LEWISTON CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP AGENDA
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2018

6:00 p.m. Workshop

Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

WORKSHOP
1. Interim report of the Ad-Hoc Committee on Rental Registration
2. Review of Pedestrian Crossing Study

3. Discussion of Branding/Marketing

The City of Lewiston is an EOE. For more information, please visit our website @ www.lewistonmaine.gov and click on the Non-Discrimination Policy.
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1. Interim Report of the Ad-Hoc Committee on Rental Registration

The Rental Registration Committee has met nine times since mid-July and has produced an
interim report to share with the Council along with a request that the Committee’s existence
be extended for two months to allow it to complete its work. While the Committee has
agreed to not support the original Rental Registration proposal presented to the Council in a
workshop in May, it has developed a series of alternate recommendations that it wishes to
continue to develop, including detailing the resources and staffing levels required and how
these recommendations should be funded and implemented. The Committee’s term ends on
December 28, 2018 and the requested extension would be to February 28, 2018. A copy of
the interim report is attached.

2. Pedestrian Crossing Study

The City engaged HNTB to conduct a pedestrian crossing study along key corridors to
evaluate existing crossings and identify potential new crossing locations. That report is
nearing completion. The executive summary of the report is attached. The full report,
including appendices, has been emailed separately and will be up on our website in the near
future. Representatives of HNTB will be present Tuesday to review the report and a copy of
their PowerPoint presentation has also been emailed.

3. Branding/Marketing

One of the priorities established by the City Council at its biennial retreat is to develop a
brand/logo for the entire City to use as a part of an overall effort to improve the community’s
image and appearance. We would like to discuss a possible approach toward addressing this
priority by contracting with a designed/branding firm to assist us in implementing an
improved logo, brand identity, messaging, marketing strategy, and related marketing services.
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Introduction

In May 2018, the Lewiston Area Public Health Committee, in conjunction with staff of the City
Planning and Code Enforcement Department, developed a draft rental registration ordinance.
This work was undertaken in light of a goal set in the City’s comprehensive plan to establish a
rental registration program as a mechanism to expand property maintenance and life safety
inspection services associated with multifamily dwelling units and to provide information on an
annual basis such as emergency contact information for owners and managers.

The registration process proposed would have required information on the total number of
dwelling units rented/vacant at time of registration; number of units not immediately available
for rental; bedroom counts; rental rates; etc. It proposed an annual fee of $36 per unit,
resulting in $256,284 in revenue which would be used to create a housing manager inspector
position ($80,000); a new Code Enforcement position ($74,000); upgrade a part-time
administrative assistant position to full-time ($30,500); and transfer the funding for a current
Code Enforcement position from Community Development Block Grant Funds to the General
Fund ($68,274). The net effect would be to increase code enforcement staffing by 2.5
positions.

This proposal was presented to the City Council during a workshop on May 15, 2018. A number
of stakeholders appeared at that meeting, including owners of multi-family buildings in
Lewiston, to express their opinions on the proposal. While there were some who spoke in
favor, a majority of those present expressed opposition.

Given this, the City Council established an Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee on Rental Registration
on June 19, 2018 and charged the Committee to investigate whether the City should or should
not adopt a rental registration program and to report its findings and recommendations to the
City Council. (See Attachment 1 for the full Council Resolve establishing the Committee.) The
Committee was composed of eleven members including multi-family property owners, City
Councilors, City staff, and representatives of Healthy Androscoggin and the Lewiston Auburn
Public Health Committee.

Recommendation on May 15, 2018 Rental Registration Proposal.

At the Committee’s September 26™ meeting, the following motion was adopted: “To not support
the rental registration proposal presented to the City Council in May in the form in which it was
presented.” The Committee’s vote was seven in favor, one abstention (David Hediger). The
Committee reached this conclusion based on several concerns including the financial burden
that would be placed on landlords, many of whom already face challenges associated with
Lewiston’s relatively low rents and the age of their properties. Many of the members also
indicated that the cost of additional or ramped up code enforcement should not be borne solely
by property owners but should be supported through the overall property tax. Other concerns
included the already existing burden of governmental regulation, the extent to which this
proposal expanded on the initial concept of rental registration where adequate contact
information for building owners/managers was the primary goal, and the potential for meeting
the City’s housing goals through other, less costly mechanisms.
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While not supporting the proposed registration system, the Committee recognizes and
appreciates the need for the City to have on hand accurate contact information in order to
easily reach owners and managers of properties in emergency situations or to handle simple
issues. It believes this can be accomplished without establishing additional burdens on property
owners through such mechanisms as integrating the City’s utility billing system with Code
Enforcement’s Energov software system and requiring emergency contact information when
utility accounts are initially established.

Goals and Recommendations

While the Rental Registration Committee recommends against adopting the system and fees
proposed by Code Enforcement in May 2018, it recognizes that many of the driving forces
behind that proposal are valid and that the issues raised by the extent and nature of rental
property in Lewiston require that the City, landlords, and tenants work together toward
improving the overall rental housing conditions in Lewiston.

Toward this end, the Committee agreed on five major goals:

1. Protect the health and safety of our residents by ensuring the health and safety of our
rental properties;

2. Attract and support property owners who are committed to providing healthy and safe
housing;

3. Educate and provide resources for the general public so they can assess the health and
safety of rental properties and units;

4. Educate and provide resources for owners and renters so they can succeed; hold both
accountable for the health and safety of the property;

5. Address inappropriate and illegal activity in and around multi-family properties.

Recommendations on each of these goals are outlined below.

GOAL 1: PROTECT THE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF RESIDENTS BY ENSURING THE HEALTH
AND SAFETY OF OUR RENTAL PROPERTIES.

e Clarify the roles and responsibilities of Fire Prevention and Code Enforcement

The sheer number and age of rental properties in Lewiston and the number of
demands placed on Code Enforcement and Fire Prevention require that the two
departments have clearly defined functions and priorities. The City faces two
competing priorities in its inspection programs. Proactively, there is interest in
establishing a routine program than ensures the City is in all rental properties within
an acceptable period of time. At the same time, staff must respond quickly to
complaints. Further, significant staff time is spent on working toward compliance
from a relatively small number of uncooperative owners and dealing with abandoned
and hazardous structures. Given these demands, the role, mission, and
responsibility of Fire and Code must be clearly defined and understood. The
committee recommends the following:

Page 2 of 7



A. The Fire Department, through its engine company inspection program and
Fire Prevention Office should be the primary agency responsible for
proactive, scheduled inspections. These inspections should focus on three
primary elements designed to protect lives: tenant notification systems
(smoke and carbon monoxide detectors), building elements designed to
prevent or slow the spread of fire, and the presence of adequate and
useable means of egress. In addition, other clear threats to occupant
safety and health should be identified.

B. Code Enforcement should be the primary agency responsible for responding
to complaints. When responding to complaints, the Code inspector should
also review the structure for other potential issues. In addition, it should
undertake targeted inspection efforts focused on buildings or areas that
present the greatest risk due to such factors as size, density, age, and
number of police calls; continue its focus on dangerous structures; and
handle the more complex enforcement efforts required when a building
owner is not cooperative.

