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Scope
The 2008 Portland Sidewalk Inventory covers the peninsula from I-295 to the Fore River
waterfront, bounded by St John St on the west and the Eastern Promenade on the east.
The inventory includes all sidewalks and ramps within the area, focusing on handicap
accessibility and ADA standards as well as overall condition. Surveyors were not trained
in ADA compliance but were cognizant of the standards necessary. In order to properly
meet ADA compliance a trained engineer would be needed to inspect each ramp.
The data collected establishes a new record of the materials that make up each sidewalk
and ramp. The data also creates a record of the ease of sidewalk and ramp use, including
a count of hazards in the sidewalks and curbs.
In some respects, the inventory updates the 1995 sidewalk survey done by the City of
Portland; it does not, however, renew the measurements taken of each sidewalk or the
count of the number of driveways that cross each sidewalk. Instead, more focus is placed
on the condition of ramps.
More precisely, the inventory covers the following:
Sidewalks:
! Type of sidewalk
! Overall condition
! Number of hazards
! Areas without sidewalks
Curbs:
! Type of curb
! Overall condition
! Number of hazards
Ramps:
! Overall condition
! Reveal height
! Shading
! Texturing
! Width
! Location or existence of crosswalk
! Existence of survey monument

Pedestrian Ramp Condition Assessment
Ramp Evaluation Standards
Coverage of ADA standards in this study applies to sidewalk ramps and crosswalks.
Ramp requirements fall under the following categories: location, slope, width, surface,
detectable warnings, obstructions, and islands.1 Width and detectable warnings (including
both shading and texturing), and location are addressed specifically and directly in the
ramp inventory.
Width and shading are both recorded as yes (ADA approved) or no (ADA disapproved).
There are three categories for texturing: YT (indicating truncated domes, the ADAapproved form of texturing), Y (indicating some other texturing like change of material
or imprinted patterns), or N (indicating no texturing).
While most changes of materials did count as shading, texturing, or both, a section of
asphalt at the bottom of a ramp did not, as it provided no way to discern when one left the
ramp and entered the street (additionally, a strip of different material at the bottom of a
ramp had to be at least 2 feet wide to be recorded as texturing and/or shading, on the
basis of providing a warning significantly before an entrance to a street). Also, we chose
not to record a ramp as being textured if it crossed the entire walkable area of the
sidewalk, on the basis that it was not effective as a signal of a switch from sidewalk to
street if it also signaled a transition from sidewalk to sidewalk should one turn the corner.
The following diagrams illustrate typical categorizations:
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and texture

Neither
texture nor
shading

1

Shading,
no texture
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nor shading

“Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards,” Section 4.7. <http://www.accessboard.gov/ufas/ufas-html/ufas.htm>. Accessed June 24, 2008.

‘Brick Plus,’ both shading & texturing

Location, in these standards, addresses placement of ramps within crosswalks, which is a
category in our ramp inspection data. The reveal or lip falls under surface requirements,
and islands are noted in the comment section and photographed. Obstructions, according
to ADA standards, address situations like parked cars blocking a ramp, which is noted
when a trend of this appears. In addition, the overall ratings reflect quality or usability.
Slope was not measured.
Ramp data was tallied in excel format with the following characteristics:
!

!

!

!

Ramp Type
o Asphalt (A)
o Brick (B)
o Brick with strip of differently colored, non-asphalt material at least 2 ft
thick (B+)
o Concrete (C)
o No Sidewalk / Ramp (N)
Ramp Condition
o New/Excellent (1)
o Good (2)
o Fair (3)
o Poor (4)
o Failed (5)
o No ramp (0) (see notes additional descriptions below)
Reveal height
o .25” or less (1)
o Between .25” and 1”
o 1” or greater (3)
o No ramp (0)
ADA Compliant Texturing (Y / N)

!

Texturing
o Yes, texturing (Y)
o Yes, truncated domes (YT)
o No texturing (N)

!
!

ADA Compliant Width (Y / N)
Location or existence of crosswalk
o Yes, ADA consistent (YA)
o Yes, cross walk does not meet ADA standards (YD)
o No crosswalk (N)
Additional Comments

!

