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Purpose of the Survey / Report
Communities throughout the State are looking more closely at sidewalks in
recognition of a national trend that its citizens are very interested in walking and
exercising. The benefits of having good sidewalks are many and include improving
an individual’s health and well-being and transforming towns and cities into a
vibrant place to live.
There are two purposes for this report. First, it comprehensively evaluates the
current conditions of the sidewalks within the Town of Dayton. With this knowledge,
the town can best utilize limited resources by addressing the most problematic
locations first. The information can also be used to develop a prioritized list of
sidewalk repairs and new sidewalk construction.
Second, this report updates the sidewalk inventory of the 2012 ADA Pedestrian
Mobility Plan. In the past ten years, various improvements have been made to the
Town’s sidewalk system. This review, in mirroring the 2012 report, helps identify
locations that need to be addressed. As such, this report updates the Town’s
Transition Plan regarding the sidewalks inventory.
It should be noted that the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is still applicable to
both public and private bodies. Federal law prohibits discrimination based upon
disability which means access to all services and facilities must be available to
individuals with disabilities and of varying levels of ability. Sidewalks are required
to meet these standards.
This report’s sole focus is on sidewalks. It does not include ramp data collection,
analysis or assessment. A report specifically addressing ramps will be done at a
later time.
The Area Plan Commission staff field observations were conducted in July and
August of 2021. July 25th kicked off the field observation. Information was
collected by rotating a two-member team, which walked every sidewalk in Town.

Town of Dayton Demographics
Dayton, Indiana, is a small town that lies in eastern Tippecanoe County, adjacent to
the City of Lafayette, with a population of approximately 1,578 persons (2019
American Community Survey or ACS). The Town encompasses approximately 1.14
square miles.
Looking at population demographics, the breakdown between age groups is
interesting. Roughly 26%, of Dayton’s population, or 404 people, was 65 and
older. Nearly that same amount, 386 (24.8%), are children under the age of 18.
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According to the ACS, there are 325 persons from 30 to 44 which is 20.9% of the
population. The smallest age group is 18 to 29 with only 188 persons.
Looking at housing, the American Community Survey reported there were 608 total
households, with 564 occupied housing units. Nearly 80% (448) of the occupied
housing units were owner-occupied and the remainder (116) were renter-occupied.
The median household income was $53,929.

