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Governmental Resources
Post Office Box 462
Augusta, Maine
04332-0462

October 28, 2002
Ms. Ann Beverage, Waterville City Planner
City of Waterville
Common Street
Waterville, Maine

Dear Ann:

| am pleased to present the City of WatervilldwRiart | of the Final Repodf the
Waterville Housing Assessment and Action Plan Rtoj@art | is the comprehensive
Waterville Housing Assessmergport. (Part Il, bound and provided separaislthe
Waterville Housing Action Plah. The comprehensive housing plan derives hearoiy f
the five progress reports provided earlier to titg.CThe action plan is essentially “Draft
3” of a document that has been reviewed by theeW#e Housing Assessment
Advisory Committee.

Governmental Resources began work on this proje&pril 1, 2002 and over the
past seven months we have conducted a comprehessgesment of Waterville’s
housing stock, housing conditions and identified keusing issues in the City. Our
research has included a 99.1% field review of aiiyuevery residential structure in the
City of Waterville, which containing collectively &¥erville’s approximate 6,800
residential units, including single-family homesptex housing, traditional multi-family
housing, public housing projects, units in Watdesl four mobile home parks,
condominiums, elderly housing facilities, group lemand other specialized housing
located in Waterville.

Our research has included extensive hours of Vi, numerous interviews,
monthly meetings of the Waterville Housing Assessiialvisory Committee,
communications with organizations such as the WalieHousing Authority, Kennebec
Valley Community Action Program, Kennebec Valleyutoil of Governments,

Kennebec Valley Mental Health Center, and factifigccontacts with numerous
agencies including USDA Rural Development (Mainéd@), US Housing and Urban
Development (Maine Office), Maine Department of B@mmic and Community
Development (DECD) / Office of Community Developmédvaine State Housing
Authority (MSHA), several area realtors, severakalandlords, several area tenants, and
numerous others.

As project Consultant, | personally conducted nodshe field work and housing
issues research for this project, although | haentassisted by the following persons or
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entities acting in the role of subcontractors: Kemec Valley Community Action
Program (KVCAP) of Waterville, New England Municig2ata Center of Westfield,
Massachusetts, Craig and Elizabeth Richards ofdpaoltand Ellen Daly of Waterville.
I, of course, take full responsibility for all woproducts.

We have conducted this comprehensive housingsmsses in full compliance
with the published DECD “minimum standards” forgbeprojects, and believe that this
report represents the most comprehensive houssegssient completed to date for any
Maine municipality funded solely by DECD CDBG HougiAssessment Grant Program
resources. Additionally, we have been responsitke City’s priority issues, as called
for in the City’'s Request for Proposals (RFP)|uding the priority request for focused
attention on South End housing issues. Being respeno locally defined priorities
resulted in an effort above and beyond that regury DECD standards for these
projects.

Governmental Resources prepared a proposed ‘lgpastion plan’ as a
companion piece for the comprehensive housing sissad report. The action plan was
released in early September, reviewed by the advsmmment, revised and provided in
a second draft at the end of September. TheVeraion of the Waterville Housing
Action Planis being provided as Part Il of this final repasta separate document.

Finally, as you know, we also provided in late Septenit@d2, an 11-page
‘Executive Summary’ report. The submission of thearious reports, and participation
in the City Council meeting on October 15, 2002 ptetes my contractual obligations. |
have enjoyed working with the Waterville HousingsAssment Advisory Committee on
this project, beginning in April 2002 and duringttme since. | am available to assist
Waterville’s efforts to implement part or all ofetlproposed slate of potential
improvements outlined in the housing action plan.

Sincerely,

Charles G. Roundy
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Final Report
Part I: “Waterville Housing Assessment”

1. Introduction and Project Background

The City of Waterville obtained a housing assesgmkanning grant ($15,000)
from the Maine Department of Economic and CommubDgyelopment (DECD) in 2001
for the purpose of conducting a comprehensive Ingusssessment and preparation of a
related housing action plan. The Augusta consyfitmn of Governmental Resources
was hired by the City of Waterville in April, 200@, conduct the housing assessment and
to prepare the action plan for the City’s consitlera This present report comes at the
conclusion of seven months effort by the consulfing. The purpose of conducting a
housing assessment is to allow a municipality iceracomprehensive overview of the
numbers, types and condition of its housing staskwell as information regarding some
21 key housing issues which in one way or anotfiectamost Maine municipalities. As
a significant ‘service center community’ for langertions of Kennebec, Somerset and
Waldo Counties, virtually all of the identified, partant housing issues come into play in
Waterville.

2. Assessment Report Standards, Local Project Goals driTechnical Approach
a. Assessment Report Standards

The Maine Department of Economic and Community Dmweent (DECD)
issued in May, 2001 its “minimum standards” for bimg assessments funded by CDBG
resources, distributed by DECD’s Office of Commumievelopment. That document
called for attention to 21 critical housing issegiew areas, some 42 data areas, and
posed some 78 research questions to guide thengoassessment process. The City of
Waterville’s RFP issued in early 2002, seeking sattant for this project called
attention to the following listed 21 key housingView areas”:

» Accessibility

* Affordability

* Architectural Barriers
» Assisted Living

* Availability

* Blighted Conditions

» Code Enforcement

* Downtown or Village Area (South End Housing, in t&faille)
* Elderly Housing

* Energy Efficiency

* Environmental Issues
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* Homelessness

* Inventory of Existing Housing Units
* Local Issues Affecting Housing

* New Housing Construction

e Public Housing

* Rehabilitation Needs

» Special Needs Housing

» Subsidized Housing

* Transportation

» Variety of Housing

Each of these 21 so-called “review areas” mustdokessed in each CDBG-
funded housing assessment. As a service centacipality, virtually all 21 housing
review subject areas are of high relevance to thed Waterville.

b. Local Project Goals and Priorities

In addition to meeting the DECD minimum standatlle,municipality in its RFP
defined housing subject areas of considerabld intsxrest and priority. Areas of local
interest were defined in the RFP as including:

» Special attention to the housing conditions andised the South End

» Examination of the reuse potential of blighted caencral and mixed-use properties
for possible elderly housing;

» Identification of properties beyond reasonable iregyad eligible for acquisition and
demolition;

» Exploration of potential uses of open space cceimm removed structures; and,

» Examination of potential connections between vastanttures and LMI and elderly
housing needs.

The contract established between the City of Wakerand the Consultant in
March, 2002, recognized that project tasks wensiderably in excess of project
resources, and that, therefore, the Consultantovgivke highest priority to the tasks
required by the DECD guidelines, and would addagkhtional local interests to the
extent possible within limited project resourc@fe South End, in particular, received
extensive and priority treatment in the housingeassient process.
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3. Technical Approach (Research Plan and Methodology)

The Consultant conducted a 16-step, housing reseassessment and planning
process for the City of Waterville, including thesgeecific tasks:

Data and Literature Search

* Inventory of Waterville’s Housing Stock
» City-wide Windshield Survey, Including InventorydaBtructure Assessment

* Involvement of Community Officials, Advisory Comitae, Organizations &
Citizens

* Involvement of Local, Special Housing Interest$hia Process

* Researched Funding Sources and Program SupportiiReso

* Research of Housing Conditions in All Areas of @ity

* Investigated Housing Availability, Accessibilitpe Affordability

» Comprehensively Reviewed the DECD List of 21 Factord Applied Same

e Studied Elderly Housing and Related Issues

* Reviewed Housing Market Conditions

» Addressed Local Issues Affecting Housing, Environtaklssues, Code Enforcement
* Prepared Waterville Housing Assessment and Rekatédn Plan

» Participated in Local Review of Draft Housing Acti®lan

* Produced / Delivered ‘Waterville Housing Assessnigat’, Executive Summary,
and

» Will Provide Post-Contractual Assistance to they@itWaterville

Between the project start date of April 1, 2008] aow (late October, 2002) the
Consultant has committed in excess of 600 hours fibbcontract time to the multiple
tasks outlined above. Progress Reports and moplogjan topical areas produced during
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the seven month course of this project have adeldetbe work products of these many
tasks, which are now consolidated in this finabmep

4. Inventory of Existing Housing Units:

Essentially there are three ways to conduct amitavg of housing in any
municipality: (a) use census data, (b) use ltahssessor’s data, or (3) go out and
conduct a field inventory. Field inventories ak¢remely time-consuming, but they
afford the Consultant the opportunity of viewingrakidential structures, thereby
gathering extremely important data regarding tipesy variety and condition of a
community’s housing stock. Governmental Resouncade extensive use of the Census
Bureau data for the City of Waterville, as will een below. Tax Assessor’s data proved
to be less useful for a number of reasons. Iditla analysis, the Consultant decided
that for this project, with Waterville’'s wide vatyeof housing types and conditions, a
field inventory would be required. In this sectitimere is comment on the reading of
housing statistics for Waterville in census datd also brief commentary on local tax
data. In Chapters 7 through 16, there is incllalethssive amount of inventory and
descriptive data drawn from the literally hundrefi&ours committed to field work in
Waterville.

a. Census Data

Waterville, according to the 2000 Census data,ahtdal of 6,819 dwelling
units, 189 less than its 1990 total of 7,008. &wihg a population decline of 1,568
people (from a 1990 population of 17,173 to a 200Pulation of 15,605), the number of
occupied residential units also declined over th& decade, down from 6,583 in 1990 to
6,218 by 2000 -- a decline of 365 occupied housihoSlightly greater than 50% of
Waterville’s occupied housing units (3,166 unas} renter-occupied, with the
remaining 49.1% (3,052) of occupied units beingnemoccupied. This is a high
percentage of rental residential property for Mauakich in 2000 led the nation in
homeownership at approximately 75%.

However, it is not unusual for Maine cities witbpulations in excess of 10,000
people to have high percentages of renter occumeding units. Nonetheless, as is
illustrated by a table included in the City of Waile Comprehensive Plafi997), in
addition to having the highest rate of renter oetigy among a dozen communities in the
Waterville area (50.1% in 1990), Waterville aled Virtually all major Maine
municipalities (exceptions being Biddeford and L&) in this category. (Augusta,
which also has a relatively high renter populatiwaighed in at only 43.4% in 1990, with
56.6% of the households being owner-occupied.)uikssg the correctness of the cited
1990 figure, it appears as if the percentage derdrouseholds actually increased in
Waterville in the 1990s, while statewide homeowhigrsvas growing proportionately.

In Waterville, occupied home ownership units deseelaby 235 households, while the
number of renter occupied households decreaseddsgar number (130), thereby
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increasing the percentage (by 2000) of renter-dedupnits from 50.1% to 50.9%. Both
the decline in owner-occupied units and renter-pemiunits in Waterville reflect a
decade long trend of a stagnant housing marképadh (as will subsequently be seen)
there has been a mild “uptick” in the Watervillenmeownership market over the past 18
months, obviously since the April, 2000 census e@awlucted.

As already noted, considerable use will be madéerfsus Bureau data in this
report, both at this point and in several subsegcteapters. Therefore, as an initial point
of reference, Table Hisplays some of the key housing statistics tdkan the most
recently-released census data. Considerable 28%us data remains to be released, but
this table provides selected data elements pemntaioi housing, released to date.

Table 1

Selected Census Housing Data (2000) for Watervill®aine

Total Housing Units 6,819 100%
Total Occupied Units 6,219 91.2%
Total Vacant Units 601 8.8%
Homeowner Vacancy Rate 1.8%
Rental Vacancy Rate 8.8%
Owner-Occupied Units 3,052 49.1%
Renter-Occupied Units 3,166 50.9%
Types (all 6,819 units):

Single-family, detached 2,865 42%
Single-family, attached 154 2.3%
Duplex housing (units) 1,448 21.2%
3 or 4 units / structure 884 13.0%
5 to 9 units / structure 690 10.1%
10 to 19 units/ property 202 3.0%
20 or more units / property 372 5.5%
Mobile homes 204 3.0%
Single-family (all types) 3,223 47.3%
Multi-family (all types) 3,596 52.7%

Source: 2000 Census data, Table DP-4, Accessed by NevaBshd/lunicipal Data Center.

Waterville has according to census data a tot8l2i23 single-family housing
units, including single-family homes, condominiurasd mobile homes. Related,
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Waterville has according to 2000 Census Bureaua&tgal of 3,596 “multi-family

units,” using the broadest definition of that testarting with duplex structures and
going on up in numbers of units per structure opprty. Elsewhere we have seen that
the number of owner-occupied households in Walterinl Year 2000 was 3,052 and the
number of renter occupied units was 3,166. Itngartant to remember that numbers of
single-family units does not equate to homeownereiimbers and also that numbers of
multi-family units does not equate to numbers otaéhouseholdsMuch analysis can
be done of census data when housing is being stuaewill be seen in subsequent
sections.

Historical Trends / Population and Housing Constrution

Waterville’s historical population counts provideect evidence of whethe
City’s most dramatic growth occurred over the past centuries. Waterville’s 1810
population (1,314) was that of a relatively sniddline town, only slightly larger than
Mt. Vernon in population that year -- with whatdabecame Oakland included in the
Waterville numbers. As can be seen by review efTtable 2 with the sole exception of
the 1870s (when population growth was stagnanhgabath the American economy, due
to the national economic “Panic of 1873” and tbsulting American depression of the
1870s), Waterville saw constant growth in evergadie for 150 years, from 1810
through 1960, as the industrialized, small rivéy grew its industrial base of shoes,
leathers, textiles, apparel, pulp and paper praooiuclumber and wood products and
other traditional New England manufacturing ackdgt Dramatic population growth
spurts replaced the earlier, steady, decade-byddegaowth in the 1880s and again
during the first three decades of the 20th centiaterville’s population by 1930
(15,454) was equal to 99% of the Year 2000 poputati

Waterville’s historic population growth, by decades depicted in Table 2.
Housing development occurred in direct relationstifh Waterville’s population
growth patterns. Considerable tenement housing gpein sections of Waterville from
roughly 1880 forward, to accommodate the growthdpulation working in Waterville’s
and Winslow’s mills and factories. Waterville fllyareached its peak recorded
population in the 1960 Census at 18,695 peoplethBytime, the seeds for the industrial
decline of the northeast had already been plantétkei south, and offshore, although the
signs were not immediately recognized. As laté®&), State economists and economic
development professionals were still focusing nodsheir economic development
efforts on the so-called “Big Six” industrial sexg@f the Maine economy -- each of
which was manufacturing dominated. Since 1960,eWdle’s population has been on
the steady decline, resulting in a loss of 16.5%s0f960 base population by Year 2000.
Waterville had over 3,000 less people residindie ity by the time of the 2000 Census
than had been the case four decades ealiaterville’'s recent population history is the
near reverse of that of rural communities surrongdhe Waterville and Augusta areas.
Most rural farming communities in Central Maineaked their population peaks by 1850
or 1860, and then underwent a century long pomratecline, only to resume their
growth with the “in migration” and suburbanizatitirat started in their areas, in the late

Governmental Resources 11



1960s and into the 1970s, achieving again pouidévels by 1990 or 2000 equal to
their prior, mid-19th century town population peaks

Governmental Resources 12



Table 2: Waterville Historic Population Counts

YEAR POPULATION
1810 1,314
1820 1,719
1830 2,216
1840 2,971
1850 3,964
1860 4,390
1870 4,852
1880 4,672
1890 7,107
1900 9,477
1910 11,458
1920 13,351
1930 15,454
1940 16,688
1950 18,287
1960 18,695
1970 18,192
1980 17,779
1990 17,173
2000 15,605

Source:Raymond H. Fogler Library, University of Maine Weibe
Maine Census Data, Population Totals page (2/25/02)
(http://www.library.umaine.edu/census/townseareh)ht

Data retrieved and formatted for Governmental Ressuby

New England Municipal Data Center
Westfield, MA
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Population growth trends explain a lot regardimg thiousing stock of a
community. It is fully understandable that 45999Q) of all Waterville residential units
were constructed prior to 1940, given the signifta@eed for housing during Waterville’s
peak “industrial age”, which appears to have destween 1880 and 1950. As industry
grew and the job base was expanded, Watervillgdsilation quadrupled during that 8
decade period, and housing growth was forced tp kaee, particularly since historically
there has been a steady decline in persons peelnalds resulting in even greater
increased demand for housing units than is expdastéctly by population growth. As
anecdotal evidence of this trend, the 2001 KVCABuUprWorkcamp based in Waterville
focused strictly on single-family housing structyra significant portion of which had
been constructed between 60 and 120 years ago (@83210). It was noted that not
only were the homes old, but that also a signiticarmber of them had not been
constructed using high quality construction matsrma methods.

Waterville has a relatively smaller representabbrmobile homes, which if
manufactured prior to approximately 1992, tenddwadop problems relatively quickly
unless conscientiously maintained. Mobile homesufectured prior to 1976 almost
always have problems. Small Maine towns such &myPa, St. Albans, and Mt. Vernon
tend to have between 20% and 30% of their housoukss mobile homes. Belfast, a
much smaller city [in population] than Watervillgs in excess of 400 mobile homes in
its housing inventory. A total of 248 mobile haneere inventoried recently in the
small town of Palmyra, including approximately 288ich were occupied and 25 vacant,
abandoned units. Waterville, by contrast, withesal times the number of housing units
as the listed small Kennebec and Somerset Couwtystconly had 222 mobile homes in
1990 according to the census, representing b 8fdts total housing stock.

(According to recently-released 2000 Census diagantimbers actually decreased to 204
mobile home units over the decade of the 1990so@dth conflicting data in the
Comprehensive Plandicated growth in mobile home units by 46 throud®95.)

Waterville’s housing stock is defined by contmagtimages. There are areas of
fine, old, well-maintained housing, areas of higialgy housing developments which
have occurred since approximately 1940, and alsasawith large concentrations of
substandard housing, such as exists in parteedbtiuth End and in the North End.

There are, as noted above, a relatively small murabmobile homes in
Waterville, but a very large number of multi-famigpartment structures. With slightly
more than half of Waterville’s occupied housingtsitieing rental housing (50.9% in
2000), addressing the City’s housing problems bella complex, difficult task, involving
the necessity of cooperation between landlordsnsn public agencies and the City of
Waterville. Waterville has gone several years authan active public effort addressing
the poor condition of sectors of the Waterville siog stock. Waterville’s earlier public,
housing rehabilitation efforts ended approximaftiétgen years ago. Nor until
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approximately a year ago has there been any resggpdéyent public interest in dealing
with the City’s evolving housing issues throughublic process.

b. Inventory Data From Tax Assessor’'s Records

While it would be possible to construct an inveptof residential properties from
Tax Assessor’s data, that would not be a fruitkdreise to undertake on a limited budget
for a number of reasons, including the fact thahgrily the data is organized in ‘tax
map/lot format’ and would require considerable matation the data to be aggregated
and presented in housing sector blocks. Also,itkedme inclusion of some information
in Tax Assessor records regarding age, construntiaterials and quality of construction
for each property, no meaningful assessments afiton of housing can be constructed
from Tax Assessor’s data. For the sake of illdgtra the City Planner’s office did create
a useful “desk inventory” from Tax Assessor’s dafeone sector (urban center), which
in terms of counts and types of housing units vweasarkably close to the inventory
numbers produced by the Consultant’s field invgnadithe same geographic area.
Beyond this exercise, however, only limited use masle in this project of Tax
Assessor’s data for a number of reasons.

c. Inventory Findings From Field Estimates

The central research task of this project congistehe Consultant’'s conduct of a
near 100% field inventory and assessment of allieaesial structures in the City of
Waterville. The results of this extensive fieldnhware presented in Chapters 7 through
16 of this housing assessment report. Essent@lyernmental Resources reviewed
residential properties (and properties primarilgstoucted for other uses, although with
residential units within) accounting for 6,757 diveg units, or 99.1% of the total
identified in the 2000 Census. Chapter 16 sumraatize results of this considerable
field effort. From the hundreds of hours involvadhis field work comes the startling
finding that upwards of 25% of all residential gnit the City of Waterville are located in
moderately to severely substandard residentiattsires.

5. Waterville Housing Vacancy Rates

A considerable degree of interest in the topid/\dterville vacancy rates’ was
evidenced during the housing assessment prod@s from the 2000 Census indicates
that 8.8% (601 units) of the total 6,819 Wateevhibusing units were vacant and that
91.2% (6,218) of Waterville housing units werewqued at the time of the 2000 Census.
The 601 vacant units likely included: (a) 306 atninits, which were then available, and
being advertised for rent; (b) 56 units which wiren vacant, and being advertised for
sale; (c) 53 units either rented and vacant,loclivhad been sold, but which were not
then occupied, (d) 67 units listed as used ‘&@senal, recreational or occasional use’;
and 119 “other vacant” units. (Although not brokert and explained by the Census
data, it seems clear that most of the remaining ‘IdtBer vacant” units were either: (a)
severely substandard, rental units, not being éideerat the time of the census; (b) units
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tied up in estate settlements, but not on the nbaakel/or (c) units arising from other
situations that would explain their status as vaaaits, not then in the marketplace.)

The breakout (above) of the listed total of 60&ard units existing in Waterville
in April, 2000, presented above does not arisectlyrand fully from published Census
Bureau data, but instead from Governmental Ressues¢rapolation of the more limited
data that has been released. Using Census dafimigind printed methodology
information, the breakout was calculated by youn&ldtant. (It is always important to
understand and remember that due to multiple ndstbb census data collection, and
the fact that published findings data is often glaited from varying original census
sources, Census Bureau data is not always camsveith itself. Also, on occasion, ‘the
Census Bureau actually makes errors’, which oneal#ta is published, are not corrected
even if discovered -- not even a decade later.)

A more accurate measure of a municipality’s actaahncy rate for all residential
units (more accurate than the gross vacancy rate foesitiential units, meaning the
indicated 8.8% vacancy rate overall, for Watégyitan be calculated by removing
‘seasonal, recreational, occasional use’ residemmiss from the calculation. In
Waterville’'s case, this “vacation home” categorgamts for only 67 residential units, or
less than 1% of the total. (As a percentage af tutusing, the 0.98% of Waterville
housing that is for seasonal, recreational or acnasuse is the lowest percentage for a
municipality ever encountered by the Consultant.)

When these 67 units are taken out of the calaratvaterville had at the time of
the 2000 Census a total, remaining 534 vacans.ufiibe recalculated, census-derived,
gross ‘vacancy rate’ for Waterville was, therefore8% of the totab,819 residential
units, or 7.9% of the lesser base of 6,752 (6,8K%, 67) residential units. As would be
expected, this rate is approximately a full peragatpoint below the City’s previously
stated ‘gross vacancy rate’ of 8.8%. Stated cmalg 92.1% of alWaterville
residential units (except those intended for seasoecreational, and occasional use)
were occupied at the time of the April, 2000 census

The next step in dealing with residential propevcancy rates in Waterville
consists of looking at the vacancy rates for owow&upied properties (or properties
intended for owner occupancy, but vacant) anddatal, residential properties. Of the
6,218 housing units considered to_be occuméd/aterville at the time of the 2000
Census, 3,052 units (49.1%) were owner-occupiesihg units and 3,166 units (50.9%)
were renter-occupied housing units. The Censusdiualso provides the separate
vacancy rates (expressed in percentages) for Wiseywner-occupied housing units
and for Waterville rental housing units. AccordiogCensus Bureau Table DP1
(released several months ago), Waterville’s honmsowinit vacancy rate in 2000 was
1.8% and Waterville’s rental unit vacancy rate 8&9o.

The Census Bureau releases these vacancy raenizresand also publishes the
definitions and a description of the methods usethtculate the individual rental and
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owner occupied vacancy rate percentages, but leateethe non-governmental data
analyst to convert these percentages to absolutdens -- as was undertaken by
Governmental Resources for Waterville. It is bedek that the breakout published above
is very close to actual counts existing in 200lhe calculations are not as simple as they
might seem, due to census definitions (describwlg¢h units are counted as vacant,
which are not”). Subsequent calculations relatithe provided vacancy rate
percentages enter confusion into the accountingre e go...

Although not published as a statistic, censua dah be extrapolated (from) to
indicate the existence and availability 3,108 year-round units intended for occupancy
by homeowners in Waterville in April, 2000, of whithe listed 3,052 were occupied by
home owners and 56 were vacant and advertise@t®ias that time With a published
homeowner unit vacancy rate of 1.8%, Watervill@sieowner occupancy rate was,
therefore, it would appear, 98.2%. The numbehomeowner units officially
considered to be vacant would have been 56 units.

This census-derived figure tends to be consistéhtreports of local real estate
agents, who describe a recent, very tight supiptieoent, single family housing for sale
in Waterville. Recent informal research by Goveenttal Resources (reviewing real
estate listings in various publications) identifiagproximately 65 homes for sale in
Waterville, not all of which were vacant. Recerdihe Real Estate Information System
data for Waterville listed 112 listings for the aomnity, although after commercial,
industrial, and duplex and multi-family listings reediscounted, only approximately 70
were for single-family, owner-occupied listingsdditionally, the number of vacant
housing units, listed for sale in April, 2000 (cite the census) was approximately
similar to the number of listings of single familguses on the market in early Spring,
2002.

On the rental property side of the equation, teagis Bureau published an 8.8%
vacancy rate for Waterville rental units, and elsexe indicated that the total number of
renter-occupied units was 3,166 in April, 2000.isT8uggests that 91.2% of the total
number of rental units were occupied at that time.

By extrapolation, the published number of rentsupied units (3,166) and the
published rental property vacancy rate (8.8%),nakgether, suggest the existence of a
total 3,472 units rental units in Waterville, etlenter-occupied (the 3,166 units) or
available and advertised for rent at the time ef2800 Census. The data indicates that
there were 306 rental units then vacant, availabteadvertised for rent in April, 2000.

(Recall, the vacancy rate for rental property iatévville in early 2000 was listed
at 8.8%. The fact that the percent of rental waisant, listed at 8.8% by the Census
Bureau, was identical to the overall 8.8% vacaiaty for all Waterville housing units
[derived from gross totals, Census Bureau datagtilhtes some of the inherent
contradictions often found in detailed analysis@fsus statistics. With approximately
half of Waterville’s units being owner occupiedthva vacancy rate of less than 2%,
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there is no easily explainable way that the gressail vacancy rate and the rental
property vacancy rate should both be 8.8%.

When the derived (extrapolated) total number wiher-occupancy units (3,108)
is added to the total, derived number of rentalsu¢d,472), their sum (6,580) falls 239
units of the total gross inventory of Watervilleusmg units (6,819). Clearly, when the
Census Bureau calculates the homeowner vacancgndtthe rental vacancy rate, it does
not include all housing units existing in the conmtiyiin the base This fact also
illustrates the apparent (although often not reaipnsistencies inherent in census data.

One final calculation produces a more realisttoveste of the vacancy rate for
rental properties in Waterville. Focusing on tl88 2inits not occupied, and also not
included in the Census Bureau’s calculation of nagaates (for reasons already stated),
Governmental Resources estimates that after tlse&Sonal units are considered, the
remaining 172 vacant units are mostly rental umiscurrently in the market. If we
adopt a conservative estimate that only 100 ofitteccounted for 172 “other vacant”
units are rental units, this increases the totallmer of rental units to 3,572, of which
only 3,166 were actually rented in April, 2000. séming that the conservative allocation
of 100 of the “missing” 172 units were vacant, ragvertised, probably extremely
substandard, closed-down and/or boarded up renitsl (@s exist, for example on Silver
Place and on Front Place), a much higher rentggotp vacancy rate can be calculated.
The resultants are an occupancy ratallo¥aterville rental units of 88.6% and a vacancy
rate of 11.4%.

Landlords live in the real worldPublished statistics may be interesting, but
landlords must live with the financial effects bétr own vacancy rates. Various
landlords in Waterville with large numbers of rdntaits have reported (in the summer
of 2002) current vacancy rates ranging betweerab®#12%. (This discounts the
occasional owner of a 3 unit residential, rentalgtre, with a vacancy, for a 33%
vacancy rate.)

One recent entrant to the Waterville rental ma¢Ketystone Management) reports
an overall vacancy rate in the range of 10 to 14Rapugh the vacancy rate is decreased
to approximately 5% in Keystone’s significant ni.anbf better, two-bedroom
apartments at Thayer Gardens and Orchard Parkéfty Crestwood Apartments). In
those two projects, approximately 95% of the uartsreportedly rented at any given
time.

Arcon Realty Inc., which owns approximately 100tsirmostly in the North End
of Waterville, reports a vacancy rate of betweena8fh 10%. Industry experts have
written in learned publications that for the rentalustry, vacancy rates ought not exceed
6%, meaning that 94% of the units should be occlgieny point in time, for a project
to perform well financially -- as a general “ruletbumb”.
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When the vacancy rates for owner-occupied andefatial housing were
calculated by the Census Bureau, the total basat éouunits considered in these
calculations is 6,580 units, not the full 6,819deastial units existing in Waterville. This
total (6,580) accounts for all owner-occupied yratsrenter-occupied units, and all units
vacant and available, and advertised at that tianesale or for rent. Using this as the
base, the combined total of 306 vacant rental @mts56 vacant for sale units, or 362
vacant, advertised, for rent or for sale unitsespnts an overall, blended vacancy rate of
only 5.5%.

A total of 239 housing units were not includedhrse calculations -- the
difference between 6,819 total units and the 6158 cited above either occupied or
available for rent or sale. This number (239 ynitsluded the seasonal housing units
(67) and 172 other housing units not included endalculations, since for whatever
reason, these 172 units were not occupied anchalsoothvacant, available and being
advertised for rent. The reasons for the non-sioluof these units range from
situations of recently sold or rented units notg@&tupied, units in such a deteriorated
condition as not to be available, units tied upsiate settlements and, therefore, not yet
on the market, and “other” units.

6. Variety of Housing

The DECD guidelines for the conduct of housingeasments call not only for an
inventory of housing stock of a municipality, bld@for commentary on the “variety of
housing”, both existing and desired for the comrtyuni

a. Single-Family Housing The Census Bureau reports that Waterville has
2,865 detached and 154 attached, single familgwiibhousing, or 3,019 units, not
counting mobile homes. With mobile homes addedntimber of single-family
“structures” (and units) rises to 3,223. The figdentory located 3,067 units perceived
to be single family units, also not counting moltitanes, nor counting condominiums
either. When condominiums observed in the fielatded, the field inventory figure
becomes 3,207. Some observed properties mark&dgs-family units were (no doubt)
duplex structures.

b. Multi-family Housing Adding up all duplex and multi-family units, the
Census Bureau reports the existence of 3,596 tiamitily units. The field inventory
identified 3,105 (duplexes or apartment units) rfalnily units, plus a portion of a
catch-all category labeled “All Other”, which inded condominiums, mobile homes,
and special housing projects, totaling 585 unitaking out condominiums and observed
mobile homes, a balance of 243 units remain -- iwhre one or another form of multi-
family housing, including Single Room Occupancy (§Rroperties. Therefore, the
field inventory identified 3,348 multi-family unitghen that term is used most broadly --
or 93% of the total. Again, the discrepancy islaixd by the difficulty in determining
precisely how many units to count in an apartmeiting, where conflicting clues are
evident to an external observer.

Governmental Resources 19



c. Condominiums Census data indicates the existence of 154 condiamsnin
Waterville. The field inventory suggests the existe of a slightly higher number of
units. Some condominiums (such as on Drummond Aeehave been converted from
that status to multi-family housing.

c. Mobile Homes According to the 1990 Census, there were 222 mobile
homes in Waterville at that time, representing 3dt%e 7,008 residential units in the
inventory. The 1997 Comprehensive Pilagicated that 46 new mobile homes had been
added between 1990 and 1995, but many must havereplacements, or else removals
were not being counted. Through 6/25/02, theinairtg by Governmental Resources of
Waterville’s 2002 housing stock had identified Xa&gle-wide mobile homes -- as
reported earlier. The Census Bureau recently atdicthe existence of 204 mobile
homes in Waterville in 2000. The Consultant locatedits outside the mobile home
parks, bringing the field inventory total of thasats to 202.

For a number of reasons, including variationsoohidations, intended
permanence, trends in the manufactured housingindwand changed building
standards, the Consultant has not attemptedferelitiate between double-wide mobile
homes and modular single-family residential strregu Both of those categories were
counted as “single-family homes” in the field int@ty. In other words, in this analysis,
only single-wide mobile homes were included ini@bile home countWaterville’s
four mobile home parks were visited and inventqgriediuding the Grove Street Trailer
Park, Countryside Mobile Home Park, Punky MeaddMedile Home Park, and Village
Green Mobile Home Park. All but one of the 198 itehomes observed in Waterville
(through June, 2002) were located in these fouril@mbiome parks. The individual park
totals at that time were as follows:

Table 1
Mobile Home Park Location Sector Single-Wide Urnis
Grove Street Moho Prk Grove Street A28
Countryside Moho Park W. River Rd. I 117
Punky Meadows Moho Prk  W. River Rd. I 14*
Village Green Moho Prk W. River Rd. I *38
Total Single-Wide Units in 4 Parks 197
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* The Village Green Mobile Home Park also containdouble-wide mobile homes
counted as (with) traditional single-family homesianodular homes in sector counts,
and the Punky Meadows Park has one such unit.

Waterville has some serious housing issues, abevilletailed in other sections of
this report._One problem that Waterville doeshmte is a large inventory of seriously
deteriorated mobile homes, such as exist in nunseaine municipalities For a
number of reasons, elaborated on in the “CondiioHousing” section of this report,
there is generally a direct correlation betweergh mventory of pre-1976 manufactured
mobile homes, patrticularly if located outside oflmi@ home parks without enforced
standards, and poor housing standards.

Many rural Maine municipalities in Kennebec anareoset Counties have a
relatively high percentage of their housing as feohomes. In Mount Vernon, one
residence in five is a mobile home, and in Palmyrabile homes account for fully 30%
of all housing units, totaling 248 units, includi2g3 occupied mobile homes and 25
abandoned, rusting and rotting units scatteredsadtee rural countryside. Many rural
towns have no restrictions against the importadibnsed, deteriorated, substandard
mobile homes, or against those being occupied, thecenost basic of plumbing
standards have been met. Many of these commual8eslo not have zoning, and,
therefore, mobile homes are scattered across ikdsdape, sometimes placed on the
edges of forests and cultivated farmlands, witheocated on separate lots than are
located in mobile home parks.

