. 

1965 single surface treatment 

Present or Proposed 
Mainten-'i.nce 

Seal Joints (In­
llouse) 

Seal Joints (In­
llouse) 

1971 LOR 15-l, Seal.­
coat Tar-Rubber 
Pavement; 1970 re­
pair 4 trim hard­
stands, LOR 80-0 

FY 71 LOR 38.9, Repr 
Apron ([;palls) 

Seal Joint• (In­
llouse) 

Seal Joints (In­
Hou.se) 

Seal Joints (In­
House) 

1972 - sealcoat 
overruns, LOR 13-1. 