Sidewalk Conditions Survey
Sidewalk Condition Data Collection Methodology
This portion of the survey reports on sidewalk condition. Each segment was rated
on a scale from 1 to 10 based on condition and defects relevant to pedestrians
walking. A 10 rating means the sidewalk is in excellent condition while a 1 rating
means the sidewalk has failed. Issues such as heaving, cracking, spalling, sinking,
missing sections and vegetation all played a role in the rating. The rating scale
translates into seven condition categories: excellent, very good, good, fair, poor,
very poor, and failed. Detailed information about each condition and how they
relate to the rating scale can be found in the Appendix.
There is no known formal, uniform, nationally-adopted rating scale for assessing
concrete sidewalk condition. For this report, APC staff chose a modified evaluation
system called the Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER). A detailed
explanation of the rating system with photos showing each condition rating can be
found in the Appendix.
Condition ratings were assigned to each sidewalk segment, with individual segment
lengths stretching from one cross street or alley to the next cross street or alley.
Overall, the PASER rating system was a useful guide in determining sidewalk
condition. However, there were sidewalk segments where one portion had one
condition rating, but the other portion was significantly better or worse. There were
also segments where the majority of the segment was assigned one condition rating
but there were one or two spot locations significantly worse. In those cases, the
segment condition rating was adjusted accordingly to reflect either an average or
slightly higher or lower rating.
Currently there are 8.96 miles of sidewalk throughout the town. Of that mileage,
the majority, 84.4%, are along streets that have sidewalks on both sides of the
road. Some of the streets have a sidewalk located on one side that’s between two
crossroads but on the other side the sidewalk doesn’t fully connect. Those partial
sidewalks account for 0.16 miles or 1.8%. There are roughly a dozen sidewalks
that are located only on one side of the road which equates to 1.18 miles or 13.1%
of the sidewalks in town. There are a couple of sidewalks that are only on one side
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of the road and do not fully connect to the two cross streets. These sidewalks
account for 0.06 miles or 0.7% of those in town.
If sidewalks were constructed in all the missing locations throughout the town, there
would need to be an additional 4.65 miles of sidewalk constructed (on both sides of
the road).
Sidewalk Condition Observations
Overall, the condition of existing sidewalks throughout the town is mostly in good to
very good condition. There are over six miles of sidewalk that are rated as one of
these two conditions, which accounts for nearly three-quarters (72.4%) of all the
sidewalks within the town. Individually, there are 4.10 miles of sidewalk rated in
good condition and 2.39 miles rated in very good condition. Table 1 lists the
number of miles and percentage of sidewalks by condition and Figure 1 shows the
number of miles by condition.
Table 1, Sidewalk Condition by Miles & Percentage
Condition
Miles
Percentage
Excellent
1.20
13.4%
Very Good
2.39
26.7%
Good
4.10
45.7%
Fair
0.84
9.3%
Poor
0.14
1.5%
Very Poor
0.07
0.7%
Failed
0.23
2.6%
Total
8.96
100%
There is over a mile (1.20) of sidewalks rated in excellent condition, which is just
over thirteen percent (13.4%) of the sidewalks in town.
Just under a mile (0.84 miles) of sidewalks are rated in fair condition. This is 9.3%
of all the sidewalks in town.
Table 1 and Figure 1 show that there are 0.21 miles of sidewalks rated in poor
and very poor conditions, accounting for 2.2% of all the sidewalks in town.
Individually, there were 0.14 miles in “poor” condition and 0.07 miles in very poor
condition.
Unfortunately, there are 0.23 miles of sidewalks (2.6% of the total network) that
earned a failed rating.
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Figure 1, Miles of Sidewalk by Condition
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Figure 2 is a map of the Town showing sidewalk locations and condition ratings.
Looking at the figure, an interesting picture emerges. Certain condition ratings are
clustered while others are spread throughout the town.
The sidewalks that have either failed or are in very poor condition are
concentrated in one area and are along Conjunction Street (two sections),
Washington Street (two sections), and Market Street (one section). The two
locations that are in very poor condition are close by. One is located along
Washington Street and the other along Walnut Street (SR 38). It should be noted
that the Indiana Department of Transportation will be reconstructing several
sidewalks as well as constructing new sidewalks along Walnut Street (SR 38)
through a road rehabilitation project.
There are many, many more sections of sidewalk either in excellent or in very good
condition, particularly along Walnut Street (SR 38) and adjacent to the elementary
school.
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Figure 2, Sidewalk Conditions