Even Belfast, which has a rather highly develogpetdof land use ordinances and
practices, nonetheless has more than 420 mobiles©iasome 60% of which are severely
substandard, and only approximately 50% of whiehlacated in mobile home parks.
Inland of Route One in Belfast, there are dozenaabile homes located haphazardly on
lots on rural country roads. Often, as is the aa®elfast, some of the worst housing
conditions in the community are based in the matame inventory stock.

Waterville’s mobile home inventory, in sharp castrto those of other
communities, seems to be in relatively good coaditiA field review of approximately
117 mobile homes in the Countryside Mobile HomekPfar example, noted only 6 units
where evident, exterior substandard characterisktsed. In the Grove Street Mobile
Home Park, only 1 unit was severely deterioratad,ta/o others showed aging signs.
These topics will be dealt with in greater detaikilater section of this report. Suffice to
say at this point that Waterville’s inventory of bie homes is small (approximately 3%
of all housing units) relative to the total housingentory, and that local regulations and
park standards appear to have resulted in a relgtivell maintained mobile home stock.

d. Specialized Housing  “Specialized Housing” is a term of art, used in
various ways in various reports. For purposesefihdion in this report, when the term
is used, it refers to elderly housing, assistedjyvresidential care units, nursing homes,
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transitional housing, group homes, homeless siseldd special needs housing.
Subsidized single-family housing, duplex housimg] enulti-family housing (other than
specifically for elderly) is not included in thiategory. (Special needs housing is
addressed in Chapter 20 below.)

e. Public Housing and Subsidized Family Housing Since the late 1960s, the
Waterville Housing Authority, originally created lyd technically still working on
behalf of the City of Waterville, has developed othe years a number of projects,
separate and duplex units, and voucher and cetgfijgrograms which in total provide
housing for in excess of 760 Waterville area hoakk$) a number equal to more than
12% of the total number of occupied residentiatsim the City. (This number is slightly
deceiving, for some of the vouchers administerethbyWaterville Housing Authority
are located outside the municipality.) The subgeetis of public housing and subsidized
housing are among the 21 key housing issue aréaeddy DECD, and, as such, are
treated independently, later in this report. Whethulti-family, or duplex units, or
other, the housing units included in the Watenileusing Authority programs are parts
of neighborhoods, and as such are counted aspge™t{single-family, duplex,
apartments, etc.) and, therefore, will not be ferr#laborated on here, so as to avoid
“double-counting”. The Waterville Housing Authgris not the only entity providing
subsidized housing (either public housing or SecBmr other rent supported housing) in
Waterville as will be detailed later in this repofitwo other providers are the City of
Waterville’'s General Assistance Program, which tady supports in excess of 50
households with housing assistance and the Kennédéxy Mental Health Center,
which is discussed later. (See Chapters 20, 212hdelow for information pertaining
to specialized housing, elderly housing, and pufdiusing and subsidized housing.)

f. Student Housing (Colby College and Thomas Celge) The subject of
student housing for Colby College and Thomas Celldig not receive much attention in
this housing study. Both colleges offer on campussing which is beyond the concern
of Waterville public policy, as regards housingoadfability issues. Both colleges also
impact slightly the rental property markets withf“campus housing” rentals by some
students, but this is covered within attention tat&ville area residential housing.

g. Elderly Housing The subject of elderly housing is addressed sulesgiyun
this Waterville Housing Assessmeahd with the exception of “elderly project hougi
this is not considered a distinct type of housifigpat is, many single family and many
multi-family dwelling units are occupied by the efty. Waterville has a large elderly
population and is the service center for an evegeleelderly group. (See Report Section
21 below for detailed information on the subjefcélolerly housing resources and needs.)

h. Seasonal, Vacation, Recreational, Occasionas& Housing Waterville
has virtually no housing units classified by thasues as “vacation homes”. Only 67
housing units (less than 1% of Waterville's 6,84k units) were classified as ‘for
seasonal, recreational or occasional use’ in tid® Ziensus. Chapter 28 deals with this
type of housing.
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7. Waterville Housing Sectors Delineation
Background

For purposes of project management, at the oatsbe housing assessment
project, the Consultant divided the City of Wat#evinto 8 “housing sectors”.
Subsequently, it was decided to define a 9th hgusactor, comprised of portions of two
of the earlier-defined sectors VIl and VIIl. Thukapter: (a) describes the delineation of
the entire City of Waterville into 9 housing sestaib) describes the outside boundary of
each defined housing sector, (c) lists the sti@etpartial streets) included in each of the
nine housing sector, and (d) provides very brigdliminary descriptions of the housing
characteristics and conditions that characterizé e&the nine defined Waterville
housing sectors.

Two of the sectors (Waterville Housing Sectorandl I11) when combined
constitute the so-called “South End”. During ApR002, at the outset of the Waterville
housing assessment project, the Consultant coedlactomplete and detailed
windshield survey of the South End, as well as@nthe ground” preliminary
assessment, and recording of housing inventonhanding conditions information. This
higher than anticipated level of attention to tBetith End” represented the Consultant’s
response to the call in the City’s RFP for speaisntion on that area of the City.

According to the 2000 Census, Waterville had 6 /8d3sing units at the time of
the census, of which 6,218 were listed as occupnel601 as being vacant. Housing
units include single-family residences, apartméotated in multi-family residential
apartment buildings, mobile homes, condominiumsgi®iRoom Occupancy (SRO)
units, units in elderly housing project, public Bog units, special needs housing units,
apartments located in “mixed use” commercial/rasiidé structures and “other” housing
type categories.

With more than 6,800 housing units to be dealbhwitWaterville’s housing
assessment, the Consultant found it necessarysafdl tio divide the City into what were
labeled as “housing sectors” -- in order that t\ald competently manage the extensive,
comprehensive study tasks being confronted. Wihetxception of the potential, isolated
use of housing information pertaining to the “Soltid”, which at this time is receiving
special attention and focus from the City and rnegi@gency officials, there are no
immediately evident or intended ‘policy implicatsdrof the division of Waterville into
“housing sectors”._That,ishis division is meaningful strictly with respeotthis housing
study, and there is no expectation that these iIsegt@ones are likely to be meaningful
to future public policy recommendations, excepttharse which might evolve relating to
the South End, and possibly also some relatingedilorth End”. That is not to say that
City officials might not find this present delingat of the City into “housing sectors”
useful, in future public policy discussions regagdhousing or neighborhood topics.
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Delineation Methodology

The delineation of Waterville into nine (9) hougsectors is strictly an exercise
to facilitate a meaningful, manageable discussidh@subject matter. At first, the
Consultant was concerned that he had possibly addptmany sectors, that perhaps
some should be grouped to have a lower numberusgihg sectors. However, as the
project unfolded, the divisions became meaningfsiful, and in at least two situations,
individual sectors were further defined (for reastmat will become obvious) into sub-
sectors. (Interestingly, an old dusty report pded to the Consultant by the City Planner
well after the study was underway indicated tha¢arty [1966] Waterville planning
study entitled “Neighborhood Analysis of WatervjlMaine” had divided the City into
13 distinct neighborhoods, as well as the ruratifi®y Area” and the Colby College area,
or 15 sub-areas in all. And this division of Watkevinto 15 sub-areas actually came
before much of the residential development, andhi®mrhood growth, of the past 35
years)

In dividing the City into housing sectors, the Goltant’s initial impulse was to
adopt sectors that coincided with the City’s lasd mones from its zoning ordinances.
That approach was soon dismissed following closamenation of the City's zoning
map. Land use zones simply would ‘not work’ fortaddishing housing zones, because
zoning boundaries did not divide the City into neaimpact geographic divisions. That
is, for example, there exist 5 different “residalitzone types, some of which appear at
several, non-contiguous, locations throughout titg. G\s one would expect, the zoning
map does not divide the City into a only a fewidigt non-overlapping sectors, as was
needed for the housing assessment.

Following dismissal of a delineation approach gdithy the numerous land use
zones depicted on the City’s zoning map, the Caoastihext attempted to divide the City
according to groupings of housing conditions, Ioittal windshield survey activity
revealed significant problems with attempting @igiproach, problems tracing primarily
from the lack of similar conditions (or, stated#rer way, the existence of widely
diverse conditions) in several areas of the City.

For examplein what was ultimately established as “Wateevilousing Sector
IV, located essentially between Kennedy Memoialve and Mayflower Hill Drive,
bounded on the west side by First Rangeway anti@edst side by Messalonskee
Stream, there were several variations in smahetuded areas (or mini-neighborhoods
within). Generally, therefore, the suggested aggh of dividing the City by sectors of
distinct housing conditions would have yielded meeetors than was desired -- perhaps
as many as six distinct sector types and 20 oeractual sectors. Some consideration
was given to defining the 20 or more sectors bg tyjut that became a statistical
nightmare, and without any particular purpose peserved. These various methods
were all considered, and then the Consultant esdigriell back on the division of the
Waterville area into large quadrants that had hesedl in the 2001 Group Workcamps
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Home Repair Project, and then proceeded from thizliframework to the
establishment of additional sectors as needed.

More specifically, having dismissed the variouseptial delineation approaches
described above, the Consultant simply approadiediap and established meaningful
boundaries using major roadways, geographical featsuch as the Messalonskee Street
and the Kennebec River, and other manmade feguwel as the railroad line) to
establish many of the sector boundaries. Origiraliht (8) housing sectors were
delineated somewhat arbitrarily by the Consultamg convenient and locally
understandable boundaries.

As noted, the boundaries of the eight originat@sowvere established primarily
for geographic convenience and ease of locatinglafiding the boundary, such as using
the centerline of Kennedy Memorial Drive from itsgin immediately west of
Messalonskee Stream to the Oakland town line asdhteern boundary for Waterville
Housing Sector | and the southern boundary, resedgtfor Sectors IV and V, which
were then divided from each other by First Rangewag so on. By this means, as will
be explained in some detail in following sectiath®, 8 original Waterville housing
sectors were drawn. (The rationale for, and syumeset delineation of, a 9th sector is
explained subsequently.)

A primary requirement of the Consultant in esstiohg the housing sectors was
that each be a manageably-sized area or housinugetation with boundaries defined
geographically by a primary road, or other man-nfadéure (such as a railroad line), or
by a major physical feature -- such as MessalonSkexam which served as the east or
west boundary for six of the eight originally defthhousing sectors (Sectors |, II, IV, V,
VI and VII). Likewise, Kennedy Memorial Drive s&d as the southern boundary for
two sectors and the northern boundary for a tifiktland V, and I, respectively). As
noted, a primary purpose in establishing housietpse was to allow the Consultant
(beginning with the conduct of a City-wide, windsli survey) to divide the City into
manageable sectors, in order to assess the hansagh sector, and to then be able to
aggregate data from the individual sectors of thraraunity as the whole. In the
vernacular, the delineation exercise divided thg @to manageable, “bite size chunks”
for analytical and descriptive purposes.

The location of some boundaries was also somewtfiatnced by the existence
of significant changes in quality and conditiorholusing or by the general absence of
residential structures in some locations, duextbusive or near exclusive existence of
commercial, industrial, or institutional structuiesd land uses. Housing conditions
within the various defined sectors are not necdgsamilar throughout said sectors,
although at least three of the sectors (Sectdit Hnd VIII) have relatively high
concentrations of substandard housing.

At some locations (such as with the use of Gravee®to divide Sectors Il and Il
from each other), the adopted boundary ratheli@aiify splits two natural clusters of
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lower value and/or substandard housing, althobghke larger clusters can be easily
defined by aggregating sectors or subsectorswilhbe seen eventually, subsectors were
defined in at least two sectors, to differentiagéneen areas (or groupings) of quality
housing and substandard housing within those sectector Il has such a subdivision,
since the housing in Sector IlIA (essentially W&&eet to Summer Street) varies
considerably from the housing from Summer Stre&ikeer Street -- Sector IlIB.

In the final analysis, no scheme for dividing & geographical entity into
regions, zones, districts or areas is ever pediedtthere are always alternative schemes
that might have just as logically been adoptede fE#searcher conducting the study, and
with responsibility for presentation of the anadysnd interpretative study results, must
adopt that method of delineation that works beshie approach. As noted, the
Consultant originally had divided Waterville intcdh®using sectors, using Kennedy
Memorial Drive, Silver Street and Spring Streeg, khaine Central Railroad line (east of
the Messalonskee Stream), the northern sectionanf Btreet and Messalonskee Stream
as the “dividing lines” and the result was a famganingful and manageable division of
the City into eight, defined housing sectors. ®gpently, Interstate-95 was used to
delineate the “inside boundary” of the late-defin&th sector located on both sides of
outer Main Street, outside of the interstate, eartbrthwest corner of the City.

More detailed levels of neighborhood assessmerd s@nducted in the South
End (Sectors Il and lll) and also, subsequentlBectors IV and VI, than was the case
elsewhere in the City. The higher level of attemtio detail in the South End occupied a
majority of the Consultant’s project time durifgetinitial month of the project (April,
2002), as was evident from inclusion of an extemsiraft chapter in the April progress
report, relating to South End housing inventoryndibons and issues. For reasons
relating to the need for sampling of an area wisedmed to be a microcosm of the entire
City of Waterville, Sector IV then, next receivextfised, detailed attention, as reported
in Progress Report No.(Provided to the Advisory Committee at the endVialy, 2002).
Subsequently, the decision was made to conducd@ Ii@ld inventory and assessment
throughout the City, which was not originally engised. In subsequent progress reports,
other sectors were accounted for and describdtyagh not always in the same level of
detail. The North End, however, did receive thmesdevel of detailed inventory and
field assessment as had the South End.
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Waterville Housing Sectors, Defined

The nine (9) Waterville housing sectors are delie@ and described in the
following sections of this chapter:

Waterville Housing Sector |

Sector lis a relatively large area (approximately 40+%hef City’s land mass)
located in the southwest (SW) quadrant of the Gfityvaterville. The area is bounded on
the north by starting at the sector's NW corndhatlocation of the intersection with the
Oakland town line and the Interstate 95 Exit/lcb@nge 33 and proceeding in an
easterly direction, along the centerline of Kennki@morial Drive, to the point where
the Messalonskee Stream passes under the roadnaned KMD ends and Silver Street
begins immediately beyond the Waterville House ariddkes property; is bounded on
the east by the Messalonskee Stream all the wietennebec River, and southerly on
the Kennebec to the Sidney Town line; is bounaethe south from the Kennebec
River westerly along the Sidney/Waterville boundaryhe Waterville / Oakland line at
the SW corner of both the sector and the City; aadjounded on the west from that SW
corner, northerly to the point of origin at ExiB8 and the Oakland town line. Interstate
95 passes in a south to north direction througwistern edge of Waterville Housing
Sector |

Streets and roads included in Sector | are liseddw. Where the term “(partial”
is used, reference to the delineation of the boueslavill explain (with reference to a
map) either where the street is truncated to irecthe part within this sector and/or
where only one side of the street is included withis sector._lllustratingnly the very
limited number of residential properties on the tBaide of KMD (if any) are included
in Sector |, with residential properties on theth@ide of KMD being included in either
Sector IV or V. Therefore, the entry of “KMDgptial)” will appear in Sectors I, IV
and V. Reference to the map will immediately leddie KMD housing in each.

Streets included in Sector | arAbanaki Road, Airport Road, Bruins Drive,
Carver Street, Celtics Drive, College Street, CtievBrive, Crestwood Drive, Dusty
Lane, Eaglewood Drive, Eight Rod Road, EvergreameDFord Drive, Franklin Street,
Gilbert Street, Hart Ridge Drive, Heather DrivegdaDrive, Jewells Way, John Avenue,
Junction Road, Kennedy Memorial Drive (partial, thoside), Louise Avenue, Mitchell
Road, Morgan Street, Mulberry Lane, Mustang DrNelson Street, Patricia Avenue,
Patriots Drive, Paul Avenue, Poulin Way, Punky LdRed Sox Drive, Rideout Street,
Ridgewood Avenue, Sawyer Street, Shores Roadjigj3treet, Telford Road, Thomas
Drive, Trafton Road, Victoria Drive, Village Gre&wvoad, Washington Street Extension,
Webb Road, West River Road, Wilkes Street
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Because Sector | includes large areas of comnheirciastrial, airport industrial
and resource protection lands, some streets indludnis sector have either very few or
no residential units located on them. The grea@stentration of housing in this sector
is in the area between the Inland Hospital and¥est River Road, immediately south of
KMD. There is a cluster of mid-to-low value hmgslocated within this housing
concentration Review of tax assessor’s data pediin 2001 indicated that 50 single-
family houses in this area were assessed at laasb0,000 value. Most of the open
land existing in Waterville is located in Sectosduthward to the Sidney town line.
Chapter 8 details the residential stock includethis Waterville housing sector.

Waterville Housing Sector |l

Sector llis a relatively small area, with a small numberasidential units. It
consists of the southeast corner of intown Waterieing that portion of the City
located to the east of the Messalonskee Streamwld€MD/Silver Street connection, and
south of Grove Street at the southerly end of tea aalled the “South End. Much of this
small sector is taken up with two large cemetetles wastewater treatment plant, some
open land zoned either resource protection or resatlential. However, there is some
housing in the area to the south of Grove Stregtadong the lower end of Water Street,
and, as noted, this area is an integral part oStheh End.

The streets included in Sector Il are listed bel@wly residential properties on
the South side of Grove Street are included in@dktand those on the north side are
included in Sector 1, so an entry of “Grove &trépartial)” will appear in both sectors
Il and Ill. Streets included in Sector Il are:afld Street, Grove Street (partial), Grove
Court, South Grove Street, South Water Street, WRleee and Wyman Street.

Descriptions of housing inventory and housing d¢oos in this area are included
in Chapter 9, pertaining to the South End. Thaiptér appeared earlier in Progress
Report No. 1.Sector Il is a relatively small sector in sizel@ven small in numbers of
housing units, given the large portion of this eeeiisting in cemetery space and public
facilities. A review of data provided by the tassassor in 2001 reveals that at that time
38 single-family homes in this area (nearly 70%heftotal) were valued at less than
$60,000. As will be noted elsewhere, howeverdfigipressions and field notes indicate
that with a few exceptions, housing in this aresitbeen better maintained generally than
have residential properties north of Grove Strégom the field inventory a total of 83
residential units were counted in this sector,udclg 55 single-family units, 11 two
family houses and 2 three-family structures. (Skapter 9.)
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Waterville Housing Sector 1l

Sector lllis the area in the southeast quadrant of thetlatlyis bounded by
Spring Street in the north, Silver Street in thestw&rove Street in the south and the
Kennebec River (immediately beyond Water Streethéneast. This area includes most
of the area known as the “South End” (although cilactually extends south of Grove
Street to include Sector I, to just before thet@aBridge passes overhead where an
innovative “house in the ground” is the last observesidential unit of the South End).
For the purpose of further delineating Sectoatitording to housing quality and
conditions, this sector was divided into Sectds énd IlIB. (Although technically
subsectors, these two smaller areas will be refdéoas “sectors” in the narrative.)

Sector lllA includes the area south of Spring &tte Sherwin Street, except for
the tier of Silver Street and Silver Place progsrtoin the plateau above Kennebec Street
and the park, and all of the area to the easteoStiimmer Street centerline, from Sherwin
all the way to Grove Street. (Using the centerbh&ummer Street is an arbitrary choice,
and the argument could be made that the “fault lb@dind east side Summer Street
properties, dividing the plateau from the allup&in below should have been used, to
further distinguish value and quality of propertieshe subsectors.)

Sector lIB is the balance of Sector lll, andnitludes the area west of the
Summer Street centerline to Silver Street andfah@ residential structures beyond the
plateau (west of the park and Kennebec Street giepeon Silver Street and Silver
Place north of Sherwin Street. Most (but not@fl)he housing stock in Sector IlIB is of
a generally different character than most of thaated in Sector IlIA.

The streets included in this Sector Il are lidgbetbw. As with Sectors | and I,
where the term “partial” is used, reference todbkneation of the boundaries will
explain (with reference to a map) either wherestineet is truncated to include the part
within this sector and/or where only one side @f $kreet is included within the
referenced sector. lllustratingnly residential properties on the South sid&afve
Street are included in Sector Il, and those omthréh side are included in Sector Ill, so
an entry of “Grove Street (partial)” will appearboth sectors Il and Ill. Likewise, only
properties located on the east side of Silver Saezincluded in Sector I, with west
side Silver Street properties being in Sector VI.

Streets included in Sector Il ard&nn Street, Autumn Court, Autumn Street,
Brackett Place, Careen Street, Cary Court, CarglBay Court, Dennis Court, Dutton
Court, Gilmore Street, Gingerbread Lane, Gold $t@eay Avenue, Gray Street, Green
Street, Grove Street (partial), Halde Street, H€ayrt, Kennebec Street, Kimball Street,
King Street, Labbe Street, Libby Court, LockwoodheaMoor Street, Oxford Street, Pare
Street, Paris Street, Pine Street, Pooler’'s ParkiRston Street, Reddington Street,
Sherwin Street, Silver Place, Silver Street (pBrtilvermount Street, Summer Street,
Swan Street, Tardiff Street, Turner Street, Vet&anrt, Water Street and Williams
Street. This list makes no distinction between&asdIIA and IIIB.
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Elsewhere in this report, inventory and housingdition data is developed for
both the individual subsectors, and then combioetescribe the entire Sector Ill. One
statistic will indicate the significant differencbkstween housing quality in the two
subsectors of Sector lll. Field inventory notedicate that a total of 293 single-family
residences were counted in Sector lll, including @BSector IlIA and 113 in Sector IlIB.
Correlation with data provided by the Tax Assess@001 indicates that there were 122
single-family structures valued at less than $60jaGSector Ill. Of those, close
examination of the data indicates that 106 ofeéHower-valued, single- family houses
were located in Sector A (accounting for 59%adifSF homes located there) and only
16 were located in Sector IlIB (only 14% of all Bémes in this subsector). (Chapter 9
of this Waterville housing assessment encompassestS Il and Ill, Waterville’'s South
End.)

Waterville Housing Sector 1V

Sector IVis an area north of KMD, which is bounded by KM@rtng at the
Messalonskee Stream to First Rangeway in the sbythirst Rangeway in the west, by
Mayflower Hill Drive at First Rangeway easterlyttee Messalonskee Stream and the
connection with Gilman Street in the north, anchtbg the Messalonskee Stream on the
east side, back to the point of origin at the eastad of KMD.

The streets included in Sector IV are listed belGe term “partial” by any
street follows the earlier statements regardingdbethat not all of the street is included
in the sector._lllustratingonly residential properties on the South sid&kddD (if any)
are included in Sector I, and only those on thémside are included either in Sector IV
or V, so entries of “KMD (partial)” will appeani Sectors I, IV and V. (For Sector IV,
only properties north of the KMD centerline, betwele Waterville House of Pancakes
at Cool Street and to First Rangeway are included.)

Streets included in Sector IV ar8arnett Avenue, Brigham Street, Broad Street,
Brooklyn Avenue, Burrill Street, Carle Street, GarGtreet, Cedar Street, Clearview
Avenue, Colin Drive, Cool Avenue, David Terracegedood Street, EImhurst Street,
First Rangeway (partial), Fairview Street, ForeamtkPFrancis Street, Glidden Street,
Harding Way, Highland Avenue, Hughey Street, Keryndeémorial Drive (partial),

Lowell Street, Lynn Street, Mae Terrace, Mathewgrwe, Mayflower Hill Drive

(partial), Merryfield Avenue, Messalonskee AvenM®ody Street, Morrison Avenue,
Newland Avenue, Noyes Avenue, Oak Knoll Drive, Gald Court, Oakland Place,
Oakland Street, Philbrook Street, Pray Avenue,feion Street, Queen’s Way, Riverside
Avenue, Roberts Avenue, Russell Street, SalemtSB8evtelle Street, Strider Avenue,
Taylor Avenue, Thrushwood Park, Vallee Avenue, ¥itd Avenue, Vose Street, Webber
Street, Western Avenue (partial) and Yeaton Avenue.

The sector consists of primarily dense residedigaklopment, the Waterville
Senior High School grounds, some open space imitirety of and within the “oxbox”
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on Messalonskee Stream, and some undevelopedsppee, as well as a commercial -
residential mix along KMD. Sector IV is an aredlwseveral subsectors, if housing
clusters are grouped within by condition and qual{{fSee Chapter 10.)

During early May, 2002, the Consultant completeditventory and preliminary
assessment of housing in Sector IV. The resultsaifresearch were presented in
Progress Report # 2yhich was distributed to and discussed by theeWdle Housing
Assessment Advisory Committee in early June, 2002.

Waterville Housing Sector V

Sector V consists of a significant portion of treethwest quadrant of the City of
Waterville including all of the area north of KM@ west of Messalonskee Stream,
except for the area within Sector IV delineatedvaboMore specifically, Sector V is
bounded on the south by KMD (Route 137) from HARahgeway heading westerly to the
Oakland town line near 1-95’s Exit 33, on the wiegthe Oakland/Waterville town line,
in the northwest corner by the Messalonskee Stagairthe Fairfield town line, and on
the east and northeast by Messalonskee Streammasdés in a southeasterly direction to
a point where the railroad tracks cross the strasaatherly along the stream to the bridge
where Gilman Road and Mayflower Hill Drive meet,stexly on MHDrive to First
Rangeway, and then in a SSW direction along Restgeway back to its point of origin
at the intersection of that street with KMD. SoofiéVaterville’s highest quality housing
stock is located in Sector V. The streets incluideithis sector are listed below. The
same rules as cited before regarding streets halparanthetical entry (partial) apply to
Sector V, with specific instances being along Mawtfr Hill Drive, First Rangeway and
Kennedy Memorial Drive. lllustrating, on KMD, SectV includes only north side
properties between First Rangeway, west to thelh@schange.

Streets included in Sector V ar@ubrey Street, Averill Terrace, Brescia Street,
Campus Drive, Century Drive, Charland Terrrace,sehavenue, Cherry Hill Drive,
Cherry Hill Terrace, Cleveland Place, Coolidge &tr€ounty Road, Eaton Drive, First
Rangeway (partial), Glen Avenue, Grouse Lane, dackireet, Jefferson Street,
Kennedy Memorial Drive (partial), Lincoln Streetpiyd Road, Marston Road, Martin
Avenue, Maura Court, Mayflower Hill Drive (partialylerici Avenue, Merrill Street,
North Riverside Drive, Second Rangeway, Stream\bewe, Ursula Street, Washington
Street and Westview Drive.

A significant portion of this large sector consist land area zoned
“Institutional” us, including Colby College landViount Merci land and a large bird
sanctuary, as well as dense commercial uses albdtg, l& 1000 foot wide industrial
zone along the railroad track outside Interstatea®8l some large open space areas zoned
rural residential outside the interstate. Nonetb®lthe area includes some relatively
dense residential areas, including the area dyractith of the most easterly portion of
Mayflower Hill Drive, residential areas on the wegte of First Rangeway and less dense
residential areas between KMD near 1-95 and ColoNe@Qe. (See Chapter 11.)
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Waterville Housing Sector VI

Sector Vlis an irregularly-shaped, east-central land aneqyding the most
commercially and industrially developed downtoweaaof the City, but also including
some densely developed neighborhoods. Sectorclddes a great diversity of land uses
and land use planning zone&ssentially its boundaries are defined by “whagft”
after the surrounding Sectors lll, IV, V, VII aMilll were delineated for geographic
convenience. However, “what is left” includes tmenmercial and governmental center
of the City and several important neighborhood$th®@ other 8 Waterville housing
sectors, only Sector IX does not share either comboundaries or at least a point of
connection with Sector VI. Further illustratingetbentrality and the diversity of Sector
VI, the following land use zones are representetiiswvibrant, central area of the City:
CA, CB, CC, RB, RD, IND and T. The sector includemificant portions of Main
Street, EIm Street, College Avenue and Western Agersector VI is the vital core of
the City of Waterville.

The streets included in Sector VI are listed Welagain, the term “partial”
denotes that only part of the listed street’s hogiss located in the sector. For example
only residential properties on the west side bfe®iStreet are included in Sector VI,
with those on the east side of Silver Street nesly included in Sector lll. The
centerline of Silver Street delineates Sector WirfrSector Il through its entire length.
Therefore, an entry of “Silver Street (partiaBppears in both Sectors Il and VI.

Streets included in Sector VI ar&ppleton Street, Bartlett Street, Belmont
Avenue, Boothby Street, Burleigh Street, Carrole8t, Center Place, Center Street,
Colby Street, College Avenue (partial), Common &tr€rommett Street, Dalton Street,
Debe Street, EIm Court, EIm Street, EIm Terracegk$Road, Front Place, Front Street,
Getchell Street, Gilman Street, Grant Court, GrelylRoad, Hathaway Street, Heath
Street, Lawrence Street, Leighton Street, Michagld, Middle Street, Morrill Avenue,
North Street, Nudd Street, Park Place, Park StRestrl Street, Percival Court, Pleasant
Court, Pleasant Place, Pleasant Street, SchodtS#keldon Place, Sheldon Place,
Silver Street (partial), Silver Terrace, South 8tr&pring Place, Spring Street, Square
Street, Sunset Terrace, Temple Street, Union Plawen Street, West Court, West
Street, Western Avenue (partial), Western Courtstivi Park, and Winter Street.

Ultimately, the Consultant made the decision tod# Sector VI into two
subsectors: Subsectors VI-A and VI-B. Subse¢tek is essentially the downtown and
the urban center itself, a subsector locateddceetst of Pleasant Street and lower EIm
Street, sweeping eastward to the Kennebec Rivewgea Sector Il (“South End”) in the
south and Sector VIII (“North End”) in the nortiSubsector VI-B is the balance of
Sector VI, or more specifically, all of the densssidential areas to the west of Silver,
lower EIm and Pleasant Streets, south of the aadltoack, westward to the Messalonskee
Stream. Each subsector will be delineated motg fulChapter 12, which pertains to
Sector VI.

Governmental Resources 32



The Consultant conducted the windshield surveyisfpart of the City in late
August, 2002. It had been recognized early instbdy process that relatively complex
mixes of use occur throughout Sector VI. The Gitpterest in identifying commercial
properties that might be either developed into mhinge space, with apartments over
commercial entities would be focused on this adea,to both considerations of locating
housing near the location of services and alsousecaf available parcels in this central
area of the City. Likewise, this area has beentpdito by City officials as the location
of where some obsolete, commercial structures nhagjtally be identified for removal
and preparation of sites for elderly housing. (Skapter 12 for detailed look at Sector
VL.)

Waterville Housing Sector VII

Sector Vllconsists of a long, narrow stretch of land runrsagtheasterlyfrom
Interstate-95 between the Messalonskee Strearfxnh@4, in the northwest corner of
Waterville, to the railroad tracks, near the urkaadicenter of the City. Sector VIl is
bounded on the north by the segment of Inter&attom Messalonskee Stream to Exit
34, on the east (more or less) by Main StreetédMICRR tracks; on the south by the
MCRR tracks between Main Street (in the vicinitytbie industrial zone by North Street)
and Messalonskee Stream; and on the west by Mes&ale Stream back to the point of
origin intersection with 1-95. Sector VIl includasdense residential zone in its south
from Eustis Parkway to the MCRR boundary portiod danse commercial activity in
the portion of the sector located from Eustis Pakworthward to 1-95

The streets included in Sector VIl are listed taeloOnly residential properties on
the west side of Main Street to the MCRR tracksiaeckided in Sector VII, and those on
the east side and above the rail tracks are indlud&ector VIIl. Therefore, both sectors
will include “Main Street (partial) entries, as idector VI-A due to inclusion of
residential properties on Main Street, below thkeaad tracks in that sector.

Streets included in Sector VIl ar®outelle Avenue, Brightwood Street, Colonial
Street, Dunbar Court, Edgemont Avenue, EImwood AeetEustis Parkway, Fairmont
Street, Hillcrest Street, Jenness Street, Johnsaght$, Lantern Lane, Lublow Court,
Main Street (partial), North Street (partial), Oala@Street, Pleasantdale Avenue,
Prospect Street, Quarry Road (partial) , Riverv&iveet, Roosevelt Avenue, Rosedale
Avenue, Rosemont Street, Sanger Avenue and Wertvartirt. (Chapter 13 details the
inventory and condition of housing in Sector VII.)

Waterville Housing Sector VIII
Sector Vlllis in the northeast quadrant of Waterville. Teetsr is bounded

(starting at the 1-95 / Main Street / Exit 34 irtteange) by 1-95 on the northwest, the
Fairfield town line in the north, a brief portioh Gollege Avenue and primarily by
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Eastern Avenue along the industrialized railroadi yaea in the east, and by the MCRR
tracks to Main Street in the south, and by Maire&tin the west, back to the point of
origin at Exit 34. This area includes the dense&lential areas roughly bounded by High
Street and Drummond Street on the west, by Rail&ieskt to the south and beyond
College Avenue to Eastern Avenue on the east artldeblairfield town line in the north.
The term “North End” has historically been appliednost of this area. There is a large
commercial and industrial “buffer” region betweée residential portions of this sector
and Interstate-95 in the sector’s northwest area.