Examples of Ramp Condition Ratings

1
Example of a ramp ranked as ‘1’
New/Excellent (1)

3
Example of ramp ranked as ‘3’
Fair (3)

2
Example of a ramp ranked as ‘2’
Good (2)

4

5

Example of a ramp ranked as ‘4’
Poor (4)

0
Example of a where a ramp is missing ‘0’
No ramp (0)

Example of a ramp ranked as ‘5’
Failed (5)

Ramp location relative to street crossing description
Particular attention and care must be taken when reviewing failed and no ramp maps
especially ‘no ramp’ locations. Atypical four-way intersection was evaluated on whether
or not ramps were present at all eight potential ramp locations. For example a ramp
might provide access to one street but not another depending on where the tip of the ramp
pointed. The image below is of the intersection of North St and Walnut St looking
southeast on North St. as you can see crossing Walnut St does not have a ramp however
crossing North St does. In these instances a wheelchair would need to cross Walnut St
directly and then travel outside of the crossing area into North St where they would then
be able to gain access to the sidewalk again. The data would reflect this occurrence and
rank the ramps as ‘no ramp’ for a Walnut St. crossing and ‘fair’ for a North St crossing.
It is worth noting that the ‘fair’ ranking in the example and in the data is not influenced
by the lack of ramp adjacent to it, each ramp or lack of ramp is ranked independently.

Ramp Condition Results
The majority (84%) of ramp locations on the peninsula are either concrete (31.1%), brick
(26.9%) or lack ramps (27%).
A number of different materials make up the remaining 16% of ramp types, including a
couple of ramps with two material types.
Ramp Type
Asphalt (A)
Brick (B)
Brick with strip of differently color, non-asphalt material at least 2
ft thick (B+)
Concrete ( C)
No Sidewalk/Ramp (N)
A/B
A/N
A/B+
A/C
B/C
B/N
B/B+
B+/C
C/N

Number of Ramps
117
723

Percent
4.4%
26.9%

271
836
725
3
1
0
8
5
0
0
0
0
2,689

10.1%
31.1%
27.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.3%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Almost half (48%) of ramps were ranked good or in excellent condition. However, 26%
lack a ramp where one should be and 25.2% need some type of repair.
Ramp Conditions
New: Excellent condition (1)
Good: No defects need repair (2)
Fair: Some, repairable defects (3)
Poor: Many defects, needs overlay (4)
Failed: Needs immediate attention (5)
No ramp exists (0)

Number of Ramps
351
957
549
106
33
729
2,725

Percent
12.9%
35.1%
20.1%
3.9%
1.2%
26.8%

When a ramp was present, reveal height in 63% of the ramps was less than 1”. However,
it should be noted that 56.6% of the ramps were between .25” and 1” and these ramps if
not taken care of properly will quickly be in the 1” or greater category.
Reveal Height
.25" or less (1)
Between .25" and 1" (2)
1" or greater (3)
2 or 3
No ramp (0)

Number
184
1,543
262
1
737
2,727

Percent
6.7%
56.6%
9.6%
0.0%
27.0%

Texturing was lacking in almost half of the ramps that existed. Combined with no ramps
a lack of texturing was present in 77% of ramps.
Texturing
Texturing, Yes (Y)
Texturing, Truncated Domes (YT)
No Texturing (N)
No Ramp (0)

Number
475
156
1,356
737
2,724

Percent
17.4%
5.7%
49.8%
27.1%

Number
1,926
66
735
2,727

Percent
70.6%
2.4%
27.0%

Nearly ¾ of all ramps were at least 36” in width.
ADA Consistent Width at least (36")
At Least 36" in Width (Y)
Not 36" in Width (N)
No Ramp (0)

Over half (64%) of ramps did not have crosswalks installed. When a crosswalk was
installed 27.8% were consistent with ADA standards.
Crosswalk (Y/N); ADA Consistent (Y/N)
Crosswalk that is ADA Consistent (Y)
Crosswalk but inconsistent with ADA standards (YD)
No Crosswalk (N)