Land uses in the northern and western parts of the town are comprised primarily of
single-family residential homes. Homes in Prestwick Manor subdivision were
constructed in the mid to late 1980’s and the homes in Deerfield Farms were
constructed in the mid 1990’s to early 2000’s. Several sidewalks in this area were
rated in excellent condition. The majority of them are rated as being in good to
very good condition. There were two sidewalk sections that were rated in fair
condition, on Dryer Drive and Cagles Mill Drive.
In the central part of town, the homes are older. Many of these roads have either
no sidewalks or a sidewalk on only one side of the road. A portion of this area has
already been mentioned in that six of the sidewalks have failed or are in very poor
condition. Other sidewalks in this older part of town range from good to poor
condition.
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Spot Issues Analyses
This portion of the report pinpoints specific spots or locations that have issues,
hazards, barriers and/or missing sidewalks. During the in-field survey, APC staff
noted and commented on locations where there was significant heaving, sinking,
missing, cracking and spalling. Locations where vegetation, such as grass or trees,
were causing issues were noted. Finally, two additional issues looked at were
utilities and encroachment. Photos are included to help visualize the issues.
West Side of Town
In order to provide a detailed picture of the issues, the Town was divided into two
parts – west and east of Dayton Road. The nine issues were mapped per sidewalk
segment. Figure 3 shows the issues that were observed for each sidewalk on the
west side of the town.
There are 64 sidewalk segments west of Dayton Road. While 24 of them had no
observed issues, the remaining 40 did. That’s 62.5% of the sidewalks in this part of
the Town. All nine spot issues were observed. The most numerous issues were grass
(24), cracking (21) and utilities (14). The fewest issues observed were trees and
encroachment.
Looking at the individual segments, there were five that had multiple spot issues
observed. The segments were on Dayton Road between Main Street and Walnut
Street, Republican Street between Walnut Street and Main Street, Main Street
between Dayton Road and Republican Street, Harrison Circle, and Paden Drive.
Three of them are in close proximity to each other. All five segments had issues with
cracking and four of them had issues with sinking and grass.
The total number of problems within each sidewalk section was also observed. The
worst section was the eastbound sidewalk on Paden Drive, where heaving was so
prevalent that APC staff stopped counting and simply noted the issue as
“extensive”. Republican Street’s sidewalk between Walnut Street and Main Street
had a total of 21 spot issues.
East Side of Town
Of the 62 sidewalk segments on the east side of town, there were fifteen sidewalk
segments that had no issues. The vast majority of sidewalk sections, 47 or 75.8%,
had at least one issue observed. Figure 4 shows the issues that were observed by
sidewalk section. Photos A through H show examples of the issues.
Looking at the individual sidewalk segments, the most problematic segment, the
southbound section of Market Street between College Street and Main Street,
totaled seven issues.
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Figure 3, Spot Issues on the West Side of Dayton

There were more sidewalk issues observed overall (115) on the east side of town. In
order, the most prevalent issues were grass (31) and cracking (26), heaving (13),
sinking (11) and missing (11). The fewest observed were spalling (5), trees (5) and
utilities (4).
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Figure 4, Spot Issues on the East Side of Dayton

Staff observed seven sidewalk sections that had numerous individual issues. Each
section had one issue where the number of times it occurred exceeded 20. As
shown in Photos D and E, the eastbound sidewalk on Clifty Falls Lane between
Shakamak Court and Turkey Run Court had extensive spalling issues. Extensive
heaving issues were observed on the northbound sidewalk on Conjunction Street
between Main Street and Jefferson Street, and on the southbound sidewalk on
Washington Street between Jefferson Street and Main Street.
8