Streets included in Sector VIl arébbott Street, Alden Street, Allen Street,
Armory Road, Ash Street, Austin Street, Bacon $tfgell Street, Birch Street, Britt
Street, Broadway Street, Brook Street, Butler Cdbanabas Avenue, Central Street,
Chaplin Street, College Avenue (partial), Collinge8t, Columbia Road, Cottage Street,
Couture Way, Crawford Street, Crescent Street, Paek Street, Donald Street,
Drummond Avenue, Eastern Avenue, Edward StreetofRdPlace, Greenwood Street,
Harold Steet, Hazelwood Street, High Street, HighdvBtreet, Hillside Avenue,
Industrial Road, Jordan Street, Kelsey Street, y.#denue, Linden Street, Main Street
(partial), Maple Street, May Street, Montcalm Stré&ount Pleasant Street, Myrtle
Street, Mystic Street, Oak Street, Pomerleau Céuehle Street, Reservoir Street,
Resolution Road, Seavey Street, Spruce Streete8amt Street, Terry Street, Ticonic
Street, Toward Street, Vigue Street, Walnut Sthaetlpw Street, Wilson Street and
Wolfe Street. (See Chapter 14 for a descriptionaefsing conditions in Sector VIl.)

Waterville Housing Sector 1X

Sector IXis located in the northwest quadrant of the CitWaterville and it is
separated from Sectors VII and VIl by Interstafe-The boundaries of Sector IX are
delineated as follows: Starting at that point mtelstate-95 where the Waterville-
Fairfield town lines are indicated, travel soutkienh 1-95 toward and beyond Exit 34 to
the point where the highway passes over MessalerSkeam; turning right (north) at
the stream (not recommended as a “driving direttioat hypothetically and on the map)
and following the stream to the NW corner of Wailkswvhere the stream intersects with
the Fairfield and Oakland town lines; turning daibwing the Fairfield/Waterville
municipal boundary back to the point of origin oterstate-95, north of Exit 34. Streets
included in this relatively small sector includashley Terrace, Blue Jay Way, City
View Drive, Country Way, Main Street (partial) Matain Farm Road, Penny Lane,
Pleasant Hill Drive, Quarry Road (partial) , Ridgead, Stone Ridge Drive, and Twin
Tanks Rd.

Waterville Housing Sector IX was not originallylideated. It was adopted in late
June, 2002, following the Waterville Housing Adwig@ommittee discussion on
6/11/02. During that discussion, several committ@enbers included most of
Waterville’s housing stock in the vicinity of outietain Street, that portion located
beyond Interstate-95, on a list of areas of thédmsg quality housing stock in the City.
On 6/20/02, the Consultant conducted his windslsaldey of that area, estimated
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inventory and made a general assessment of thénlgaateck in this area, and then made
the obvious decision to delineate a 9th sectordasons explained in detail in Chapter
15. Succinctly stated, this area which had foryneelen included as parts of either
Sector VII or VIII clearly represented housing thats quite distinct from the other stock
included in those sectors. Providing separate sstatus for this area both recognizes the
distinct features of the housing stock in this aveale simultaneously allowing for a

more focused, cohesive and accurate descriptiddeaftors VII and VIIl. (See Chapter
15.)

Concluding Comment Regarding Waterville Housing Seors

This chapter has explained the purpose and thieadgtused to divide the City of
Waterville into 9 defined “housing sectors”. Itsvaoted that at least three technical
approaches were explored by the consultant fonealing the sectors, before the
approach of using primary roadways, the railroadks in the northeast quadrant of the
City, and the Messalonskee Stream as the primawvid&ts”. Streets included in each
sector have been listed. Brief comments regardawging conditions in sector were
offered, although the detailed information aboutding quality and conditions in each
sector, locations of specialized housing (eldkbdysing, family housing, assisted living
facilities, nursing homes, etc.) are provided beiowWhapters 8 through 15.
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8. Waterville Housing Sector |

Governmental Resources completed its field sur¥eWwaterville Housing Sector
# 1 in mid-July, 2002. Sector | is the largest@e@n land area encompassed) by a wide
margin over all other sectors, containing in exa#s¥0% of Waterville’s land area and
also including a total of approximately 995 resitarunits of all types. Sector | also
contains the greatest representation of the diyeséMWaterville’s housing stock,
including 362 single-family, detached housing sioih private lots, 86 single-family
condominium units in the ‘Ridgewood Condominium Goumity’, 140 duplex units (70
structures) of elderly housing in Seton Village,&2derly apartments at Forsythe Terrace
on Louise Avenue, 38 independent living, luxuideely apartments at Woodlands, 132
market-rate apartments at Orchard Park, a numbathef multi-family units not counted
in the preceding elements, 172 mobile homes locatadst exclusively in three mobile
home parks, and 166 residential beds in varigosstyf elderly housing and/or assisted
living facilities, located at 3 separate instituiso Not counting the assisted living
facilities (which, except for independent livingaagments, are more often referred to and
counted as beds than as residential units), GovartahResources from extensive field
work in the sector estimates there to be 995 ratimeaunits of various types in this large
area.

Table 1summarizes the housing stock of Waterville HouSegtor I. (As is the
case elsewhere in this housing assessment repaaty aequence of ‘table numbering’
occurs within each chapter (where tables are usfeti)s report.

Table 1
Waterville Housing Sector | Inventory / By Types

Types Units

Single-Family Detached 362
Single-Family, Attached (Condos) 86
Duplexes (87 structures)

Mobile Homes (Single-Wides)

Multifamily Units

Total Housing Units

Elderly Apartments*
Various forms - Assisted Living Beds

Governmental Resources 36



*Re: Elderly units: These 205 units are includédve in the duplex and MF unit
counts, but this number does matlude any condominium units owned by elderly
persons.

As already noted, Sectoid a relatively large area located in the south\{&¥/)
guadrant of the City of Waterville. In terms ofabland area, Sector | covers slightly
greater than 40% of all of Waterville, and includemificant open and forested space, as
well as major commercial and industrial locaticadjacent to or accessed by Kennedy
Memorial Drive, and the airport -- in addition te substantial inventory of residential
stock. Sector | has concentrated residential stodk northeast corner and sparsely
settled houses in its southern, rural areas. Agpmately 2,000 Waterville residents
(nearly 13% of the City’s population) live in Watdle Housing Sector I.

Repeating the ‘property description’ included inapter 7, the area: (a) is
bounded on the nortistarting at the sector’'s NW corner at the locatbthe intersection
with the Oakland town line and the Interstate 9&t/Bterchange 33 and proceeding in
an easterly direction, along the centerline of ey Memorial Drive, to the point
where the Messalonskee Stream passes under tbeastteKMD terminates and Silver
Street begins, immediately beyond the Watervilleistoof Pancakes property; (b) is
bounded on the ealsy the Messalonskee Stream all the way to the &leea River, and
southerly on the Kennebec River's western shotbhadidney Town line; (c) is bounded
on the_southfrom the Kennebec River westerly along the SidWagterville municipal
boundary to its termination at the Waterville / @akl line at the SW corner of both the
sector and the City; and, (d) is bounded on th& irem that SW corner, northerly back
to the point of origin at Exit # 33 and the Oaklaadn line. Interstate 95 passes in a
south to north direction through the western edg®vaterville Housing Sector I. The
streets included in Sector | have already beeedist Chapter 7, and, therefore, need not
be repeated here

Table 2 on the next two pages, provides a street-bysingentory of the
housing resources located in Sector I. The invgntludes Seton Village as an entity,
even though Seton Village with its 70 duplex stuoes (and 140 units of elderly housing)
is located on several streets, including John AeeRatricia Terrace and others. The
units are not included in street counts for thésseets, but are included under “Seton
Village” as one separate entry. Similarly, Cousitlg Mobile Home Park includes a
number of streets including Bruins Drive, Celtiasv@, Red Sox Drive, and Patriots
Drive (a theme is developing there), yet all 117iteohome units in this park are simply
entered under “Countryside” and individual stregals not listed. In total, there are 995
residential dwelling units in Sector |, based oafilkeld inventory conducted there by
Governmental Resources. As noted in Chapter § segtor contains great diversity in
the types of housing available. The condition ef lousing stock in this sector generally
ranges from good to excellent.
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Table 2

Waterville Housing Sector | Inventory / By Streets

Street SF 2F MF/Units All Other Total Units
Abnaki Rd 0 0 0 0 0
Airport Rd 0 0 0 0 0
Bruins Dr See Cs
Carver St 13 5 0 See SV 23
Celtics Dr See Cs
Collette St 21 5 0 0 31
Corvette Dr See Cs
Countryside 0 0 0 117 Mohos 117
Crestwood Dr 0 0 132 0 132
Dusty Ln 0 0 0 0 0
Eaglewood Dr 0 0 0 0 0
Eight Rod Rd 12 0 0 2 Mohos 14
Evergreen Dr 0 0 0 74 Cnd. 74
Ford Dr See Cs
Franklin St 31 2 0 0 35
Gilbert St 17 1 0 0 19
Gurney 3 0 0 0 3
Hart Ridge Dr

Heather Dr See Cs
Jacob Dr See Cs
Jewells Wy 1 0 0 0 1
John Ave 8 1 0 See SV 10
Junction Rd 2 0 0 0 2
KMD (part) 2 0 1 76 ALBds 3
Louise Ave 20 0 27 Eld 0 47
Mitchell Rd 1 0 0 0 1
Morgan St 21 0 0 0 21
Mulberry Ln See SV

Mustang Dr See Cs
Nelson St 12 0 0 0 12
Norman 2 0 0 0 2
Patricia Tr 4 0 0 See SV 4
Patriots Dr See Cs
Paul Ave 2 1 0 0 4
Poulin Wy 2 0 0 0 2
Punky Ln 1 0 0 14 Moho 15
Red Sox Dr See Cs
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Table 2
Waterville Housing Sector | Inventory / By Streets
Street SF 2F MF/Units All Other Total Units
Rideout St 10 0 0 0 10
Ridgewood Ave 0 0 0 12 Cnd. 12
Sawyer St 15 0 0 0 15
Seton Village 0 70 0 0 140
Shores Rd 6 0 0 0 6
Sterling St 19 0 0 0 19
Telford Rd 0 0 0 0 0
Thomas Dr 5 0 0 0 5
Trafton Rd 6 0 0 1 Moho 7
Victoria Dr See Cs
Village Green 7 0 0 38 Mohos 45
Wash. St. Ext. 0 0 0 0 0
Webb Rd 17 1 0 0 19
Webb Rd Lanes 5 0 0 0 5
W. River Rd 75 0 38 Eld 90 ALBds 113
Wilkes St 22 1 3 0 27
Totals 362 87 201 172 Mohos 995 Units
X2 86 Condos 166 Beds
174 166 Beds

Waterville Housing Sector | Inventory / Field Notes

Because Sector | includes large areas of comnheirciastrial, airport industrial
and resource protection lands, some streets indludnis sector have either very few or
no residential units located on them. The grea@stentration of housing in this sector
is in the area between the Inland Hospital and¥est River Road, immediately south of
KMD. There are a number of mid-to-lower valuedehousing units located within this
housing concentration. Review of tax assess@ta droduced in 2001 indicated that 50
single-family houses in this area were assessiedathan $60,000 value. Generally,
however, this sector contains a considerable irgrdf high quality housing, including
many of the private homes, the condominiums andiéing well-maintained Seton
Village units and the Waterville Housing Authorélderly housing project located in the
same area. Private, upscale elderly housing tiasilare located in this sector on West
River Road. The largest mobile home park (Courdg)swith 117 of the 172 mobile
home units in this sector is very well maintain@dth most all units in good to very
good condition. Two other mobile home parks atetude generally well-maintained
mobile home units. West River Road features egnethousing, from KMD to the
Sidney Town line.
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Table 3summarized the windshield survey ratings of thesiay stock in Sector
l. The significant presence of “Quality 1” housiog the West River Road and in other
areas, as well as the high value condominiums,waatidmaintained units in Seton
Village “tilts” the percentages of quality housimgthis area to a level just below that of
the highest value housing areas in Waterville {@scv and IX)._Table 8lisplays the
quality rating spread for the 995 units locate&eactor I.

Readers’ patience is requested at this juncttifée cart is in front of the
horse!” The rating system used by the Consultant foMdagerville Housing
Assessment Project was originally devised stricthyuse in the “South End”, where the
City had required in its RFP that special attenbergiven to the housing stock’s
condition. Subsequently, this means of rating agdied to the entire housing stock.
The rating system is described, however, in the deapter (Chapter 9), which was
actually the first element completed describingdfiaventory and assessment results.
The rating codes referred to below are explainegktail in the next chapter. Briefly, in
order to explain information provided in Tabld&low: A rating of “1” is excellent;
“2+" is very good; “2” is good although with defecthowing; “2-"is “structurally
sound, but in obvious need of some repair”; ‘8poor and in substantial need of
housing rehabilitation measures; and, substandadi“4” is an indication the structure
requires either total rehabilitation or removal.

Table 3

Sector | - Housing Conditions
Units Rating % of Total
347 1 34.9%
362 2+ 36.4%
247 2 24.8%
34 2- 3.4%
5 3 0.5%
0 4 0%
995 Total Units 100%

Summarizing Sector | exhibits a great diversity in both hogsiypes and housing
unit values. It includes 3 mobile home parks whelke a combined count of
approximately 170 single-wide mobile homes, anéss\wdouble-wide units. It includes
a large concentration of single-family housinghe tirea immediately south of Kennedy
Memorial Drive, east of the Inland Hospital to WB$ter Road. Sector | contains two
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affordable elderly housing projects, including $etbllage (140 units; 70 duplex
structures) and Forsythe Terrace, as well as tire nquscale Park Residents at
Woodlands.

Other elderly housing facilities in this sectoclude Lakewood at Inland Hospital,
Woodlands Living Center, and Evergreen (also latatéNVoodlands). There is a large
apartment complex, Orchard Park (11 structuretagang 132 units in total) on
Crestwood Drive, off of the West River Road. ThestRiver Road, itself, exhibits
solid, high value housing for a considerable distdoelow KMD, and there is good rural
housing on the southern extent of KMD and othedsaanning in an east - west
direction in the southern end of Waterville nea 8idney and Oakland town lines.
Trafton and Webb Roads, and smaller roads offepam, rural setting, unlike any other
area of Waterville.

With its 995 units, Sector | contains approximati4.6% of all Waterville
housing units. Fully 96% of these units are indtires rated at “2 or higher” making it
one of the better, more solid housing areas in Wilg although its 71% of units rated
at “2+ or higher” lags somewhat behind Sectors ¥ Bfratings in that category.
Approximately 2,000 Waterville residents (13%) limethis sector.

The level of households being owner-occupiedtisnesed at approximately 47%,
including 86 condominium unit owners. This homeorgh@ percentage is depressed by
the existence and occupancy of 140 Seton Villéderly rental units, 27 Forsythe
Terrace elderly rental units, 132 Orchard Park @lemmarket rental units, and 38
luxury independent living apartments at Woodlan@ieese numbers indicate the validity
of a recent observation by new Waterville Housingh®rity Director Michael Johnson
to the effect of homeownership itself not nece$shaging the primary factor in whether
housing optimally meets occupants’ housing ned¢dsector |, home ownership is low
relative to some other high housing quality secitoM/aterville, yet the overall quality of
the housing in this sector is, nonetheless, rabtikiigh. (Home ownership percentages
in this sector, coincidentally, emulates closebt thf Waterville at large.)

Much of the potential for additional residentiavélopment in Waterville exists
in Sector I, given the existence of undeveloped laere, the relative dense settlement or
‘reserved for institutional use or environmentalt@cton’ status of the land in most of
the balance of the City, and other factors, inglgdioning and regulatory issues.
Obviously, urban parcels could be reclaimed and asehe site for additional, dense
housing development, but the rolling, open lantheasouthern part of the City also
beckons as the site of potential new developments.
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9. “Housing Inventory and Conditions of Waterville’s ‘South End’ ”
Sectors Il & IlI: Introduction

When the City of Waterville issued in FebruaryQ20its Request For Proposals
(RFP) from consultants interested in conductingGhg's comprehensive housing
assessment, specific attention was called for doesmding housing conditions and needs
in the South End. This local request reflecte@mépublic and neighborhood attention to
the South End. The South End Neighborhood Assonid6ENA) has existed for
approximately one year. “Housing” has been ongheffour primary activity areas that
this group has been addressing. City officialssheammitted time to focusing on the
community needs of the South End. The Kennebe@Yy&bmmunity Action Program
(KVCAP) has its offices located in the South Emat] das been deeply involved with
efforts toward revitalizing this area, and recewottyained a FHLBB grant to advance
housing improvements in the area. KVCOG has shenmnme interest in the South End
effort. Likewise, both the Maine State Housing arity and HUD / Maine Office have
shown interest in being involved in efforts to impe housing conditions in the South
End.

Initially it is important to define what is meawg the “South End”. In discussion
with local residents and public officials, the Coltant received varying answers in
response to the questiofiVhat are the boundaries of Waterville’s South Ehd?

Some see the South End as the area below Spreef Sin Water Street, all the
way to the treatment plant on South Water Strewt,imland on side streets to at least
Summer Street and including the lowland area imtr¢ghern part of this area, to
Kennebec Street and Dutton Place. Others moreecwently consider the South End to
be everything south of Spring Street and to the &@asSilver Street and Messalonskee
Stream below the termination of Silver Street. @aeson asked by the Consultant
actually include all of the above, and also evenglsouth of Kennedy Memorial Drive
all the way to the Sidney Town Line. (His pointsathat Webb Road was considerably
south of Grove Street.)

The term “the Plains” is also used locally (anthetimes interchangeably with
“South End”) to describe an area considered tatherethe same as or within the South
End. Actually the use of the term “the PlainsSc#bes very well the long, alluvial,
lowland plains stretching below the uplifted plated Spring Street, upper Silver Street,
and Summer Street (in the portion below Gold S)reet

For purposes of this study, the South End has dekned as the entire area
delineated by the following boundary descriptior8tart as the point of origin at the
Waterville / Winslow bridge, at the water’'s edgeSpring Street; proceed west on
Spring Street to Silver Street; turn left (sowthyl follow the centerline of Silver Street
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all the way to its termination at the bridge ovex Messalonskee Stream where that road
becomes Kennedy Memorial Drive; turn left agaid &ilow the stream southeasterly
along its eastern bank all the way to its confl@ewih the Kennebec River below the
Carter Memorial Bridge; turn left again, advancgthward and follow the Kennebec
River west side bank all the way back to the pofrdrigin at the start of Spring Street.

Within that area are included Waterville housiregtdrs Il and Il (includes II1A
and 11IB), as defined elsewhere in this housingassient. Sectors Il and IlIA exhibit
strong similarities with each other in terms of siag quality, value and conditions,
whereas the housing stock in Sector IlIB (esskypt@lver Street to Summer Street) is
distinctly different, and of higher value and qtiglivith some exceptions that cut both
ways.

Consultant’s Windshield Survey and Field Work

Initially the Consultant conducted a “windshield\gey” of the entire South End,
essentially driving up one street and down anoth&mg note of housing types,
conditions, and roughly estimating the inventoryotising units in this area. This level
of field work was not initially anticipated for thentire City. However, subsequently, the
Consultant (anticipating City staff assistance)idieg to adopt this approach for all
streets in Waterville, allowing the Consultant @ogport staff to view externally all
residential structures containing all 6,819 resi@d¢ninits in Waterville.

Subsequently the Consultant did conducted antfergtound” inventory and
external viewing and assessment of each strudakimg minimal notes on each.
Essentially the consultant was determining wheghesidential structure was a single
family unit or multi-family unit (and if so, detelimng how many units per structure),
and taking initial note of the condition of eacloperty. Clues for determining how many
units include counts of electrical meters, mail &émxparking spaces and/or entrances, and
sometimes asking a tenant or neighbor. For a nupflabvious reasons, an external
count is not perfect, and where possible, the Atarsusupplemented his observations by
engaging residents in discussion, and asking aibmuges on their street.

The Consultant adopted a rating system for evialgiguickly each residential
structure. While calling it a “4 Point Evaluati®ystem”, actually the Consultant had six
choices when evaluating a structure. For eacletsire viewed, a rating of 1,2, 2+, 2-, 3
or 4 was assigned. As explained earlier, a raifnfl” is excellent; “2+" is very good,;
“2” is good although with defects showing; “2-"mtructurally sound, but in obvious
need of some repair”; “3”is poor and in substnmteed of housing rehabilitation
measures; and, substandard, and “4” is an indic#éte structure requires either total
rehabilitation or removal. A more descriptive autl of the rating system, as originally
adopted for the South End field work follows on tiext page.
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Summary: External House Evaluation Rating System

Rating of “1” : Signifies that the residential structure has neeobable defects
worthy of note, is constructed of excellent quatitylding materials, has good, solid
value as a property, adds to or is at least équéale quality standards of the
neighborhood, and is in a neighborhood where taexao detracting (in value)
properties in the immediate vicinity of the subjpatperty;

Rating of “2": Signifies that the residential structure is img@opsound structural
condition, has obviously been well-maintained, hasnajor structural problems and 1
observable substandard building materials, andatmabbserved defects are not
substantial and are repairable with a minimum wégtment. Properties rated 2 on thg
basis of only an external inspection may be hidiiggificant internal defects, as if quits
often the case when new roofing, siding and orreglepaint are installed or applied to
substandard house. Also, in target areas, suttfeaéouth End, the Consultant makes
use of three distinctions within a 2 rating:

(1) 2+ = approaches a “ Quality 1” house, buy i@ rated as a 2 due to poor groung
upkeep or location in the immediate proximity afidential structures rated as 2-, or
below;

(2) 2 = good, solid housing, although with samhserved defects needing attention
over time; and,

(3) 2- = serious defects noted, but not a seramcumulation of externally observed
defects.

Rating of “3": Signifies an accumulation of observed, seriodsals, which may
include some number of the following: structuralgems including roof sag, bowing,
lines out of plumb or other, observable wood raturdng at any of a number of places

seriously substandard roof, defects to the sidiagenals, significant need of repainting

dangerous or deficient stairs or landings, sehlyjodficient doors and/or windows. A
serious structural problem or any two of the lidictors results in a “3” rating in the
preliminary field assessment phase. Also, knowlexfgeibstandard interior conditions
from inside visits results in a 3 rating for a desitial structure that otherwise might bg
rated 2 or 2-.

Rating of “4”: Signifies very seriously deteriorated propertijch either require
major, substantial rehabilitation or which may rate that removal is the more

(0]

U W

s

[92)

appropriate measure to take.

Source: Governmental Resources’ system for rating residlestructures adopted for the South End,
Waterville, but adopted from prior variations fratiher communities.
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A higher level of field inspections subsequentigwrred in the South End, the
urban core and the North End, involving profesdi@saistance from the Kennebec
Valley Community Action Program technical staffltadgether 120 residential structures,
housing 306 residential units were inspected mimsety, although still mostly from the
outside. Finally, the Consultant himself from itwement in the 2001 home repair
workcamp and from interior visits in this presentjpct has conducted interior
inspections of approximately 60 Waterville residg@ninits, many in buildings with
many more similar units. For now, our attentioomsthe results of the initial, 100%
external, level-one housing inventory and assessgtage.

As indicated, for all of the streets north of Gedstreet, the consultant has
conducted an on the ground, walking level of inspacto facilitate close observations
of virtually all residential structures. In a mér@ndful of situations, either hostile
residents or “hangers on” persons or obviously demgs dogs have prevented close
observation of less than 1% of the structures. iMuore common have been residents,
curious about the task, and generally very genengtisinformation regarding their
house or apartment, and those of their neighbors.

Table 1on the following page is a summarized versiorhef€onsultant’s field
notes for one selected street in the South Enday Gtreet. As can be seen, in doing the
on the ground assessment of residential structtive€;onsultant assigned (a) a structure
number, (b) a house street address, if evidenta(type” designation, usually indicating
whether the structure was single-family (SF) ortidfaimily, and, if so, the number of
units, (d) a unit count for all structures, (e)imitial, external observation as to the
condition rating, and (f) an identifiable desaoiptfor reference to facilitate revisits,
more detailed inspections and the like. The adtakl notes often contain extensive
detail on observed defects. Some field notes agaper and some are on audio tapes.
The level of detail in field notes will facilitatiecision-making for selecting residential
structures for future, more detailed inspections.

Table 1provides not only individual notations, but alsorenary data pertaining
to all residential structures and units on Grag@&tr Given the considerable number of
streets in Waterville’s South End (approximately, ®#0is not realistic for the Consultant
to commit the time necessary to prepare detailaethsaries for each street to this level of
detail. However, at the conclusion of the housiagessment project, the Consultant will
turn over all field notes to the City of Watereillin order that specific information
collected will be available in a file box, for wieaer future use the City might make of it.
Gray Street data is presented on the following pagiéustrate the type of information
collected during an “on the ground” assessmenpetific residential structures in the
South End.
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Table 1
Sample Street Inventory: Gray Street
(From Summer Street-to-Water Street)

Structure # | Street # Type Units | Condition Comments
1 #29 4F 2 2- 2 units on Gray Street
2 # 27 2F 2 2 Pale Yellow
3 # 28 SF 1 2+ Yellow
4 #24 2F 2 2- Old red siding
5 #23 SF 1 3 Grey siding, defects in siding, winslosteps
6 #21 SF 1 2+ Tan/Estes
7 # 22 SF 1 2+ Gray
8 #20 SF 1 2+ Yellow
9 #19 SF 1 2 Gray
10 #18 4F 4 2 Yellow, corner Gray Ave
11 #15 SF 1 2 Blue
12 #16 SF 1 2 Red/Brown Exterior
13 #13 2F 2 2- Yellow, roof rust
14 #12 SF 1 2+ Green/Hallee
15 #11 2F 2 2- Green
16 #10 4F 4 3 Apartment house; defects sidingcsire, wood,
windows
17 #9 SF 1 2 Yellow
18 #8 2F 2 2- Grey, defects on windows, wood &cpor
19 #6 2F 2 2-
20 #5 SF 1 2+ Blue/Green
21 #1 2F 2 3- Vacant, defects structural, extlsyglorches,
windows, paint
22 #2 3F 3 3- One unit vacant, defects obseregtbinal)
23 #1/2 lof1l 1 2 Back Apt. to Water Street Aitlg. See 69 Water
Street.
Street Totals |
23 | Structures (21 completely on Gray; 2 on side stjeet
11| SF
7| 2F
1|3F
2| 4F
3* | Apartments counted from 2 structures listed on Semend Water
Streets (apt. bldgs)
39 | Residential Units on Gray Street
0 | For Sale Structures (advertised)
3 | Vacant Units
*Counted as 1-SF and 1-2F in aggregate tally
0 | Condition 1 Units (0.0%)
6 | Condition 2+ Units (15.4%)
11 | Condition 2 Units (28.2%)
12 | Condition 2- Units (30.8%)
10 | Condition 3 Units (25.6%)
0 | Condition 4 Units (0.0%)

Governmental Resources

46




Following a partial City-wide windshield surveyrmhcted mostly for orientation
purposes and for the purpose of testing notionardégg where the housing sectors ought
to be delineated, the Consultant then focuseddirstewly-defined Housing Sector Il to
the south of Grove Street. This sector consiste@touth side of Grove Street, South
Water Street to its termination, and five otheatigkly short streets, as listed both in the
chapter pertaining to the 8 sectors and in Taltdel@w.

Table 2provides summary data regarding the inventorye gpd condition of
housing in Sector Il. By the Consultant’s fieldsebvation, this sector contains a total of
68 residential structures, containing a total of@&ddential units. From data gathered
over a year ago in connection with KVCAP’s GroupMéamps home repair project
which was based in Waterville, it was determineat th winter of 2001 nearly 70% of
the single-family Sector Il residential structuesth land) were valued at less than
$60,000 per property. Nonetheless, as observed/ké&se in this report, generally the
condition of housing below Grove Street is slightétter than above Grove Street. Table
2 pertaining to housing stock in Sector Il follodisectly below:

Table 2
Waterville Housing Sector |l

Street SF 2F 3F | Units Units Conditions*

Cl C2 C3 C4
Clark Street 8 1 0 10 0 9 1 0
Grove St. (partial) 4 3 0 10 0 7 3 0
Grove St. Crt. 3 0 0 3 0 3 0 0
S. Grove St. 10 2 0 14 1 8 4 1
S. Water St 29 5 1 42 3 35 2 2
Water PlI. 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Wyman St. 0 0 1 3 3 0 0 0
Totals 55 11 2 83 7 63 10| 3
* Condition Ratings (See Definitions)
1 = Excellent
2 = Good

3 = Fair-to-Poor
4 = Extremely Substandard

Sector |l
Structure Count: 68
Units Count: 83

Source: Field inventory and observations of GovernmeR&dources, April, 2002.
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Having completed the relatively small Sector Ig thonsultant next moved to
Sector I, beginning with the subsector eventualbntified as Sector lIA. Sector IIIA
was determined to have 387 residential structofr@dl types, including in the count
commercial structures with one or more residenimds. A total of 719 residential units
were counted in this densely settled area. S#ttoincludes an elderly housing
complex at 83 Water Street.

Less than 50 per cent of the 387 residential &iras, or only 180, were single-
family structures. Even some of those had beemddy multi-family buildings and over
time had been converted to single-family statusaddition to the 180 single-family
structures in Sector IlIA, there are 116 two-fanfityuses, 24 three-family structures, 18
four-family structures, 9 five-family structuressik-family structures, 1 eight-family
structure, and also an 11-family structure, as a®&[R9 mobile homes in a park inland of
Grove Street, 23 elderly units at 83 Water Stfesingle-room occupancies (SROs)
above a tavern, and one other unit, not othervasegorized.

Of the 180 single-family units counted in thisar&06 (59%) had assessed values
of less than $60,000 in 2001. Actually, given tBattor IllIA includes the east side of
Summer Street, where property values are genayadhter than $60,000, the percentage
of single-family properties in “the plains” areatlare below $60,000 per property in
value is much than 59%. In terms of initial quatdtings, a total of 161 of the
residential units (22.4%) were in structures ragedrly, as either “3” or “4” in the rating
system. Also, a substantial number of the stresteontaining 558 units and rated as
“2”, were actually on the negative “2-" side of timaeasure.

The City Codes Enforcement Office has been nadefgient properties in its
efforts to enforce the recently adopted Propertynké@mance Code. The South End
Neighborhood Association has developed its owrphstubstandard properties in that
area. KVCAP’s Group Workcamps project in the sienof 2001 also developed
individual property data for selected residenti@perties in this area. Review of these
various data sources reveals that many of the gaoperties have been identified more
than once as being substandard in appearancee Jablthe following page includes
valuable information regarding the inventory andditon of housing in Sector IllIA. As
will be explained below, Table #hen provides similar data for Sector IlIB.
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Table 3
Waterville Housing Sector Il A

Street' SF 2F 3F MF/Other Units Condition
C1 C2 C3
Autumn 3 5 0 2-5F 23 0 14 9 0
Autumn Crt. 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0
Brackett PI 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0
Careen 4 3 1 0 13 0 5 8 0
Cary Ln. & Crt. 13 8 1 0 32 0 18 1 3
Dennis Crt. 3 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0
Dutton Crt. 0 3 0 0 6 0 6 0 0
Gold (partial) 2 8 2 2-4F 49 0 36 13
1-5F
2-6F
Gray 12 8 1 2-4F 39 0 29 10 0
Gray Ave. 2 2 0 1-4F 10 0 10 0 0
Green 0 3 0 1-5F 11 0 6 5 0
Grove (partial) 4 1 0 0 6 0 6 0 0
Halde 11 2 0 0 15 0 10 3 2
Healey Crt. 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Kennebec 1 8 3 1-8F 34 0 34 0 0
King® 27 12 2 2-4F 71 0 60 11
1-6F
Labbé 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
Libby Crt. 3 3 0 0 9 0 9 0
Lockwood Ln>
Moor 10 2 0 0 14 0 12
Oxford 0 3 1 1-4F 13 0 8
Paris 10 0 1 1-5F 18 0 12
Pine 10 1 1 0 15 0 14
Pooler’'s Parkway 0 0 0 29 Mohos 29 0 26
Reddington (partial) 7 4 1 1-4F 22 0 21
Sherwin (partial) 3 3 2 1-6F 21 0 13
Summer (partial) 12 14 5 5-4F 93 9 69
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Table 3
Waterville Housing Sector Il A

Streett SF 2F 3F MF/Other Units

Condition
C1

C2

C3

C4

1-5F
2-6F
1-other (1)

Swan 0 8

o
N
o

Veteran Crt. 4 6 1-5F 21

o

14

Water 32 13 3 4-4F 138
2-5F
1-6F
1-11F
1-55R0O
1-23E

102

35

Totals 180 116 24 18-4F 719
9-5F
7-6F
1-8F
1-11F
1-55R0O
1-23E
29 Mohos
1 - Other

558

155

Sector Il A

Structure Count: 387
Residential Unit Count: 719

! Road is a “street” unless otherwise indicated

2 Variations counted as 1-SF at 1/2 Gray St and2&at 29 Gray St.

% King Street numbers include King Crt. Ext.

* May be Water Street Address

> Lockwood Ln houses counted as either Oxford orrébec properties
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Table 4

Waterville Housing Sector 111B

Street SF 2F 3F MF/Other Units Condition
C1l C2 C3 C4

Ann 14 2 1 1-4F 25 2 19 4 0
Day Crt. 1 1 0 0 3 0 3 0 0
Gilmore 4 2 0 0 8 2 6 0 0
Gingerbread Ln 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Gold (partial) 3 3 0 0 9 3 6 0 0
Grove (partial) 5 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0
Kimball 6 2 0 28E 38 6 32 0 0
Pare 5 3 0 0 11 0 11 0 0
Preston 5 2 0 0 9 2 6 1 0
Reddington 1 1 1 1-4F 24 0 24 0 0

1-6F

1-8F
Sherwin (partial) 0 3 0 1-4F 10 2 8 0 0
Silver 23 8 4 3-4F 105 37 60 8 0

4-5F

2-6F

1-10 Condo
Silver PI 0 0 0 1-5F 17 0 6 5 6

2-6F
Silvermont 20 3 0 0 26 15 11 0 0
Summer (partial) 12 17 2 4-4F 68 5 57 6 0
Tardiff 8 3 0 0 14 0 12 2 0
Turner 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Williams 4 1 0 1-4F 10 1 6 3 0
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Totals

Sector |l B

Structure Count: 196
Residential Unit Count:
384

113

51

11-4F 384
5-5F
5-6F
1-8F
1-10 Condo
1-28 Elderly

75

274

29
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Table 4 on the two prior pages provides summary infornmategarding Sector
l1IB. This is the area located generally betweéwe® Street on the west and Summer
Street on the east, north of Grove Street to SimeBireet, and also including the east side
of Silver Street, north of Sherwin Street to Spi8tgeet. Although roughly similar in
area size to Sector IlIA, housing in this areagw/here near as densely concentrated in
Sector IlIB. Whereas the former included 387destial structures, including 719 units,
Sector IlIB included only 196 residential strucsi(encluding some professional or
commercial structures with one or more residentmts included), and a total of 384
residential units.