Under this approach, Fire Prevention becomes the City’s “first line of defense”
against life and safety threats while Code Enforcement handles routine complaints
and deals with more protracted and time consuming enforcement efforts.

Provide City Staff with Improved Technology

In order for staff to become more efficient, they need to be provided with improved
technology. Currently, data cannot be entered in the field but must be manually
recorded and later transcribed into the City’s automated systems. This increases the
time that staff must spend in documenting its inspections and issuing notices of
violation. Staff should be provided with the ability to enter this data while in the
field.

Adopt a Goal to Inspect all Three-Unit and Larger Properties Within a Three-to-Five
Year Period

Given certain issues associated with the record keeping systems currently used by
the Fire Department, the exact frequency of multi-unit building inspections is
unclear. Given this, the Committee provides the following additional
recommendations:

A. The Fire Department must improve and automate its record system so that
adequate information on inspection frequency and the results of inspections
can be accessed. In addition, the software used by Fire and Code must be
capable of integration so that each department is aware of the work of the
other and to avoid duplication of effort.

B. Communication and coordination must be improved between Fire and Code.
If Code has inspected and cleared a property within the desired inspection
cycle, fire should defer its inspection to ensure other structures can be
addressed, while recognizing that Code and Fire will respond to complaints
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from recently cleared properties. Consideration should be given to cross
training fire and code personnel.

C. The frequency with which Fire inspects a property should be tied to some
form of risk analysis. For example, larger and older non-sprinkled buildings
should be inspected with a greater frequency that those with fewer units.

D. When Fire identifies a building with significant problems, it should be referred
to Code for follow-up to avoid tying up significant engine inspection time on a
problem building.

E. Once adequate data is available to determine the actual inspection cycle, and
should additional staff be required to meet the inspection goal, the additional
staff should be provided in Fire Prevention. Such an additional position, with
an initial annual estimated cost of $65,110, would be tasked with conducting
additional inspections, particularly during the winter months when engine
companies are unable to do this work due to concerns over fire equipment
freeze up.

Additionally, and in order to supplement the inspections performed by the City, the
City should investigate the potential for accepting third party building inspection
information from such sources as insurance companies and other governmental
entities as meeting the periodic inspection requirement. Such information could be
voluntarily provided by building owners and entered into the City’s automated code
enforcement system (i.e. Energov). Before accepting such information in-lieu of city
inspections, Code should verify that the inspection standards meet the City’s
minimum requirements and that such inspections are conducted on an annual basis.

Establish a General Assistance Housing Inspection and Tenant Education Program

When the City pays for housing for its General Assistance clients, it has an obligation
to ensure that this housing is safe. General Assistance and Code Enforcement
should work together to establish a program that ensures such outcomes by
requiring that such city supported units be inspected. The City Administrator has
proposed that such a program be started on a test basis. That program should be
monitored and its results reported back to the Council to determine whether it can
and should become a permanent program given existing resources. In concert with
this program, incentives should be provided to tenants who receive city vouchers to
attend education sessions covering responsible tenant issues as well as lead safety
education.

Continue Dangerous Building Enforcement and Demolition Program

Code Enforcement has aggressively implemented a dangerous building program in
recent years that has eliminated some of the most dangerous multi-family buildings
from the City’s inventory. While the number of abandoned and dangerous buildings
has declined as the economy improved, this program should be continued as
necessary. At the same time, the City should seek out every possible way to save
and renovate dangerous and abandoned buildings whenever possible.

Implement a Lead Safe On-Line Registry
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Lead is and will remain a major health issue in Lewiston. The City is now involved in
its third significant lead remediation grant and, as a result, has access to information
on units this program has funded to lead free or lead safe standards. Properties
built after 1987 would also qualify as lead free, and the City has data on the date of
building construction. Given this, the City or one of its partners such as Healthy
Androscoggin are in a good position to initiate an on-line registry for lead safe/lead
free properties. This registry could be open to other property owners who can
provide certification that their property qualifies. The date on which the property
was determined to be lead safe or lead free should also be recorded and available.
This would provide a source of information to those seeking housing, particularly
those with children, and for the City’s general assistance clients.

GOAL 2: ATTRACT AND SUPPORT PROPERTY OWNERS WHO ARE COMMITTED TO
PROVIDING HEALTHY AND SAFE HOUSING

The Committee recommends that the City Council identify a specific area within which
incentives could be offered to property owners for meeting code requirements and
voluntarily meeting other city requirements such as participating in a voluntary rental
registration program. The target area might logically match the area currently
designated within the Choice Neighborhood project. Participating building owners would
be required to:

e Voluntarily register their properties with the City and provide the City with
additional information on their properties such as lead status, number of
bedrooms per unit, owner and emergency contact information, etc.

Pass an inspection by either the Fire Department or Code Enforcement
Be in compliance with other City ordinances

The committee suggested that the City provide free solid waste collection for
participants as an incentive for program participation. Other potential or alternative
benefits might include items such as priority in accessing city funding such as CDBG and
lead grants/loans; lower interest rates on City financing when provided; and waivers of
permit fees associated with renovations or routine property maintenance, but not
Notices of Violation.

GOAL 3: EDUCATE AND PROVIDE RESOURCES FOR THE GENERAL PUBLIC SO THEY CAN
ASSESS THE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF RENTAL PROPERTIES AND UNITS.

The Committee supports making information about the known condition of multi-family
properties available to the public as a resource that can be used when considering where to
rent or lease. In addition, more complete information about multi-family properties would
be useful to the City for a variety of analytical and operational purposes. Toward these
ends, the Committee recommends the following:

1. Upgrade the City’s current Code Enforcement system (Energov) by, first,
enhancing the ability to view all data about a specific property through inquiry by
address and, second, implementing the Public Portal element of this software
that will provide web based access to Code data by the public.
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2. Assessing should begin to gather additional information about multi-family
properties to include the number of units by bedroom size and other useful
information.

3. Adopt a data collection system geared directly toward gathering information
useful to the City and the public such as owner and emergency contact
information®.

GOAL 4: EDUCATE AND PROVIDE RESOURCES FOR OWNERS AND RENTERS SO THEY CAN
SUCCEED; HOLD BOTH ACCOUNTABLE FOR THE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF THE PROPERTY

Managing rental properties in Lewiston can be a challenge given their age, condition,
and the economics of the rental market. Owners/managers are faced with a wide
variety of challenges, including complying with the various codes and requirements
associated with operating multi-family properties. The City should look for ways to
provide both owners and renters with the information they need to succeed and to
ensure the health and safety of these properties. Therefore, the Committee
Recommends:

1. Providing building owners with a simplified code/fire prevention checklist to allow
them to self-inspect for compliance, perhaps accompanied by or as a part of a
code/fire compliance booklet providing information on areas of frequent
violation.

2. On a trial basis to determine level of interest, the City should offer a training
class for landlords/property managers covering city code requirements and how
to meet them.

3. Provide an incentive for general assistance clients to attend a tenant training
class to cover their responsibilities as tenants and what they can/should do to
maintain their units in a safe and healthy condition.