Photo A, Walnut Street, westbound

Photo B, Conjunction Street, southbound

between Delaware and Pennsylvania Streets

between Main and Walnut Streets

Photo C, Washington Street, northbound

Photo D, Conjunction Street, northbound

Between Walnut and Main Streets

between Main and Jefferson Streets

9

Photo E, Conjunction Street, northbound

Photo F, Market Street, southbound

between Main and Jefferson Streets

between College and Main Streets

Photo G, Conjunction Street, southbound

Photo H, Main Street, westbound

between Quabache Court and Meadow Lane

between Washington and Conjunction Streets
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Sidewalk ADA Mobility Assessment
The Americans with Disabilities Act’s (ADA) primary purpose is to ensure that
pedestrians with disabilities have the opportunity to use sidewalks in an accessible
and safe manner. If sidewalks are not accessible, they pose challenges and
dangers to the blind, to anyone in a wheelchair, or to anyone using a cane or
crutches. The Act has guidelines and standards that ensure accessibility.
This portion of the report updates the sidewalk assessment that was conducted in
2012. It does not include a ramp assessment. This will need to be done at a later
time. Furthermore, this report does not update the entire Town’s Transition Plan,
only the sidewalk assessment.
Sidewalk ADA Geometric Assessment
In order to determine ADA compliancy, geometric features of each sidewalk were
measured. Those features include width, length, slope and three clearances
(horizontal, vertical and height). Tables for each geometric feature show a
gradation of the number of miles, percentage, and number of sections per feature.
Maps then show the locations where the sidewalk sections are not compliant with
ADA standards.
Sidewalk Widths
Per ADA requirement, sidewalk width must be at least 4.0’. Additionally, if a
sidewalk is less than five feet wide and is greater than 200 feet in length, there
needs to be at least one location where two wheelchairs can pass each other.
Table 2 shows the breakdown of sidewalks by width. Two-thirds of the sidewalks,
63.3%, or 30,000 feet, are between 3.0’ to 4.0’ in width. For the remaining
sidewalks, 22.4% are wider than 4.0’ feet, and 14.3% are narrower than 3.0’.
Thus, 10,594 feet of sidewalk are ADA compliant.
Table 2, Sidewalk Widths
Width Category
Feet/Length
1-2 feet wide
1,791.34
2-3 feet wide
4,985.51
3-4 feet wide
29,942.66
4-5 feet wide
9,945.25
5+ feet wide
648.84
Total
47,313.60

Percentage
3.8%
10.5%
63.3%
21.0%
1.4%

# of Sections
6
13
75
29
3

Figure 5 shows the sidewalk segment widths throughout the town. The widest
sidewalks can be found on Walnut Street, College Street by the school, and various
sections on Dayton Road, Conjunction Street, Washington Street, Dryer Drive and
Nicely Drive. At the other end of the scale, the narrowest sidewalks were observed
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on sections of Walnut Street (two sections), Conjunction Street, Main Street,
Washington Street and Bush Drive.
Figure 5, Sidewalk Widths

Figure 6 shows the sections of sidewalk that are less than 4.0’ in width. The sections
of sidewalk in yellow are those between 3.0’ to 4.0’ wide and those in red are less
than 3.0’ in width. Those highlighted in red should be looked at first in any
replacement plan.
ADA regulations state that sidewalks longer than 200’ must have a place to pass if
the sidewalk is between 4.0’ to 5.0’ wide. A passing place is not required if the
sidewalk is greater than 5.0’ wide. These passing places can simply be a
driveway. There are four locations in Town where passing places are needed, and
they are:
1) College Street, eastbound direction, between Dayton Road and Market Street,
2) SR 38, westbound direction, between Yost Drive and I-65,
3) SR 38, westbound direction, between Harrison Street and Yost Drive, and
4) SR 38, eastbound direction, between Yost Drive and Harrison Street.
12

Figure 6, Sidewalks Less Than 4.0’ Wide

Sidewalk Slopes
Sidewalk slope is measured in two different ways. Cross slope, measured across
the sidewalk’s width, may be no greater than 2.0%. Running slope, measured
along the length of the sidewalk, should be 5.0% or less. In order to more
accurately measure the two types of slope, the measurements for both were
collected at three locations for each sidewalk section and then an average of the
three was used.
Average Cross Slopes
Table 3 shows a breakdown of the average cross slopes by various percentages.
Over seventy percent of the sidewalk sections are ADA compliant. Specifically, 90
sections and 33,465.95 feet of sidewalk have a cross slope of two percent or less.
Nearly half of them have a cross slope between one and two percent.
There are 36 sections that have a cross slope greater than 2.0% and the majority
of them are between two and three percent. Twelve sidewalk sections have a slope
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greater than 3.0%, or 4,515.17 feet, and five of those twelve are greater than
4.00%.
Table 3, Sidewalks Average Cross Slopes
Cross Slope
Feet/Length
Percentage
< 0.50%
2,747.25
5.8%
0.50% – 0.99%
8,718.01
18.4%
1.00% - 1.49%
10,564.02
22.3%
1.50% - 1.99%
11,436.67
24.2%
2.00% - 2.99%
9,332.48
19.7%
3.00% - 3.99%
2,053.33
4.3%
4.00% +
2,461.84
5.2%
Total
47,313.60