An aside about counting methodSeveral properties in Sector IlIB, especially on
the full length of Silver Street on the east sidature mixed use, including either a
‘professional office use / residential use mixt, a0 commercial use / residential use
mix’ in numerous buildings. Rather than attemptii@ke the arbitrary determination as
to whether a structure was a commercial propertly eiresidential unit oa single-family
house with a home occupation (or a rented out cawialaunit), for the sake of the
housing study, an relatively simple counting meaas adopted. If a mixed use property
contained a single residential unit, it was courg#e@ single-family structure. If a mixed
use property contained two residential units, it waunted as a two-family residential
structure.

This counting method differs definitionally fronolw the Tax Assessor
categorizes such mixed use properties in manynost but it meets the needs of the
housing assessment. (Additionally, in at least@sed/Il and VI-B, a Governmental
Resources subcontractor listed residential undstéd in commercial / professional
buildings differently, which enters very minor imsstencies into the counts of “type of
housing”, although it does not affect total invegtoounts. When field inventory results
are compared with whatever data can be accessadlieTax Assessor’s records as
regards inventory in certain areas, this factéikedy to cause some minor contradictions.
However, the inventory comparisons between cenatss(@hen available), tax assessor’s
data (when decipherable), and data derived frolu iireventories always contain
inconsistencies, contradictions, and other diffiea for reasons explained in greater
detail in the “inventory” chapter. Moving on...

It was noted earlier that based on data obtam@®91 for the Waterville home
repair workcamp, some 59% of all single-family hesisn the plains (in Sector 111A)
were valued at less than $60,000. In Sector thB{ percentage drops to just over 14%
of the total single-family structures being valuedess than $60,000, indicating a
dramatic improvement in quality and value of horoesited west of the centerline of
Summer Street through to Silver Street in the S&umith. Likewise the percentage of
houses rated as “3” or “4” condition drops dransdhcto less than 10% of total housing
units in Sector IlIB. (If the structures on Silvliace and an adjacent Silver Street
property did not exist, the percentage of substahdssidential structures in this sector
would drop even lower.) Somewhat surprisingly, thés per structure ratio of Sector



l1IB is actually higher (1.96 residential uniterpesidential structure) than for the more
densely-packed Sector IIIA (1.85 residential yoait residential structure). Clearly, the
existence of concentrations of multi-family howgsin and by itself does not necessarily
lead to lower housing standards relative to sifigiheHy concentrations. Good
maintenance of multi-family properties can maintaigh quality in areas of
concentrations of multi-family housing.

Distinctions Within the South End

Even though the Consultant has conducted only ext@ssessments of the
housing in the South End, nonetheless it is intredo draw some comparisons between
the three sections (Sector Il, Sector IlIA, andt&eltlB) of the South End.

In Sector Il (south of Grove Street) 15.6% of timis were rated in the two lower
categories -- as either “3” or “4”. In SectoAlJl anchored by the length of Water Street,
initial field assessments identified 22.4 % of llmeising units as in structures rated in
those lower two categories. (One strongly suspetsthe percent of substandard
housing units in this area is likely higher thand2% of the total, and that relatively
recent exterior work on numerous structures idylikeasking serious internal problems.)
Looking at the numbers for structures instead afsurl6.2 % of Sector Il residential
structures and 18.6% of Sector IllIA residentialistures were rated in the lower two
rating categories. Besides, actually all housatgd “2-" and below ought to be
considered as moderately substandard and for S8étothat is a much higher
percentage, well above the 22.4% rated as “3” &r “4

There is significant contrast when Sector llIR@npared to the balance of the
South End. In this sector the percent of lowezdatsidential units drops to 9.2% and
the percent of lower-ranked residential structuireps to 6.7%. As already noted, if a
few substandard structures on or adjacent to Siesze and a couple west side Summer
Street properties north of Gold Street did nottexiee substandard percentage for Sector
[11B would drop considerably.

Tables 5, 6 and @gresent summary information regarding the relatimedition of
residential properties in Sectors Il, llIA andB]Irespectively. As the field research
continues, the Consultant, possibly assisted b theCodes Enforcement staff will be
taking a closer look at identified lower level igroperties. Also, the Consultant and
KVCAP (acting as a subcontractor) will be condugtalimited number of interior
inspections in South End homes. Considerable iadditinformation will be developed
regarding housing conditions in this area of thig,@ind this additional information will
be reflected in subsequent report materials.
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Ta

ble 5

Sector II: Totals & Condition of Housing_]

Structures including residential 68
units
Total Residential Units 83
Type Structures
Single-Family Structures 55
Two-Family Structures 11
Three-Family Structures 2
Condition 1 Units 7 (8.4%)
Condition 2 Units 63 (75.9%)
Condition 3 Units 10 (12.0%)
Condition 4 Units 3 (3.6%)
Condition 1 Structures 6 (8.8%)
Condition 2 Structures 51 (75.0%)
Condition 3 Structures 8 (11.8%)
Condition 4 Structures 3 (4.4%)
Table 6
Sector lIl A: Totals & Condition of Housing
Structures with residential units 387
Total Residential Units 719
Type Structures Units
Single-Family Structures 180 180
Two-Family Structures 116 232
Three-Family Structures 24 72
Four-Family Structures 18 72
Five-Family Structures 9 45
Six-Family Structures 7 42
Eight-Family Structures 1 8
Eleven-Family Structures 1 11
Mobile Homes (in Park) 29 29
SRO (5-Unit Structure) 1 5
Elderly (23-Unit Structure) 1 23
Condition 1 Units 0 (0%)
Condition 2 Units 558 (77.6%)
Condition 3 Units 155 (21.6%)
Condition 4 Units 6 (0.8%)
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Condition 1 Structures 0 (0%)

Condition 2 Structures 315 (81.4%)
Condition 3 Structures 67 (17.3%)
Condition 4 Structures 5 (1.3%)
Table 7
Sector Il B: Totals & Condition of Housing
Structures with residential units 196
Total Residential Units 384
Type Structures Units
Single-Family Structures 113 113
Two-Family Structures 51 102
Three-Family Structures 8 24
Four-Family Structures 11 44
Five-Family Structures 5 25
Six-Family Structures 5 30
Eight-Family Structures 1 8
Condo (10-Unit Structure) 1 10
Elderly (28-Unit Structure) 1 28
Condition 1 Units 75 (19.5%)
Condition 2 Units 274 (71.4%)
Condition 3 Units 29 (7.6%)
Condition 4 Units 6 (1.6%)
Condition 1 Structures 46 (23.5%)
Condition 2 Structures 137 (69.9%)
Condition 3 Structures 12 (6.2%)
Condition 4 Structures 1 (0.5%)

Tables 8 and fggregate information in the two subsectors tsgmefull
Sector Ill information. _Table ®cuses on inventory and Tabl@8 housing condition.
There are 583 residential structures, includin@3 yesidential units in Sector Ill. The
total number of residential units in this sectqd(B) is equal to 16.2 % of the total
housing units included in the Census 2000 count.

Tables 10 and 1thke the aggregation of South End housing datlactmext and
highest level._Table 1€ombines the Sector Il and full Sector Il dataicating the
composition of the entire South End housing inventdhe South End (as defined in
this study) accounts in total for a grand totabb1 residential structures, including a total
of 1,186 residential units. Table 11 indicated #Hideast 17.6 % of all South End
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housing units are located in structures ratedendlver two categories, and further that
14.8 % of all South End structures are similartgda

Table 8
Waterville Housing Sector Ill (A&B) Totals

Structures with residential units 583
Total Residential Units 1103

Type Structures Units
Single-Family Structures 293 293
Two-Family Structures 167 334
Three-Family Structures 32 96
Four-Family Structures 29 116
Five-Family Structures 14 70
Six-Family Structures 12 72
Eight-Family Structures 2 16
Eleven-Family Structures 1 11
Condo (10-Unit Structure) 1 10
SRO (5-unit Structure) 1 5
Mobile Homes (in Park) 29 29
Elderly (23-Unit Structure) 1 23
Elderly (28-Unit Structure) 1 28

Table 9

Waterville Sector Il (A & B)

Condition of Housing
Structures with residential units 583
Total Residential Units 1103

Number %

Condition 1 Units 75 6.8%
Condition 2 Units 832 75.4%
Condition 3 Units 184 16.7%
Condition 4 Units 12 1.1%
Condition 1 Structures 46 7.9%
Condition 2 Structures 452 77.5%
Condition 3 Structures 79 13.6%
Condition 4 Structures 3] 1.0%
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Table 10
South End Residential Housing Totals (I, 1A & 11 1B)

Structures with residential units 651
Total Residential Units 1186
Type Structures Units
Single-Family Structures 348 348
Two-Family Structures 178 356
Three-Family Structures 34 102
Four-Family Structures 29 116
Five-Family Structures 14 70
Six-Family Structures 12 72
Eight-Family Structures 2 16
Eleven-Family Structures 1 11
Condo (10-Unit Structure) 1 10
SRO (5-unit Structure) 1 5
Mobile Homes (in Park) 29 29
Elderly (23-Unit Structure) 1 23
Elderly (28-Unit Structure) 1 28
651 1,186
Table 11

South End Housing Conditions (All)
Sectors I, llIA, and 111B

Condition of Housing

Structures with residential units 651
Total Residential Units 1,186

Number %
Condition 1 Units 82 6.9%
Condition 2 Units 895 75.5%
Condition 3 Units 194 16.4%
Condition 4 Units 15 1.2%
Condition 1 Structures 52 8.0%
Condition 2 Structures 503 77.3%
Condition 3 Structures 87 13.4%
Condition 4 Structures 9 1.4%
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Tables 12 and 1ustrate research steps that had only just beguof the time of
this initial progress report to the Waterville HogsAdvisory Committee (4/30/02).
During the conduct of the field assessment of S&mth housing, the Consultant took
note of units (and structures) which were obviowslgant, and also gathered similar
information in conversations with tenants and prgpewners. To this point, only part
of those entries have been recorded. Tableoh2ists of a beginning effort to identify
vacant residential units in the South End. Thereise will continue, although no perfect
count will be attainable due to at least two reasd) In the first instance, tenant
turnover in apartments is occurring all of the timeareas with high concentrations of
relatively low-quality and relatively low-pricednal units. (During the walk-through of
Autumn Street, two tenants in the process of mowage encountered, on one
afternoon.)
(2) There is simply no economically feasible waytfee Consultant to obtain an accurate,
current count of vacancies in the 303 multi-fanndgidential structures present in the
South End.

Table 12
South End Vacancies (Partial List in Process)
69 Water St 3 of 11 Vacant 4/8/02
1 Gray St. 2 Uits Vacant 4/8/02
2 Gray St. 1 Unit Vacant 4/8/02
6 Libby Ct. SF
5 Libby Ct. 2F
7 Libby Ct. 2F
14 Moor St SF
4 Halde St 2F
6 & 61/2 Grove St 2F (Brown, Corner Water St.)
40 Summer 4F (1 Vacant 3/30)
8 Gold St. 5F (2 Vacant)
23 Gold 1 of 4 Vacant
167 Water St. SF
178 Water St 1 of 2 Vacant
170 Water St. 2F - 2 Vacants
47? King St 2 of 3 units
8 King St 1of 2, 2F
12? King St 1lof2
7 Cary Ln 2F
3? Cary Lane 2F
907 Silver Proff. Office/Corner
Silver/Reddington

58 Silver 3 of 6 apts vacant
2 Silver Place 1 of 5 occupied = 4 vacant
5 Silver 2 of 6 occupied = 4 vacant
? Summer St E side 2 of 3 vacant

Governmental Resources 59



Table 13is the start of a list of all residential struetsi advertised as “For Sale”

in the South End. As with the effort to count vatcanits, this exercise has only begun
and there are limitations on the research methdtie. listing, advertising and sales of
residential property is a dynamic activity, withadlges in property status occurring on a
regular basis. This list is partial and prelimyand is mostly included for illustrative
purposes.

4/8
4/8
4/4
4/4

Table 13

South End Properties - For Sale (Advertised)

6 Gray Ave

7 Gray Ave
27 Paris

? Careen St
14 Mar

16 Halde

10 Halde

80 Summer

6 & 6 1/2 Grove
224 Water St
167 Water St
170 Water

4 King St

14 King St

6 ? Cary Lane

11 1/2 Cary Lane

158 Silver Street
7 Libby Court

3 ? Cary Lane
5 Silver Place

Governmental Resources

(Partial List in Progress)

SF
2F
SF
2F
SF
SF
SF
2F
2F
SF
SF
2F - vacant

3F - par condition

SF
3F

SF

2F

2F
6F - back left

60

C21 872-8802
DeWolfe 872-7650

(on Corner Water)
Nason Realty

(no sign)

DeWolfe

Dick Goodhue 879-0751

Francis Rodrigue 873-
9013

Main St. Realty 873-
7300

(4S by KVCAP - not
signed)

DeWolfe 872-7650



Finally, the research will continue in the ideietition of housing structures that
are either substandard and in need of rehabilitatar beyond redemption. Interestingly,
between the time of the Consultant’s initial winig$th survey at the start of April and the
end of April, 2002, one Category # 4 residentinlure in the vicinity of the Water
Street and Grove Street intersection was demoljsretiwas awaiting removal of
building debris. By the time that the progregsoréwas printed, the debris was
removed. (This illustrates the brief shelf lifesaime statistics.)

Table 14
Location of “Condition 3 & 4” Units by Streets

Street # Condition 3 Units # Condition 4 Units
Ann

Autumn

Brackett PI.
Careen

Cary Lane & Crt.
Clark

Gold

Gray

Green

Grove

Halde

King

Moor

Oxford

Paris

Pine

Pooler's Parkway
Preston
Reddington
Sherwin

Silver

Silver Place

South Grove Street
South Water Street
Summer

Tardiff

Veteran Court
Water

Totals 194 15
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10. Waterville Housing Sector IV
“Encompassing the Wide Range of Waterville. Housig Conditions”

Following completion of the housing inventory grreéliminary assessment of
housing conditions in the South End (Sectors idl Bincombined), the Consultant then
conducted similar research in Sector 1V, the aveated between Kennedy Memorial
Drive and Mayflower Hill Drive, west of Messalongk8tream to First Rangeway.

To that point in the housing study, it had beemaes] that there were not sufficient
resources in the project budget for the Consuttanbnduct a similar level of inventory
of all housing properties throughout Watervilleyen the presence of 6,819 residential
units (2000 Census) in the City. (The assumptraved to be absolutely correct,
although the Consultant undertook the 100% invgntegardless.) At that stage of the
project, and given the fact that the South End tamg (studied in some detail, at the
request of the City) were in no way characterigtithe City at largeand given that (as
will be demonstrated) Sector IV’s housing stock aadditions did somewhat emulate
the balance of the City’s residential housing stiockicrocosm, a close examination of
that area (Section 1V) was the logical next steghiaproved to be extremely instructive.

Sector IV, Location, Boundaries and Study Methodolgy

As noted,_Sector IWas selected for more detailed housing inventodyraview
treatment because this area includes “sub-sécexisibiting a variety of housing types
and conditions, ranging from those commercial a&gtimpacted dwellings observed
along the north side of Kennedy Memorial Drive (KMiD a mixed commercial and
residential use area to the high quality, strictlyidential properties evident at the
opposite (north) end of the sector, along Mayflott#l Drive. The Sector IV
subsectors and their varying characteristics atailéd toward the conclusion of this
chapter.

It is acknowledged that this “construct” (Sectldmas “Waterville in
microcosm”) has an element of artificiality, ybetvariations within this sector are real,
and the distinction between these small neighbath@s a group and the South End (east
of Summer Street) are obvious. If the South Epdagents the greatest concentration of
substandard housing conditions in Waterville, tBegtor IV is arguably (among the 8
sectors) most characteristic of the varying houstogk and conditions present in the
balance of Waterville -- given the wide range ofisiog stock and conditions evident
within Sector IV. For every area of Watervilitside of the South End, there is a
small section of Sector IV which emulates the angdarms of housing age, type and
condition. For these reasons, the decision waderby the Consultant in May, 2002, to
invest a considerable block of time to the closaneixation of Sector IV. The effort
proved worthwhile, yielding results useful to theger assessment of Waterville housing.

Sector 1Vis the area in Waterville located directly northtbe eastern end of
KMD and extending northward to Mayflower Hill Drivand bounded on the ends by
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First Rangeway and the Messalonskee Stream. Thaede“boundary description” of
Sector IV was provided earlier in Chapter 7, ahdrefore, has been deleted from this
Chapter 10. (It had been included in the versiothisf chapter that appeared earlier in the
progress report published at the end of May, 20@2fijeld inventory conducted by the
Consultant on five separate days between AprilridsMay 7, 2002, resulted in
identification of 837 properties within Sector Isgntaining a total count of 947
residential units. A list of 55 roads and streetsuded within Sector IV was included in
the chapter describing the rationale for and thesidin of the City of Waterville into

eight (8) so-called “housing sectors”. The listadds, streets, drives and ways is also
included as an integral part of Tablebglow.

The most distinctive feature of the housing stiocEector IV is the high
percentage of single-family homes in the ar@d.the total 837 properties or structures
with at least one residential unit within, fully#286.4%) of those are single-family
homes. Of the total housing units in the Sectd7}9fully 76.5% are single-family
homes. Of the remaining 223 residential unitstied¢an 113 properties, another 50 are
single-family condominium units located in two swd#velopments --definitionally also
single-family units. This tendency toward singderily housing leaves a balance of only
173 residential units in 63 properties, includifi In 2-family structures, and a
remaining small number of structures with 3 or mfaraily units.

According to a Tax Assessor’s inventory of restaddmunits City-wide dating
from 1995, there were 2,721 single-family prosrtn Waterville at that time. Since
only minimal new housing construction occurredhe latter half of the last decade
(1990s), observed field data from 2002 can be negtelgainst that earlier inventory for
illustrative purposes. The 724 single-family horma&ntoried in Sector IV in April and
May, 2002, represents approximately 27% of tha toumber of single family homes in
Waterville. Given that the total number of howgsumits in Sector IV (947) are only
approximately 14% of the total number of housingsum Waterville, the over-
representation of single-family homes in this seofdhe City becomes most evident.

The Consultant’s field methodology has been desdrelsewhere in this report,
and will not be repeated here, except in briefSéctor IV (as in the South End), the
Consultant: (a) has taken note of every identifessidential property and commercial
properties containing residential units, (b) hasnted the number of residential units by
type on each street, (c) has assigned a ratitigetobserved residential structures and the
rating applied to a structure has been appliedl tmés within that structure, and (d) has
maintained counts of structures, units, and ratingcluding in that count all residential
structures on each street (or partial street) withe sector.

It is important to note that this level of invent@nd assessment is only a step
above that of a rapidly conducted “windshield syfyand, therefore, that it does not
constitute individual, external residential progexssessments. External residential
property assessments were conducted later on »appately 120 residential structures,
although none from Sector IV.
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Housing Field Rating System

In viewing (during April and May, 2002) the 1,488idential structures
containing 2,133 residential dwelling units in Sestll, Il and 1V, in addition to noting
the number and type of residential structuresuamits within, the consultant employed
the external observation rating system describdeealt became immediately obvious
from reviewing both the South End data includednrearlier and the Sector IV data
included in this chapter, that the vast majoritybfesidential structures were rated from
brief field observation as a “grade ‘2’ propertgiyen that internal observations were not
part of this initial field work, nor was extensitimme available per unit for even external
observations at this level of field observation.

Accordingly, as detailed in the rating system ltbrarrative (next page), the “2”
rating was further broken into “2+”, “2”, and “2and raw counts were taken of the
variations in the “2” rated properties. This coalibwed the Consultant to review the
ratings, and to characterize particular streeteendescriptive narrative for the sectors
reviewed at this level of detail. Because the @Qiast used mechanical counters in
some sections where properties on a street wenéigdein type, style and value, this is
not to say that in all cases rating data can lmetrdéack to individual properties. On
numerous other streets, however, the Consultandéasoped and maintained brief,
individual property notes which can be correlatedi( some difficulty) to street
addresses. (In Sector VIII, for example, therefigtd notes for each and every property.
The field work for this housing assessment becantiene a “monster task”, once started,
begging for completion, but consuming literally dueds of hours of field work.)

In the earlier version of this Chapter 10 whichsyablished as part of the May,
2002 _Progress Report Ng. 2 slightly revised version of the rating systeaswwublished.
However the changes were very minimal from thengasiystem already described in
Chapter 9, and, therefore, the revised versiombabeen reprinted in this report. The
only changes related to moving beyond referencéset&outh End to more generic
references. As indicated earlier, the Consultantlacted his initial field survey of
Sector IV during five, separate field visits on Ag@6, April 18, May 1, May 2, and May
7, 2002. All field observation information inclked in this chapter is based on what was
seen on those visits -- although a very small arhotirecordings were altered slightly by
reference to Tax Assessor’s data, in a few inseneasuch as information in a few
instances that a home observed to be a singleyfatnicture was actually a two-family
home. Many factors in housing are dynamic, eveheafe is no substantial new
construction occurring in a community. As exarspldisted properties sell, vacant
properties become occupied, and substandard hansesne instances are under repair
and are trending to a higher rating. Accordingtyne of the data included in this report
has already changed, even before the final repgiblished. That level of change,
however, is minimal, incidental and statisticadbyt-significant.
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Table 1below presents the results of the initial fieldessment of the housing
stock located in Sector IV. As has been notedCiiesultant in conducting this field
effort located 837 residential properties in Seto containing an observed total of 947
residential units. The 947 residential units iis tirea represent approximately 13.9% of
all Waterville dwelling units. The number of residial units in Sector IV compares as
79.8% of the number included in the South End asedefined for this report. Taken
together, these two areas (South End and Sectoat¢punt for 31.3% of all Waterville
residential units.

Table 1below encapsulates the results of approximatetyhtfurs of intensive
field work and desk work relating to the inventaryd condition of housing stock in
Sector IV. The data presented in Table 1 essgntiakcribes the housing stock of the
sector, and facilitates a discussion of the vamnstiand condition of housing in the sector.
However, even with the relatively significant intregnt of time required to gather the
data presented in this table, the Consultant teslls has only skimmed the surface of
what potentially could be discovered regardinghtbasing stock in this area with more
resource commitments.

Table 1
Sector IV Housing Inventory

Street SF 2F 3F Other Units Condition

1 2 3
Barnett Avenue 20 0 0 0 20 14 6 0
Brigham Street 4 0 1 0 7 1 6 0
Broad Street 11 0 0 0 11 0 11 0
Brooklyn Avenue 16 0 1 0 19 6 13 0
Burrill Street 3 1 0 0 5 0 5 0
Carle Street 1 0 0 6-35A 36 1 35 0
Carver Street 6 0 0 0 6 1 5 0
Cedar Street 5 0 0 0 5 0 5 0
Clearview Avenue 24 0 0 0 24 24 0 0
Colin Drive 0 0 0 6C 6 0 6 0
Cool Street 29 7 1 1-4F 50 4 46 0

(O-NH)

David Terrace 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Edgewood Street 15 0 0 0 15 0 15 0
Elmhurst Street 20 0 0 0 20 0 20 0
First Rangeway 29 1 0 0 31 22 9 0
(partial)
Fairview Street 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
Forest Park 26 0 0 0 26 26 0 0
Francis Street 44 3 1 0 53 0 50 3
Glidden Street 4 1 1 0 9 0 9 0
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Street SF 2F 3F Other Units Condition

1 2 3
Harding Way 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
Highland Avenue 26 0 0 0 26 18 8 0
Hughey Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kennedy Memorial 24 2 1 1-6F 37 2 32 3
Drive (partial)
Lowell Street 6 0 0 0 6 0 6 0
Lynn Street 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
Mae Terrace 6 0 1 0 9 0 9 0
Mathews Avenue 37 0 0 44-C 81 10 71 0
Mayflower Hill 12 0 0 0 12 11 1 0
Drive (partial)
Merryfield Avenue 38 1 0 0 40 1 34 5
Messalonskee 14 3 0 1-4F 24 2 22 0
Avenue
Moody Street 4 2 0 0 8 0 8 0
Morrison Avenue 7 0 0 0 7 0 7 0
Newland Avenue 6 0 0 0 6 6 0 0
Noyes Avenue 6 0 0 0 6 6 0 0
Oak Knoll Drive 11 0 0 0 11 11 0 0
Oakland Court 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Oakland Place 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
Oakland Street 60 8 1 0 79 0 76 3
Philbrook Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pray Avenue S 0 0 0 5 5 0 0
Purington Street 1 1 0 0 3 0 3 0
Riverside Avenue ) 0 0 0 5 5 0 0
(partial)
Roberts Avenue 4 0 0 0 4 4 0 0
Russell Street 6 1 0 0 8 0 8 0
Salem Street 3 0 0 0 3 2 1 0
Sawtelle Street 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Strider Avenue 6 0 0 0 6 6 0 0
Taylor Avenue 4 0 0 0 4 4 0 0
Thrushwood Park 6 0 0 0 6 5 1 0
Vallee Avenue 8 0 0 0 8 4 4 0
Violette Avenue 65 3 0 0 71 6 65 0
Vose Street 14 0 0 0 14 2 12 0
Webber Street 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Western Avenue 41 14 0 0 69 0 67 2
(partial)
Yeaton Avenue 30 2 0 0 34 0 33 1
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Street SF 2F 3F Other Units Condition

1 2
Total Properties 724 50 8 55 837 - - -
Total Units 724 100 24 99 947 209 720 18
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Sector IV and South End Comparisons

The condition of the housing stock in Sector I\diamatically better than that
observed in the portion of the South End that & eBSummer StreetWhen the
structures containing the 947 residential unitSéctor IV were rated, 22% (209 units)
were rated as #1 quality and 76% (720 units) recka/“2” rating. Less than 2% of the
units (18 in total) were rated as a “3” and na&tures or units in Sector IV received a
“4” rating. Sector IV ratings are summarized in Tabka& follows immediately.

Table 2
Sector IV
Condition Ratings of 947 Residential Units

Condition #1 #2 #3 #4
Number 209 720 18 0
% 22% 76% 1.9% 0%

The relative high quality of the housing stockSefctor IV contrasts sharply with
that of the South End. Overall, whereas 98% efhibusing stock in Sector IV was rated
as either “1” or “2”, only 82.4% of the South Ehdusing was similarly rated. At the
other extreme, whereas only 1.9% of the Sectdrd\fsing was rated “3” or “4” during
initial field observations, a full 17.6% of Soutindhousing was rated in one or the other
lower categories. Stated another way, this is ydtsa based on initial observation, there
is relatively 9 times the substandard stock perurfi®s in the South End than exists in
Sector IV. The contrast between the two areas is even nxtrenee when comparing
between Sector IV housing and that existing syrictlthe Water Street segment of the
South End (Sector llIA, west of Summer Street galhgr where 0% of the housing is
rated as Quality # 1, and a full 22.4% is rateditser “3” or “4” -- substandard in either
case.

Table 3which follows directly displays several statisticamparisons between
the previously cited Sector IV housing conditiohngs, and the South End at large, and
several component segments of the South End ircplat Actually the distinctions
between the quality and conditions of housing ettho areas under close scrutiny are
greater than is suggested_by TahleT®is additional gap in housing conditions betwee
areas relates to the large portion of the unitsoith the South End and in Sector IV rated
in the “2” quality category, and, particularly,wode variations within this rating code
Overall 75% of South End residential units wetedaas “2” and a virtually identical
76% of Sector IV properties also received “2” rgin
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Table 3
Comparison of Sector IV with South End Sectors
and subsectors’ Housing Unit Condition Ratings

Sectors Conditions

#1 #2 #3 #4
(SE) Il & 1lI 6.9% 75.5% 16.4% 1.2%
[ all 6.8% 75.4% 16.7% 1.1%
Il B 19.5% 71.4% 7.6% 1.6%
A 0% 77.6% 21.6% 0.8%
[l 8.4% 75.9% 12.0% 3.6%

\Y/ 22% 76% 1.9% 0%

However, within the “2” ratings, there was a sfgraint variation between the two
areas. In the South End, of those propertiesviggea “2” rating, 39% were actually
“2-", meaning that these units (representing diatily an additional 29% of all South
End units)were verging on being rated as a substandardo&ed solely on initial
observations. It is very likely that a closer laka high percentage of these “2-" rated
properties would reveal significant defects. Warbsequent interior investigations of
these 348 properties “2-" to reveal (likely pregemibstandard characteristics in all of
these properties, then these properties, when ioachiwith those already rated as “3” or
“4”, would result in a level of housing “substandiaess” in the South End approaching
46% of all residential dwelling units. [That istbotential of level of substandardness;
that has not been demonstrated.]

In Sector IV, by contrast, greater than 40% of2illrated properties were “2+”
ratings. Fully 74% of all “2” rated properties weanid-range “2” or better. When the
40.4% (291 units) rated at 2+ are combined witls¢h@ted as “1”, a full 500 units
(52.9% of the total) in the Sector are rated orughyger end. In summary, a large block of
the Sector IV “2” rated properties lean in thesdtron of being rated “Excellent”, rather
than just “Good”. In contrast, a large block of thouth End “2” rated properties lean in
the other direction, toward being not “Good”, batually only “Fair to Poor”

Table 4indicates the breakout into 2+, 2 or 2- of the B2@tor IV units in this
ratings classification, Tabledraws comparisons between the “2” rated propeirties
Sector IV and those of the South End sector, ahdestors.
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Table 4
Sector IV Rating “2” Breakouts
Total Number of # 2 Ratings 720

291 2+ Ratings 40.4 %

241 2 Ratings 33.5%

188 2- Ratings 26.1%
Table 5

Comparison of Distribution
of “2” Ratings Among Sectors

Sectors Total “2” No/% of “2+”  No/% of “2” No/% of “2-"
Ratings (all) Ratings Ratings Ratings

[l 63 16/25% 22/35% 25/40%

A 558 119/21% 204/37% 235/42%

1B 274 107/39% 79/29% 88/32%

Il A&B 832 226/27% 283/34% 323/39%

I+ 111 A& B 895 242[27% 305/34% 348/39%
[\ 720 291/40.4%  241/33.5% 188/26.1%0

Summary Comparisons

Several comparisons have been drawn in the prigggpbetween housing stock
and conditions in the South End relative to thdssextor IV. Table 6 (next page)
summarized the comparisons between the two secBiatistical comparisons only
suggest the extent to which differences exibt.the South End a combined percentage of
17.6% were rated as either poor or extremely sotata, which is nine times the rate for
housing in Sector IV. When the lower end of tHeobd” [*2-"] ratings are added to
these two lower categories, the percent of lomeked housing in the South End rises
dramatically to 47% of the total! This suggestt tippwards of 47% of the housing units
in the South End might well be rated as substahdiasubjected to HUD Section 8
housing quality standards inspectionk Sector 1V, the similar grouping amounts to
26.1%. Beyond these statistics (which as has betad are based solely on external
field observations) is the expectation that insidenerous properties initially ranked as
“Good” are serious substandard housing conditighisd given the age and value of the
structures, the greater concentration of multi-fatnousing, and other factors, the
expectation of “hidden problems” is greater for tlmeising stock located in the South
End, relative to that located in Sector IV.
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Table 6

Comparing Housing Sectors: South End (Il & lIl) Vis-a -Vis Sector IV

Eactor South End (all) Sector IV
Residential Structures (all) 651 837
Residential Units 1,186 947
Single-Family Homes 348 724
S-F Homes as a % of all Units 29.3% 76.5%
Condition # 1 Units (Excellent) 6.9% 22%
Condition # 2 Units (Good) 75.5% 76%
(see breakout below)
Condition # 3 Units (Poor) 16.4% 1.9%
Condition # 4 Units (Extremely Substd.) 1.2% 2.0
Cond. # 1 & #2 Combined 82.4% 98%
Cond. #3 & # 4 Combined 17.6% 1.9%
Number of “2” Rated Units 895 (100%) 720 (100%)
Breakout of “2” Rated Units
Number and Percent Ratetk 242 (27%) 291 (40.4%)
Number and Percent Ratétl 305 (34%) 241 (33.5%)
Number and Percent Ratetd 348 (39%) 188 (26.1%)

All Housing Units

Number & Percent Rated “2” and above 629 (53%) 741 (78.2%)

Number & Percent Rated “2-" and below 557 (47%) 206 (21.8%)
Observed Vacant Units 40 4
Observed Units “For Sale” 35 16
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There are other important distinctions betweershmguin the South End and that
in Sector IV. An important one is the fact thathe South End, only 29.3% of the
residential units are single-family, whereas int8eb/ fully 74.3% are traditional,
single-family housing properties located on privatdividual land parcels. When 50
condominiums identified thus far (44 at Averill Gtominiums and 6 more at Colin
Drive) are added to the Sector IV single-familytsinthe broader “single family”
ownership percentage climbs to 79.5% of all housimis.

When only “the Plains neighborhood” in the Souttdis considered, that portion
of Sector Ill that is on the river side of Summéest, the presence of single-family units
fall to 25% of total units. In other words, whesespproximately 1 in 4 South End /
Plains Neighborhood homes are single-family uditsut of 4 homes are in Sector IV.
That is an astounding difference, with significenplications in terms of housing
quality, sense of “investment” in one’s housingtgmial for neighborhood pride, and in
other important social and economic ways. Clelanime ownership is a constructive
force in a neighborhoodThe near 80% home ownership existing in Sectarditributes
to the generally better maintenance of the housiagk evident in this part of Waterville.