4. Involve Healthy Androscoggin in outreach efforts to the portion of the population
at risk from the presence of lead in housing.

5. Pursue higher General Assistance rental payments to assure landlords of
adequate rental income to assure the health and safety of the property.

GOAL 5: ADDRESS INAPPROPRIATE AND ILLEGAL ACTIVITY IN AND AROUND MULTI-
FAMILY PROPERTIES.

Excessive inappropriate and illegal activity in a neighborhood is detrimental to the
residents of the area and those who own buildings there. Such behaviors make it
difficult to recruit or retain good tenants, driving down rental rates and occupancy
levels. This leads to a potential downward cycle of declining building income, the
inability to maintain properties, and higher vacancy rates. It is in the interest of both
building owners and tenants that their properties are in a safe and quiet neighborhood.
While the Police Department currently has a standard operating procedure under which
the owners of certain properties are contacted and asked to work with the police to
address resident problems, the current guidelines may not be sufficient to effectively
address issues of safety and quiet enjoyment. As a result, the Committee recommends:

! The vote of the Committee on Goal 3 Recommendation 3 was 8-1, member Aceto opposing.
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Strengthening the current Disorderly Property Standard Operating Procedure.
Under the current policy, a unit within a building must hit a certain number of
police calls for service for a certain category of calls prior to initiating Police
contact with the property owner. As a result, a building with a large number of
calls may not receive an intervention because the calls either cannot be tracked
to one particular unit in the building or they are spread out between many units.
To address this, a second standard should also be applied based on the total
number of calls to a property potentially scaled to the number of units in that
property. This may require evaluating the need for additional personnel to
support this effort.

Consider notifying property owners of all police calls for service to a property
The Police Department should continue and expand when possible certain
current programs including the targeted enforcement efforts periodically
undertaken in the downtown including targeting drug enforcement efforts and
the community resource team.

On a longer term basis, the City should investigate the potential of integrating
police calls for service into the City’s on-line GIS system.

Consider adopting a city ordinance that would penalize tenants who vandalize

property.

GOAL 6: AGGRESSIVELY SEEK AND PURSUE FEDERAL, STATE, AND PRIVATE FUNDS TO
ASSIST WITH MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING IN LEWISTON.

The Committee recognizes that significant investment is required to improve the safety and
quality of portions of our multi-family housing stock and that our relatively low rents make it
difficult for certain owners to undertake significant investments in their properties.
Addressing lead concerns alone has been estimated to cost $63,000,000 city wide. As a
result, the City must continue to aggressively pursue alternative sources of funding to
support needed reinvestments in our housing stock.

Other Information

Throughout the Committee’s tenure, additional information has been provided that we believe
can be useful to the City Council and the public as the City works to address housing health and
safety issues and to work toward implementing the recommendations included in this report.
That information is appended.

Attachments:

Council Resolve Establishing Committee

May 2016 Rental Registration Proposal

August 14, 2018 Memo from City Administrator, Background Information Requests
August 24, 2018 Memo from City Administrator, Disorderly Property Process
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Whereas, the City has discussed the possible implementation of a rental registration
program for some time and such a program is recommended in the City’s
comprehensive plan; and

Whereas, recently, a subcommittee of the Lewiston Area Public Health Committee has
worked with staff to develop a program that was subsequently presented to
the City Council at a workshop; and

Whereas, at that workshop, a variety of individuals spoke for and against all or various
elements of the program; and

Whereas, it has become clear that additional thought and evaluation was required prior
to the City Council reaching a decision as to whether or not such a program
should be adopted and, if adopted, what that program should consist of; and

Whereas, the Council is now interested in establishing a group made up of various
interested parties to undertake such an effort;

Now, therefore, be It Resolved by the City Council of the City of Lewiston that

There is hereby established an Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee on Downtown neighborhood
Action.

1. Purpose.

The purpose of this committee shall be to investigate whether the City should or
should not adopt a rental registration program and to report its findings and
recommendations to the City council. The Committee is hereby charged with
defining and agreeing on program goals, establishing resource and staffing
requirements to meet these goals, recommending whether such a program
should be pursued and the nature of that program, and determining how such
program should be funded and implemented.

2. Duties. The committee shall

a. Discuss and define the goals of such a program;
b. Outline the resources and staffing levels required to meet these goals

City Hall, 27 Pine Street, Lewiston, ME 04240 » Tel. (207) 513-3121 » TTY/TDD (207) 513-3007 » Fax (207) 795-5069
LEWISTON CITY COUNCIL
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¢. Recommend whether such a program should be adopted by the City Council
and, if so, to specify the nature of that program

d. If recommended, to determine how such a program should be funded and
implemented

3. Composition and Appointment. The Committee shall be composed of seven
regular members to be appointed by the Mayor as follows:

Three individuals who own multi-family properties in Lewiston;

The Director of Planning and Code Enforcement;

An employee from the City’s Code Enforcement Division;

An inspector from the City’s Fire Prevention Office;

A representative of the Police Department familiar with issues related to

multi-family housing;

f. A representative of Healthy Androscoggin;

g. A representative of the Lewiston Auburn Public Health Committee

Coo oo

In addition, up to two members of the City Council may be appointed by the
Mayor as ex-officio members.

The Mayor shall designate one member of the Committee to serve as Committee
Chair.

4. Vacancies. Should a vacancy occur on the Committee, the vacancy shall be filled
by the Mayor in accordance with the requirements of section 3 above.

5. Term. The Committee shall submit its final report and recommendations no later
than December 28, 2018, at which time it will cease to exist unless its tenure is
extended by action of the City Council.

6. Staff Support. The City Administrator and/or his designee shall be responsible
for supporting the work of the committee and handling the Committee’s logistics.

7. Quorum. A majority of the members of the committee shall constitute a quorum.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Shane Bouchard
Members of the City Council
FR: Gildace J. Arsenault, Director of Planning and Code Enforcement
RE: Rental Registration
DT: May 7,2018

Attached please find a copy of a proposed draft rental registration ordinance
along with an excerpt from Legacy Lewiston that contains a goal for the
implementation of a rental registration program for multifamily structures.

As you may be aware, the Lewiston Area Public Health Committee
(LAPHC) established a subcommittee to pursue a rental registration
ordinance and, to this end, Code Enforcement Officer Nick Richard and I
worked with that subcommittee. A draft rental registration ordinance was
developed by Nick and, on April 10, 2018, David Hediger, Nick, and I met
with LAPHC to discuss rental registration. This draft ordinance will need
more work as we further refine our approach to rental registration and, at
some point if it is the wish of the City Council to formally consider adopting
a program, it will need legal review by the City Attorney. In addition, a
protocol will need to be developed for the administration of rental
registration.