Number
756
223
1,744
2,723

Percent
27.8%
8.2%
64.0%

Peninsula Ramp Condition Maps
The following four maps depict the ramps and areas where there are no ramps on the
entire peninsula. The data is broken down into smaller more manageable sections later in
the report (Northern, Eastern, Southern, and Western quartiles).
The following format and order is the same for all quartiles of the peninsula.
Map 1 - Peninsula Ramp Condition Map – displays entire peninsula and all possible
conditions (0-5).
Map 2 - Peninsula Excellent & Good Condition Ramp Map – displays ramps on the
entire peninsula that received either an excellent (1) ranking or a good (2) ranking.
Map 3 - Peninsula Fair & Poor Condition Ramp Map – displays ramps on the entire
peninsula that received either a fair (3) or a poor (4) ranking.
Map 4 - Peninsula Failed and No Ramp Map – displays ramps on the entire peninsula that
received either a failed (5) ranking or there was no ramp present.

Northern Quartile Ramp Condition
Maps 5 - 8
The following four maps depict the Northern quartile, bounded roughly by the Eastern
Promenade, Congress St, Preble St, and Marginal Way (overlap exists with other
quartiles).
Map 5 displays the entire Northern quartile displayed and all possible ramp conditions (15 including 0).
Map 6 depicts ramps which were ranked either as ‘excellent’ or ‘good’. There is a
considerable number of clustering of these ramps along Cumberland Ave and Congress
St, with particular attention to Cumberland Ave from Pearl St to Preble St. The following
image displays an ‘excellent’ ramp located at the intersection of Pearl St and Cumberland
Ave.

Map 7 depicts ramps which were ranked either as ‘fair’ or ‘poor’. These ramps function
as a ramp but need attention. The Munjoy hill area, specifically the area at the end of
Cumberland Ave, Turner St, and Melbourne St have a considerable number of ‘fair’ and
‘poor’ ramps. The following image is an example of a ‘poor’ ramp and is located at the
intersection of Eastern Promenade and Quebec St.

Map 8 displays the Northern quartile’s ‘failed’ ramps and locations where no ramp exists.
The northern quartile has a limited number of ‘failed ramps’; but does have quite a few
locations that lack ramps. Chestnut St from Somerset St to Oxford St is an example of a
street that is extremely ramp deficient. The North side of Fox St from Franklin Arterial
to Greenleaf St also is ramp deficient. Additionally, Marginal Way (East of Franklin
Arterial) and Anderson St lack ramps in all possible locations. The Eastern Promenade
and North St, specifically from Quebec St North have numerous intersections that lack 1
ramp where 2 are needed. The following image is an example of a location missing a
ramp; the picture was taken at the intersection of Fox St and Diamond St.

Eastern Quartile Ramp Condition
Maps 9 - 12
The following four maps depict the Eastern quartile, bounded roughly by the Eastern
Promenade, Commercial St/Waterfront, Center St, and Congress St (overlap exists with
other quartiles).
Map 9 displays all ramp conditions (1-5 including 0) in the Eastern quartile.
Map 10 depicts ramps which were ranked either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’. Hampshire St and
India St have the most number of ramps ranked as ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ in fact almost all
of Hampshire St and the full length of India St’s west side has very good ramps.
Additionally, the area around Ocean Gateway and the Maine State Pier along
Commercial St has ‘good’ or better ramps. This is particularly noteworthy considering
the large number of pedestrians which disembark cruise ships during the summer months.
Map 11depicts ramps in the Eastern quartile which were ranked either as ‘fair’ or ‘poor’.
There are a number of areas where a ramp exists and is in working condition but needs
attention. Fore St. and Union St in particular are two streets that have working ramps but
the ramps could use some additional work. Below is an example of a ‘poor’ ramp, this
ramp is located at the intersection of Wharf St. and Moulton St.

Map 12 displays both ‘failed’ and locations with out a ramp. In the Eastern quartile map
there are only a few locations where the observation team ranked ‘failed’ ramps. Below
is an example of a ‘failed’ ramp. This ramp is located at the intersection of Montfort St
and Fore St (western side of Montfort St.).