Other distinctions noted in Tablen®t noted earlier relate to the fact that theee ar
a significantly greater number of vacant unitshe South End, and also a significantly
greater number of residential properties for saliné South End than is the case in
Sector IV. Initial observations made in the Sdtid identified at least 40 vacant
residential units. Only 4 vacant units were idiggdiin Sector IV. Neither count
represents the full inventory of vacant units, tkt 10 to 1 ratio is significant.

Additionally there exist also observed differenceterms of the numbers and
percentage of properties “on the market”. Inforchatia recorded between April 1 and 15,
2002 on the ground, in the South End, suggestaeatheas35 residential units were
then for sale, with several others not advertisgdiimored to be available for sale. Nine
of those were single-family houses and the balarasemulti-family properties.

Data recorded between April 16 and May 7, 200thfreal estate advertisement
signs posted in the Sector IV area identifies prioge containing 16 units as “For Sale”,
including 13 single-family houses. However, fiidloe Sector IV residential properties
identified for sale were located in the commerz@ie on the northern side of KMD,
reducing the number of residential properties “Gale” signs in the balance of this area.
Price distinctions also vary, with houses listeddale in the South End running generally
between $28,000 and $55,000 per property.

By way of contrast, in Sector 1V, not includingetKMD properties which are
actually listed for commercial use sale, and orerraint $28,000 residential listing, a
total of 10 houses were identified on the curréhypril 30, 2002) MLS list with prices
ranging from $45,000 for a Yeaton Street residéptiaperty to $163,000 for a
Clearview Avenue listing. (It must be noted thstihg data is always changing, is
generally incomplete, presents only “asking pricher than sales price, and is,
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therefore, not an especially good barometer fdaingacomparisons or depicting current
market conditions. Analysis of recent sales data$ to be more useful, although none
has been attempted as part of this comparison.)

Another comparison between the South End and SAttelates to the assessed
value of single-family properties in both areas.data released in December, 2000, by
the Waterville tax assessor’s office, it was intecethat at that time there were 670
single-family homes in Waterville which were valugahd and buildings) at less than
$60,000. Of these, 160 were in the South Endesgmting 46% of all single-family
homes (348 total) in that area. When the Southi&oedmpressed to include only the
area to the east of Summer Street, the percentagedramatically above 50% in terms
of the single-family homes being assessed at lessthe $60,000 level. By contrast, in
Sector IV there are 724 single-family homes, ofalihi44 are listed as assessed at below
$60,000, or less than 20% of the total.

According to a 1995 compilation by the Tax Assess&Waterville had 684
two-family houses at that time. Recent field sysvBy the Consultant located 178 two-
family residential properties in the South End &®@lin Sector IV. Data provided by the
Tax Assessor for 2000 indicated that there weretd@&family residential structures in
Waterville having an assessed valuation of $49¢06ss. Of these 100 properties, 31
(17.4%) were located in the South End and only%)(were located in Sector IV.

[Excerpted from paper distributed to the earlgyiV2002, Advisory Committee
meeting: “The comparisons developed (between the SouthaBdceither Sector IV or
the balance of Waterville) to this point, in thisapter, are based upon partial and
“snapshot” data. As the Waterville housing assesgiproject continues through the
summer of 2002, much more detailed information b@ldeveloped between relative
housing values, market information and the likéae Tesults of that research will tend to
refine the distinctions already drawn in this dieap But the basic comparison results
will be essentially as described, reiteration ofchihis not necessary. The narrative now
turns from the theme of comparisons to that of aengetailed description of the various
parts of Sector IV.”]

Sector IV “Subsectors” or Small Neighborhoods

Sector IV includes several “subsectors” or “smalighborhoods”, which are
dissimilar. The sector does not contain any sicguift concentrations of substandard
housing -- such as exists in that portion of tbat8 End lying east of Summer Street.
Sector IV_doegontain at least one small cluster of housingrdetgion on Merryfield
Avenue, another cluster of very small houses uriaffy marked for future removal and
conversion to commercial land use on KMD, and al$ew streets with some marginal
housing stock mixed in with better structures. @hasion of this sector into “small
neighborhoods” is a somewhat artificial exercisel the divisions are perhaps excessive,
resulting in too many subsectors. Yet this exerdsmonstrates the premise that with the
exception of extreme substandard housing, Sectdiobs indeed contain approximately
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five different examples of “neighborhood typestifa elsewhere in the City. With a
slice of the South End added, Sector IV is a mizsat of a sort of the entire City of
Waterville.

1.Kennedy Memorial Drive area

Housing along the northern side of Kennedy Mem®idye from Messalonskee
Stream to First Rangeway is different from thaamy other part of the sector, in that the
traffic is greater than elsewhere, traffic noisa isonstant, KMD in not “neighbor
friendly”, the properties across KMD (with a sebeception) are commercial, rather than
residential, and the residential side is stronglgacted and influenced by commercial
and professional office use, including some mixsel properties.

In one stretch there are five (of six) residdmgraperties marked for sale, with
realtors emphasizing the commercial use. The Gamgunterviewed the owner of three
of these properties, who owns back land all the theyugh to Merryfield Avenue, who
indicated that his desire was to sell those 3 pt@secontaining 5 residential units, but
that sales had been stalled by various factorkjdimg sluggish market demand. This
stretch is the last remaining section on eitheg sidkennedy Memorial Drive [inside
Interstate-95] that has not gone the route of coramebuildings and pavement for
parking lots. There are 28 structures with padrdull residential use, including 24
single-family houses, 2 two-family structure, aaBnily structure one six-family
apartment building and several mixed use properflésre are 3 substandard residential
structures on KMD and at least 3 more rated “2-".

2. Merryfield Avenue - Yeaton Avenue Neighborhood

Immediately interior to KMD is what might be term#ét “Merryfield Avenue -
Yeaton Avenue Neighborhood” a small area focusethose two parallel avenues, and
including the northern end of Carver Street, BaighStreet, Lowell Street, Salem Street,
the very south end of Cool Street, and Sawtelleod§ and Webber Streets across Cool
Street. Housing in this area is solid, older st@dnerally well-maintained, and includes
a strong representation of capes, ranches andidraaistock reflecting construction
from the 1940s forward, although with some oldescttires. There is a deteriorated
cluster about five properties located on Merryfiatdwell as some individual housing
needing repair attention, but generally this ibletagood quality housing. This area
includes approximately 100 residential units, ne@€% of which are single-family
homes.

Assessed value is another indicator of housingkstondition. In all of Sector IV
there are 144 single-family homes assessed (witl) lat less than $60,000. Of that
number, 46 of those properties are located eithé¢MD or in the Merryfield Avenue -
Yeaton Avenue neighborhood. (None of those “$6D&0less” properties are located in
the adjacent Barnet, Forest Park or Clearview Aeearea, indicating the validity of the
Consultant’s division of subsectors at least is Hrea.)
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3. Barnet Avenue, Forest Park Avenue and Clearve Avenue Area

Barnet Avenue, Forest Park Avenue and Clearviewngeeconsist almost
exclusively of recent, new construction of upsckidege, single-family homes in the price
range of $160,000 and above. The houses in te&gsappear to date from the late 1980s
and the 1990s. Because both Forest Park and @eaAwvenue end in cul-de-sacs rather
than going through to Cool Street, and Clearvieacsessed primarily by small sideroads
from Violette Avenue, having direct access to raithirst Rangeway, nor Cool Street,
connections are limited and this area is in somsesenot really a neighborhood. The
housing in this area is definitely on the high dyaénd of recently constructed
Waterville housing. Data presented on Table 1ciaugis that this area has 70 “Quality 1”
homes, and no stock rated “2” or below.

4. Violette and Mathews Avenue Neighborhood

Violette Avenue and Mathews Avenue are similahi® KMerryfield-Yeaton
Avenues area, consisting primarily of single-faninggmes, mostly small capes and
ranches, although with some older, larger stookels There are approximately 210
housing units in this area, consisting almost esigkly of single-family homes and 44
condominium units at Averill Condominiums datingrr the late 1980s. With the
exception of the condominiums, most of the houstegk on these streets appears to date
from the 1950s, with many appearing to be 1960stcoction -- that time estimate
subject to check at the Assessor’s Office. Thglsifamily housing in this area, not
counting the upper end of Mathews, including thedmminiums, is almost exclusively
“2” quality, single family housing. The housingesk on the upper end of Mathews is of
more recent vintage, and closer in quality to Bar@éarview and Forest Park. Various
properties (condominium project, playground, nugdwiome) and land uses on the north
side of Mathews tends to divide it from interactioith the next street up, Oakland
Street.

5. Oakland Street to Western Avenue Neighborhood

Similarities in housing stock, age and conditioristein the area between
Oakland Street and the portion of Western Avenugis sector, including Francis
Street, and various, small side streets connettioge three primary streets. A high
percentage of the homes in this older neighbortapgear to have been constructed
between 1890 and 1950. Very few of the homesigatea are less than 50 years old,
and a sizable portion exceed 80 years in age dftthetures. There are more than 220
residential units in this densely developed sulmsearea, including at least 56 units in
the approximate 28 two-family, older structureshis area. The percentage of single-
family units (less than 70% of all dwelling units)lower in this area than anywhere else
in the sector.
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Based on exterior observation, a higher leveubstandard housing in this area is
suggested, subject to the later conduct of soneenal inspections. Half of the
substandard units identified for the sector arthis area, and a significant number of “2-
" ratings were recorded in this area. Overallltbasing stock for the area is generally
“Good” when rated based on initial external obstova However, one suspects that
with so many older homes and with a number of tamify structures (implying
relatively more rental housing than homeownershiyasons), further examination may
reveal additional substandard properties.

Assessed valuation also provides clues as to hgesindition in this area.
Earlier it was noted that in the entire Sectord\ptal of 144 single-family houses have
assessed valuations (land and buildings) belowd®60, Of that number for the entire
sector, fully 98 of those properties (or 68% of thial) are distributed across 3 identified,
adjacent subsectors (including the Oakland Aveniestern Avenue neighborhood, and
the Violette Avenue - Mathews Avenues area on @ (south) and the Brooklyn
Avenue area in the north. (The balance of thegpasties are all located south of Barnet
Avenue, not including any on that high-value propstreet.)

6. Brooklyn Avenue Neighborhood in Vicinity of the High School

The neighborhood on the south and west sides dfiteschool are mostly good
quality, 1950s or later construction. A fencpasates the back of the high school from
the Highland Avenue neighborhood, but the fronthef high school opens on Brooklyn
Avenue and others. This neighborhood includes BymoAvenue, a portion of
Messalonskee Avenue, and several other streets obWestern Avenue, but truncated
abruptly behind the high school. For conveniefxigyewood Street and EImhurst
Streets, as well as Broad Street, Vose Street, TMamace, and Morrison Avenue are all
grouped in this neighborhood. There are approxeimdt20 homes in this area, appearing
to be of 1950s and 1960s vintage construction.atérehan 90% of the housing units in
this area are single-family structures. Housingg he slightly improved to very
improved, relative to the older Western Avenue hiegghood immediately to the south.
However, it is not at the same standard as theilggsock located in the 7th and final
“small neighborhood” in Sector IV -- the Oak KndHiighland Avenue to Mayflower Hill
Drive area.

7 Oak Knoll, Highland Avenue to Mayflower Hill Drive Neighborhood

The upper (northern end) of Sector IV, both west morth of Waterville Senior
High School, is characterized by almost universsdlyd, Quality #1 housing, dating it
appears from the 1950s and early 1960s, and ldterluded in this subsector is Oak
Knoll, Highland Avenue, Mayflower Hill Drive, andhé¢ eight short avenues (Roberts,
Strider, Pray, Taylor, Newland, Noyes, Riverside] a short segment of Messalonskee)
running between Mayflower Hill Drive and Highlandvé&nue. This area includes
approximately 90 single family houses, greater ®@% of which were rated by the
Consultant, during the field inventory, as Qualfity’, and the balance were rated as
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“2+". This area is one of Waterville’s best neighitboods when measured in terms of
housing quality and value. None of the 144 residéptoperties in the sector with an
assessed value under $60,000 are located in tigisbwehood.

8. First Rangeway, KMD to Mayflower Hill Drive

First Rangeway is natonsidered a “small neighborhood” in this analysis
although clearly it plays a central role in anchgrihe western side of the area, exhibiting
quality housing on both sided the road, virtually its entire length, from KMiD
Mayflower Hill Drive. On the east side of First Rgway, the side within Sector 1V,
there are 29 single-family houses, 1 two-familystire, and 22 of 31 units were rated
“1” and the balance (9 units) as solid “2+” prapes. Six late 1970s-vintage
condominiums on truncated Colin Drive, immediataffyof First Rangeway were also
rated as “2+” properties. The study model for fingject, using the street as a boundary
street, artificially divides First Rangeway housibgtween the western edge of Sector IV
and the eastern edge of Sector V. Quality wisehtiusing stock on First Rangeway is
high, generally ranking with that of the Mayflowsill Drive, Highland Avenue
neighborhood, although strung all the way to KMD.

9. Cool Street and Side Roads to Messalonskee &tm

Just as First Rangeway was not considered td'mal neighborhood”, neither
was Cool Street labeled as such, nor the shoststranning off it eastward to
Messalonskee Stream. Webber Street, Moody SBeettelle Street and the south end of
Cool Street were grouped with Merryfield and Yeataenues. The upper end of Cool
Street groups logically with the Oakland Streetestérn Avenue neighborhood.
Although disconnected from them, Thrushwood Pasinslar to Forest Park, Barnet,
and Clearview. Likewise, Burrill and Glidden $ttg running to the stream are not
really connected to any larger neighborhood. Therdt apartment complex on Carle
Street off of Cool, is relatively isolated from afi the identified small neighborhoods,
with forest barriers on 3 sides and Cool Streghenth side. The same is true of the
OakGrove convalescent facility. Cool Street ipamant, having 50 units of housing,
but to a great degree it is divided, relating taouss subsectors, as noted above. Its
housing is generally older stock, some dating fesound 1900 it appears -- again subject
to later checking with tax records. As noted earlihe Messalonskee Stream, between
Western Avenue and the bridge at the start of Kambhors the eastern edge of Sector
V.

Conclusion

As illustrated by the division of Sector IV intori@us areas or “small
neighborhoods”, there is considerable variety amdrdity in the Sector IV housing
stock. As is true elsewhere in the City, theral$® diversity within some of the
subsectors, such as on Mathews Avenue, where sapb and ranches dominate the
lower end and modern new houses dominate the @ngokof the street. There are no
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significant concentrations of substandard housiagksin this entire area, although there
are areas where small clusters of defective priggeare evident. Indeed, less than 2% of
the 947 housing units were rated as being in sotlatd (Rating of “3” or “4”) residential
structures -- although there were a total of 188 fatings as noted in Tables 5 and 6.
The solid housing stock on First Rangeway and Mayér Hill Drive tend to anchor this
area as a quality “large neighborhood” in WateevillContinuous maintenance and
upgrading activities were observed throughout #was during the summer of 2002,
suggesting that residents in the area are protlieafthomes and are generally willing to
make whatever reinvestments are necessary to nmath&r housing stock.

Variations in assessed value of residential pte@sebetween subsectors of this
area are also instructivét was noted earlier in this report that of tipp@ximately 2,721
single-family structures in Waterville, 724 (27%#n located in Sector IV. Data
developed by the City Tax Assessor in December) 20@icated there to be 670 single-
family houses in Waterville at that time with asssbvaluations under $60,000
(approximately 25% of all single-family structuieghe City). As has been noted
earlier, 144 of these lower-valued, single-famdgidences are located in Sector IV.

Thus houses in this lower-end, value range agétbliunder-represented (21.5%
of the total) as a percentage of total single-kaimbusing in the sector, and for the sector
“This is a good thing.” The important relative goanison is that in the small Sector Il
located below Grove Street, 69% of the single-faindmes are valued below $60,000.

In Sector Ill, even including the presence of @ftisig, higher-valued properties located
between Summer and Silver Streets, still for albettor Ill, fully 41.6% of all single-
family homes in the sector were valued at under (B0

Within Sector IV, there are two relatively exchusisubsectors having none of the
single-family residential units being valued un#ié0,000. The aforementioned diversity
(by subsectors) of housing in Sector IV is illusgchby the 144 houses in the sector with
assessed valuations under $60,000 being locatééhwiite sector that also contains
sectors of considerably higher value. Of the 1rbperties in the “under $60,000” value
range, 46 of these properties are located betvwesamedy Memorial Drive and Yeaton
Street. The balance (98) are located between tt@o&ireet and Brooklyn Avenue,
facing Waterville Senior High School in two, adjatereviously-identified subsectors.

None at all are located in two “high end” subsestoncluding (1) the
Barnet/Clearview/Forest Park area in the southarhqd the sector an@2) the entire
area located north of Oak Knoll, including the herh end of First Rangeway and the
Mayflower Hill Drive - Highland Avenue neighborhoodPredictably, these same
subsectors with virtually no substandard housirtgeha the field inventory are also the
high residential property value areas of Sector IV.

Finally, the contrast between the housing stocgantor 1V and the portion of the
South End east of Summer Street has already baamdilustrated by statistical tables,
and expounded on extensivelinterestingly, the housing in the South End ledat

Governmental Resources 78



between Summer and Silvermount statistically enesl#te housing of Sector IV, when
the higher-end properties are motluded in Sector IV totals. The central prenbséind
including this chapter with considerable detaibefctor IV housing is that in its
diversity, Sector IV emulates the balance of ttg, @xcept for the South End and
segments of the North End. Taken together thefSént chapter (Sectors Il and Il1),
and this present chapter focusing on Sector IVeltfined the extremes and the full
variety of housing conditions in Waterville. Thevéntory, identification of the types of
housing and description of housing conditionsaam®ng the essential, required
elements for a DECD funding municipal housing assent meeting published
“minimum standards”.

To this point, the discussion has covered all at&Wille to the south of Spring
Street and Kennedy Memorial Drive (as connecte8ilwer Street, as well as the
significant area covered from KMD to Mayflower Hidrive. What remains includes
approximately 63% of the housing stock of Wateeyilis well as the primary commercial
core area and industrial areas of the City.

Governmental Resources 79



11. Waterville Housing Sector V

Sector V is located in the northwest quadrant efGlity of Waterville, including
within it all of the area north of KMD and west Miessalonskee Stream, except for the
portion of this large area previously describe&astor IV. More specifically, Sector V
is bounded: (a) on the south by KMD (Route 13@iits intersection at First
Rangeway heading westerly to the Oakland townbine95 (Exit 33), (b) on the west
by the Oakland/Waterville town line which twice sses the Interstate 95 as it moves
northward; (c) in the northwest corner of the @ityVaterville, and across 1-95 near
Colby College by a section of the Messalonskeea8trand the Fairfield town line, (d) on
the north and northeast by Messalonskee Streatmas/es in its southeasterly direction
to the bridge where Gilman Street and Mayflowet Hiive meet, continuing westerly to
First Rangeway, and then (e) on the east by tgramnto First Rangeway and heading in
a SSW direction on the west side of First Rangevak to the point of origin at its
intersection with KMD. (This description appeasstlier in Chapter 7, but is repeated
here for reference.)

Sector V contains some of the highest quality faigtiest value housing stock in
the City of Waterville, as well as a significanpresentation of institutional, commercial
and industrial land use areas. On KMD, Sectordliuites only north side properties
between First Rangeway, west to the 1-95 Intercha88 and beyond picking up a very
small segment of 2nd Rangeway immediately beyoadrtterchange.

As listed earlier in Chapter 7, the streets inetlith Sector V are, again: Aubrey
Street, Averill Terrace, Brescia Street, Campus&rCentury Drive, Charland Terrrace,
Chase Avenue, Cherry Hill Drive, Cherry Hill Tereac€Cleveland Place, Coolidge Street,
County Road, Eaton Drive, First Rangeway (partialgn Avenue, Grouse Lane, Jackson
Street, Jefferson Street, Kennedy Memorial Drivat{pl), Lincoln Street, LIloyd Road,
Marston Road, Martin Avenue, Maura Court, Mayflowslt Drive (partial), Merici
Avenue, Merrill Street, North Riverside Drive, SaddRangeway, Stream View Drive,
Ursula Street, Washington Street and Westview Drive

As noted, a significant portion of this large seaonsists of land area zoned
“Institutional” us, including Colby College landvlount Merici Academy, MaineGeneral
Medical Center (Seton Unit), and a large bird saaust (Perkins Arboretum & Bird
Sanctuary), as well as dense commercial use zong ahe northside of KMD, a 1000
foot wide industrial zone along the railroad trackside Interstate 95, and some large
open space areas zoned rural residential (RRideutse interstate. These land uses
occupy approximately 80% or more of the total lamaks in Sector V. Residential uses
account for the approximate final 20% of the defiaeea.

The area includes some relatively dense residerBas (relative to the
development scheme for the balance of the seatai)iding the area directly north of the
most easterly portion of Mayflower Hill Drive, theesmall, distinct residential areas
bordering side-by-side, along the western sideirst Rangeway and the less dense
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residential areas between KMD near 1-95 and Colb§e@e in the Lincoln Street and
Washington Street area. In order to describedbilential concentrations within Sector
V, five clusters or pockets of residential useidentified and described below. Sector V
also includes a 6th area outside Interstate 9%, aitery few housing units. With the
exception of residential properties located outsidimterstate 95, each of the five
identified pockets is located in a Low Density Rlesitial (RA) zone, and virtually all of
the housing located in these five areas is siraeif, with the exception of 16 units.

1. Cherry Hill Area

The Cherry Hill Area is located in a protected ketoof high quality housing
located to the immediate west of the southern érdrst Rangeway, surrounded by that
street on the east, KMD on the south, a forestgfbleading to Shaw’s Plaza on the
west, and the MaineGeneral Medical Center (Setat) tinthe north. The area features
primarily large lots, large high value, single-féymhouses of several architectural types,
lots of protective vegetation and no through tcaffrrom the windshield survey, 79
Quality #1 houses were counted.

2. Martin Avenue - Chase Avenue Area

The next quality residential pocket on the wedé sif First Rangeway is
separated from the Cherry Hill Area by the Setoit (MGMC) and is bounded by the
west side of the middle section of First Rangevzhase Avenue, and the Seton Unit's
eastern property boundary. In addition to sectmfrfarst Rangeway and Chase Avenue,
this residential area includes Martin Avenue, Uastireet and Aubrey Street. The area
includes approximately 50 single-family housestually all of which are Quality #1,
although they are generally not of the same highadse as the Cherry Hill Area.

3. Outer Western Avenue - Mayflower Hill Drive &g

The third pocket of high quality housing along tirestern side of First Rangeway
(FRW) is the area prescribed by that stretch of FHiRM Western Avenue to Mayflower
Hill Drive (MHD), by the portion of MHD west of stintersection with FRW to the
Colby College Property, by Merici Avenue on the taasd the outer end of Western
Avenue on the south. This small neighborhood misludes several small streets within
the bounded area and some of the finest housipiterville, especially along MHD.
From the windshield survey, the Consultant couBgdQuality # 1, single-family houses
in this area.

4. Northside of Mayflower Hill Drive Area

A fourth pocket of high quality housing consistsath housing located on the
north side of Mayflower Hill Drive in the protect@rea bounded by the Perkins
Arboretum & Bird Sanctuary on the northwest andvMsssalonskee Stream to the bridge
on the northeast. Except for MHD traffic, thisates no other natural through traffic, is
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surrounded by water and vegetation on 3 sidesfestdres another block of high quality
housing. The houses approaching Colby Collegkisnarea are among Waterville’'s
finest properties. A total of 102 Quality # 1,gmfamily houses were identified by the
windshield survey in this area.

5. Lincoln Street - Washington Street Area

Housing in the Lincoln Street - Washington Str&ega is more diverse than that
in the four small neighborhoods already descrilsedithin Sector V. The windshield
survey of this area, which includes Jefferson $t@eolidge Circle, Cleveland Place,
and Lincoln Woods Lane, as well as Lincoln and Vifagion Streets, resulted in
identification of 47 single-family units and 1®r@ominiums at Lincoln Woods. Of
these 47 units SF units, approximately 28 weral@u# 1, 12 were rated at 2+ and 7 at
2-. This area includes a considerable amount eh@mnd forested land, some apparently
not fully built subdivision lots, and other operasp, such as behind Doctor’s Office Park
and to the immediate west of the Seton Unit.

6. Sector V Area Outside 1-95

The County Road, Stream View Drive, Marston R@amt] a small section of 2nd
Rangeway constitute the portion of Sector V outsidieterstate-95. With 3 houses on
the County Road, 1 in the generally unbuilt Stréédew Drive subdivision, 9 houses
along Marston Road, and 2 houses on 2nd Rangeleg are a total of approximately
14 single family houses in these “outer areas” s€hare split relatively evenly between
Quality 1 and 2+ houses.
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Sector V, Summarized

The following table summarizes the count of resi@e units in Sector V.

Sector V Small Neighborhoods
Defined Area Estimated Units
Cherry Hill Area 79
Martin - Chase Avenue Area 50
Outer Western / First Rangeway Area 87
North of Mayflower Hill Drive Area 102
Lincoln-Washington Streets Area 63
Outside Interstate - 95 14
Estimated Housing Unit Count in Sector V 395
Estimated Single-Family Count 379
Estimated Multi-Family County 16
Estimated Quality #1 Units 369
Estimated Quality #2+ Units 19
Estimated Quality #2- Units 7
Estimated Quality #3 Units 0
Estimate Quality # 4 Units 0
Source: Windshield Survey Notes, Consultant, June 212200

Sector V contains some of the best housing stot¥aterville, along with Sector
IX and the Forest Park, Barnet Avenue, Clearviewerfue area of Sector IV. Although
a few marginal “2-" units were observed in thedom - Washington Streets area and in
outlying areas, virtually 100% of the housing statkhe areas located immediately west
of First Rangeway and north of Mayflower Hill Driveere of the highest quality of
Waterville’s housing stock.
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12. Waterville Housing Sector VI

Sector VI consists of the interior, downtown andnbg areas, roughly bounded
by the railroad tracks on the north, the Messaleasktream from the railroad tracks to
the end of Silver Street on the west, by Silvee&tto Spring Street and east to the
Kennebec River on the south and southeast, antebiyennebec River on the east. This
area includes the primary, downtown commerciakidisof Waterville, and several very
densely-developed, directly-adjacent residentiahisorhoods.

Sector VI is one of the more interesting and inguarareas in Waterville.
Following early review, it was decided to dividestsector into two sub-sectors, much as
was done in Sector lll. The reason for dividingt8e VI into two parts relates to the fact
that the western portion of the sector, includiageatially all territory to the west of
Silver and Pleasant Streets is residential, antcelhportions of the eastern area, starting
with EIm Street (both sides of the street, inmedja¢ast of Pleasant Street), consists of
the commercial, downtown core of Waterville, ashaslthe industrial belt starting in the
vicinity of Front Street and extending and widenatighe way north to the Fairfield
town line. (The commercial - residential mixed asea north of the railroad tracks and
in the vicinity of Eastern and College Avenues, beer, was placed in Sector VIII.)
Sector VI-A includes the urban center of Wateryiftem roughly Pleasant Street to the
Kennebec River; Sector VI-B includes the relagvatnse residential neighborhoods on
the western side of the sector, from (roughly) B4 Street to the Messalonskee Stream.

Sector VI was actually the last area completethbyConsultant in his City-wide
inventory and assessment of residential propertisvernmental Resources completed
its City-wide inventory and initial assessment lb&uctures in Waterville containing
residential units on Saturday, August 24, 2002 wheancluded its review of residential
properties in Sector VI-A, the central businesdrdit of the city. _Sector Mk an
irregularly-shaped, east-central land area, inofyithe most commercially and
industrially developed downtown area of the Cityt &lso including some densely
developed neighborhoods immediately west of thérakbusiness district, to the
Messalonskee Stream. Sector VI includes a greetgity of land uses and land use
planning zones.

Essentially its boundaries are defined by “whas Vedt” after the surrounding
Sectors lll, IV, V, VIl and VIII were delineated f@geographic convenience. Sector VI-A
intrudes between the North End and the South Enleo€ity. Sector VI overall
includes not only the commercial center of the @ig several important neighborhoods.
Of the other 7 housing sectors, only Sectors Iladd not share common boundaries
with Sector VI, and even those two sectors reaotnamon point with Sector VI at its
most southern extremity. The following land usaeare represented in this vibrant
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area: CA, CB, CC, RB, RD, IND and T. The sectmtudes important segments of
Main Street, EIm Street, College Avenue and Wesieenue.

The list of streets included in the entire Se¥®tbmwwhich appeared initially in
Chapter 7 is repeated here for immediate referpngeoses. _ Streets included in Sector
VI are: Appleton Street, Bartlett Street, Belmont AvenBeothby Street, Burleigh
Street, Carroll Street, Center Place, Center St@adby Street, College Avenue (partial),
Common Street, Crommett Street, Dalton Street, [3teet, EIm Court, EIm Street,

Elm Terrace, Essex Road, Front Place, Front Si@stthell Street, Gilman Street, Grant
Court, Greylock Road, Hathaway Street, Heath Stteatrence Street, Leighton Street,
Michael Lane, Middle Street, Morrill Avenue, Nor@treet, Nudd Street, Park Place, Park
Street, Pearl Street, Percival Court, PleasanttCBleasant Place, Pleasant Street,
School Street, Sheldon Place, Sheldon Place, Sitreet (partial), Silver Terrace, South
Street, Spring Place, Spring Street, Square Steeset Terrace, Temple Street, Union
Place, Union Street, West Court, West Street, Wiegteenue (partial), Western Court,
Wilson Park, and Winter Street. Subsequent tabikdlustrate the breakout of these
streets into Sectors VI-A and VI-B.

Two inventory methods were employed in Sector VI-Fe City's Planning
Office developed a “desk inventory” of this aremwiing upon Tax Assessor’s data. The
results of this desk inventory are presented inélab For that same area, the Consultant
conducted a field inventory in conjunction with haging assessment of residential
structures in Sector VI-A. The results of thatdiinventory are presented_in Table 2.
Interestingly, the total count of residential unitghe two inventories varied by only 2
residential units, with the City indicating existenof 740 residential units in the area and
the Consultant estimating 738.

Wider variations were noted in some other elemehtke two inventories, many
of which are explained by the necessity for immeieeld decisions regarding numbers
and locations of units, based on field observati¢hsat is, some small apartments have
been added to single-family houses, and, likeveisee conversions have reduced
numbers of units in structures. Not all such cosiggrs are obvious from outside
observation. Likely some conversions have occuwigdout City awareness. As for
locations, some apartments have mail boxes orssidets, even though the address of
the house may be on another front street.) Oveéhallsimilarities in the outcomes of the
two inventories give confidence to the validitytbé field counts and related field
methodology. (Sector VI-A was the only sector véheomplete inventories were
conducted both in the field and from Tax Assessdats.)

Governmental Resources assessed the conditidhresiaential structures in
Sector VI-A, as it had done elsewhere throughoeiiGhty. The tabulated results of this
ratings exercise are included_in TableTables 4 and Summarize, respectively, the
inventory and the assessments of residential piepdocated in this sector. This and
other data pertaining to Sector VI is presentetthis brief report. This data represents
considerable hours of field work, desk work, armtadabulation and tables preparation.

Governmental Resources 85



However, the data was not been analyzed to theietktat data for the South End, Sector
IV, and subsequently the North End was. The Caasti$ efforts with the project
through September 30, 2002 was more than 200 mooirs than estimated or contracted
for, and, therefore, decisions had to be madeiatm the process to truncate the fuller
analysis of all data available. Accordingly, cormtsefor this section are brief, and
mostly the Consultant here (Sector VI) was meredgenting the results of the field and
desk work, without interpretive comment. Reitargfi Tables 1 through 5 that follow
relate to Sector VI-A, Waterville’s central busisaBstrict.

Governmental Resources undertook the inventoB8eator VI-B, independent of
Sector VI-A. Given the necessity to meet deadl|ir@svernmental Resources engaged
the services of a local subcontractor to invensong rate the housing stock in this sector.
That subcontractor was Ellen Daly, a local persmolved in education and social
service provision. Ms. Daly was an active voluniedhe 2001 Kennebec Valley Home
Repair Workcamp and was thoroughly familiar in atbeawith Sector VI-B, having her
place of work located in the Gilman Street Schawhplex.

The subcontractor was trained by the Consultahtsrmethod and examples of
rating properties, although it appears that thegatf properties for these near 600
residential units trended in a more favorable (uphvéirection than concentrations of
similar housing stock in other parts of the Citygls as in Sector IV. (Some have
expressed alarm with the Consultant’s overall vileat 25% of Waterville housing units
are in need of rehabilitation, when actually fanuanber of reasons, the numbers
requiring repairs may actually be higher than 25%e housing stock.)