The first question you may ask is, what is rental registration as identified as
a goal in Legacy Lewiston? The comp plan does not define rental
registration; however, given my history in working on the comp plan, it is
my understanding that rental registration was recommended as a mechanism
to expand property maintenance and life safety inspection services
associated with multifamily dwelling units and to generate revenue to help
pay for it. It may also have value in providing information on an annual
basis such as emergency contact information for owners and managers of
registered rental housing. Registration requirements could also require data
on the total numbers of dwelling units rented at the time of registration,
number of vacancies at the time of registration, units not available for
occupancy at the time of registration but which will be available in the near
future, bedroom counts, rental rates, etc. This information could be very



helpful for the City in that we do not have good data regarding rental and
vacancy rates at this time.

If the Council chooses to enact a rental registration ordinance, then it may
consider registration being required for multifamily structures containing
three or more dwelling units and for any rental dwelling units contained in
mixed use structures. This would result in approximately 7,119 dwelling
units in 1,102 individual buildings. We are not recommending registration
for one and two-family dwellings.

Legacy Lewiston suggests a registration fee of $10 to $25; however, given
the anticipated labor intensive nature of annual registration along with the
cost to provide additional staff, fees in that range would be insufficient to
take housing inspection services to the desired level where all registered
units would be inspected every three to four years. If the Council chooses to
initiate a rental registration program, it may wish to consider an annual
registration fee of $36.00 per dwelling unit per year with increased fees
charged for late registrations. A $36 per unit registration fee should result in
a revenue stream of approximately $256,284.

Currently, we have four (4) code enforcement officers (CEQO’s). One is a
sanitarian/CEO engaged in food service and other licensing functions along
with being the lead CEO addressing solid waste (primarily curb side solid
waste). The other three (3) CEO’s wear many hats; however, the majority of
their time is spent on enforcing the provisions of the International Property
Maintenance Code (IPMC), much of which involves addressing downtown
housing.

I have not prepared a detailed budget at this time; however, if annual
revenues are projected at $256,284, the following is what the Council may
wish to consider:

Eliminate the use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
funding for the cost of the one code enforcement officer position now
funded by CDBG at a total cost of $68,274 allowing those CDBG
funds to be used for housing rehabilitation, lead abatement, etc. This
CDBG funded position would then be funded via rental registration
fees.



Create a CEO/housing manager/inspector position at a total cost of
approximately $80,000. The creation of this position should free up
some of time of the Director of Planning and Code Enforcement,
which will permit the director to expend more time on planning
initiatives, an area that is significantly understaffed.

Create a CEO position at a total cost of approximately $74,000.

The Department of Planning and Code Enforcement currently has a
full time administrative assistant and a half-time administrative
assistant. = Funding could be used to employ two full time
administrative assistants at an added cost of approximately $30,500.
Two full time administrative assistants could provide invaluable
assistance to the CEO’s resulting in greater inspection activity.

The above expenditures for added staff services would result in a
balance of approximately $3,510 that could be used for supplies, etc.

The proposed roll-out of this initiative could move forward as follows:
Initial City Council workshop on rental registration on May 15th.

If the Council wishes to pursue rental registration, staff will make any
final changes that may be warranted to the draft ordinance and will
request a legal review by the City Attorney.

Once the legal review has been undertaken and any legal
recommendations are incorporated, staff will begin developing
policies and procedures that will be essential in administering rental
registration. I recommend that the Council should then conduct a
second workshop, likely in September, prior to scheduling a first
reading on rental registration that could occur on or about October 2.

Thank you.
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Article XVII. Rental Registration

Sec. 22-460. Purpose.
Sec. 22-461. Applicability.
Sec. 22-462. Definitions.
Sec. 22-463. Registration required.
Sec. 22-464. Application requirements for mixed-use structure or multifamily dwelling.
Sec. 22-465. Fees.
Sec. 22-466. Administration.
Sec. 22-467. Conflict with other ordinances.
Sec. 22-468. Severability.
Sec. 22-469. Inspection of rental units.
Sec. 22-470. Penalty for violation of article.
Secs. 22-471--22-479. Reserved.
Article XVII. Rental Registration
Sec. 22-460. Purpose and intent.

The purpose of this chapter is to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the people of the City
of Lewiston, hereafter referred to as the “City”, by recognizing that the provision of rental housing is a
business, classifying and regulating such as a rental housing business, establishing a permanent mode of
protecting and regulating the living conditions and life safety of residents of the City who rent dwellings,
require the disclosure of the ownership of such property, to make owners and persons responsible for
the maintenance of property more accessible and accountable with respect to the premises, and to
provide a means for imposing registration fees separate from property taxes to help the City defray the
cost necessary for housing inspections, enforcement of these regulations, and to ensure that the
information relating to rental properties is available online. Further, the purpose of this chapter is to:

Correct and prevent conditions that adversely affect the life, safety, welfare and health of occupants
of rental housing.

Preserve the value of land and buildings throughout the City.

Ensure that safe housing is provided to citizens of all income levels.

Work towards increasing property and building values to reinforce positive neighborhood identities.
Eliminate substandard and deteriorating rental housing.

Enforce standards for the maintenance of existing residential buildings to prevent blighting
conditions.

It is not the intent of the City to intrude upon the contractual relationship between tenant and landlord.
The City does not intend to intervene as an advocate of either party, or to act as an arbiter, or to be
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receptive to the complaints from a tenant or landlord not specifically and clearly relevant to the
provisions of this article. In the absence of such relevancy with regard to rental disputes, it is intended
that the contracting parties exercise such legal rights as are available to them without the intervention
of the City.

Sec. 22-461. Applicability.

This article shall apply to any mixed-use structure or multifamily dwelling located within the City of
Lewiston.

Sec. 22-462. Definitions.

For purposes of this article, the following definitions shall apply unless the content clearly implies
otherwise:

Department means the Planning and Code Enforcement Department.

Dwelling unit means a room or group of rooms, containing at least three hundred (300) square feet of
living area, designed and equipped exclusively for use as living quarters for one (1) family, including
provisions for living, sleeping, cooking, and eating. The term shall not include hotel or motel rooms or
suites, rooming house rooms, or similar accommodations.

Mixed-use structure means a building containing one (1) or more dwelling units and nonresidential
space. Said nonresidential space must be permitted in the underlying zoning district.

Multifamily dwelling means a building containing three (3) or more dwelling units, such buildings being
designed for residential use and occupancy by three (3) or more families living independently of one
another, with the number of families not exceeding the number of dwelling units and which is not a
single-family attached dwelling.

Sec. 22-463. Registration required.

In accordance with this chapter, it shall be unlawful to permit occupancy of any mixed-use structure or
multifamily dwelling within the City of Lewiston, in whole or in part without the building first being
registered. The registration shall be valid for one (1) year beginning July 1 and ending the following June
30.

Sec. 22-464. Application requirements for mixed-use structure or multifamily dwelling.

This section governs the application requirements for a mixed-use structure or a multifamily dwelling.
All applications for registrations under this article shall be filed with, and in a form satisfactory, to the
Department. Such application shall include, but is not limited to the following:

(1) Applications must be submitted for each mixed-use structure containing at least one (1)
residence and for each multifamily dwelling.