The following image is an example of a location where no ramp was installed; this
location received a ‘0’. The image is of the intersection of Munjoy St and Wilson St. At
this intersection 7 out of the 8 possible locations for ramps did not have a ramp installed,
in this image you can see where two ramps are needed but neither location has one
installed. This is also the location of a designated METRO bus stop.

Southern Quartile Ramp Condition
Maps 13 - 16
The following four maps depict the Southern quartile, bounded roughly by Center St,
Commercial St, St. John St, and Pine St (overlap exists with other quartiles).
Map 13 displays all ramp conditions (1-5 including 0) in the Southern quartile.
Map 14 depicts ramps which were ranked either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’. Both Pine St and
Brackett St both had a considerable number of ‘good’ quality ramps. Clark St had a
number of newer ramps; the following image is of the ramp after crossing Clark St
traveling along Spring St. (southern intersection). This image was ranked ‘excellent’

The Northern and Southern portion of Neal St both have some ‘good’ to ‘excellent’
ramps installed. The following image is a sample of an ‘excellent’ ramp which was
installed. It is worthy to note that the design of this ramp was difficult because of the
location of a telephone pole in the center; however, the engineer was able to provide
access to both streets (across Clifford St. and Neal St).

Map 15 depicts ramps in the Southern quartile which were ranked either ‘fair’ or ‘poor’.
Along Carroll St there were a number of ramps which were ranked ‘fair’ in particular are
the ramps at the intersection of Carroll and Chadwick St. Seven out of the eight locations
for ramps at this intersection were ranked ‘fair’ all of the ramps were made of similar
material and design, and assumed to have been built in the same construction season.
The following image shows the ramp after crossing Chadwick St along Carroll St.

Map 16 depicts all both ‘failed’ and locations that did not have a ramp. A number of
intersections stand out in this section of the peninsula. At the intersection of Bowdoin St.
and Vaughn St six out of the possible eight locations did not have a ramp. Additionally,
on Bowdoin St at the intersection of Chadwick and Western Promenade all possible ramp
locations did not have a ramp installed. Another intersection of concern is Neal St and
Vaughn St where all eight possible ramp locations lacked ramps. The image below is of a
location where a ramp does not exist and was ranked ‘0’.

Western Quartile Ramp Condition
Maps 17 - 20
The following four maps depict the Western quartile, bounded roughly by Preble St, Pine
St, St. John St. and Park Ave ((overlap exists with other quartiles and area includes
portions of Deering Ave and Washburn Ave).
Map 17 displays all ramp conditions (1-5 including 0) in the Western quartile.
Map 18 depicts ramps which were ranked either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’. The majority of
potential ramp locations along Mellen St, Brackett St, Congress St, Bramhall St, Gilman
St, Forest St, St. John St. and Valley St are in either ‘good’ or ‘excellent’ condition. The
following image is an example of a ramp ranked as ‘good’ this is located at the
intersection of Ellsworth St and Congress St. (western side of the intersection).

Map 19 displays ‘fair’ and ‘poor’ condition ramps in the western quartile. Ramps at the
intersection of Weymouth St and Boynton St. all ranked ‘fair’ as well as the ramps at the
intersection of B St. and Valley St. There were a number of single intersection ramps
along Congress St that ranked ‘poor’ specifically Congress St and Avon St, Congress St
and Forest St, Congress St and St. John St and Congress St. and Valley St. The following
image is an example of a poor ramp at the intersection of Valley St and Congress St.

Map 20 depicts both ‘failed’ and locations that did not have a ramp in the Western
quartile. There were again only a few ‘failed’ ramps in the Western quartile. There were
however, a fair number of locations lacking ramps in the quartile. At the Western end of
Cumberland Ave at the intersection of Deering Ave there were no ramps installed. The
following image displays the Deering Ave/Cumberland Ave intersection.

Pedestrian Sidewalk Condition Assessment
Sidewalk Evaluation Standards
The sidewalk and curb portions of the evaluation did not address ADA issues.
Sidewalks were evaluated on the following:
!

!
!

!

!

!
!
!