In Sector VI-B, the use of the structures is pritgaesidential. A total of 566
residential units were observed in this sectoldugiag 239 single-family homes, 130
units in 65 duplex structures, 178 multi-family t$nin 45 structures, and 19 “others”.
There also were some boarding homes, group honaesthar such settings, not included
in this count._Tables 6, 7, 8 angh&sent the tabulated data from the inventory and
assessment of Sector VI-A. As with the other parSector VI, the data is presented
without interpretive detail. Tables 10 and fidspectively, present summary data for the
entire Sector VI, with data for the two subsectmsg consolidated. Conduct of the
field inventory and assessment activity in these &aneas were the final areas inspected in
the City (speaking chronologically, as to when sasfere done). Obviously, Sectors VI,
VIII, and IX are presented below in numerical setpge but field work was completed
earlier for these sectors relative to the workSector VI.
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Table 1

Waterville Housing Sector VI-A / “Desk Inventory” E nded 8/23/2002

Total
Street SF 2F MF/Structures | MF/Units | Other Units
Appleton St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Belmont Ave 3 3 2 3 0 15
3
Center PI 2 0 0 0 0 2
Center St 3 2 6 3** 0 33
23
Colby St 0 0 0 0 0 0
College Ave 0 0 5 13** 2%[** 34
(partial) 19
Common St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Deeb St 1 1 0 0 0 3
Elm Ct 3 2 1 6 0 13
Elm St (partial) 1 4 17 6** 48+ 1179
116
Elm Tr. 5 0 0 0 0 5
Front Ct 2 0 0 0 0 2
Front PI 0 2 2 8 0 12
Front St 2 1 4 2%* 0 12
6
Getchell St 0 0 1 1x* 0 1
Hathaway St 0 0 3 47 0 47
Leighton St 3 2 3 15 0 22
Maine PI. 0 1 1 7** 0 9
Main St. (partial) | 2 0 22 64** 8* 74
North St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Park PI 3 3 0 0 0 9
Park St 2 2 2 16 0 22
Pleasant St & PI | 13 8 9 2%* 0 60
29
Railroad Sq 0 0 1 1** 0 1
School St 0 1 8 1 0 26
23
Silver St (partial) ] 0 0 11 14%* 0 29
15
Spring Place 0 1 1 6 0 8
Spring St 1 3 3 7 1+ |15
Temple St 0 0 1 1** Trxxx 18
Union PI 4 0 0 0 0 4
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Union St 1 3 7 29 el VE)
Western Ave 3 1 2 8 0 13
(partial)
Western Ct 2 0 1 4 0 6
Winter St 5 4 3 20 0 33
Totals 61 44 116 518 73 740

* Efficiency

o Apartments over commercial use

ok Elderly

*kkk SRO

k- Special Needs

Note: Desk inventory conducted by Waterville Ggnning Office Staff, working from Tax Assessor
records, completed August 23, 2002. Desk invermambers total 740 units relative to field inventory
identification of 738 units for area. Subtotalsyweoreso, by categories (single-family, two-famityulti-
family and other. These totals used in most sumradiies, field data used for assessment of comditio

tables, however.
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Waterville Housing

Table 2

Sector VI-A / Field Inventory *(8/23&8/24/02)

Total
Street SF 2F MF/Structures | MF/Units | Other | Units
Appleton St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Belmont Ave 4 3 2 7 0 17
Center PI 1 1 0 0 0 3
Center St 1 2 9 32 0 37
Collge Ave (part) ] O 0 3 20 0 20
Common St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debe St 2 2 0 0 0 6
Elm Ct 4 1 1 6 1 13
Elm St (part) 1 1 17 167 2 172
Elm Tr. 4 1 0 0 0 6
Front PI 0 3 1 5 0 11
Front St 1 4 0 0 0 9
Getchell St 0 0 0 0 1 1
Grant (Front) Ct | 2 0 1 6 0 8
Hathaway St 2 0 3 47 0 49
Leighton St 3 2 3 15 0 22
Main PI 0 1 1 7 0 9
Main St. (part) 2 1 4 28 38A 72
North St (part) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Park PI 3 3 0 0 0 9
Park St 1 2 2 11 1 17
Percival Ct 0 0 4 13 0 13
Pico Tr 0 1 1 3 0 5
Pleasant Pl 2 4 2 9 0 19
Pleasant St 10 6 9 38 BH 60
School St 2 6 2 7 0 21
Silver St (part) 0 3 2 7 5 18
Spring Place 0 1 2 9 0 11
Spring St 2 1 1 7 2 13
Temple St 0 0 0 0 8 8
Union PI 4 2 0 0 0 8
Union St 2 0 7 38 0 40
Western Av(part) | 3 1 1 4 0 9
Western Ct 2 4 0 0 0 10
Winter St (part) | 6 3 3 12 0 24
Totals 64 59 81 498 58 738
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Table 3

Waterville Housing Sector VI-A / Field Assessment
4/3 2- 2 2+ 1 Total

Street Units
Appleton St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Belmont Ave 0 8 7 2 0 17
Center PI 0 0 0 2 1 3
Center St 0 12 13 12 0 37
Collge Ave (part) 0 20 0 0 0 20
Common St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Debe St 0 0 5 1 0 6
Elm Ct 6 2 5 0 0 13
Elm St (part) 0 19 153 0 0 172
Elm Tr. 0 0 6 0 0 6
Front PI 9 2 0 0 0 11
Front St 4 5 0 0 0 9
Getchell St 0 0 1 0 0 1
Grant (Front) Ct 6 2 0 0 0 8
Hathaway St 0 44 5 0 0 49
Leighton St 0 8 8 6 0 22
Main PI 0 7 2 0 0 9
Main St. (part) 32 10 30 0 0 72
North St (part) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Park PI 0 3 6 0 0 9
Park St 0 11 6 0 0 17
Percival Ct 0 7 6 0 0 13
Pico Tr 0 0 5 0 0 5
Pleasant Pl 8 3 6 2 0 19
Pleasant St 14 9 25 10 0 60
School St 0 0 11 10 0 21
Silver St (part) 0 0 6 12 0 18
Spring Place 0 11 0 0 0 11
Spring St 0 9 4 0 0 13
Temple St 0 0 8 0 0 8
Union PI 1 0 7 0 0 8
Union St 10 21 9 0 0 40
Western Av(part) 0 2 6 1 0 9
Western Ct 0 4 5 1 0 10
Winter St (part) 0 0 20 4 0 24
Totals 90 219 365 63 1 738
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Table 4
Sector VI-A
Field Inventory Summary Results

Type Structures Units % of Units
SF 64 64 8.6%

2F 59 118 16.0%
MF 81 498 67.5%
Others 58 7.9%
Totals 204 738 100%

Table 4above summarizes the field inventory results fect8r VI-A. There are
slight variations between the numbers establislydelnl observations and those
assembled from a desk inventory, but in the ovecieme of things, the variations are
not statistically significant._ Table 6elow, summarized the rating of housing condgion
based on field work done in the central businessidi by the Consultant on August 23

and 24.

Table 5
Sector VI-A

Field Inventory Assessment Results*
Rating Units Percent
“4” 4 0.5%
“3” 86 11.7%
“2-" 219 29.7%
“2” 365 49.5%
“D+" 63 8.5%
“1” 1 0.1%
Totals 738 100%

* Sector VI-A residential rating data was derivednh the field inventory and assessment conductetidy

consultant on August 2, 9, 23 and 24 in Sector VI-A
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Table 6

Waterville Housing Sector VI-B/ Field Inventory

Total
Street SF 2F MF/Structures | MF/Units | Other | Units
Bartlett St 12 3 0 0 0 18
Boothby St 9 3 1 3 0 18
Burleigh St 37 8 4 14 0 67
Carroll St 1 1 1 3 0 6
Crommett St 4 1 0 0 0 6
Dalton St 11 1 2 7 0 20
Elm St(partial) 0 1 4 31 3 36
Gilman St 11 1 2 8 0 21
Greylock Rd 3 1 0 0 0 5
Heath St 4 1 0 0 0 6
Lawrence St 5 1 1 3 0 10
Michael Ln 1 0 0 0 0 1
Middle St 2 2 0 0 0 6
Morrill Ave 30 3 1 3 0 39
North St (partial) | 2 0 1 3 0 5
Nudd St. 8 1 3 9 0 19
Pearl St 4 0 0 0 0 4
Pleasant Ct 1 2 0 0 0 5
Pleasant St (part.] 14 7 8 28 11 67
Sheldon PI 7 0 1 3 0 10
Silver St (partial) | 8 4 1 5 5 26
Silver Tr 6 2 1 2 0 12
South St 3 0 0 0 0 3
Squire St 4 2 1 3 0 11
Sunset Tr 6 0 0 0 0 6
West Ct 4 0 0 0 0 4
West St 9 6 4 14 0 35
Western Ave 18 12 7 23 0 65
(partial)
Wilson Pk 5 0 0 0 0 5
Winter St (partial)] 10 2 4 16 0 30
Totals 239 65 45 178 19 566
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Table 7
Waterville Housing Sector VI-B/ Field Assessment

3 2- 2 2+ 1 Total
Street Units
Bartlett St 0 1 14 3 0 18
Boothby St 0 8 9 1 0 18
Burleigh St 0 3 59 4 1 67
Carroll St 0 0 6 0 0 6
Crommett St 0 0 6 0 0 6
Dalton St 0 3 16 1 0 20
Elm St(partial) 21 0 15 0 0 36
Gilman St 0 1 17 3 0 21
Greylock Rd 0 0 1 3 1 5
Heath St 0 0 4 2 0 6
Lawrence St 0 6 4 0 0 10
Michael Ln 0 0 1 0 0 1
Middle St 0 4 1 1 0 6
Morrill Ave 0 8 8 15 8 39
North St (partial) | O 0 2 3 0 5
Nudd St. 0 0 17 2 0 19
Pearl St 0 2 2 0 0 4
Pleasant Ct 0 2 3 0 0 5
Pleasant St (part.} O 16 35 16 0 67
Sheldon PI 0 4 6 0 0 10
Silver St (partial) ] 0 7 7 10 2 26
Silver Tr 0 4 8 0 0 12
South St 0 0 2 1 0 3
Squire St 0 1 10 0 0 11
Sunset Tr 0 0 0 1 5 6
West Ct 0 0 4 0 0 4
West St 0 3 30 2 0 35
Western Ave 0 10 44 11 0 65
(partial)
Wilson Pk 0 0 2 3 0 5
Winter St (partial)] O 2 26 2 0 30
Totals 21 80 364 84 17 566
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Table 8
Sector VI-B

Field Inventory Summary Results

Type Structures Units % of Units
SF 239 239 42.2%

2F 65 130 23%

MF 45 178 31.4%
Others 19 3.4%
Totals 349 566 100%

Table 8 summarizes the field inventory results for SedbB. The strong
presence of single-family, two family and smallpadgment buildings in this area is
evident from the numbers. Tablelf#low, summarizes the results of the rating of
residential structures in this area.

Table 9
Sector VI-B

Field Inventory Assessment Results
Rating Units Percent*
“4” 0 0%
“3” 21 3.7%
“2-" 80 14.1%
“2” 364 64.3%
“D+" 84 14.8%
“1” 17 3.0%
Totals 566 100%

* Note 1: 17.8% rate “2” or lower, but 0% rated “4” and p8l7% rated “3".

*Note 2: 82.2% rate “2” or better but only 17.8% rated2at” or “1”
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Table 10
Sector VIA & B
Combined Inventory Summary Results*

Type Structures Units % of Units
SF 300 300 23%

2F 109 218 16.7

MF 161 696 53.3%
Other 92 7%
Totals 570 1306 100%

* This table uses field inventory results for Sedtd-B and “desk inventory” results for Sector VI-A.
There are minor differences between subcategoajstof the desk inventory and field inventory résibr
Sector VI-A, although these differences are nohtgkbas being statistically significant.

Table 11
Sector VI (A & B)
Field Inventory Assessment Results*

Rating Units Percent
“‘4” 4 0.3%
“3” 107 8.2%
“2-" 299 22.9%
“2” 729 55.9%
“2+" 147 11.3%
“1” 18 1.4%
Totals 1304 100%

* Whereas the “desk inventory” results were usedstablishing Sector IV inventory results; field
assessment and inventory data was used in this tsihte no rating data was developed by the desk
inventory.
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13. Waterville Housing Sector VII

Field work for Sector VII occured in early Jug@2. The Contractor was
assisted with this work by the same local subcetdravho assisted in Sector VI-B. This
person was trained by the Consultant in his ratneghodology. As with Sector VI-B,
however, ratings here were generally more favor@hbg is, somewhat higher) relative to
those for other similar areas of the City. Thistéa tends to slightly understatee extent
of negative housing conditions existing in part$haf sector. Overall, this rating
variation tends to reduce the percentages of antiatd housing observed in the City, as
reflected in the final summaries presented sulesfuin Chapter 16 which follows. As
stated earlier, while some have gquestioned the Wamé's estimate that approximately
25% of Waterville’s housing stock is either modehabr severely substandard, the
Consultant who has spent the past six months oe meorking primarily on this housing
assessment, and who is most familiar with the statklata pertaining to Waterville
housing condtions, tends to feel that his oversdbeasment actually understates the

problem.

The results of field work in Sector VII (presentegte in Chapter 13 of this final
assessment report) were first presented as amahfegt of Waterville Housing
Assessment Project: Progress Report N 4 subreport dated July 22, 2002. Sector
VII consists of a long, rectangular, narrow stretclaedirunning southeasterly from
Interstate-95 between the Messalonskee Strearfxh@4, in north-central Waterville,
to the railroad tracks on Main Street, near thenrted center of the City. Sector VIl is
bounded: (a) on the north by the segment ofrdtate-95 from Messalonskee Stream to
Exit 34, (b) on the east (more or less) by theerdine of a segment of Main Street from
Exit 34 to the MCRR tracks at the edge of Wat&\alurban core; (d) on the south by
the MCRR tracks between Main Street (in the vigioit the industrial zone by North
Street) and the Messalonskee Stream; and (d)eowekt by Messalonskee Stream from
the rail bridge back (upstream) to the point ofjiorioverpass of 1-95. Sector VI
includes a dense residential zone in its south feustis Parkway to the MCRR boundary
and dense commercial activity from Eustis Fairval+95. Virtually all of the housing
stock in Sector VIl is in an “RB” or medium densrgsidential zone.

Although a sizable portion of compact Sector \dhsists of commercial and
institutional use areas near Interstate-95’s E4jttBere are, nonetheless, approximately
623 residential units located in this sector. 1@ total, 362 (58%) are single-family
residential units. Other than the 98 market-ragrtanents at Thayer Gardens, a group
home and a boarding home, most of the housing g#8% of all units in the sector)
exist as either single-family or two-family structa. Along Main Street there are both
home businesses and apartments located above sgesnas well as strictly commercial
or professional service use structures.

The streets included in Sector VIl are re-listetbtw for reference, having
appeared earlier in Chapter 7. Main Street iglthieling line between Sectors VIl and
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VIIl. Only residential properties on the west safeMain Street from Exit 34 to the
MCRR tracks are included in Sector VII, with abkrdential units located on the east side
of Main Street above the rail tracks being incluge8ector VIII. Therefore, both of

these housing sectors include “Main Street (p3r@atries in their listing, as does

Sector VI for residential properties located onitMatreet, below the railroad tracks.

Repeating, Streets included in Sector VI aBoutelle Avenue, Brightwood
Street, Colonial Street, Dunbar Court, Edgemontnine EImwood Avenue, Eustis
Parkway, Fairmont Street, Hillcrest Street, Jenis#s=et, Johnson Heights, Lantern
Lane, Lublow Court, Main Street (partial), Northre®dt (partial), Oakdale Street,
Pleasantdale Avenue, Prospect Street, Quarry Raatda]) , Riverview Street, Roosevelt
Avenue, Rosedale Avenue, Rosemont Street, Sangarudvand Wentworth Court.

The field survey of Sector VIl was initiated armhtpleted in early July, 2002.
Although this field inventory process is imperf@eicking interior interviews or inside
inspections), it is felt that the inventory methsdccurate within 5%, plus or minus.
Governmental Resources actually has brief fiel@ésancluding street addresses, number
of units, individual quality ratings, for each m@sntial property in Sector VII. A similar
level of field data also exists for Sectors I, IW¥, VI and VI, although not for Sectors
V and IX where an extremely high percentage ofritvesing stock is rated “good” to
“excellent”, and such data has little utility. Kieotes exist in various forms, including
audio tape notes for some sectors and pages ofdah for other areas, including Sector
VII. Where field notes exist in hard copy (in hamding, however), the Consultant
intends to make such available to the City of Wallerfor whatever future use might be
made of these field notes.

Table 1summarizes the approximate 40 pages of field ctatacted for Sector
VII.
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Table 1

Waterville Housing Sector VII

Street SF 2F MF/Structures] MF/Units | Other | Total
Units
18BH/
Boutelle 39 5 3 13 Bds* 62/18 Bds
Brightwood 4 4
Colonial 14 2 18
Dunbar Ct 7 7
Edgemont 27 5 1 3 40
Elmwood 14 6 1 3 29
Eustis 24 24
Fairmont 6 6
Harris 0 0
Hillcrest 7 1 9
Jenness 1 6 6
Johnson Hts 42 2 46
Lafayette 4 4
Lantern Ln 5 5
Lublow Ct 0 0
Main St 11 5 4 28 9 58
Apts*
*
North 26 2 1 3 1 34
Apt.**
Oakdale 4 2 8
Pleasantdale 29 3 35
Prospect 31 4 39
Quarry 1 98*** 15*G 98/15 Bds
H
Riverview 1 2 5
Roosevelt 47 5 1 3 60
Rosedale 2 2
Rosemont 0 0
Rupert 1 1
Sanger 17 3 23
10U/3 | 623U/33
Totals 362 47 13 157 3 Beds|] Beds

* Boarding House on Boutelle: Ken-A-Set group hamneQuarry

** Apartments over commercial use
*** Thayer Gardens
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Table 2 presents the composition of the 623 housingudéntified by
Governmental Resources in this area. As noteceearl this medium density residential
area, some 73% of the housing stock is locatedheresingle-family or two-family
residential structures.

Table 2
Housing Sector VII/By Types

Single-Family Residential Units 362
Duplex Residential Units 94
Apartments Complex 98

All Other Apartments in Apartment
Buildings or Over Business Addresses 69

Total Housing Units 623

Group Home 15 Beds
Boarding Home 18 Beds

The condition of housing in Sector VII ranges gatlg from solid, older stock to
upper end, as the survey moves from south (EdgeAmriue and Sanger Avenue)
northward toward Eustis Parkway. As reported irarier document, Governmental
Resources identified 81 single-family homes in #@stor among 670 in Waterville
assessed at less than $60,000 (2001 report) st®tally, then, this area with
approximately 9% of all Waterville housing unitssteightly greater than 12% of the
lower valued single-family housing stock. Howewugtlike the South End, none of the
66 lowest valued (under $40,000), single-familydesces are located in Sector VII. Nor
are any of the lowest valued (under $50,000) tvmailfahouses located in this Sector.

Generally the housing stock in this sector has lvesl-maintained judging from
external appearances. When the structures ingutm 623 housing units in this sector
were rated, while only 27% received a “1” or “2#ting, an extremely respectable
65.2% received an even “2” rating -- signifyinglidpwell-maintained, older stock
housing. The combined “2” and above rating fos iriea of 92.1% approaches that of
the highest quality housing areas in Watervillée Tifference, of course, is that in those
areas, a much higher portion of the housing stoak rated as “Quality 1 or 2+” than was
the case in Sector 7. The overall ratings for &ettfollow in Table 3.

Governmental Resources 99



Table 3

Sector VII - Housing Conditions
Units Rating % of Total
55 1 8.8%
113 2+ 18.1%
406 2 65.2%
49 2- 7.9%
0 3 0%
0 4 0%
623 Total Units 100%

For all of the sections of Waterville where figdrk has now been completed
(Sectors 1 through 5, plus Sectors 7 and 9), ¢hegnt of the housing stock rated at
“Quality 2 and higher” ranges from a low of 44.9&cSector IlIA to a high of 100% in
Sector IX. Sector VI, therefore, with its impre&s92.1% of its housing stock rated at
“Quality 2 or higher” ranks relatively well overalHowever, that 92.1% figure masks the
important fact that fully 65.2% of the Sector Wibbusing was ranked as a mid-level “2”,
good solid housing, but not rated 2+ or “1”. Iletfeonly 27% of the housing stock in
Sector VIl was rated at 2+ or higher. By contrasSector V, which had an overall “2
or higher rating of 98.2% (merely six percentpgets above the level achieved by
Sector VIl in that calculation), that full 98.2% sveated at 2+ or above. In other words,
virtually all of the housing units in Sector V @8ut of 395 total units) were rated at 2+
or higher. Clearly the quality level of housingSector V relative to Sector VIl is much
greater than one reading of the statistics wanfier i

The Sector VII neighborhood is a stable neighbodwith the residential zoned
RB. In a sense the stability of the neighborha@opreserved by natural and manmade
features, including Messalonskee Stream on the Westailroad tracks, some industrial
zoned activities, and the Public Works area orstheéh, Thayer Medical Unit and the
solid commercial zone on the north, and the coatice of Main Street residential use
status (with commercial inroads) on the east. S¢VEuses were improved in this area
during the 2001 Group Workcamps project, and tieeobserved evidence of continuing
upgrade of the housing stock by homeowners. Tgasis home to approximately 1300
(8.3%) of Waterville's residents. It is estimafeain extrapolation of other numbers that
homeownership (as a percentage of householdspisety healthy 65.7% in this sector.
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14. Waterville Housing Sector VI

Waterville Housing Sectors VIl and VIII taken &iger include virtually all of the
residential stock located north of the railroadksafrom the edge of the central
commercial district outward, east of the Messaleesktream to the Fairfield town line in
the north and to the Interstate-95 in the northw&sctor VIl is the area within that
larger envelope to the east of Main Stre@iven the requirements to address other
important issues, the considerable time consumé#dfieid inventory and assessment,
and other project scheduling factors, the fieldkvéor Sector VIII was postponed until
early August, 2002.

Subcontractors Elizabeth and Craig Richards ofi&at were engaged by the
Consultant to work with him in conducting this ievork. This subcontract was made
necessary as a result of three factors: (a) appnmog project deadlines in August; (b)
the Consultant’s earlier decision to do a fieldeintory / assessment of the entire City,
even though not contractually required to do sgih@tevel conducted; and (c) the non-
availability of anticipated local staffing of fieldsks. Mr. Richards is an electrician with
more than a dozen years of housing constructioretaadrical repair experience and Ms.
Richards has done subcontract work for the Consufitet 15 years, including housing
field assessments as early as a 1987 Augusta, Maumeng rehabilitation planning
project, that work leading directly to five yeaffoe rehabilitating 315 residential units
in that City.

Waterville Housing Sector VIl as delineated foisthousing assessment is
located in the northeastern part of the City, cstirgy essentially of all residential
properties east of Main Street and north of Clmaptreet, moving northward throught
that area all the way to the Fairfield town lirféeld research indicates that there are a
total of 1,180 residential units in this area, esgnting approximately 17.5% of the
City’s housing inventory. This sector includes #rnea traditionally called the “North
End”, which focuses on Ticonic Street and neighigpstreets through to College
Avenue, as well as all residential properties onrostreets adjacent to the north-south
running streets: Drummond Avenue, Central Ave@alege Avenue (north of the
railroad crossing), and the area from College AectouEastern Avenue by the railroad
yards. Although irrelevant to the housing inveptdne rail yards were left with Sector
VI-A in the delineation of the City’s land mass.

Streets included in Sector VIl arébbott Street, Alden Street, Allen Street,
Armory Road, Ash Street, Austin Street, Bacon $tigell Street, Birch Street, Britt
Street, Broadway Street, Brook Street, Butler Cdbanabas Avenue, Central Street,
Chaplin Street, College Avenue (partial), Collinge8t, Columbia Road, Cottage Street,
Couture Way, Crawford Street, Crescent Street, Paek Street, Donald Street,
Drummond Avenue, Eastern Avenue, Edward StreetofRdPlace, Greenwood Street,
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Harold Steet, Hazelwood Street, High Street, HighavBtreet, Hillside Avenue,
Industrial Road, Jordan Street, Kelsey Street, Y. denue, Linden Street, Main Street
(east side, between Exit 34 and the railroad tratkise edge of the urban center), Maple
Street, May Street, Montcalm Street, Mount PleaSarget, Myrtle Street, Mystic Street,
Oak Street, Pomerleau Court, Preble Street, Res@&treet, Resolution Road, Seavey
Street, Spruce Street, Sturtevant Street, Terge§gtmiconic Street, Toward Street, Vigue
Street, Walnut Street, Willow Street, Wilson Straetl Wolfe Street.

During field work conducted in August, 2002, Gaveental Resources (and the
subcontractors) conducted a 100% inventory andmattassessment in this sector.
Additionally, KVCAP staffers conducted a numbemnudre detailed, external
assessments of selected residential structuréssiartea (and elsewhere), as well as a few
interior residential unit inspections. Additionglthe principal Consultant in
Governmental Resources also conducted approximHbdeiyterior inspections in Sector
VIl during the course of this project, includingrae units owned by Waterville Housing
Authority on Drummond Street, Chaplin Street antisidie Avenue.

Field inventory work identified 1,180 residentiadits in this sector, of which 467
(39.6%) were single-family units and 713 were dxieusing, multi-family or otherwise
categorized. The percentage of homeownershigsrs#ttor is a higher percentage than
exists in the South End, but at 39.6%, the rateoofieownership is still well below the
76.5% to 100 % levels of homeownership existin§aactors IV, V and IX. As is the
case elsewhere in Waterville (and almost everywhkse), there seems to be a direct
connection between lower levels of homeownershgpragher levels of substandard
housing conditions. (In Waterville, the excepttorthis rule is in Sector I, where several
excellent elderly rental housing projects has tdridadepress the level of home
ownership, yet where housing conditions are vendgoverall.)

Of the 1,180 residential units viewed externafig aated in Sector VIII, a total of
414 (or 35.1%) were rated on the Consultant’s gasiystem (described and detailed
earlier in this report) as either “4” (3 unitsy"‘(178 units) or “2-" (233 units). The
implication of this is that in fully 35% of the hsing stock of Sector VIII, substantial
repairs are needed. Similar statistical resulterged from the close viewing of North
End housing conditions relative to those existmghie South End.

The results of the August, 2002, field work of @ovmental Resources (and its
subcontractors) are summarized in the followindetsit(1) _Table Jrovides housing
inventory data by streets; (2) Tablpr2sents the street summaries of assessmentsrating
of residential structures in the North End; (3ble 3summarizes the inventory data for
Sector VIII; and, (4)_Table 4ummarizes the ratings data for the sector.
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Table 1
Waterville Housing Sector VIII Inventory

Total

Street SF 2F MF/Structures | MF/Units | Other | Units
Abbott St 19 2(4) 1 3 0 26
Alden St 5 7(14))] 0 0 0 19
Allen St 1 0 0 0 0 1
Armory Rd 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ash St 6 7(14)]1 3 11 1Apt] 32
Austin St Not Built
Bacon St 2 12 |o 0 0 4
Bell St 5 0 1 4 0 9
Birch St 3 36) | 2 6 0 15
Britt St 2 0 1 3 0 5
Broadway St 11 0 0 0 0 11
Brook St 13 36) |1 3 0 22
Butler Ct 3 2(4) 1 3 0 10
Canabas Ave 12 12 ]o 0 0 14
Central St 38 408) |1 3 0 49
Chaplin St 0 0 3 15 0 15
College Ave 25 11 6 28 6 Apts| 81
(part) (22)
Collins St 6 12 |1 3 0 11
Columbia Rd 18 0 0 0 0 18
Cottage St 1 0 0 0 0 1
Crawford St 0 5(10)]| 1 3 0 13
(WHA)
Crescent St 2 12 11 4 0 8
Crossway St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Deer Park St Not Built
Donald St 14 36) |0 0 0 20
Drummond Ave |43 16 6 23 0 98

(32)
Eastern Ave 7 12 |0 0 0 9
Edward St 6 6(12)| 2 7 0 25
Falcon PI 2 0 0 0 0 2
Greenwood St 22 0 0 0 0 22
Harold St 6 0 1 4 0 10
Hazelwood St 11 9(18)] 1 4 0 33
High St 21 18 8 28 0 85

(36)
Highwood St 2 12 | o 0 0 4
Hillside Ave 6 1(2) |3 16 0 24
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Table 1
Waterville Housing Sector VIII Inventory

Total
Street SF 2F MF/Structures | MF/Units | Other | Units
Industrial Rd 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jordan St Not Built
Kelsey St 6 13 2 6 1 39
(26)
Linden St 5 12 | o 0 0 7
Main St (partial) | 6 6(12)] 6 37 1 56
Maple St 2 12 5 20 0 46
(24)
May St 19 36) |0 0 0 25
Montcalm St 12 0 0 0 0 12
Mount Pleasant § 13 0 0 0 0 13
Myrtle St 4 12 | 2 6 0 12
Mystic St 1 0 0 0 0 1
Oak St 28 15 6 25 0 83
(30)
Pomerleau Ct 2 0 0 0 0 2
Preble St 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reservoir St Not Built
Resolution Rd 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seavey St 3 24) |1 3 0 10
Spruce St 13 10 0 0 0 33
(20)
Sturtevant St 10 12 | 2 10 0 22
Terry St 2 0 0 0 0 2
Ticonic St 10 15 4 17 2 59
(30)
Toward St 2 12 | 2 9 0 13
Vigue St 5 24) | O 0 0 9
Walnut St 4 2(4) 1 8 0 16
Willow St 6 0 0 0 0 6
Wilson St (WHA) ] 0 8(6)| O 0 0 16
Wolfe St 2 0 0 0 0 2
Totals 467 195 76 312 11 1,180
(390)
Percent 39.6% | 33% | ---- 26.4% 0.9% 100%
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Table 2

Waterville Housing Sector VIII/ Ratings

Street “4” “3” “2-" Rating “2" Rating | “2+” Total Units
Rating | Rating Rating
Abbott St 0 10 8 6 2 26
Alden St 0 5 6 8 0 19
Allen St 0 0 0 1 0 1
Ash St 0 9 5 14 4 32
Bacon St 0 0 3 1 0 4
Bell St 0 1 1 5 2 9
Birch St 0 9 2 4 0 15
Britt St 0 0 0 3 2 5
Broadway St 0 0 0 6 5 11
Brook St 0 3 4 14 1 22
Butler Ct 0 6 4 0 0 10
Canabas Ave 0 1 5 8 0 14
Central St 0 0 1 34 14* 49
Chaplin St 0 0 0 15 0 15
College Ave 0 12 18 51 0 81
(part)
Collins St 1 2 3 2 3 11
Columbia Rd 0 0 2 12 4 18
Cottage St 0 0 0 1 0 1
Crawford St 0 0 0 13 0 13
Crescent St 0 1 0 7 0 8
Donald St 0 6 4 10 0 20
Drummond Ave |0 6 16 53 23 08
Eastern Ave 0 2 2 2 3 9
Edward St 0 6 13 6 0 25
Falcon PI 0 0 0 2 0 2
Greenwood St 0 0 2 2 18 22
Harold St 0 0 1 9 0 10
Hazelwood St 0 3 8 21 1 33
High St 0 16 20 43 6 85
Highwood St 0 0 0 4 0 4
Hillside Ave 0 2 0 22 0 24
Kelsey St 0 7 11 21 0 39
Linden St 0 2 0 3 2 7
Main St (partial) | O 4 18 33 1 56
Maple St 2 20 8 16 0 46
May St 0 2 5 13 5* 25
Montcalm St 0 0 2 10 0 12
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Table 2

Waterville Housing Sector VIlI/ Ratings

Street “4” “3” “2-" Rating “2" Rating | “2+” Total Units
Rating | Rating Rating
Mount Pleasant S0 0 1 6 6 13
Myrtle St 0 0 3 8 1 12
Mystic St 0 0 0 0 1* 1
Oak St 0 16 9 31 27 83
Pomerleau Ct 0 0 0 2 0 2
Seavey St 0 2 0 8 0 10
Spruce St 0 12 3 17 1 33
Sturtevant St 0 2 3 17 0 22
Terry St 0 0 0 1 1 2
Ticonic St 0 12 21 22 4 59
Toward St 0 4 7 2 0 13
Vigue St 0 3 3 3 0 9
Walnut St 0 0 10 6 0 16
Willow St 0 1 1 3 1 6
Wilson St 0 0 0 16 0 16
Wolfe St 0 0 0 2 0 2
Totals 3 178 233 628 138 1,180
Percent 0.2% 15.1% | 19.7% 53.2% 11.7% 100%

* Includes one unit rated “1” (A total of only 3 Bector 8).
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Table 3
Sector VI

Field Inventory Summary Results

Type Structures Units % of Units
SF 467 467 39.6%
2F 195 390 33%

MF 76 312 26.4%
Others* 11 0.9%
Totals 738+ 1,180 100%

* *Others” count does not include 3 elderly resitil@ifacilities located in Sector VIII and
accounted for in the elderly housing section offtbasing assessment report.

Table 4
Sector VI
Field Inventory/Assessment Results
Rating Units Percent
“4” 3 0.2%
“3” 178 15.1%
“2-" 233 19.7%
“2" 628 53.2%
“Q+” 135 11.4%
“1” 3 0.3%
Totals 1,180 100
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Tables 1,2,3 and dbove include a considerable amount of housing garding
Sector VIII. Of necessity, analysis of that dawast be limited. Focusing on the 467
single-family homes located in Sector VIII, it igeresting to note that 200 of them
(42.8%) were assessed (by the City) in 2001 atwevass than $60,000 in combined
land and structure property value. Although theohlte numbers were lower in Sector
Il (South End, above Grove Street), the percentdgngle-family homes in each
neighborhood assessed at under $60,000 is verlasintim the South End, some 41.6%
of single-family homes were similarly valued, altigh the South End homes tended to be
considerably lower in value, as already detailsgwehere.

Certain areas of Sector VIl rival the South Emderms of existence of
substandard housing conditions, although otheisgraavide solid concentrations of
good housing stock. Drummond Avenue (with someptions) and Central Avenue, as
examples, contain considerable numbers of good; 830 construction residential
stock.

Even in some of the older areas, where exterrmaajances are not positive, there
is strong evidence of reinvestment in some of Atgs older, housing stock, through
the continuing efforts of an enlightened landlordreninterested in making inside
improvements first.

College Avenue from John Martin’s Manor to therftelid town line is a mixture
of commercial and industrial activity, with oldexsidential properties. Some of the
housing stock in this area has been allowed taided¢e, as has some of the housing
stock in the area between Collage Avenue and Eea8teznue.

The area between Hazelwood and Greenwood Sthertsded on the ends by
Drummond and College Avenue, with Central Avenugimg up the middle is
essentially good quality housing, with only a veay exceptions. Housing north of that
area, including that located on Mt. Pleasant, Malm, and Wolfe Streets is also
generally well-maintained, post-1940 housing stock.