(2) Applications must be submitted by July 1 of every year. If applications are submitted after July 1
the fee shall be increased as outlined in the schedule of fees established by the Lewiston City
Council. There shall be a grace period in the year 2018 of three (3) months to submit
applications by no later than October 1, 2018 without penalty; thereafter, the fee shall be
increased as outlined in the schedule of fees established by the Lewiston City Council.

(3) Name, address, date of birth and contact information, including a phone number of the owner
and/or principals and all other entities and/or persons having a legal interest in the property and
the individual(s) hired by the owner to manage these operations, if any.

(4) Back-up emergency contact information in cases where owner or manager cannot be reached.
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(5) The location of the premises for which registration is sought identified by city tax map number
and street address and a copy of the property deed.

(6) The following information regarding the structure to be registered:
(a) Number of dwelling units by floor and bedroom count.
(b) Number of units occupied at time of application submittal.
(c) Number of vacant units that are available for occupancy, which satisfy codes.
(d) Number of vacant units that will be available for occupancy during the coming year.

(7) A nonrefundable application fee.

(8) If property is transferred to a new owner, the new owner shall, within thirty (30) days, apply for
a registration, for which the fee shall be waived.

Sec. 22-465. Fees.

(a) Payment of fees. Registration shall not be issued until the fees prescribed by the Lewiston City
Council have been paid.

(b) Schedule of fees. A fee for each registration shall be paid as required in accordance with the
schedule as established by the Lewiston City Council.

Sec. 22-466. Administration.

Rental registration applications shall be filed and reviewed by the Department to determine if the
application is complete and if the property has no outstanding debts or liens levied against it, then the
registration shall be granted. If the application is not deemed complete, or has outstanding debts or
liens levied against it the registration shall be denied by the city clerk.

Sec. 22-467. Conflict with other ordinances.
Whenever the regulations of this Code conflict with those of another ordinance, the stricter shall apply.
Sec. 22-468. Severability.

(a) If any provision of this Code is declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, such judgment
shall be confined in its operation to that provision of this Code directly involved in the controversy which
gave rise to the judgment and shall not affect or impair the validity of any other provision of this Code.
(b) Nothing in this Code shall be construed to affect any suit or proceeding now pending in any court or
any rights arising prior to its enactment pursuant to provisions of law then in effect.

Sec. 22-469. Inspection of rental units.

The Department along with the Lewiston Fire Department and any other agent authorized by the
Department shall conduct inspections of residential units registered under this article in an organized
manner, on an as needed basis, or in conjunction with their normal course of work. If the unit(s) is found
to be deficient or does not meet the requirements of the applicable codes as adopted, a Notice of
Violation shall be issued in accordance with the applicable codes.

Sec. 22-470. Penalty for violation of article.

Any person or entity that shall violate a provision of this article or shall fail to comply with any of the
requirements thereof shall be liable for one or more citations as set forth in Chapter 1, Section 1-8 and
Chapter 50, Section 50-36 of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Lewiston. In lieu of or in addition to
the issuance of citations, the department may initiate a land use complaint pursuant to Rule 80K of the
Maine Rules of Civil Procedure and 30-A M.R.S. § 4452 et seq. as amended.

Secs. 22-471—22-479 Reserved.



EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

Edward A. Barrett, City
Denis D'Auteuil, Deputy City
August 14, 2018

To: Members of the Rental Registration Committee

Fr: Edward A. Barrett, City Administrator

Su: Background Information Requests

At the initial meeting of the Rental Registration Committee, members of the Committee expressed an
interest in receiving certain background information. What follows attempts to provide some of that
information.

GENERAL INFORMATION ON PROPERTIES IN LEWISTON

Property Mix

The split between single family and multiple unit residential buildings in Lewiston is about 76% single
unit and 24% multiple unit. In terms of total residential unit count, however, 42.6% of our units are in
single family homes while 57.4% are rental. As is the case in some of Maine’s other service center
communities, the majority of our population (50.8% per census data) lives in rental housing.

SUMMARY -- BUILDING SIZE BY UNIT COUNT

BUILDING TYPE NUMBER % BUILDINGS UNITS %

SINGLE FAMILY 6,712 76.0% 6,712  42.6%
DUPLEX 1092 12.4% 2184  13.9%
TRIPLEX 386 4.4% 1158 7.3%
FOURPLEX 174 2.0% 696 4.4%
5-9 UNITS 363 4.1% 2376  15.1%
10-14 UNITS 58 0.7% 647 4.1%
15-19 UNITS 12 0.1% 305 1.9%
20+ UNITS 30 0.3% 1683 10.7%
TOTAL 8,827 100.0% 15,761 100.0%

Property Age

One of the major issues related to rental properties in Lewiston is the overall age of our housing stock.
This is particularly relevant to lead concerns since the lead paint was wide-spread in residential
properties constructed prior to 1979. The following chart breaks down the age of our 3 unit or larger
rental properties.



SUMMARY THREE UNIT BUILDINGS BY YEAR BUILT

#
CONSTRUCTION YEAR #BUILDINGS % of TOTAL  UNITS # BEDROOMS UNITS/BLDG BEDROOMS/UNIT

Pre-1900 352 34.3% 1979 3,443 5.62 1.74
1900-1924 400 38.9% 2352 4372 5.88 1.86
1925-1949 140 13.6% 811 1393 5.79 1.72
1950-1978 79 7.7% 802 1646 10.15 2.05
1979-1999 48 4.7% 632 1274 13.17 2.02

2000-Present 8 0.8% 152 287 19.00 1.89
TOTAL 1027 100.0% 6728 12,415
PRE 1979 971 94.5% 88.3%

Overall, almost 95% of our three-unit and larger multi-family structures were built prior to the elimination of lead
paint. This represents 88.3% of our total rental units. (An interesting side note appears to be that since 1950,
the size of our rental buildings has increased significantly. I suspect this is due to a number of factors including
construction costs and federal housing policy.)

Building age can and does impact the economics of our rental market. Older properties can easily become
obsolescent, either functionally or economically, due to maintenance and utility costs and factors such as ease of
access to upper stories. This can lead to higher costs and vacancy rates.

Lead Concerns

The City has received three lead remediation grants that we estimate will have cleared 420 units by the end of
the current grant program. Given the 5,142 pre-1979 units, 420 units represent about 8.2% of the total. If the
post 1979 units are counted as lead safe, the total increases to 1,204 or about 17.9%. The actual percentage of
lead safe units is likely higher than this given that we do not have data on the number of units that have been
privately renovated where lead has been addressed. Nevertheless, there are clearly a large number of units that
have not been addressed. We should also acknowledge that “lead safe” is not “lead free” and that if units are
not appropriately maintained over time, new lead hazards can emerge.

Based on our most recently completed grant, the average cost to address lead concerns was $12,405 per unit,
not including instances where temporary relocation is required or other related work (e.g., roof repairs) was
needed. Assuming 75% of our current rental units require remediation at an average cost of $12,500 per unit,
the total cost to achieve city-wide lead safe status would be over $63,000,000. It is clear that lead will remain an
issue in Lewiston for many years to come and that education and screening programs will be needed to minimize
negative impacts.