# of Sections
8
24
29
29
24
7
5

Figure 7 shows the average cross slopes for all the sidewalk sections. Those that
are purple, blue or green are ADA compliant and are widely distributed throughout
the Town. Those in yellow, orange and red are not compliant. There are three
areas where they are mostly concentrated.
Figure 8 shows locations of sidewalks with a cross slope greater than 2.0%.
Sections with a cross slope greater than 4.0% are located on Conjunction Street
near Walnut Street, on Cagles Mill Drive and in Prestwick Manor and Deerfield
Farms subdivisions. Sections with a cross slope between 3.0% and 3.99% are
located in approximately the same locations.
Average Running Slopes
Table 4 shows a breakdown of average running slopes by various percentages.
Nearly 94 percent, or 118 sections, have a running slope that is less than 5.0% and
are therefore ADA compliant.
Table 4, Sidewalk Average Running Slopes
Run Slope
Feet/Length
Percentage
< 0.50%
7,403.66
15.6%
0.50% – 0.99%
10,452.25
22.1%
1.00% - 1.49%
10,211.33
21.6%
1.50% - 1.99%
7,974.11
16.9%
2.00% - 2.99%
6,859.91
14.5%
3.00% - 3.99%
1,312.08
2.8%
4.00% - 4.99%
299.83
0.6%
5.00% - 5.99%
1,385.09
2.9%
6.00% +
1,415.34
3.0%
Total
47,313.60
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# of Sections
18
32
26
18
18
5
1
4
4

Figure 7, Sidewalks Average Cross Slopes

Figure 8, Sidewalks Average Cross Slopes Greater Than 2.0%
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Figure 9 shows the running slopes of all the sidewalk sections. Those colored blue
through dark red are ADA compliant. Those colored light and dark brown have a
running slope greater than 5.0%. The four sections with a non-compliant running
slope between 5.0% and 6.0% are on Conjunction and Main Streets in the older
part of town. The fourth section is on Cagles Mill Drive. The worst sections, with a
running slope greater than 6.0%, are colored dark brown and are located on
Conjunction Street, Washington Street, and on Cagles Mill Drive.
Figure 9, Sidewalks Average Running Slopes

Sidewalk Clearance
Clearances such as horizontal gaps and change in surface elevation are also a
critical geometric feature in sidewalk evaluation. ADA standards require that a
horizontal gap may be no wider than a half inch. Also, an surface elevation change
may be no greater than a quarter of an inch
The third clearance issue involves objects that protrude into or hang over the
pedestrian path. These are especially hazardous for those who are visually-
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impaired. There must be a minimum clearance of 80 inches between the sidewalk
surface and the bottom of any overhanging object.
Horizontal Clearance
Table 5 shows that there are only a few sidewalk sections with horizontal clearance
issues.
Table 5, Number of Horizontal Clearance Issues and Sidewalk Sections
Number of Vertical # of Sections Percentage
Clearance Issue
0
117
92.9%
1
7
5.6%
2
1
0.8%
3
1
0.8%
The southbound sidewalk on Market Street, between College and Main Streets, had
the most (three) observed horizontal clearance issues. Figure 10 shows the location
of all sidewalk sections with horizontal clearance issues.
Figure 10, Location of Horizontal Clearance Issues
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Vertical Clearance
Of the 126 sidewalk sections, over half of them, 53.2% or 67 sections, did not have
any vertical clearances issues. Table 6 shows the number of sidewalk sections by
the number of observed issues. Nearly thirty percent of the sections had either one
or two issues observed. The remaining 23 sections mostly had three or four issues.
There were several sections that had up to 12 issues observed.
Table 6, Number of Vertical Clearance Issues and Sidewalk Section
# of Vertical
# of
Percentage # of Vertical
# of
Percentage
Clearance Issue Sections
Clearance Issue Sections
0
67
52.4%
7
0
0.0%
1
22
17.5%
8
1
0.8%
2
15
11.9%
9
1
0.8%
3
7
5.6%
10
0
0.0%
4
7
5.6%
11
1
0.8%
5
3
2.4%
12
1
0.8%
6
2
1.6%
Figure 11 shows the vertical clearance issues of each section in Town. The four
worst sections are concentrated in one general area and include the north and
southbound sidewalks on Conjunction Street between Main and Walnut Streets,
northbound sidewalk between Main and Jefferson Streets, and the eastbound
sidewalk on Walnut Street between Conjunction and Washington Streets. The five
sections that had five and six issues observed are scattered throughout the Town.
Vertical Height Clearance
The last clearance issue assessed was vertical height. APC staff observed only four
sidewalk sections that did not meet the ADA requirement. Two of the sections are
located in the Deerfield Farms subdivision, the eastbound sections on Horram and
Bush Drives. The other two sections were located on the eastern side of town on
Walnut Street (eastbound section between Washington and Pennsylvania Streets)
and Washington Street (southbound section between Main and Walnut Streets).
Figure 12 shows the locations of these sections.