The area contains several specialized housingg@syjincluding elderly facilities
at Mount St. Joseph’s, Goodreau’s Retirement IthSumset Boarding Home.
Additional detail on these and other elderly faigs developed elsewhere in this report.

Sector VIII also contains 47 units of duplex hagsconstructed in the early
1970s by the Waterville Housing Authority, on Dnmond Avenue, Hazelwood Street,
Crawford Street and Wilson Street. (See chaptaivaterville Housing Authority for
more information on this project, and how it fitdd the Waterville public housing
scene.)

Sector VIl also contains at 111,113,115,117 ab® Drummond Avenue a 5-
structure, 20 unit apartment complex formerly iketh as condominiums. Instead these
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are good quality, 2 bedroom apartments, groupedcomplex just off Drummond

Avenue.

Table 5

Waterville Housing Sector VIII - Statistical Summary

Unit and Structure Inventory

Number of Residential Units

Number of Single-Family Houses
Number of Two-Family Houses

Number of Multi-Family Structures
(3 units and above, up to 20)

Number of Multi-family units
Number of “Others”

Number of Residential Structures (all)

Rating Assessments

Number of Units Rated as “1”

Number of Units Rated as “2+”

Number of Units Rated as “2”

Number of Units Rated as “2-"

Number of Units Rated as “3”

Number of Units Rated as “4”

1,180 (100%)
467 (39.6%)
195

(390 Units) (33.0%)

76 Structures

312 (26.4%)
11 (0.9%)
749

1 (002%)

137 (11.7%)
628  (53.2%)
233 (19.7%)
178  (15.1%)

3 (0.2%)

Source: Field Data conducted in Sector VIII during Augu&02, by Chuck Roundy of
Governmental Resources, and project subcontraCraig and Elizabeth Richards,

Portland, Maine.
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15. Waterville Housing Sector IX

Following the meeting of the Waterville Housing\vAgbry Committee held on
June 11, 2002, the Consultant re-thought the bateslaf original Sectors VIl and VIII.
A new Sector IX (located outside of Interstate-@Ken from the outer area formerly
included in those two sectors was the result. Chesultant conducted his windshield
survey of Sector IX on June 20, 2002. Following description of the housing located
in Sector IX, as drawn from the Consultant’s fielstes of 6/20/02. Approximately 125
single-family homes were counted in this sectothat date.

Sector IXis located in the northwest quadrant of the CitWaterville and it is
separated from Sectors VII and VIl by Interstafe-The boundaries of Sector IX are
delineated as follows: Starting at that point mtelstate-95 where the Waterville-
Fairfield town lines meet, travel southerly (sowthbd lane) on I-95 toward and beyond
Exit 34 to the point where the highway passes Messalonskee Stream; turn right
(north) at the stream and follow it to the NW caraEWaterville where the stream
intersects with the Fairfield town line; turn ebdtowing the Fairfield/Waterville
municipal boundary back to the point of origin oterstate-95.

The following streets and roads are included ict@dX: Ashley Terrace, Blue
Jay Way, City View Drive, Country Way, Main Sttépartial) Mountain Farm Road,
Penny Lane, Pleasant Hill Drive, Quarry Road (phend virtually non-existent beyond
the Interstate) , Ridge Road, Stone Ridge Drivd, Bmin Tanks Road

At the outset of the Waterville housing assessmagject, the Consultant had
divided the residential areas of the City into ¢i@) sectors. Waterville Housing Sector
IX was not delineated until late June, 2002, follogvthe Waterville Housing Advisory
Committee discussion at its meeting on 6/11/02ririguthat discussion, several
committee members included most of the housingkstothe vicinity of outer Main
Street (that portion located beyond Interstatee@biheir list of areas of the highest
guality housing stock in the City.

On 6/20/02, the Consultant conducted a windstsetdey of the housing stock in
this area, estimated inventory and general asses@hthe housing stock in this area,
and then made the decision to delineate a 9thrsiectoeasons explained in detail in the
appropriate report segment. Succinctly stated,alea which had formerly been
included as parts of either Sector VIl or VIl aty featured housing that was quite
distinct from the other stock included in those seators.

With the exception of a small Resource Protecti®i?) zone, the entire Sector IX
area is zoned as Low Density Residential. Althosigime of the housing stock on both
Main Street and the Ridge Road is older, most@hibmes in this area are of recent
construction. House lots are large, most of thmd®are of high quality construction
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dating from the late 1980s forward into the 1920 a high percentage of the homes
appear to be in the $150,000 and above appraided range, some being worth
considerably more than that price floor. Approxieiyaa dozen of the homes on the west
side of outer Main Street are likely in the $200,@Md above price range.

As suggested, there is some older housing logaddtularly on the northeast
side of Main Street and along the Ridge Road towsed-airfield town line. Pleasant
Hill Drive and the connection Penny Lane and Blag \Way all feature modern housing
estimated in value at generally between $100,000180,000. Small roads off of Main
Street, including Ashley Terrace, Stone Ridge Drared Country Way have even larger,
nicer, more expensive houses, estimated to beei8200,000 and above price range.

No multi-family housing was noted in this entirea, with the possible exception
of a large house located immediately beyond therdtaite on Main Street. “Quick
counts” were taken during the windshield survethaf area, resulting in an estimate of
125 single-family homes in Sector IX. Of thes®, viere rated as Quality 1, 28 were
ranked as Quality 2+ and only two (2) were rated-asNo Quality 3 or 4 homes were
noted in this area. In addition to there beingmadti-family housing, there also were no
condominiums, no mobile homes, no elderly housnog,any other types of housing
noticed during the windshield survey.

The two roads that exit Sector IX outbound redehRairfield town line in
approximately a mile. All other roads in the sectath one exception, radiate off of
either Main Street or the Ridge Road. The onem@e is the Quarry Road which was
apparently truncated by the Interstate construciier 40 years ago. The approximate
125 residential units in Sector IX represent lass1t2% of Waterville’s housing stock.
However, by delineating this separately, apart f@ectors VIl and VIII, recognition is
given to the high quality of housing in this arédhe City of Waterville. Also, removal
of this area from Sectors VII and VIl allows fdrase areas to be more accurately
described, since inclusion of Sector IX stock waduwddre distorted any overall description
of their respective housing stocks.
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16. “Review: Housing Inventory and Assessments il Sectors”

Governmental Resources extensive field reseafort ebncluded in late August,
2002, although some subcontract work remained tobe by KVCAP at that point in
time. Over the five months from April 1 through dust 30th, the Consultant and his
subcontractors had identified residential strucor commercial structures including
some residential units) containing 6,757 residéon#s. The Census Bureau indicates
that there were 6,819 residential units of all sypethe time of the 2000 census.
Governmental Resources had divided the City of Wil into nine (9) housing sectors
and had set about the task of inventorying andgatll Waterville structures with
residential units within. Following an extensiveldi effort by the Consultant (assisted by
subcontractors in Sectors VI-B,VIl and VIII) Govemantal Resources identified and
rated 6,757 residential units -- or 99.1% the nunaibeinits identified by the Census
Bureau. The Planning Office staff in late Augushducted a “desk inventory” of Sector
VI-A, and the results of that matched almost prgithe field results of the Consultant
for the same area of the City.

In broad terms, the field work rated 75.1% of Whatke's residential housing
units as between “good and excellent” and full\{924 somewhere between “sound
structurally, but in obvious need of repair,.0 pbor, and significantly substandard,...
to very severely substandard”. At least 524destial units (7.8% of the total) are
severely substandard and in need of immediate,rmegairs. That is likela very
conservative estimateof the level of severe substandardness in Wale'svthousing
stock. It is more likely that upwards of 20% of aille’s housing stock is clearly
substandard, given the nearly 25% was rated asotf2déwer on the Consultant’s rating

system.

Other supporting factors of this 25% substandasslestimate includéa) a 1984
Waterville study indicating that more than 2,00@i$iag units required housing
assistance at that time, and that most of thode ware in need of some level of repairs
even after the City had been aggressively involudtbusing rehabilitation efforts for
several years; (b) the fact that the 1984 assedstame at a time when a concerted
effort had used CDBG Housing Rehabilitation funasepair more than 300 units
locally, an effort that was allowed to end in theel1980s; (c) by the consequent fact that
Waterville has not as a matter of public policypablic activity has had no housing
rehabilitation program underway for nearly 15 yeé&$ by the further aging of the
housing stock that has occurred over those 15 yaadse) by the fact that for just the
single, important factor of housing health hazandsing from the existence of lead
paint, it is likely that Waterville has near 4,8@3idential units (of the 6,819) with some
lead paint in them, and that, of these, some 1a880ikely to have hazardous, health
conditions based on State averages for problerognmunities with older housing
stocks. To a considerable extent, the issue ohdition of Waterville’s housing” has
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already been addressed in Chapters 7 through Haptér 16, although that topic shall be
further explored in Chapter 18.
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Summary Field Research Results

In defining the boundaries of the Waterville hagssectors at the start of this
project, Governmental Resources had searched fanimgful divisions of the City,
which also were easily described in terms of usiaiyiral or man-made boundaries to
establish somewhat distinct and similar (withinusiog areas of the City of Waterville.
Originally, eight (8) “sectors” were describedhalugh (as we have seen) ultimately a
9th sector was added in the area on both sidekof Street, out beyond Interstate-95’s
Exit 34. Additionally, two sectors (lll and VI)eve divided into two subsectors each, in
order to group concentrations of similar housirmgetyand/or conditions, or to achieve
other purposes, such as dividing in Sector VI thean core from the dense housing that
exists in close proximity, but west of the centtaban core.

The primary purpose of dividing the City into “lsing sectors” was to facilitate
the task of dealing with the 6,819 residential sisthunted in the 2000 Census, that is, to
‘chop it down to bite-sized chunks’ to facilitateetease of field work and analytical
tasks. Creating manageable-sized units servedlysgiposes of both the Consultant and
Advisory Committee members. Division of the CifjMgaterville into housing sectors
made its comprehensive analysis more “comprehegiss to speak.

Governmental Resources originally had been coedettmat the division of
Waterville into 8 (subsequently 9) distinct “haugisectors” was possibly excessive and
artificial. Then City Planner Ann Beverage proddée Consultant with a copy of
Planning Consultant Hans Klunder’'s 1966 study kexatit‘Neighborhood Analysis of
Waterville, Maine”. Over a third of a century ear] decades before some of the current
neighborhoods even existed, Klunder had divideditye of Waterville into_15 distinct
neighborhoods! Discovering that fact made the approach adopyedovernmental
Resources for the 2002 housing assessment seenniglotonservative and reasonable
by comparison.

A natural progression of dividing the City intacga's is the tendency and
temptation to draw comparisons between the seawues) though the study is ultimately
a statement of housing conditions and issues egigtiall of Waterville. The first
distinctions noted in the present study were theteveen Sector IlI-A ( Summer Street
to the Kennebec River, above Grove Street and b8lonwng Street) and Sector IlI- B
(Summer Street to Silver Street, between GroveShrawin Streets, and northward on
Silver Street). Comparisons between these twandigparts of Sector Il (highlighted in
Progress Report No) lemonstrated the clear distinctions in housipgsyand
conditions in the east side (“Plains Neighborhoafthe “South End” relative to those
existing in the west side of the South End, thatdpéhe area west of Summer Street,
through to Silver Street.

Sector IV was then intensively studied, on theugdh due to the Consultant’s
early (and well-founded) impression that this sefltwcated to the east of First
Rangeway, between Kennedy Memorial Drive and MayéioHill Drive) represented a
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microcosm of the balance of Waterville housingt@pizing housing conditions and
types existing elsewhere in Waterville, beyond éhosnditions found in Sector 1l A of
the South End area and in the North End’s cerAerearlier progress report detailed the
considerable distinctions existing between the B&nd and Sector IV, advancing the
premise that these comparisons were indeed vahidnwomparing housing in the South
End to that in the balance of the City.

Anticipating considerable local assistance, Govental Resources next made
the decision to extend the inventory and assesstoehe entire City, whereas originally
only a “windshield survey” (without detailed inveny) had been planned for the entire
City of Waterville. That decision conditioned tlegjuirement for literally hundreds of
hours field effort, which continued through Auguad02. KVCAP supplemented that
effort with selective attention to 113 residenpebperties located in the South End, the
central business area, and in the North End. Vkeadl results of the City-wide field
inventory and assessment are presented in Tal8le® Which follow directly.

Table 1summarizes the results of the entire field inventehich resulted in the
identification of 6,757 residential units in Watidle, This table lists all units by sectors
and breaks out whether they are single-family, exiplousing (all 2-family structures
considered thusly), multi-family (all structuresroulti-structures with rented housing,
greater than 3 units per structure), or other urii®her” is a very broad category here,
including variations of single-family home ownejysisuch as mobile homes and
condominiums, as well as other variations of renteits, including apartments over
businesses, single-room occupancy units and oHr&tions. on the next page draws on
the collected field data to present an overviewhefcondition of all residential property
in Waterville -- employing the rating system delsed earlier in this report.

Table 3presents an summary of the rating exercises coadwn all of
Waterville’s housing stock by the Consultant (andcontractors), using the rating
criteria which was introduced in Chapter 9 pertagnio the South End. As explained,
this criteria was used throughout all 9 housindasof the City. The statistical results
presented in Table i@present the single-most comprehensive view @vitre condition
of Waterville’'s housing stock. Reference will aghe made to these results in Chapter
18, entitled “Condition of Waterville’s Housing $td.
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Table 1
Summary of Waterville Housing Inventory

Sector SF 2F MF Units Other* Total

Units Units
| 362 174 201 258+ 995
I 55 22 6 0 83
Il 293 334 436 40+ 1,103
\Y 724 100 24 99+ 947
Vv 379 0 0 16 395
VI-A 61 88 518 73+ 740
VI-B 239 130 178 19 566
VI 362 94 98 69+ 623
VIT 467 390 312 11+ 1,180
IX 125 0 0 0 125
Totals 3,067 | 1,332 1,773 585 6,757
Percent 45.4% | 19.7% | 26.2% 8.7% 100%

* “Other” totals marked with “+” signs indicates tming facilities such as nursing homes, boardingdg)
and group homes which have not been counted as U@ther” includes mobile homes, elderly units,
condominiums and “other”.

Table 2
Summary of Waterville Housing Conditions
Ratings
Sector Residential | “4” “3” ‘2-" 2" “P+" ‘1
Units
| 995 0 5 34 247 362 347
1 &Il 1,186 15 194 348 305 242 82
\Y 947 0 18 188 242 291 208
\ 395 0 0 7 0 19 369
VI-A 738* 4 86 219 365 63 1
VI-B 566 0 21 80 364 84 17
VII 623 0 0 49 406 113 55
VIl 1,180 3 178 233 628 135 3
IX 125 0 0 2 0 28 95
Totals 6,755* 22 502 1,160 | 2,557| 1,337 1,17}

*Total unit count for Sector VI-A varies by 2 unftem that listed elsewhere due to use of fielceassient
inventory data in this calculation and “desk inweyt data elsewhere.
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Tables 3 and 4espectively, summarize Waterville’s housing imegy, first in
terms of the numbers of various types of housirysatondly in terms of composite
ratings (by percentages) of the entire 6,757 resigleunits identified in the field
inventory and assessment. In the inventory sumifialyle 3), it should be noted that
“other” includes a number of types, including melillomes, condominiums, apartments
over business structures, SRO units and othergudh nursing homes, boarding homes,
congregate living facilities and group homes wezeeggally not counted as units, since
“bed count” seems to be the common method of adoayfor residential places.

Table 3
Waterville: All Sectors (6,757 Units)
Field Inventory Summary Results
Type Structures Units % of Units
SF 3,067 3,067 45.4%
2F 666 1,332 19.7%
MF 1,773 26.2%
Others 585 8.7%
Totals 6,757 100%
Table 4
Summary of All Waterville Units (6,755)
Field Assessment of Condition

Rating Units Percent
“4” 22 0.3%
“3” 502 7.45
“-" 1,160 17.2%
“2” 2,557 37.9%
“D4" 1,337 19.8%
“1” 1,177 17.4%
Totals 6,755 100%
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Table 5 below presents housing inventory data demonsty#tie extent to which
traditional, single-family residences exist in iMaterville housing sectors. As will be
seen subsequently, there is a clear and obviouslabon between the high proportionate
level of this type of housing in some sectors apsitpye housing conditions of such
sectors. In Waterville, high concentrations ofteelhhousing tends to relate directly to
high levels of poor housing conditions in sevegddtsrs of the City, including especially
in Sectors lll and VI, the South End and Northd:respectively.

Sector | is the exception to the rule for reagbias are more statistical than
anything else. Despite a relatively low percentafgéraditional, single-family units in
this sector, housing conditions tend to be gocektellent there. This is related to the
presence of other “single-family” living situatigna significant numbers. Sector 1
contains a high number of individually-owned condaoms and a significant number of
owner-occupied mobile homes (on rented lots in Bitediome parks), both residential
types of which were categorized in the inventory@iher”. Also, Sector | contains 140
units of high quality duplex housing in Seton ®gke. The result is that Sector I, with a
relatively low percent of traditional, single-familhomeownership, has, nonetheless,
generally high levels of positive housing conditgitandards.

Table 5

Waterville Housing Sectors/Inventories
Sector SF Units All Other Units Total Units*
| 362 (36.4%) 633 995
I 55 (66.3%) 28 83
A 180 (25%) 539 719
1B 113 (29.4%) 271 384
v 724 (76.5%) 223 947
Vv 379 (95.9%) 16 395
VI-A 61 (8.2%) 679 740
VI-B 239 (42.2%) 327 566
Vil 362 (58.1%) 261 623
Vil 467 (39.6%) 713 1,180
IX 125 (100%) 0 125
Waterville 3,067 3,690 6,757

*Count of total units includes all MF, apartmergsnior apartments, SRO units, but omits boardimgeho
beds, group home beds, assisted living and nutginge beds. Governmental Resources’ field count of
6,757 residential units in Waterville representsl98 of the 6,819 residential units recorded in2b60
Census.
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The sectors included in Tableatcount for 5,757 housing units. Assuming the
accuracy of the 2000 Census which indicates Waketai have 6,819 residential units, it
is obvious that the Consultant’s inventory reachpgroximately 99.1% of all housing
units in Waterville. From that inventory, compans can be drawn. In Sectors IlIA and
1B, respectively, only 25% and 29% of all resatial units were single-family, whereas
at the other extreme, in Sector IX, it appears thage to 100% of all units are single-
family dwelling structures. The 36.4% single-fagmével in Sector | is surprising at first
glance, given the solid, single-family residensitdck of that area, but the percentage is
depressed by these factors (referenced earliay)the 172 mobile home units not
counted as “single-family” according to definitionsed here and elsewhere; (b) the 132
unit apartment complex at Orchard Park; (c) the d4flex housing units at Seton
Village; (d) the 27 units of rental housing at $ghe Terrace, (e) the 38 rental senior
apartments at the Woodlands complex, and (f)r 8086 condominium units, not
counted as traditional single-family, detached mays When these groupings of non-
single family units are removed from the calculatigreater than 80 % of the remaining
units in the sector are single-family residenc@dso, when mobile homes and
condominiums are added to single-family units, tbgethese three categories of
“single-family” living approaches 65% of the totakidential units in the sector.)

Table 6 (next page) displays composite, City-wide data@mdition ratings of
housing quality in the sectors surveyed to date.eXplained in greater detail elsewhere
in the housing assessment report, comparing arsgémtiag this data can be very
deceiving. There are many ways in which the datele aggregated, and the variations
paint differing pictures of housing conditions.

For example, the data indicates that in Sectosvithe 92.1% of the residential
units were rated as either “2”, “2+” or “1” -- ifwdting from ‘good’ to ‘excellent’ ratings.
Sector V placed 98.2% of its housing stock in thom®bined rating groups, merely 6%
greater. However, in Sector VII, only 27% of theuking was rated in the top two
categories, either “2+” or “1”, whereas in Sectothé full 98.2% in the composite group
(cited earlier) were so rated. Sector VII had tgethan 65% of its housing rated in the
middle with a “2”. Therefore, there exists a vasfiedence in the quality and value of the
housing in Sector V relative to Sector VII. Virtlyaall of the Sector V housing was
higher rated. _Table, éherefore, must be interpreted with considerabldion.
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Table 6
City-Wide, Waterville Housing Sectors/Ratings
Housing Sector Total Units Condition Ratings
1,2+,2 2-,3,4
number (%) number (%)
I 995 956 (96%) 39 (3.9%)
I 83 45 (54%) 38 (46%)
A 719 323 (44.9%) 396 (55.1%)
1B 384 261 (68.0%) 123 (32.0%)
\Y 947 741 (78.2%) 206 (21.8%)
Vv 395 388 (98.2%) 7 (0.8%)
VI-A 740 431 (58.2%) 309 (41.8%)
VI-B 566 465 (82.2%) 101 (17.8%)
\Yl 623 574 (92.1%) 49 (7.9%)
VI 1,180 766 (64.9%) 414 (35.1%)
IX 125 125 (100%) 0 (0%)
Waterville 6,757 5075 (75.1 %) (24.9 %)

Note: Gross comparisons of grouped ratings (table abaweng sectors can lead to very
erroneous assumptions, unless and until all ratatggories are compared by sectors. Also,
“external” assessments can lead to either overs&teor understatement of interior conditions.
It is the consultant’s impression, for examplef thahe South End, frequently a coat of fresh
paint or installation of new, external siding hidelt of sins; and, conversely, in the North End,
the priority attention by at least one landlordtfwiumerous housing units in a concentrated
area) to interior rehabilitation work in many rdniaits in the Maple Street area is not reflected
in the exterior assessment results. There aredhgefalls in rating housing conditions merely
from external observations, but there are a hoptaflems, including time-consuming expense,
tenant resistance, and other factors, in attemptirconduct interior inspections.

An additional indicator of the condition of Watél® housing involves the
location of single-family housing assessed by the & less than $60,000 in valuén
connection with the Group Workcamps project basellaterville Senior High School in
2001, Governmental Resources reviewed a list gealvat that time by the Tax Assessor
of all 670 single-family houses in Waterville hagiassessed valuations (land and
buildings) of less than $60,000. (This list wasdias one of several means of marketing
the Group Workcamps Foundation / KVCAP project iaté/ville. Several of the 68
homes repaired during that workcamp week [June®4301] were on this list.)

Governmental Resources revisited that list oflsiigmily houses valued at less
than $60,000 (provided in 2001 by the Watervill& Pasessor), and located the 670
identified single-family properties with their \Wawille housing sectors. Essentially,
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these 670 homes represented approximately 22% e ,867 detached, single-family
residential properties in Augusta.

Table 7below indicates the sector location of these 6a@itional, single-family
residential units assessed at below $60,000 vadRkeaders should note the concentration
of these houses in sectors Il, I, IV, and VIllikewise, it also should be noted that only
4 of these residences valued at less than $60,868 lacated in more exclusive Sectors
V and IX. Percentage figures show the percentafyesch houses relative to all single-
family homes in that sector.

Table 7
Distribution of Single-Family Houses Assessed Undé&60,000

Among Waterville Housing Sectors*
Location Under $60,000 Single- Total Single-Family Percent of

Family Structures Structures these in sector
Sector | 50 362 13.8%
Sector Il 38 55 69%
Sector llI 122 293 41.6%
Sector IV 144 724 19.9%
Sector V 4 379 1%
Sector VI 31 300 10.3%
Sector VII 81 362 22.4%
Sector VIII 200 467 42.8%
Sector IX 0 125 0.0%
Waterville 670 3,067 21.8%

*Data included on this table comes from differemtirees, and is for slightly varying base times.
Percentages, therefore, are approximations.

When the threshold on assessed valuation is lalter$55,000, $50,000, and
$45,000, the location of a high percentage of theekt assessed value single-family
units, as expected, concentrates more than elsewh#re South End and North End.
This data is developed more fully in the chaptelating to those sectors.

Considerable comparative data has been develogéed individual narratives
pertaining to individual sectors. To avoid redungarthat information is not repeated
here. Each sector has its own unique charactesjsticd readers are referred to those
report sections for further elaboration on theat#ghces among Waterville’s nine housing
sectors._Finallythe information and data devleoped and presant€thapters 8 through
16 relate significantly to the “condition of Watéle housing”. Therefore, this data
regarding the condition of Waterville’s housing @méory will be revisited in the
forthcoming chapter by that name (Chapter 18).
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17.  Urban/Village Housing and Rural Housing

DECD’s guidelines for the preparation of housingessments called for attention
to “Downtown or Village Area Housing”. According this standard, the housing
assessment was to address identification of bpiltausing areas, the general type and
condition of housing in such areas, primarilydesitial or mixed use areas that are built-
up, impacts of zoning and other ordinances on éweldpment of clusters of housing,
sprawl issues, infrastructure issues, use of olldiibngs for housing, potential
conversions, and the like. The Waterville housiagtoral survey and analysis of
housing types, condition and location (Chapterd.8)-has already addressed to a
considerable extent the “identification of built-ipusing areas, the general type and
condition of housing in such areas” and relatetbfacand issues. Infrastructure needs,
particularly as related to village area housingali@yment, is dealt with in its own section
below. In its RFP, the City of Waterville alteriils “downtown or village area” DECD
element to reflect the local priority of need fdteation to the South End. Chapter 9
responds to that priority.

As noted, overall the issues assigned to thislamga been addressed elsewhere,
with this exception. The City of Waterville evidsd interest in its RFP for the
Consultant to review the issue of existing angeptél housing units in the upper stories
of downtown business buildings that were underagd. As part of the field work for
Housing Sector VI-A (downtown area), the Consultawentoried downtown
apartments, identifying approximately 70 curremmlyse, and buildings with other
unoccupied, upper floor space that might be cordeta residential use.

Particular sites, including the “Haines Buildingfie former Waterville Boys and
Girls Club property, the former YMCA property, tfemer Elks Lodge property, and
other sites were reviewed as potential sites farrdown housing, whether for elderly or
open market. However, in discussions with locétifls, including the Executive
Director of the Waterville Main Street program, e&dingly little interest in the topic
was detected. There seemed to be neither an asgarehthe extent to which the
downtown already housed residential units, norsrgng interest in the development of
downtown housing. Development of housing in antheke buildings would require
expensive feasibility studies, far beyond the scafgéis effort.

In a general sense, Waterville, both in the apamtsiin commercial buildings
within the urban center and in the very denselypExd residential properties intruding
on the center of the City (on Pleasant Street, &liraet, Union Street, and the like) has a
large portion of its housing stock concentratedelt its urban center. Elsewhere in this
report it was estimated that 85% of Watervilleigetling units are located within 1.5
miles of the urban center. With the exceptiorhef tural housing located in the southern
part of Sector | and the exclusive housing locatgtside Interstate- 95 in Sector IX,
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virtually all of Waterville’s housing stock is oterge, contiguous block located in or
directly adjacent to the City’'s center. (See Chep9, 10, 12, and 14.)

18. Condition of Waterville’s Total Housing Stock/ Rehabilitation Needs
a. Overall Condition

The condition of Waterville’s housing stock, anflabilitatin needs, were
subjects dealt with extensively in the housing@scanalysis (Chapters 7 through 16)
portion of this housing assessment. DECD had esdéd “condition of the housing
stock” within its “rehabilitation needs” subjeat,the guidelines for assessments.
Several other DECD-identified topics relate dingcths examples(a) “Blighted
Conditions” clearly gets at identifying slum/bligtonditions, which in Waterville are
very evident in the South End and in other parthefcommunity, particularly in Sectors
I, I, VI and VIII; (b) “Energy Efficiency” cals for assessment of the level of
inefficient energy usage, and whether “substantiarels of energy efficiency are
promoting high bills for LMI residents”, and thidliloe addressed in Chapter 26; and
(c) the “Inventory” standard introduced earliegacly calls for assessment of the
condition of the various types of housing unitseslied during the inventory.

As indicated, the subject of the conditions arghnreneeds of the housing stock
was dealt with extensively in the chapters pengno the various housing sectors in
Waterville. In broad terms, the field work ratesl 126 of Waterville’s residential
housing units as between “good to excellent” arig #4.9% somewhere between
“sound structurally, but in obvious need of repair,to poor, and significantly
substandard,... to very severely substandar@t.least 524 residential units (7.8% of
the total) are severely substandard, and in needrogdiate, major repairs. That is
likely a very conservative estimate of the levetevere substandardness in Waterville’s
housing stock. It is more likely that upwards 682 of Waterville’s housing stock is
seriously substandard, given that nearly 25% wategiras “2-" or lower on the
Consultant’s rating system@QOther supporting factors of this 25% substanuesd
estimate include(a) a 1984 Waterville study indicating that mtinan 2,000 housing
units required housing assistance at that timetfaatdmost of those units were in need of
some level of repairs even after the City had lzegressively involved in housing
rehabilitation efforts for several years; (b) faet that the 1984 assessment came at a
time when a concerted effort had used CDBG HouRielgabilitation funds to repair
more than 300 units locally, an effort that wasakd to end in the late 1980s; (c) by the
consequent fact that Waterville has not as a matteublic policy or public activity has
had no housing rehabilitation program underwayntarly 15 years; (d) by the further
aging of the housing stock that has occurred dwesd 15 years; and e) by the fact that
for just the single, important factor of housirgpalth hazards arising from the existence
of lead paint, it is likely that Waterville has me&g800 residential units (of the 6,819)
with some lead paint in them, and that, of thesmne 1,900 are likely to have hazardous,
health conditions based on State averages forgmabin communities with older
housing stocks. These factors all support thenesgé of the Consultant based on
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observations from the 99.1% field inventory thatvapds of 25% of Waterville’s
residential structures are in need of improvements.
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Greater than 50% of Waterville’s housing stockrargal units. A similar
percentage of Waterville’s 6,819 residential ueitssts as either duplex or multi-family
housing units. Clearly, there are also a numbeemted single-family homes in
Waterville, but the overwhelming preponderance @it&ille’s rental stock is in multi-
family structures, from duplexes on up. From thky-@ide windshield survey, it became
obvious that most of the deteriorated housing darh catelogued in the various sectors
existed in Waterville’s multi-family housing stockithough some duplex and single-
family units in the South End and the North Endd(arfew elsewhere in the City) were
rated “2-" or lower.

b. Second Level Inspections

Through a subcontract arrangement, the KennebkeyMaommunity Action
Program (KVCAP) assigned a housing rehabilitatioyfgssional to review 107
residential structures on streets selected by tms@tant. The Consultant himself also
conducted similar inspections of 13 additionadlested multi-family structures
(containing 55 residential units), selected bec#usg were obviously substandard
Mostly multi-family structures, these 120 propestcontain a total of 306 residential
units. The streets were purposely selected basedrmishield survey results to capture
structures deemed to be rated poorly. It wadtieltit was more important at this level of
field investigation to depict housing condtionselected sections of the City, than to
create a representative sampling of the entire @itiyaterville.

Accordingly, KVCAP was assigned the task of exangril07 structures located
on the following streets: Carey Lane, College AvesrDrummond Avenue, EIm Court,
Maple Street, Main Street, Pleasant Street, PleaBtte, Silver Place, Spring Place,
Summer Street, Ticonic Street and Union Streetly dra few instances did the
Consultant pre-select specific structures in makimegassignment to KVCAP, although
all of Union Street was selected, as well as aBuwimer Street north of Gold Street.
The Consultant inspected 13 residential structw@&scted on Main Street, College
Avenue, Drummond Avenue, Pleasant Street, and &le&dace.

Therefore, while this sampling of 120 residengtalictures containing 306
residential units cannot in any way be said todpgasentative of Waterville housing
conditions at large, a strong case can be madsafang that these properties are indeed
representative of North End and South End housamglitions.

Governmental Resources’ report production subectur reviewed all 120
external inspection reports and developed thevalig summary data regarding these
residential structures containing 306 residentratisu (It is noted that while these
structures contain only about 4.5% of all Wateevittsidential units, they do contain
nearly 10% of all rental, multi-family units in tig&ty.)
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Table 1lists the number of structures inspected on éected Waterville streets
and indicates the total number of residential unithose structures, by street. It also

provides the average estimated age, by streetise ehspected structures

Table 1
Detailed External Housing Assessments
Summary Data By Streets
Street Structures Total Units Average Age
Inspected

Carey Lane 9 14 84
College Avenue 1 3 120
Drummond Avenue| 3 3 50
Elm Court 1 6 60
Maple Street 19 56 95
Main Street 5 22 100
Pleasant Place 2 8 100
Pleasant Street 4 16 100
Silver Place 3 14 92
Spring Place 3 8 100
Summer Street 31 74 91
Ticonic Street 28 50 (17 beds - HS) 81
Union Street 11 32 94
Totals 120 306 92

Source: Field Assessment Data from External Structurpdnsons, September, 2002.

The average age of all structures inspected snghase of the field investigation
was 92 years. (This is an actual estimated averatieer than an “average of the
averages.”) One immediate observation from trexheht of data is that there is a very
high liklihood that greater than 80% of these strces have lead paint in them, and that
approximately 100 of the residential units areliike have serious lead paint
contamination potential -- given MSHA estimateglaft danger.

Table 2depicts the general condition of the inspectadctiires by steet. Rating
the structures as either “Good”, “Fair”, “Poor” ‘railed” was a function of reviewing
the rating sheets prepared on 10 critical fadtmreach property, and ascertaining where
the majority of individual factors fell. It can Iseen that for the 120 structures inspected,
a total of 31 (33.6%) were rated as “Good” or bettet (45%) were rated as “Fair”; 30
(25%) rated as “Poor” and 5 structurees (4.2%g¢daabsolutely. While the rating
system cannot be related precisely to that usétki®9% field inventory and assessment,
these results are as might be expected in thetedlaeas.
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Table 2

Detailed External Housing Assessments
Ratings Summarized by Streets

Street Structures

Good Fair Poor Fail
Carey Lane 6 1 1 1
College Avenue 0 0 0 1
Drummond Avenue| O 1
Elm Court 0 0 0 1
Main Street 0 0 5 0
Maple Street 2 10 7 0
Pleasant Place 0 0 2 0
Pleasant Street 0 0 4 0
Silver Place 0 1 1 1
Spring Place 1 0 2 0
Summer Street 7 22 2 0
Ticonic Street 12 13 2 1
Union Street 3 6 2 0
Totals 31 54 30 5

Source: Field Assessment Data from External Structurpdnsons, September, 2002.