INSPECTION PROGRAM

The primary rental inspection program operated by the City is through the Fire Department and is
conducted by our engine companies. The focus of the program is on the life safety code, not the
building or property maintenance code, although there are overlapping areas among these codes.



The inspection program is aimed at all properties with three units or greater. A summary showing the
number and type of inspections is attached as is a copy of the Department’s inspection form.

In the most recent two full years. The department has averaged inspecting 190 buildings per year.
Given the 1,023 buildings that require inspection, at this rate each building would be inspected once
every 5.4 years. If inspections were limited to buildings with 4 or more units, the inspection cycle
could be reduced to roughly 3.4 years.

Some questions that the Committee might wish to consider include the appropriate inspection cycle
time, what size units should be inspected, and whether inspections should be guided by some form of
risk analysis such as age, number of units, installed fire safety systems, setbacks from other
surrounding properties, etc.

GENERAL ASSISTANCE VOUCHERS
Number of Vouchers

The City’s general assistance program primarily provides rental housing to its clients. In recent years,
the average number of rental vouchers per month has ranged from 238 in City fiscal year 2018 to 351
in 2017, a number more typical of recent history’. Assuming the City is “renting” 351 apartments in a
given month, this represents about 5.1% of the available units in buildings with 3 or more units. If
duplexes are included, the percentage falls to 3.9%%. At the more recent level of 238 per month, the
city percentages fall to 3.5% and 2.6% respectively.

Value of Vouchers

As a starting point, please keep in mind that the General Assistance Program is effectively state
mandated and regulated and administered locally. The value of a voucher is, therefore, established in
accordance with the regulations issued by the State Department of Health and Human Services. Under
state regulations, the housing maximums are calculated based on bedroom size while overall maximum
levels for all assistance (housing, utilities, food, personal supplies, etc.) are calculated based on
household size. A household of 3, for example, is eligible for an overall level of monthly assistance of
$915 while a heated 3 bedroom unit has a maximum allowable rent of $1079. When the allowable rent
exceeds the monthly maximum, the monthly maximum of $915 governs. Because the city is also
required to pay for electricity for the unit, that amount is also deducted reducing the rental amount to
$840. We are also required to allow $4 per month for food, leaving the family of 3 with $836 for rent.
The heated two bedroom maximum is $838. For purposes of comparability, the HUD fair market rate
for a two bedroom is $847 and the standard Section 8 payment is $889. In this instance, therefore,
the GA voucher is $49 below the Section 8 payment.

The variance between the amount of a GA voucher and Section 8 will vary based on household and
unit size. If, for example, the household size above was 4 (2 adults and 2 children) renting a 2
bedroom unit, the overall maximum would increase to $1169 with an $847 rental payment.

! The recent year has seen a fairly dramatic reduction in the number of refugee/immigrant placements in
Lewiston due to changes in federal policy. While asylum seekers continue to arrive, it is not clear what the future
trends for this group will be. These factors have likely resulted in the decline in units rented last year.



Attached is a chart that shows the GA voucher rates based on number of persons and bedrooms.

Also attached is data covering the last two fiscal years that shows the landlords who have received
rental vouchers and the number of monthly vouchers they have received.

Demolitions

One other City initiative in recent years has been addressing hazardous structures through our
demolition program. This most recent effort began in 2010 and, since then, has resulted in 78 city
demolitions eliminating 228 housing units at a total cost of just over $2.5 million. During this same
period, only 71 new units have been added to our inventory, resulting in a net loss as a result of the
City’s program of 157 units. This does not include private demolitions, which have addressed about
another 200 buildings in the same period. We unfortunately do not have an actual unit count on
private demolitions. Assuming the same average unit count per building as those done by the City
(2.9), this could represent as many as an additional 584 dwelling units.

These efforts have clearly impacted both the quantity of units and the overall condition of rental
housing in the community.



CITY OF LEWISTON

Edward A. Barrett
City Administrator

August 24, 2018

To: Rental Registration Committee
Fr: Ed Barrett
Su: Disorderly Property Process

In 2014, the City Council considered adopting a disorderly property ordinance that was similar
to ones adopted in a number of other communities. The intent of the proposal was to address
recurring disorderly conduct in a dwelling that disturbs the peace and tranquility of others and
detracts from the quality of life of the area.

After discussion and in light of opposition from building owners, the Council instead supported
the Police Department adopting a Standard Operating Procedure (attached) addressed at the
same issues but excluding penalties that building owners would be subject to for failure to take
effective measures to address the problems. A copy of the most recent version of the proposed
ordinance is also attached.

Officer Weaver will be available at the meeting to discuss the policy and how it is working.

A TALE OF ONE PROPERTY

Earlier this year, a local landlord who has made a significant investment in an adjacent property
contacted the City Council to complain about the negative impacts his tenants and property
were experiencing due to behavioral and building issues at an adjacent property and the
frequency with which police were responding both to that property and to the immediate area
for incidents involving residents of that property. Note that the attached documentation redacts
the address and ownership of this property since it is not my intent to point at any individual
property or owner but rather to use this property as one example.

Over a roughly two year period, police responded to this property 85 times. Not all of these
calls were crime related, although about half of them involved some form of criminal activity or
disturbance. In spite of the frequency of police calls, the property apparently did not reach the
threshold for a disorderly property during this period. See the attached memo from Officer
Weaver outlining why the property did not meet this threshold.

The property had met the threshold once in early 2016. Please also see the attached
information from Officer Weaver regarding that event and its outcome.

Due to the complaint received, Code Enforcement also visited the property and found numerous
violations. Note that based on the complaint, the Code Officer contacted the Police Department
to determine whether it was safe to inspect the property without a police presence. The Notice
of Violation is attached along with a series of subsequent emails between the property owner

City Hall, 27 Pine Street, Lewiston, ME 04240 » Tel. (207) 513-3121 e TTY/TDD (207) 513-3007 ¢ Fax (207) 795-5069
Email: sbouchard@lewistonmaine.gov ® Web: www.lewistonmaine.gov




and Code. While the property owner has been cooperative, I find it worth noting that the
owner, upon going through the property, expresses concern over the extent of the tenant
caused damage that the owner was not aware of prior to being contacted by the City.

ISSUES FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

While the situation described above may not be totally representative of the problems we face,
it is certainly not the only property of its nature in our community. The behavior associated
with such properties contributes to the negative perception of areas within our downtown
residential neighborhood, impacts the desirability of renting there, and affects property values
and rental rates. It raises the following questions/issues that the Committee may wish to
consider.

Is the current disorderly property policy adequate to identify properties that should be
addressed? Should the policy be adopted as an ordinance including fines and penalties for
failure to address problems? Why, in this instance, did a responsive owner not know about
what was happening at and around the property and are there ways to address such situations
through landlord education/information programs? And, finally, how much responsibility should
the City be required to take on in addressing such situations as opposed to the landlord?