Type of sidewalk
o Asphalt (A)
o Brick (B)
o Concrete (C)
o No Sidewalk/Ramp (N)
Esplanade (Y / N)
Curb Type
o Granite (G)
o Asphalt (A)
o Concrete (C)
o No Curb (N)
Sidewalk Condition (example pictures below)
o New: Excellent condition (1)
o Good: No defects need repair, no impassable sections (2)
o Fair: Some, repairable defects or impassable hazards (3)
o Poor: Many defects, needs overlay (4)
o Failed: Needs immediate attention (5)
o None: No sidewalk exists (0)
Curb Condition
o New: Excellent (1)
o Good: Few defects (2)
o Fair: Less than 5” reveal (3)
o Poor: Many defects (4)
o Failed: Replace curb (5)
o None: No curb exists (0)
Number of sidewalk hazards
Number of curb hazards
Additional comments

*Note is that if a corner panel of sidewalk was constructed with a different material
(material 1) than the rest of the sidewalk (material 2), then the sidewalk was recorded as
only material 2, and the ramp as material 1.

Examples of Sidewalk Condition Ratings

1
Example of sidewalk ranked ‘1’
New: excellent condition (1)

2
Example of sidewalk ranked ‘2’
Good: no defects need repair, no impassable sections (2)

3
Example of sidewalk ranked ‘3’
Fair: some, repairable defects or impassable
hazards

4
Example of sidewalk ranked ‘4’
Poor: many defects, needs overlay (4)

5
Example of sidewalk ranked ‘5’
Failed: needs immediate attention (5)

Sidewalk Condition Results
Sidewalk type on the peninsula is extremely varied. Half of the sidewalks are made up of
brick entirely and 2/3 (67%) are made up of a combination of brick and another material.
The use of multiple materials on sidewalks makes up 17% of all sidewalks surpassing any
single material (besides brick) on the peninsula. Less than 10% of the peninsula does not
have a sidewalk.
Sidewalk Type
Asphalt (A)
Brick (B)
Concrete ( C)
No Sidewalk/Ramp (N)
A/B
A/C/N
A/N
B/C
B/N
C/N
A/C/N
B/C/N
A/B/N
A/B/C

Number of Sidewalks
111
726
190
95
49
5
20
104
12
16
5
4
8
7
1,352

Percent
8.2%
53.7%
14.1%
7.0%
3.6%
0.4%
1.5%
7.7%
0.9%
1.2%
0.4%
0.3%
0.6%
0.5%

The vast majority (92.2%) of curbs are made out of granite. The peninsula lacks curbs on
only 4.3% of required locations.
Curb type
Granite (G)
Asphalt (A)
Concrete ( C)
No Curb (N)
G/N
A/G

Number of Curbs
1,260
6
6
59
29
6
1,366

Percent
92.2%
0.4%
0.4%
4.3%
2.1%
0.4%

Over half (66%) of the sidewalks on the peninsula received at least a 1 or a 2 in the
ranking process.
Sidewalk Conditions
New: Excellent Condition (1)
Good: No defects need repair, no impassable sections (2)
Fair: Some, repairable defects or impassable hazards (3)
Poor: Many defects, needs overlay (4)
Failed: Needs immediate attention (5)
None: No sidewalks exist (0)
*Sidewalks sometimes received multiple ratings if it varied significantly throughout

Number of Sidewalks
277
596
250
70
14
103
1,310

Percent
21%
45%
19%
5%
1%
8%

A curb rating of 2 encompasses a broad region of curb qualities, from a curb with a few
chips missing to a borderline 4. Also, when there is an esplanade, our curb rating tends to
be more lenient. 69% of curbs are in good or better condition. However, 8% of locations
are either in need of curbs, in need of replacements, or are ranked poor condition.
Curb Conditions
New: Excellent condition (1)
Good: Few defects (2)
Fair: Less than 5" reveal (3)
Poor: Many defects (4)
Failed: Replace curb (5)
None: No curb exists (0)

Number of Curbs
222
710
301
51
3
67
1,354

Percent
16.4%
52.4%
22.2%
3.8%
0.2%
4.9%

In addition to the condition of sidewalks hazards within the traveling way present
problems. Over 1,000 sidewalks on the peninsula have at least 1 or more hazards.
Sidewalk Hazards
1-3 Hazards
4-9 Hazards
Above 10 Hazards