Eleven-Factor Sidewalk Assessment
An assessment conducted during the development of the 2012 Transition Plan
established the relative importance of the various obstacles that are identified in
the inventory. Each sidewalk section was scored by seven factors. Three of them
were physical features which included width, minimum depth and cross-slope.
Additional features included utility fixtures, vegetation, surface irregularities and
gaps of pavement. The scoring created a prioritization for replacement and/or
repair.
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Figure 11, Location of Vertical Clearance Issues

Figure 12, Location of Vertical Height Clearance Issues
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A new, eleven-factor evaluation was conducted with this Assessment. The expanded
factors included width, cross-slope, running slope, horizontal gap, vertical gap,
vertical clearance, and passing places. The new assessment did not include
minimum depth.
Like the original assessment, each factor was assigned either a zero or one. For the
physical feature factors, if the factor did not meet the ADA standard, it was
assigned a one. Otherwise it was scored as a zero. For the remaining four
features, if an issue or issues were observed, those features were individually
scored a one.
Table 7 shows the number of sections by score. On the good side, there were eight
sections that were scored all zeros. Nearly as good, 46 sections(42.1%) of the
sidewalk sections received a score of one or two.
Table 7, Sidewalk Assessment Scores
Score
Number of
Percentage
Sections
0
8
6.3%
1
23
18.3%
2
23
18.3%
3
25
19.8%
4
24
19.0%
5
13
10.3%
6
7
5.6%
7
3
2.4%
8+
0
--Total
126
Table 7 also shows the number of sections that scored poorly. There were ten
sections that scored either a six or seven. That’s 8.0% of all the sidewalk sections.
Thirteen more were scored a five and those sections accounted for roughly ten
percent of all the sidewalk sections.
Figure 13 geographically shows the scores for each sidewalk section. There were
many areas around the Town where the sidewalk sections had few to no issues and
they could be found along Walnut Street, College Street, Conjunction Street, Yost
Drive, Hind Drive, and in the residential subdivisions.
The sections with the highest (worst) scores are the westbound sidewalk on Walnut
Street west of Delaware Street, the southbound sidewalk on Market Street between
College and Main Street, and the eastbound sidewalk on Cagles Mill Drive
between Clifty Falls Lane.
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Again, it should be noted that the sidewalks along Walnut Street east of
Conjunction Street will be replaced through INDOT’s road rehabilitation project,
planned for late 2022.
Figure 13, Sidewalk Assessment Scores