I is seriously worth considering the amount of time and effort the Police Department and Code
Enforcement have devoted to this one property. This is far out of proportion to the level of
effort required for most properties in the city; however, it is not unique or unusual given what
we see daily.
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Executive Summary

The City of Lewiston engaged HNTB to conduct a pedestrian crossing study along key corridors that
evaluates existing crossings and identifies potential new crossing locations. Corridors reviewed include:

e Main Street. This 2.5-mile corridor begins at the intersection with Court Street and extends
northeast to the intersection with Switzerland Road.

o Sabattus Street. This corridor begins at the intersection with Main Street and extends 2.75
miles east to the intersection with Grove Street.

¢ Russell Street. This corridor begins at Sabattus Street and extends northwest for 1.25 miles,
terminating at the ramps connecting Main Street to the Memorial Bridge.

e Lisbon Street. This 3-mile corridor begins at Main Street and extends southeast to Drew Street,
located about a half-mile east of the interchange with Plourde Parkway.

e Canal Street. This is the shortest corridor at 0.75 miles. It begins at Main Street and extends
southeast to the intersection with Lisbon St.

Coordination outside the City of Lewiston has included the Bicycle Coalition of Maine and members of
the MaineDOT Task Force for Safety. These entities created the Heads Up! program that has met with
residents and users in communities all over the state. There have been two meetings in Lewiston — May
I5, 2017 and November |5, 2018. At these meetings, users identified intersections of concern, many of
which have since been improved, including a substantial amount that were restriped with high visibility
markings. Meeting notes and other materials obtained are located in Appendix F: Additional
Information Gathered.

Parking, pedestrian facilities, schools, and public transit routes were also evaluated part of this study to
determine their role in existing and future pedestrian crossing locations:

o There are five City Link! bus loops that operate in Lewiston — the Main Street Loop, the
Downtown Shuttle Loop, the Sabattus Street Loop, the Lisbon Street Loop, and the College Street
Loop. More detailed maps follow in Appendix B: Transit.

e The City of Lewiston has a variety of parking along the key corridors: There are parking garages
in the dense urban core, on-street parking throughout and numerous off-street parking lots.
Costs range from free to $0.50 per hour to $55 per month.

e Schools in the municipality were mapped and information from public forums was used to look at
potential crossing needs within the Study Area. Many needs identified were outside the Study
Area. The BCM has and schools have collaborated on two programs including a Walking Bus and
a Bicycle Train to help students safely navigate to school.

The following sections identify suggested improvements by corridor at existing crossings as well as any
costs associated with these improvements (detail located in Appendix C: Cost Breakout). |t should
be noted that these estimates include costs related to construction as well as design and construction
engineering. General enhancements that are applicable to the entire project such as repairing sidewalks
in poor condition and upgrading pedestrian facilities to meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards at minor side-street crossings are not specifically identified in the tables that follow.

| See htep://www.avcog.orglindex.aspx!NID=884 accessed 8/28/2018
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Also included with the costs is a priority rating. The priorities are divided into three tiers:

e Tier |: Prioritized from |-11 intersections. These are intersections that have priority over all
other intersections in the corridor. They are pedestrian crossings with higher usage and/or
safety concerns.

o Tier 2: These are crossings with some ADA and minor fixes that should be updated as budget
and time allow.

e Tier 3: These are crossings that recommend signage, potential new crossings, and/or
improvements to be made as new development occurs.

In addition to previously used funding strategies, the City has allocated funds for improvements for the
next five years. This includes $350,000 for sidewalks and $200,000 for crossings.

Main Street

The 2.5 mile stretch of Main Street has sidewalk (some in need of some repair) that extends on both
sides nearly the entire corridor length. There are two stretches where mainline crossings are limited,
and three new possible crossing locations are shown in the following table — two in the outer area
where most pedestrian crashes occur outside of crosswalks (due to the lack of facilities). Also, of note,
the Central Maine Medical Center/parking and Dunkin Donuts crossing — although Dunkin Donuts is
relocating, the crossing will remain an active location for pedestrians with the parking across from the
hospital. Because the crossing is in a difficult location for site distance and safety, it is recommended to
maintain the current infrastructure and to have further coordination between CMMC, MaineDOT and
the City. Signage is key in the more urban areas because most crosswalk crashes occur from turning
vehicles. A summary of recommended improvements and planning level cost estimates follows in Table
ES-1.
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Table ES-1: Main Street Crossing Evaluation Summary

Priority Intersection Suggested Improvement Cost
o Two-stage Pedestrian Crossing
o Embedded Light Emitting Diodes (LEDs) for Crossing
1-4 Main Street at Lincoln Street G Sigmlized ted i $110k
o Improved Pedestrian Signage
o  APS Push Buttons & Pedestrian Countdown Heads
o ADA Improvements
o Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) Push Buttons &
Pedestrian Countdown Heads
1-3 Main Street at Canal Street o Reduce Turn Radiuses $70k
o Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
o ADA Improvements
o APS Push Buttons & Pedestrian Countdown Heads
1-2 Main Street at Lisbon Street o Reduce Turn Radiuses $40k
o ADA Improvements
o Two-stage Pedestrian Crossing
Main Street at Middle Street o Embedded Light Ep’uttlpg Diodes (LEDs) for Crossing
I-1 (DHHS) o Improved Pedestrian Signage $110k
o APS Push Buttons & Pedestrian Countdown Heads
o ADA Improvements
o Improved Pedestrian Signage
1-6 Main Street at Bates Street ©  APS Push Button & Pedestrian Countdown Heads $50k
o ADA Improvements
Main Street at Dunkin
i o Fix existing high visibility lighting
3 Donuts and Central Maine ; 3 . $30k
Medical Center (midblock) o Coordinate between the City, CMMC, and MaineDOT
o Improved Pedestrian Signage
1-7 Main Street at High Street o APS Push Button $60k
o ADA Improvements
- Main Street at Frye Street o None N/A
i Main Street at Russell Street o None (Upgrades to be implemented as part of another N/A
Ramps project)
Main Street at Strawberry
- - o None N/A
3 Main Street at Mollison Way o Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
Main Street near Switzerland
- Road o None N/A
(midblock crossing)
3 Main Street at Mountain Street o New Crossing $50k
Main Street at Montello and ;
= Landry Road (midblock) o \NewiCeassing $30k
- . o Cross Connections Between Properties
z] Mau;:o Ue?; atc':lc;;fm . o Combine Entrances $50k
pping o  New Crossing
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Sabattus Street
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The 2.75 mile stretch of Sabattus Street has sidewalk (some in need of some repair) that extends on both
sides nearly the entire length of the corridor. Crossings are generally reasonably spaced and located near

public transit stops.

Many crossings were recently upgraded and no recommendations for improvements

were made. One potential new crossing at Sabattus Street and Fairlawn/Farewell Avenue should receive

additional examination. A summary of recommended improvements and planning level cost estimates
follows in Table ES-2.