Number of Sidewalks
639
360
19
1,018

Percent
62.8%
35.4%
1.9%

Curb hazards are also present on the peninsula. Over 800 curbs have some sort of hazard
on or near them.
Curb Hazards
1-3 Hazards
4-9 Hazards
Above 10 Hazards

Number of Curbs
716
124
3
843

Percent
84.9%
14.7%
0.4%

Pedestrian Button Crossing Signalization Devices
The entire peninsula was also surveyed for pedestrian button crossing signalization
devices. At intersections where a traffic light was present, surveyors checked to see
whether a pedestrian crossing signalization button device existed, whether the signal for
pedestrian crossing was automatic or in some case where there was neither a pedestrian
button nor an automatic device.
The Portland peninsula has currently 241 locations where a pedestrian notification system
is needed or exists. Of the 241 locations, 156 have a pedestrian activated button. The
majority of these signalization devices are on Congress St, Park Avenue, and Franklin
Arterial.
There are also 54 automatic signalization devices, these devices activate at the same time
as traffic flow and do not need pedestrian activation, they are built into the street light
timing but do not provide for an independent pedestrian flow. State St and High St. have
the majority of these devices however a few are present on Cumberland Ave and near the
Old Port.
There are 31 locations where no signal was installed to notify the pedestrian that it is safe
to cross the street. These locations are on Marginal Way, Cumberland Ave, Oxford St,
Danforth St, and portions of Franklin Arterial.
The following five maps depict pedestrian crossing devices for the entire peninsula and
for each of the four quartiles.

Recording Format
When reading the data table for the inventory, ramps are grouped under either
“from” or “at.” “From” indicates a ramp parallel to the sidewalk being evaluated, and the
street name listed under “from” which ramp is rated (as shown in the example below). In
said example, Spruce St is the sidewalk being evaluated. The Clark St “from” ramp is
ramp #1 and the Emery St “from” ramp is ramp #2.
Street Name
Spruce St

From
Clark St
Spruce
St

Ratings for
Ramp 1

Ratings for Sidewalk
from Clark to Emery

Ratings for
Ramp 2

Evaluated Sidewalk

1
Clark
St

From
Emery St

2
Ramps “from” intersecting
streets

Emery
St

An “at” ramp is perpendicular to the sidewalk being evaluated, and occurs when a
street connects to the one being evaluated without crossing it. This is shown in the
diagram below.

Ramp “at” a perpendicular street

Observations and Notes
In the time spent walking sidewalks, we observed approximately a dozen people
travelling by motorized wheelchair. Of these, only one used the sidewalk, and then only
for part of his trip. This preference may be a reflection of a number of flaws in the
sidewalk and ramp system. A major issue that we observed was the inconsistency of
ramps: it is quite possible to enter a sidewalk via ramp, only to find that there are no
ramps at the next corner, leaving a wheelchair stuck. Also, sidewalk conditions can vary
significantly in the length of a block; even if the beginnig of a sidewalk is smooth and
easily rideable, another section may be difficult or impossible to traverse.
In our inventory, sidewalks with overall ratings of 3, 4, or 5 would be difficult or
dangerous to navigate: only those rated a 1 or 2 necessarily lack impassable hazards.
Quality differences exist between the types of sidewalks, too. A brick sidewalk with a 2
rating will be considerably less smooth than a concrete sidewalk with the same rating.
This is because even brick in good condition will have warped areas, while concrete in
good condition will often have only small cracks.
Even when good sidewalks and ramps exist, the crosswalks are very often poorly placed.
If, when crosswalks are repainted, they are repainted according to ADA standards, then
they will gradually improve with no extra cost to the city.
On ramps, brick truncated domes seem to have a short lifespan, as the bumps wear off
quickly. They might work well in low-traffic areas, but otherwise they quickly lose their
texturing.
Location is as important as quality to consider when determining which sidewalks and
ramps need replacement or repair. A rating of 4 on a sidewalk along a court is generally
less important than a rating of 3 on a busy street. Also, sidewalks and ramps around
schools, hospitals, and assisted living facilities are particularly important and should take
priority. If our ratings are considered along with location, traffic, and other factors,
replacements and repairs will be much more effective than if only ratings are considered.