Next Steps
The purpose of this report is to assist the Town Board members and citizens to
better understand the condition of the sidewalks throughout the Town. Now that the
conditions have been observed, noted and reported, one of the next steps that can
be done is to develop a replacement plan. That plan can target those sidewalk
sections that scored highly in the eleven-factor assessment, or one, two or a
combination of the geometric features. A replacement plan would help the Town
Board decide how to best utilize limited resources for improvements.
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A similar plan also needs to be conducted for all of the sidewalk ramps within the
Town. Fixing and replacing ramps that are not ADA compliant have the same
priority as addressing noncompliant sidewalks.
Additionally, the town should consider crafting a plan to address missing sidewalk
segments, as well as a comprehensive trails plan. Trails help make a community
more vibrant and provide citizens the ability to walk, exercise, and ride a bike
throughout the town and to more distant locations. A trail plan tailored to the town
would identify a network of trails within and through the town, increasing local and
regional connectivity, and enhancing the town’s desirability as a place to live, work
and play
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Appendix

Concrete Sidewalk Rating System
HWC Engineering
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Concrete Sidewalk Rating System
METHODOLOGY
In rating pavement, the Pavement Surface
Evaluation and Rating (PASER) rating system is
a well-established national standard for asphalt
surfaces. That standard is included in the Asphalt
Roads PASER Manual published by the University
of Wisconsin-Madison Transportation Information
Center.

It is important to note that this system is limited to
sidewalk condition and does not consider Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance or related
factors. An evaluation of ADA compliance, including
compliance of curb ramps, is recommended to
accompany the assessment of sidewalk conditions.

While there is also a Concrete Roads PASER Manual for
concrete pavement, that system is intended for use
on concrete roadway pavements. It rates concrete
pavement based on the condition of joints and
repairs, and is not applicable to concrete sidewalks.
At this point, there is not a similar accepted national
standard for rating concrete sidewalks. In absence
of a system, a modified PASER rating system was
adapted by HWC Engineering for use on sidewalk
asset management plans. This modified PASER
uses the same 1 to 10 rating scale as the University
of Wisconsin-Madison system, but with descriptions
of conditions and defects relevant to concrete
pedestrian walks.

Concrete Sidewalk Rating System
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1

CONCRETE MODIFIED PASER
RATINGS
For concrete sidewalks and trails, the PASER
system is much the same as it is for rating asphalt
pavement. A rating of 1 is very poor and requires
reconstruction and a rating of 10 is excellent and
represents a sidewalk that has just been installed.
The rating system was designed to follow the typical
age-related condition changes that occur through
the life cycle of the concrete sidewalks. However,
major defects sometimes occur which can accelerate
the rate of deterioration and cause a rapid drop in
PASER rating levels. Once a major defect occurs,
the surrounding sidewalk can deteriorate rapidly;
therefore, identifying and correcting these problem
areas in a timely fashion is of critical importance.
Rating segments are generally broken out by block
with a separate rating provided for each side of the
street. In addition, it is recommended that significant
spot defects be logged to aid in prioritizing short
term repairs.
The modified concrete PASER system is described
in Figure 1 and illustrated on the following pages.

2

t

Example of a surface defect problem spot
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Concrete Sidewalk Rating System

Figure 1. Concrete Modified PASER Field Guide
CONCRETE MODIFIED PASER RATING SYSTEM

Surface Rating

10

Excellent

Condition and Visible Distress

New Construction
Visible Distress: None.

General Treatment Measures
No maintenance required.

9

Recent Construction, Like New
Visible Distress: Minor weathering of surface.

No maintenance required.

8

Like New
Visible Distress: Little or no depressed or raised areas (0 to ½”).
No more than 10% of sidewalk panels with cracks or moderate
spalling of concrete surface.
No debris/vegetation within sidewalk.
Still functional.

Little or no maintenance required.

7

First Signs of Aging
Visible Distress: Similar to Rating 6, but slightly better.

Maintain with Replacement of Individual Panels with
Significant Defects or Grinding Offset Surfaces, Seal open
joints or other maintenance.

6

Shows Signs of Aging
Visible Distress: Limited raised/depressed areas(0” to 1”)
No more than 25% of sidewalk panels cracked or with moderate
spalling of concrete surface.
Less than 10% covered by debris/vegetation.
Functionality might be a hindrance to some pedestrians.
Surface Aging
Visible Distress: Similar to Rating 4, but slightly better.