Table ES-2: Sabattus Street Crossing Evaluation Summary

Priority Intersection Suggested Improvement Cost
1-5 Sabattus Street at Main Street ©  Improved Pedestrian Signage $60k
o ADA Improvements
o Improved Pedestrian Signage
i8 Sabattus Street at Oak/Bartlett o Improved Vehicle Signage $70k
Street o RRFB's
o ADA Improvements
Sabattus Street at
. College/Horton Street B kit Wi
Sabattus Street at Howe/VWood ©  Improved Pedestrian Signage
19 Street o ADA Improvements $60Kk
o RRFB's
Sabattus Street at Central
) Avenue/Webster/Ash Street © None NA
Sabattus Street at Lafayette
) Street/Sylvan/Campus Avenue g Nane DA
- Sabattus Street at East Avenue o None N/A
- Sabattus Street at Russell Street o None N/A
Sabattus East of Laurier Street s
= (Midblock Crossing) o Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
Sabattus Street at Bradford
= Straet o None N/A
Sabattus Street at Wildwood
= Drive o None N/A
- Sabattus Street at Randall Road o None N/A
Sabattus Street at Temple
£ — P o None N/A
Sabarttus Street at Fairlawn ]
3 Avenue and Farewell Street ©  New Crossing 360k
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Russell Street

The relatively small .25 mile stretch of Russell Street has a large sidewalk gap along the westerly side
near Bates College. This area has goat tracks indicating use and further discussions regarding a formalized
pedestrian path in that area should be considered. If this comes to fruition, additional crossings should be
considered such as one at the intersection of Russell Street and Lafayette Street, where a pedestrian crash
had occurred. Additionally, due to the large turning radius of the slip lane at the intersection of Russell
Street and East Avenue, the recommendation was made to signalize this movement and provide
pedestrians with a safe crossing at this location. A summary of recommended improvements and planning
level cost estimates follows in Table ES-3.

Table ES-3: Russell Street Crossing Evaluation Summary

Priority Intersection Suggested Improvement Cost
2 Russell Street at East Avenue o Right Turn Arrow at Slip Lane $4k
Russell Street at Central o
3 Avehiic o Improved Pedestrian Signage $3k
Russell Street at Lewiston
| Variety Il (Midblock Crossing) | © ™None N/A
3 Russell Strmet ar College o Improved Pedestrian Signage $3k
Street
Russell Street at Lafayette .
3 Sirees o New Crossing $50k

Lisbon Street

The 3 mile stretch of Lisbon Street has sidewalks along both sides of the road for nearly the entire corridor
except near the ramps. Sidewalks are generally in good condition with some cracking seen on the
southerly asphalt sidewalk. With the exception of the ramps, crossings are generally reasonably spaced. A
crossing at Lisbon and Webber was examined because of the pedestrian fatality in this location, however
due to the safety concerns, and the unique singular pedestrian that used this location, this was not
recommended for a crossing. Another location at Lisbon Street and Jones Avenue was examined but
ultimately rejected due to the high speed of travel across five lanes, even with a mid-point pedestrian
refuge. Also, of note, a project on Lisbon Street improved many crossings and therefor a large section of
this road has no pedestrian improvement recommendations — aside from additional signage to increase
visibility. A summary of recommended improvements and planning level cost estimates follows in Table
ES-4.
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Table ES-4: Lisbon Street Crossing Evaluation Summary

Priority Intersection Suggested Improvement Cost
3 Lisbon Street at Ash Street Improved Pedestrian Signage $3k
Lisbon Street Between Ash
3 Street and Pine Street Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
(Midblock Crossing)
3 Lisbon Street at Pine Street Improved Pedestrian Signage $3k
Lisbon Street between Pine
3 Street and Chestnut Street Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
(Midblock Crossing)
Lisbon Street at Chestnut -
3 Cosaat Improved Pedestrian Signage $3k
Lisbon Street at Spruce s
3 Strece Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
Lisbon Street at Cedar o B
3 Seagt Improved Pedestrian Signage $1k
Lisbon Street Between
3 Cedar Street and Maple Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
Street (Midblock Crossing)
Lisbon Street at Maple <
3 Beaas Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
Lisbon Street at Locust e
3 Strect Improved Pedestrian Signage $lk
Lisbon Street at Essex :
- Bitoc Improvements Currently Under Design Contract $lk
- e g Improvements Currently Under Design Contract $lk
Avenue
2 Lisbon Street at South ADA Improvements $40Kk
Avenue Improved Pedestrian Signage
) Lisbon Street at St. Croix ADA Improvements $40k
Street Improved Pedestrian Signage
o) Lisbon Street at Scribner ADA Improvements $40k
Boulevard Improved Pedestrian Signage
Lisbon Street at Webber L
2 Ciroet New Crossing $60k
- Lisbon Street at fones Avenue New Crossing $60k
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Canal Street

This corridor connecting with Lisbon Street is less than | mile in length. It is 2 one-way street in an area
of dense parking both on street and off. Crossings are generally spaced appropriately. A crossing from
the parking garage has been considered but is likely not necessary in this area. Most bike and pedestrian

crashes

were caused by noncompliant use of the facilities. Recommendations were made to re-evaluate

pedestrian facilities at the Chestnut Street Bridge during retrofit and redesign opportunities and to remove
the south-westerly ramp on the Cedar Street Bridge to discourage non-compliant pedestrian behavior in
that area. A summary of recommended improvements and planning level cost estimates follows in Table

ES-5.
Table ES-5: Canal Street Crossing Evaluation Summary
Priority Intersection Suggested Improvement Cost
I-10 Canal Street at Ash Street o ADA Improvements $30k
I-11 Canal Street at Pine Street o ADA Improvements $20k
Canal Street at Chestnut © Re-evaluate Bridge During Retrofit and Redesign
3 : — $3k
Street Bridge Opportunities
Canal Street at Cedar o
2 Street Bridge o Eliminate South-Westerly Ramp $20k
Canal Street at Maple ;
2 e o RRFB's $30k
3 Canal Street at Parking o RlewiCiosing $50k
Garage

Additional Recommendations

The following recommendations are made as part of this evaluation:

Further evaluate pedestrian ramps to ensure they meet ADA standards as part of new
development and consider future citizen involvement.[!]

Bring unsignalized side streets to meet current ADA standards. In addition to cross and side-
slopes it is recommended that detectable warning tiles be placed at either end of crossings and
that all road crossings are striped.

Evaluate corridor curb cuts to reduce possible conflict with pedestrians on sidewalks using access
management guidelines, combining adjacent property entrances, and utilizing right-in/right-out
movements.

Evaluate midblock crossings in logical areas to encourage pedestrians to avoid unsafe illegal
crossings.

Ensure that all pedestrian heads countdown with Accessible Pedestrian Systems (APS) push
buttons and that crossing times meet guidelines set forth by the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD).

Remove existing pedestrian ramps that no longer lead to crossings

Control vehicular speeding and alleviate safety concerns at high crash locations

(1] See htt

hwww theforecaster.net/yarmouth-panel-needs-help-to-see-if-sidewalks-measure-up/ accessed on 08/28/2018.)
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Evaluate lighting at the vehicular and pedestrian level — consider replacement of bulbs with LEDs

Create a bicycle and pedestrian safety campaign: encourage bicyclists to wear high visibility bike
clothing and enforce jay walking with a stop and educate campaign at high crash locations.
Consider locations where bike lanes meet criteria for implementation
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