Areas of Concern
There are certain regions that stand out as needing attention, areas with considerable foot
traffic and subpar ramps, or no ramps at all.
The southern section of the Eastern Promenade:
When inspecting this area, we observed a woman on a motorized wheelchair exit the
sidewalk onto sloped grass in order to bypass a short stair. It was a dangerous situation:
without the assistance of another person, the chair easily could have tipped over (see
appendix B for a pictoral account of this). On the odd-numbered side (the side closer to
the water) of the Eastern Promenade, from Atlantic St to Moody St, there is a total of two
ramps. On the even-numbered side of the street, the ramps are positioned far from the
corner, and there are often parked cars blocking them. Signs could improve that
considerably. We feel that it is important for this region to be accessible because of its
popularity as a great location for recreational walks.
The East End:
Much of the East End has subpar ramps, in particular the region bounded by Washington
Ave, Mountfort St, Eastern Promenade, and Walnut St. There are a good number of
locations that need ramps and don’t have them, or ramps that need repair or replacement.
The area around Mercy Hospital:
Many of the ramps, particuarly the ones at the intersection of Spring St and State St, are
in poor condition and/or poorly located. Also, some of the pedestrian crossing buttons are
difficult to reach, particularly if one is in a wheelchair. Of all places, the region around a
hospital should be well-equipped with ramps: while some of the ramps and sidewalk
there are good, not all are easily usable.

Appendix A
Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (excerpt)
4.7 Curb Ramps.
4.7.1 Location. Curb ramps complying with 4.7 shall be provided wherever an accessible
route crosses a curb.
4.7.2 Slope. Slopes of curb ramps shall comply with 4.8.2. The slope shall be measured
as shown in Fig. 11. Transitions from ramps to walks, gutters, or streets shall be flush and
free of abrupt changes. Maximum slopes of adjoining gutters, road surface immediately
adjacent to the curb ramp, or accessible route shall not exceed 1:20.
4.7.3 Width. The minimum width of a curb ramp shall be 36 in (915 mm), exclusive of
flared sides.
4.7.4 Surface. Surfaces of curb ramps shall comply with 4.5.
4.5.1* GENERAL. Ground and floor surfaces along accessible routes and in
accessible rooms and spaces, including floors, walks, ramps, stairs, and curb
ramps, shall be stable, firm, slip-resistant, and shall comply with 4.5.
4.5.2 CHANGES IN LEVEL. Changes in level up to 1/4 in (6 mm) may be vertical
and without edge treatment (see Fig. 7(c)). Changes in level between 1/4 in and 1/2
in (6 mm and 13 mm) shall be beveled with a slope no greater than 1:2 (see Fig.
7(d)). Changes in level greater than 1/2 in (13 mm) shall be accomplished by
means of a ramp that complies with 4.7 or 4.8.
4.7.5 Sides of Curb Ramps. If a curb ramp is located where pedestrians must walk across
the ramp, or where it is not protected by handrails or guardrails, it shall have flared sides;
the maximum slope of the flare shall be 1:10 (see Fig. 12(a)). Curb ramps with returned
curbs may be used where pedestrians would not normally walk across the ramp (see Fig.
12(b)).
4.7.6 Built-up Curb Ramps. Built-up curb ramps shall be located so that they do not
project into vehicular traffic lanes (see Fig. 13).
4.7.7 Detectable Warnings. A curb ramp shall have a detectable warning complying with
4.29.2. The detectable warning shall extend the full width and depth of the curb ramp.
4.29.2* Detectable Warnings on Walking Surfaces. Detectable warnings shall
consist of raised truncated domes with a diameter of nominal 0.9 in (23 mm), a
height of nominal 0.2 in (5 mm) and a center-to-center spacing of nominal 2.35 in
(60 mm) and shall contrast visually with adjoining surfaces, either light-on-dark, or
dark-on-light.
The material used to provide contrast shall be an integral part of the walking
surface. Detectable warnings used on interior surfaces shall differ from adjoining
walking surfaces in resiliency or sound-on-cane contact.