Maintain with Replacement of Individual Panels with
Significant Defects or Grinding Offset Surfaces

Significant Aging
Visible Distress: Frequent raised/depressed areas(1” to 2”)
25‐50% of sidewalk panels cracked or with moderate to severe
spalling of concrete surface.
Up to 25% covered by debris/vegetation.
Not easily navigated by runners, stroller users and wheelchair users.
Moderate Deterioration
Visible Distress: Similar to Rating 2, but slightly better.

Requires Replacement of Multiple Panels or Extensive
Grinding of Offset Surfaces.

2

Severe Deterioration
Frequent raised/depressed areas (over 2”)
Up to 50% severely cracked squares of concrete or with severe
spalling of concrete surface.
25‐50% covered by debris/vegetation.
Not functional for most users.

Not Functional. Large areas need full replacement.

1

Failed
Frequent raised/depressed areas (over 2”)
Over 50% severely cracked squares of concrete or with severe
spalling of concrete surface.
Over 50% covered by debris/vegetation.
Sidewalk is impassible.

Needs total Replacement.

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Good

5

Fair

4

Fair

3

Poor

Very Poor

Failed

Requires Replacement of Multiple Panels or Extensive
Grinding of Offset Surfaces.

Requires Replacement of Extensive Sections of Sidewalk.

Source: HWC Engineering
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3

CONCRETE
RATING 10
RATING 10
EXCELLENT – New pavement. No
maintenance required.

Source: HWC Engineering

CONCRETE
RATING 9
RATING 9
EXCELLENT – Like-new sidewalk. Some
traﬃc and surface wear. No maintenance
required.

Source: HWC Engineering
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RATING 8
CONCRETE
RATING 8
VERY GOOD – More surface wear or slight
defects, such as minor pop-outs, slight
surface scaling, par�al loss of joint sealant,
or isolated meander crack. Li�le or no
maintenance required.

Source: HWC Engineering

CONCRETE
RATING 7
RATING 7
GOOD – First signs of transverse cracking,
patching, or repair. More extensive popouts or scaling. Some heaving or se�lement.
Sidewalk may appear unsightly, but is s�ll
func�onal. May require some rou�ne
maintenance.

Source: HWC Engineering
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5

CONCRETE
RATING 6
RATING 6
GOOD – First signs of cracking
More frequent transverse cracks. Open
joints and cracks (1/4”).
Moderate scaling. Func�onality
might be a hindrance to some pedestrians.
Joint and crack sealing and other rou�ne
maintenance may be needed.

Source: HWC Engineering

RATING 5
CONCRETE
RATING 5
FAIR – First signs of joint or crack spalling or
faul�ng. Mul�ple cracks at corners and/or
broken pieces. Func�onality might be a
hindrance to pedestrians. Surface texturing
repairs, par�al depth patching, joint repairs,
or panel replacement may be needed.
Vegita�on star�ng to grow through cracks.

Source: HWC Engineering
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CONCRETE
RATING 4
RATING 4
FAIR – Significant signs of joint or crack
spalling or faulting. Multiple cracks at
corners and broken pieces. Not easily
navigated by pedestrians. Extensive
surface texturing repairs, crack repairs, or
panel replacement may be needed.

Source: HWC Engineering

CONCRETE
RATING 3
RATING 3
POOR – Severe joint or crack spalling or
faulting. Most joints and cracks are open.
Significant hindrance to pedestrians.
Multiple panel replacement may be
needed.

Source: Mapio.net

Concrete Sidewalk Rating System

30

u

7

CONCRETE
RATING 2
RATING 2
VERY POOR – Severe deterioration and
extensive joint failure. Not functional
for most users. Pavement reconstruction
necessary.

Source:VAHI Civic Association

CONCRETE
RATING 1
RATING 1
FAILED – Severe joint or crack spalling or
faulting, significant heave or settlement and
slab failure. Impassible to pedestrians.
Complete reconstruction necessary.

Source: Buchheit Construction
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