4.7.8 Obstructions. Curb ramps shall be located or protected to prevent their obstruction
by parked vehicles.
4.7.9 Location at Marked Crossings. Curb ramps at marked crossings shall be wholly
contained within the markings, excluding any flared sides (see Fig. 15).
4.7.10 Diagonal Curb Ramps. If diagonal (or corner type) curb ramps have returned curbs
or other well-defined edges, such edges shall be parallel to the direction of pedestrian
flow. The bottom of diagonal curb ramps shall have 48 in (1220 mm) minimum clear
space as shown in Fig. 15(c) and (d). If diagonal curb ramps are provided at marked
crossings, the 48 in (1220 mm) clear space shall be within the markings (see Fig. 15(c)
and (d)). If diagonal curb ramps have flared sides, they shall also have at least a 24 in
(610 mm) long segment of straight curb located on each side of the curb ramp and within
the marked crossing (see Fig. 15(c)).
4.7.11 Islands. Any raised islands in crossings shall be cut through level with the street or
have curb ramps at both sides and a level area at least 48 in (1220 mm) long between the
curb ramps in the part of the island intersected by the crossings (see Fig. 15(a) and (b)).

Appendix B
2008 Sidewalk Study: GIS Data Key
Sidewalk Data:
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

STREET………indicates which street the evaluated sidewalk runs along
ODD_EVEN….indicates which side of the aforementioned street the sidewalk is
on per the postal address
DATE…………indicates the month the sidewalk was evaluated
ID…..…………indicates the id number used to link the sidewalk data to its
plotted point
FROM………...indicates the streets between which the sidewalk is evaluated
SWK_TYPE….indicates the material(s) of the sidewalk (A=asphalt, B=brick,
C=concrete, N=no sidewalk)
ESP………...…indicates the existence of an esplanade (Y/N)
CURB_TYP…..indicates the material of the curb (A=asphalt, C=concrete,
G=granite, N= no curb)
SWK_COND....indicates the condition of the sidewalk (1=excellent, 2=good,
3=fair, 4=poor, 5=failed)
CURB_CON….indicates the condition of the curb (1=excellent, 2=good, 3=too
low, 4=poor, 5=failed)
SWK_HAZ…...indicates the number of hazards in the sidewalk
CURB_HAZ….indicates the number of curb hazards along the sidewalk
COMMENTS....notes any comments including intermediate ramps

Ramp Data:
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

STREET............indicates which street the ramp is associated with; the ramp will
run parallel to this street unless noted with an “AT” in the FROM
column
ODD_EVEN.... indicates which side of the aforementioned street the ramp is on
per the postal address
DATE…………indicates the month the ramp was evaluated
FROM………...indicates the street a pedestrian would enter should they walk
along the aforementioned street and then down the ramp
FIR_INT ……….indicates the first intersecting street a pedestrian would
encounter should they walk up the ramp and along the indicated
street
MONUMENT...indicates the existence of a survey monument (Y/N)
WEB_LINK…..indicates the internet link for the photo of the ramp
PHOTO1…...…indicates the id number used to link the ramp to its plotted point
PHOTO….........indicates the intranet link for the photo of the ramp
RAMP_TYP.....indicates the material(s) of the ramp (A=asphalt, B=brick,
C=concrete, N= no ramp, B+=brick with a strip of differently
colored, non-asphalt material at least 2 feet thick)
RAMP_CON....indicates the condition of the ramp (1=excellent, 2=good, 3=fair,
4=poor, 5=failed)

!
!
!
!
!
!

RAMP_RVL.....indicates the reveal rating for the ramp (1=.25” or less,
2=between .25” and 1”, 3=1” or greater)
SHADING........indicates the existence of shading (Y/N)
TEXTURE........indicates the existence of texturing (Y=texturing, YT=truncated
domes, N=no texture)
WIDTH.............indicates if the ramp is 36” in width (Y/N)
XWALK….......indicates the existence of a crosswalk (YA=ADA approved
crosswalk, YD=ADA disapproved crosswalk, N=no crosswalk)
COMMENTS....notes any comments