Table 3(includes 3A, 3B and 3C) depicts the defects ndtgthg the field
inspections of the 120 structures referenced eantid depicted in preceding tables. 3A
overviews the distribution of the general rating4® key features from each inspection.

Table 3A
Detailed External Housing Assessments
Summary of All Defects (120 Structures)

Assessment Area Good Fair Poor Fail NR
Upkeep/Mainetance 33 48 32 5 2
Typical to Neighborhood| 38 45 31 4 2
Grounds/Yard 32 45 29 4 10
Driveway 12 69 15 1 23
Foundation 48 45 2 1 24
Steps & Decks 26 49 34 5 6
Exterior Walls 50 43 22 5 0
Doors & Windows 33 45 37 3 2
Roof 34 30 31 14 11
Chimney 25 32 22 18 23

Source: Field Assessment Data from External Structurpdnsons, September, 2002.
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Analysis of the data presented in Table 3A abadeates that with the
exceptions of foundations (generally not visiblenfrexternal inspections), for most
externally observable characteristics, greater 6¥& were either in the “fair, poor or
fail” categories. The extent to which defects waoéed in significant numbers in
virtually each rating factor indicates that forstigiroup of old residential, multi-family
structures, substantial investment in housing riditetion tasks would be required if all
observable defects were addressed. It is alseragty important to reiterate that these
field inspections of 120 multi-family residentidtsctures were strictly external
inspectionsand that there is only suggested data regardiegar housing conditions for
most of these properties. Often (but not always3r@al appearances of old housing
stock masks more serious conditions within. T&Memerely converts the absolute
numbers in the earlier table to percentages.

Table 3B
Detailed External Housing Assessments
Summary of All Defects (120 Structures)
(By Percentages)

Assessment Area Good % | Fair % Poor % | Fail % NR %
Upkeep/Mainetance 27.5 40 26.7 4.1 1.6
Typical to Neighborhood| 31.7 37.5 25.8 3.3 1.6
Grounds/Yard 26.7 37.5 24.2 3.3 1.6
Driveway 10 57.5 12.5 .8 19.2
Foundation 40 37.5 1.6 .8 20
Steps & Decks 21.6 40.8 28.3 4.1 5
Exterior Walls 41.7 35.8 18.3 4.1 0
Doors & Windows 27.5 37.5 30.8 25 1.6
Roof 28.3 25 25.8 11.7 9.2
Chimney 20.8 26.7 18.3 15 19.2

Source: Field Assessment Data from External Structurpdnsons, September, 2002.

Table 3C which follows on the next page presents additidetail as tabulated
from the field inspection forms. Here the Consuftasubcontractor reviewing the data
has listed the incidence level of specifically ddsed defects. The difference between
the data depicted above and on this forthcominlg talobvious. In the earlier table, the
general rating of ten selected, observable fastasstabulated. In Table 3C, specific
observable defects are tallied.
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Table 3C
Individually Observed Defects By Defect Description

FOUNDATION

5

Cracked/Broken/Structural defective

2

Cement Slab

STEPS & DECKS

41 Broken or missing or uneven steps/risers
6 Masonry structure cracked or crumbling
30 Visible rotting decking

39 Railings missing/need replacement

19 Visible frost heaving/unlevel

EXTERIOR WALLS

5 Out of plump/Waving/Bows

11 Mixed & Matched siding

1 No finished siding/tar paper etc

35 Needs paint or replacement siding

22 Visible rotting/water damage

DOORS & WINDOWS

65 Single pane glazing

22 Cracked/Broken glass

29 trim boards missing/rotting

16 Storm window poor condition

17 Storm door poor condition

ROOF

2 Sagging ridge pole

11 Obvious structural defect

25 Metal roof/rusted/needs repair

39 Curled missing shingles/need replacement
5 Non-sufficient fascia/soffit

26 Facia cracked/rotted/needs attention

10 Gutters or downspouts in need of repair
87 No gutters

CHIMNEY

50 Loose msg bricks/blocks - needs pointing
2 Poorly flashed

1 Pulling away from structure

2 Non-sufficient termination height

Source: Field Assessment Data from External Structurpdnsons, September, 2002.
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The data presented in the preceding 3 pages omynauizes briefly the
information available from careful review of thelfi inspection forms resulting from the
external assessments of 120 multi-family residéstractures essentially in the South
End, the North End, or on the edge of the centrairtess district. A week’s field effort
by the assigned KVCAP housing rehabilitation sgestiand an additional segment of
time by the Consultant went into this field inspectstep in the overall housing
assessment process. Clearly the results of g wiork are consistent with the
observations made in the overall (99% windshieldey drive by survey) inventory and
assessment survey.

c. Lead Paint Concerns

One of the top issues of concern relating to Maingatively older housing stock
is the potential existence of, and environmentalthehazards from, lead paintead-
based paint was commonly used in housing befor8.19%ccording to materials issued
by MSHA, about 80% of all Maine houses and apartseanstructed prior to 1978 have
lead paint in them. It is further estimated by MSthat of those residential units with
lead paint, some 40% of them contain dangerously lavels of lead paint
contamination. Both MSHA and DECD (through its bimg rehabilitation program) are
attempting to deal with this important health issiitie extent of the problem
overwhelms available resources.

DECD’s minimum standards for housing assessmentstirequire inspections
for this problem per se, but DECD representativaglcommented on the need for
attention to this issue in local housing plansfaltt, since the issuance of the guidelines
for conducting housing assessments, DECD has idsugging rehabilitation rules
requiring attention to this issue in units beingaieilitated with CDBG funds. The
Waterville housing assessment did not include &g Bissessment of the extent of lead
paint issues existing in the City’s housing stodkere were simply not sufficient
resources for conduct of any meaningful work irt Hraa.

However, the 1990 census indicated that at thad,tgreater than 45% of all
existing Waterville housing units had been conseédiprior to 1940. The 2000 census
data suggests that the percentage of the ovenadiig stock dating from before 1940 did
drop to 41.7% over the decade (the mathematicaltreSboth some new construction
and the removal of some older units). However,2000 Census indicated that overall,
some 87.4% of Waterville’s total housing stock wasstructed prior to 1980.

Therefore, just under 6,000 of Waterville’s appnoate 6,819 housing units were
constructed in or before 1979, with over 4,600 (68#%he total) having been built by
1960. Recall the MSHA estimate that 80% of all lliwg units constructed in Maine
prior to 1978 having lead paint in them. If th&MA estimates of lead paint incidence
hold for Waterville, that means that 70% of all \fatlle residential units (or
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approximately 4,760) are very likely have lead pairthem, and that, of those, some
1,900 of these dwelling units are likely to haamgerously high levels of contamination.

As indicated at the outset, resources were nolad@ in the housing assessment
grant to delve more deeply into this issue. Buegithe condition of large concentrations
of the housing in certain areas of the City, te®ie doubtlessly needs further
investigation. Limited resources are availabledgh KVCAP, MSHA and DECD to
address the residential lead paint problems.

d. Age of Waterville Housing

In 1990, 45% of Waterville’s housing stock was dae having been constructed
prior to 1940. With the passage of a decade, atidbeth removals and with new
construction, that number dropped to approximat@ht of the Year 2000 housing stock
dating from before 1940. As noted above, sligbtater than 87% of Waterville’s
housing inventory was constructed prior to 198@hwhe attendant ‘lead paint
implications’ of that fact. The age of Watervidhousing is depicted below:

Table 4
Age of Waterville’'s Housing Stock
(Based on 2000 Census Data - 6,819 Housing Units)

Units in Structure Built (When) Percent of Toal
28 1999-3/2000 0.4%
90 1995-1998 1.3%
205 1990-1994 3.0%
538 1980-1989 7.9%
751 1970-2979 11.0%
565 1960-1969 8.3%
1,797 1940-1959 26.4%
2,845 1939 or Earlier 41.7%

Source: Census 2000 Date, Table DP-4, Waterville cityjrida

e. Condition of Waterville Mobile Home Stock

Mobile homes are one important housing optiorMarine residents, generally
those in the low income, or low to moderate incdevels. Even though mobile homes
constituted only 3.2 % of Waterville’s housingakt (1990) and accounted for only
approximately 3.% of the current housing stockG0@, it is nonetheless important to
consider some generic findings relating to mobdenks in Maine that likely are
applicable to those existing in Waterville. Thengral observations cited below were
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developed in 2001 in consultation with several kisalgeable individuals, including
Gerry Smith, Housing Rehabilitation Technician ba KVCAP staff:

¢

Mobile homes are a necessary and adequate hoysiog éor low and moderate
income persons and families unable to afford adrigjuality of housing, so long as
the units are relatively new, and/or have beem-maintained. Federal building
standards adopted by HUD in 1976 represent a rdajmarcation line for
establishing whether mobile homes are likely t@tbequate or substandard housing.
With some exceptions (situations where owners lcaméinuously invested time and
money, upgrading conditions), mobile homes constdiprior to 1976 more often
provide substandard housing conditions.

Old mobile homes have a host of problems, and septea major health and life
safety problem in numerous Maine communities. Otdebile home fires have a
higher rate of fatalities for a number of reasongst notably the frequent lack of a
easy means of egress. Older mobile homes devedds,|in the roof, in the walls,
and along the floors, and the “rotting process”eosiarted, continues after water has
penetrated the thin outer shell. Pre-1976 coatitmu materials generally consisted
of undersized studs, heavy cardboard-type wall nateoxing in too little (if any)
insulation, and covered by vinyl siding, a struetaot able to withstand many Maine
winters without structural failure.

The “Jalousie” (or, so-called “Florida”) windowseve not made for the Maine
climate, and early models did not come with stooord. One expert noted that the
windows were adequate in southern climates, batlyahadequate in Maine.
Window design was influenced by the need for winsldavhave “flexibility without
breaking” during transport, according to the same@ce. The poor quality doors and
windows and the low level of insulation in earlpdels cause not only discomfort,
but major heating costs, not to mention interrosf on windows in winter.

The factory-built chimneys of virtually every uibnstructed prior to 1990 now
shows rust, unless it has been replaced. Failetheys lead to rain leaks and
subsequent damage to furnace components, inclhéaigexchangers. Movement
due to improper installation or lack of anticipatithe effects of frost-heave
frequently leads to problems with steps and larsliggdgirting on older units has
failed a high percent of the time after a few yedrack of venting either of roofs or
skirting often leads to mildew and rotting of madés.

The early flat-roofed models invited eventual leakiwith all the attendant problems.
The construction (addition) of after-market pédhroofs (placed atop a flat roof)
frequently puts an insupportable amount of weigltt &tructural stress on the walls
and floor frame of the unit, resulting in downwa@ssure on skirting, buckling of
floors, and structural failure.
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* Inthe Grove Street Mobile Home Park, 50% of théileochomes were of pre-1976
manufacture, although in the Countryside, GreereyYand Punky Meadows mobile
home parks, it appears (without yet checking tawms) that a high percent of the
units are of post-1976 manufacture.

Substandard mobile homes pose significant prohleamshere are stringent
limitations and restrictions on the use of fedenaheys for fixing up old mobile homes.
Essentially, federal dollars cannot be used toirgpa-1976 units, except in situations of
evident life safety issues. Additionally, even pmrst-1976 units, the cost of repairs
cannot exceed the resulting value of the mobilednamit, and older mobile homes
depreciate steadily toward very low value. Therefmany pre-1976 units are typically
valued at less than $4,000 per unit. Another f@destriction is that if mobile homes are
to be used for replacement homes as part of amgpushabilitation program, they must
have been manufactured after January 1, 1993.

The Consultant conducted a windshield surveyénftlur mobile home parks
located in the southern half of Waterville, incloglthe Grove Street Trailer Park, the
Countryside Mobile Home Park, the Punky Meadows iMaHome Park, and the Village
Green park. Data assembled by the City Plannpadf the recent South End work
lists the year of manufacture for the 28 mobile Bamits located in the Grove Street
Park. Fully 50% of those units (14 of 28) werenofactured prior to 1976, 13 during
the 1980s, and only one unit in the 1990s. WinéQGonsultant’s field notes reveal only
one unit to be severely substandard and two shoadrgrse indications, there are
potentially serious problems inside perhaps hathefunits located there.

The Consultant viewed all 117 mobile homes locatedountryside Mobile
Home Park, and noted a mix in the makeup of ufiigy the 1960s through some likely
manufactured in the early 1990s. A substantidi@oiappear to be of late 1970s and
1980s vintage production. Only five units wereachgtraced to pre-1970 manufacture.
This park is well-maintained, and the units alsctlyoare well-maintained in place.
Indeed, only six units of the entire 117 showed siggificant external signs of
deterioration.

Punky Meadows Mobile Home Park is located justweCountryside, off of the
West River Road. It is the location of 14 singlelevmobile homes, most of which
appear to be of 1980s vintage -- subject to chdtle terrain is uneven, the grounds not
well maintained, but the units appear to be in decendition. There is also one double-
wide unit in this park, not included in the molieme count.

Finally, the Village Green Road enters off of WRester Road to a mobile home
park in a rectangular shaped layout, with uniteted both on the access road and on the
four sides of the interior rectangle. In the entirea, there are 38 single-wide mobile
homes and 7 double-wide mobile home units. As Rithky Meadows, the units appear
to be of 1980s and 1990s construction -- againestibo check. The grounds are not as
well maintained as Countryside, and the pavememaugh and broken.
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Summarizingthe Consultant’s windshield survey of the en@ity identified 202
mobile homes, 197 of them located in a park. Asdahe census indicated that there
were 222 mobile homes in Waterville in 1990, dowi2®4 in the Census 2000 data.
Waterville’s mobile home stock has been relatived}l-maintained when compared with
some of the stock in rural communities of nearksld and Somerset Counties, and
indeed of Kennebec County itself. Waterville’satele small area as a municipality
(approximately half the size of the typical 6-n8lguare [36 square miles]) has over time
made land more precious, and, therefore, of higbst, and has tended with local land
use restrictions, to prohibit the mobile home satgnt patterns evident in outlying, small
rural communities. Park operators tend to reqihia¢ mobile home owners maintain
their units in good condition, as a requirementkeofncy. Doubtlessly, many of the older
units in the four identified parks have some evajvproblems, given Maine’s weather
conditions and the lack of current constructiandards when older units were
manufactured. Interior inspections would be regpliio asses the situation, however.

f. Summary Comments Regarding the Condition of Weerville Housing

Considerable information has been provided reggrthie condition of
Waterville’s housing stock. The City of Watervitkad pursued housing rehabilitation of
its older housing stock through the mid-to-late A9&ut then ceased that effort. The
housing stock has continued to age, and substaehabilitation needs have been
identified. Unlike many Maine municipalities, themary housing problems are not
located in the City’s mobile home stock, but ingteéalarge concentrations of “mill
worker housing” constructed roughly between 188 E960.
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19. Housing Availability, Affordability and Accessibility

The issues of housing availability, affordabilitydaaccessibility are inter-related
with each other. At the most basic level, a hogisissessment is designed to determine
whether there are a sufficient number of availatbeeent, safe and adequate residential
units by types and price range, accesdiblall segments of society, and affordaslso
by all segments of society, to fulfill the housimgeds of the community. Because the
housing assessment is CDBG-funded, its focus neuptimarily on the extent to which
affordable, safe, decent housing is available td pdtsons, those with incomes at or
below 80% of county median income.

Availability is the most basic of issues -- whether thereaangficient number of
residential units (by type) to meet the needs odques wishing to reside in the area.
Availability quickly blends into the “affordabilitissue” with the need to compare local
sales and rental prices and rates with those ef odgional communities. Availability
essentially calls for the consultant to relateitiventory of existing housing with
population and market trends. Vacancy rates lpea# one important indication.
Waiting lists and times to locate subsidized hogisivhere appropriate, are other factors
deserving of attention.

Affordability relates primarily to the extent to which the plagion at or below
median income can afford to rent or purchase hgusithe community. DECD requires
a determination as to whether affordability is mportant issue, and, if so, how
important. Related questions, beyond identifyirigether affordability is an issue
include: (1) Which groups in the population haee$ing affordability issues? (2) How
severe is the problem? (3) What are the localesaahousing affordability problems?
(4) What are the impacts of factors such as Ipogberty taxes, area wages, construction
costs, availability of units, zoning restrictiomgusing costs relative to income, and other
factors on the affordability situation?

Accessibility relates both to “fair housing” issues and to ptalsaccessibility,
including whether the transportation system alléaczess” to both housing and needed
services outset of the house. It also addressdasshe of whether those wishing to live
in a town or area have access to housing in te&cted location. At the heart of the
three “A” issues is affordability. Waterville hasailable housing in the lower price
ranges, although its condition is suspect in sauoations.

Waterville housing is accessible both becausether no evident, serious “civil
rights” barrier issues in Waterville, and becaumsetiousing stock is physically accessible
moreso than in most communities, due to its comagah in close proximity to the
downtown and all major service facilities (schodlsspitals, shopping centers, City Hall,
agencies, and professional offices). Our attentiwerefore, turns to the issue of housing
affordability.
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Housing affordability in any geographical areassentially a function of area
income trends relative to the cost of housing at Hrea, across all income levels of the
population. Accordingly, in examining housingatfability in Waterville, our initial
focus is upon income trends in Kennebec County,pamticularly in the Waterville
Housing Market Area.

There are several commonly used income measuasding per capita income,
median family income and median household incoireble 1depicts data taken from a
Governmental Resources report of December 2000hviracked and compared per
capita income for Maine counties from 1985 thro§B6.

Table 1
Kennebec County PCI Relative to Maine’s
Year Maine PCl | Kennebec PCI | Ranking Ratio
$) $) Kennebec Co./State
1985 12,295 12,312 7 1.001
1986 13,309 13,299 7 .999
1987 14,392 14,382 7 .999
1988 15,518 15,423 7 .994
1989 16,624 17,037 I 1.025
1990 17,167 17,622 I 1.025
1991 17,306 17,842 I 1.031
1992 18,049 18,464 7 1.023
1993 18,552 18,750 7 1.011
1994 19,153 19,169 7 1.000
1995 20,170 20,036 7 .993
1996 21,086 21,014 7 .997

Source: Governmental Resources’ report for SEDC, Dec0208ing data provided by Maine
Development Foundation, sourced from USDC Buredtoohomic Analysis.

The data presented in Tabldltustrates one example of the extent to which
Kennebec County (at large) emulates the State afid/ia several economic statistical
ways. Kennebec County per capita income for geade reviewed was within 0.03% of
the State’s for each year. Also, during this pK@nnebec County’s pci was
consistently rated near the middle (7th of 16 ciesht Table Zon the next page) depicts
per capita income comparisons since 1996, usirgtd&en directly from the United
States Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Econdmiadysis website. (Reviewers
will note minor discrepancies between per capitaine data presented by the Maine
Development Foundation and that available on thBO®/ebsite, although the
relationships between the counties is virtuallynit=al.)
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Table 2
PCI Maine, Kennebec Co. 1996-98
Year Maine ($) Kennebec Co. ($ Ranking (#)
1996 21,293 21,666 6
1997 22,3095 22,593 6
1998 23,529 23,502 6
1999 24,603 N/A

Source:USDC Bureau of Economic Analysis.

According to_Table 2{ennebec County ranked in the 6th position amongm&la
counties during the latter years of the decadewillde seen subsequently (in Table 6
the Maine Development Foundation develops on analryasis information depicting
the “rich-poor disparity” between Maine’s four regt counties and Maine’s four poorest
counties. (Maine Economic Growth Council “Measuré&conomic Growth” reports).

In recent years Maine’s four poorest counties (Issifdashington, Aroostook, Somerset
and Piscataquis counties) have generally had ptiadacome between 63% and 66% of
Maine’s four richest counties (generally Cumberldddcoln, York and Knox).

Kennebec County, by contrast, has numerically laggmoximately midway between the

average pci of the rich county and poor county gnogs. _Table 3hows the 4th position
of Kennebec County when median household incordespdayed.

Table 3
Median Household Income (1997)
Rank County Amount
Maine $33,170
1 Cumberland $41,393
2 York $39,288
3 Lincoln $35,696
4 Kennebec $35,559
5 Androscoggin $34,242
6 Sagadahoc $34,242
7 Penobscot $33,574
8 Knox $33,478
9 Hancock $33,397
10 Franklin $30,712
11 Oxford $30,688
12 Waldo $29,812
13 Aroostook $29,124
14 Piscataquis $28,599
15 Somerset $28,300
16 Washington $25,673

Source: U.S. Census estimates, latest estimatéaladeg1/2002)
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The data depicted in Tableagas said to be the latest census estimates aleaitab
January 2002, although median household incomédas estimated in various other
locations, such as by “Claritas,” a data serviedusy the Maine State Housing
Authority.

Table 4 presents a comparison of median household incestenate) for the
State of Maine, Kennebec County, the Waterville HMAd the City of Waterville.

Table 4
Median Household Income 2001
Location MHI
Maine, State of $38,882
Kennebec County $38,597
Waterville HMA $32,973
Waterville, City of $27,686

Source: MSHA, “Claritas” data

As with the per capita income measure, Kennebem(s median household
income is almost identical to that for the Statdaiine -- being only 0.7% below the
state level in 2001. Median household income enWaterville HMA, however, was
14.5% below the Kennebec County level in 2001, taedViHI for strictly Waterville as
15.8% below that of the Waterville HMA. ClearlyethVaterville Housing Market Area
lags significantly behind county and state levaigj Waterville itself lags approximately
28% below county and state levels.

Table 5introduces median family income (MFI) estimatesNtaine, Kennebec
County, and other selected counties.

Table 5
Maine Median Family Income Estimates (FY 2002)
Maine, Kennebec County, and Other Selected Counties
Ranking Geographic Area MFI-Estimate
Maine $40,500
1 Cumberland County $48,800
2 York County $47,100
3 Sagadahoc County $44,800
4 Kennebec County $43,100
5 Androscoggin County $42,900
(6-14)
15 Aroostook County $33,300
16 Washington County $29,200
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Source: DECD/OCD, CDBG Policy Statement # 10, Revised puolished 4/02.
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HUD publishes the income estimates included ind &las part of their Section 8
income guidelines. The Maine Department of Ecomoemid Community Development
incorporates these estimates as the basis for CGB@am participation income
guidelines. Kennebec County ranked 4th among Mait®@ counties with an estimated
median family income for FY 2002 of $43,100. Kebee County’s estimated median
family income is approximately 6.4% above the skavel ($40,500).

Table 6displays the income disparity existing betweenndaiounties as was
discussed earlier. In 1999, Maine’s four richestrgies had per capita income of
$29,716 and Maine’s four poorest counties had aeepai of $18,725.

Table 6
Maine’s “Rich-Poor Disparity”
PCI-Richest Four PCI - Poorest Four Poor/Rich in
Year Counties Counties %
1995 $24,081 $15,812 66%
1996 $25,347 $16,233 64%
1997 $26,609 $16,838 63%
1998 $28,282 $18,103 64%
1999 $29,716 $18,725 63%

SourcesMaine Economic Growth Council’s annual “Measuré&conomic Growth” reports, 1998
through 2002.

One final measure of area income is the percertbtie population estimated to
be in the low-moderate income categories (below 80%edian county income). Table
7 indicates that, according to HUD, 44.74% of Waitkx¢ population (1993) were at or
below the LMI income level.

Table 7
(LMI) Low Moderate Income Population (1993)

Location LMI Total Population Percent LMI
Kennebec County 37,804 109,524 34.52
Somerset County 47,795 20,477 42.84
Waldo County 14,152 31,938 44.31
Augusta, City 7,428 19,881 37.36
Waterville, City 6,597 14,744* 44.74

*Population figures listed by HUD for Waterville wancorrect, but HUD used this data
through the 1990s.

Source:HUD, 1993, “1990 Census, Low-Mod Data” report.
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As noted at the outset, income is only half of‘th@using affordability” equation.
It has been shown that income levels in the Wdterarea significantly trail behind those
of Kennebec County and the State of Maine. Itfbetber been shown that the
significant number of “very low income” households/Naterville result in a very low,
overall median household income level .

However, housing costs in Waterville are also ificamtly below those
encountered elsewhere in Kennebec County and M&iable 8presents a comparison of
Waterville housing costs relative to Kennebec Cgpamid the State of Maine. According
to data recently published by the Maine State Haugiuthority, the median sales price
of homes sold in 2001 in Waterville was only 64.dfthe state figure.

Table 8
Median Cost of Homes Sold in 2001
Location Median Sales Price
Maine $118,000
Kennebec County $84,500
Waterville HMA $76,000
Waterville, City $76,000*

*Data not published for municipality, so HMA figure substituted.

Source:MSHA, MREIS data, March 2002.

The current MSHA definition of the “affordabilitpdex” is the ratio (expressed
as a decimal) of median household income in tha @alative to the income needed to
purchase a median-priced home in that same are@neM affordability index for 2001
was set at 0.95, reflecting statewide median haldehcome of $38,882, whereas
$40,990 would be required to purchase a mediaeghouse of $118,000 (the state
figure).

In higher income areas (such as Boothbay Harb&oaitand), despite the higher
income, the housing affordability index ranges lesw0.65 and 0.75, reflecting the high
price of single-family homes in those communitid@hat is, residents in these areas
earning at the median household income levelstily have between 65% and 75% of
the income needed to afford a median-priced sifagialy home.

Kennebec County has an affordability index of 1r8&aning that median
household income is 125% of that required to pwseteamedian-priced home. The
Waterville HMA, with median household income at 823, has an affordability index
of 1.21, since income of only $27,260 would be mexfuto afford the purchase of a
median-priced home ($76,000).
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In Waterville per se, where incomes are dramdyi¢alv relative to the county
and state, still the affordability index is 1.0Phis translates to mean that even with
median household income of only $27,686, Watervdkidents at that income level can
afford to purchase median-priced houses in the digble 9illustrates the Waterville
affordability index situation.

Table 9
Housing “Affordability Index” (2001)
Location Median Median Home | Income Affordability
Income Purchasing Needed Index

Cost
Maine $38,882 $118,000 $40,990 0.95
Kennebec County | $37,597 $84,500 $29,988 1.25
Waterville HMA $32,973 $76,000 $27,260 1.21
Waterville, City $27,686 $76,000* $27,260 1.02
*Data not published for municipality, so HMA figure substituted.

Source: MSHA, using Claritas and MREIS data.

Maine State Housing Authority data indicates thatcost of a median-priced
house in the Waterville HMA in 2001 was $76,000sukvey (conducted by
Governmental Resources as part of the housingsamses) of 65 residential sales
indicated a median list price of $79,900. The agerlist price for these 65 residential
properties was $93,740. Real estate professiam&i&aterville have confirmed a
significant increase in listing and sale pricesrdiie past 18 months. As late as 1998,
the median sales price for single family homehaWaterville are was only $69,000 -- a
sales price representing virtually no increase fthenearly 1990’s level.

Clearly the City of Waterville epitomizes the cimstances of where area income
levels by themselves have little to do with deterimg housing affordability. Southern
Maine, the Portland area, and the midcoast ardemaé considerably higher income
levels than Waterville, but those areas also haamadtically higher housing costs.

Waterville has suffered from low income levelslezlining industrial base and
the consequent lack of demand for new housingtfteast 15 years. One result of the
complex economic forces at work in Waterville hasibthe lack of significant demand
for new housing construction. An additional effeas been the existence of “housing
affordability” for most working families, althoughe actual condition of lower-end,
residential properties on the market verges onswrnardness”.

During the course of the housing assessment, Gowartal Resources tracked the
local real estate home sales market through seseuaks, including interviews, listing
searches, review of the regularly published MREISSMor the area, local newsperpar
advertisements, and other sources. This resuitpdeparation of a list of 65 residential
properties listed in real estate sales publicatiortke area during late June, July and
early August, 2002. That list was provided earo the Waterville Housing
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Assessment Advisory Committee, is still being regylupdated, and is commented on
here, although not reproduced. Data from thisesuwas tabulated and a summary of
this survey of listed, advertised properties iduded in the following table. (Updated
data is available from Governmental Resources wtacttinues to track such data for
Waterville and other selected Maine communities.)

Summary
Listings Profiled 65 Residentials
Price Range $31,999 to $239,900
Median List Price $79,900
Average List Price $93,740
Residential Properties Up to $50,000 1320 %)
Residential Properties $50,100-$100,000 354(%)
Residential Properties $100,000-$150,000 A4%)
Residential Properties $150,001-$200,000 35 %)
Residential Properties $200,000-$240,000 58 %)

An earlier table prepared by the Consultant inetldata for 49 residential
properties had noted in the same publications ®any June through mid-July. The
median listing price for those properties was dakew to be $76,900 and the average list
price earlier was $86,600. As shown in the sumrbaryabove, with the addition of 16
new or previously unadvertised listings, the medistrprice has increased to $79,900
and the average list price of all 65 propertiesihaseased to $93,470. More than
anything else, these increases reflect that 56eécaint, new listings are at above the
former average list price ($86,600). DiscussiothWVaterville area real estate brokers
has confirmed that after at least a half dozensyehtflat”, level home sale prices, there
has been a rather significant upswing in the peat.yEssentially, through the 1990s, the
median sales price of homes in Waterville had reetilat in the range of $65,000 to
$69,000. In the past 18 months, median singleHanause sales price has jumped by
approximately 10% or more. (MSHA has publisheetne¢@ata showing the average
sales price for 111 Waterville homes selling in 2@8 being $83,112.)

Rental Housing Costs

The information presented in this section thushtes focused primarily on
“housing affordability” with regard to the purchasehomes. Affordability relating to
rental housing is also an important issue in WatervGovernmental Resources has
come to the conclusion that rental housing in Wateris “very affordable” when
compared to rent levels experienced in other Mannaicipalities with populations
exceeding 10,000 people. Tabledr@sents data developed by the Consultant from a
random sampling conducted during the course o¥\heerville housing assessment. The
survey of landlords and tenants in properties hmuSiL3 rental units resulted in an
average rent of $497 per month (rates adjusteeflect fair market rent value of any
subsidized units included).
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Table 10

Waterville Rental Rates (Sampling of 513 Units)
Project or Owner* Sector Units BRs Price
Drummond Apts 8 20 2 $475
Seton Village 1 135 1 $479**
Seton Village 1 5 2 $510**
Orchard Park 1 36 1 $445-$485
Orchard Park 1 96 2 $545-$585
Thayer Gardens 7 49 1 $445-$485
Thayer Gardens 7 49 2 $545-$585
Appleton Apts 8 14 0 $330
Appleton Apts 8 15 1 $355
Appleton Apts 8 15 2 $455
Rangeway East 4 35 2 $550-$595
“The Hathaway” 8 5 2 $455
PO, NI (1) 3 1 2 $455
PO, NI (1) 3 6 2 $455
Lombard House 6 3 1 $450
Lombard House 6 3 2 $525
PO, NI (2) 3 4 2 $395
PO, NI (3) 1 2 2 $550
PO, NI (4) 3 3 2 $485
PO, NI (4) 3 2 3 $550
24 Elm “Beehive Bldg.” 6B 15 1,2,3 $400 Avg (va)e

513 Units $497 Average Rent

*PO, NI = Private Owner, Not Identified
** For subsidized units, price listed is fair markental basis for owners.

Maine State Housing Authority has published dateeaent as March 25, 2002
indicating average 2001 rents of $386 per montlofa bedroom units, $480 per month
for two bedroom units and $539 per month for 3 bedr units. MSHA also shows rent
cost increases of approximately 20% across thaddoam 1997 through 2001.
Interviews with local landlords tend not to confithose increases. Landlords complain
that rents in Waterville have been flat for appnmuately a decade, particularly in
apartments priced below $450 per month. Givernrelaively high estimated vacancy
rate and the relatively low rent levels, the avality and affordability of rental units is
not considered to be a major problem in Watervillalthough the condition of literally
hundreds of the available unit is substandard,inlpart to the same economic conditions
that assure availability and affordability. Sumim@g, both homeownership and rental
housing in Waterville is affordable relative totuiglly every other municipality with
population over 10,000 in Maine, although a considie portion of the rental housing
priced below $500 per month is in need of repair.
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20. Specialized Housing Categories and Issues

Beyond the overall goal of assessing housingitiond in the community, and
particularly the availability, affordability and eessibility of housing for LMI persons,
there is also the need to address housing issladed¢o elderly, homeless and special
needs groups in the community. Several of theiéwe\areas” listed in the DECD
requirements for CDBG-funded housing assessmalttsrider the general heading of
“specialized housing”. The subsections listed Walclude some that DECD has listed,
and some others as well. As an important areacgecenter community, Waterville is
home to a number of service provider agencies, lwmake a variety of specialized
housing offerings available in the community, irthg: (a) elderly housing, (b) special
needs housing, (c) homeless shelter, (d) publisingy(e) subsidized housing, (f)
transitional housing.

a. Elderly Housing

The broadest category of specialized housing gefly housing”. Questions to
be addressed include whether the availability @&y housing units is a problem
locally? what are the existing options (if any) $emior housing? what the distance is to
facilities? Are rising costs of home upkeep artteofactors making it difficult for elders
to maintain their favored residence? Are in-hoewwises for seniors available locally?
Are necessary medical and senior center facilgresent or near by? Elderly housing is
such an important topic, it has been allocatedwis report section, directly following
this chapter. (See Chapter 21.)

b. Special Needs Housing

Special needs housing generally relates to groughsspecial needs not
necessarily associated with age issues. Spe@dbkreusing relates to persons who are
physically handicapped, or with mental retardatmmnyith mental health issues, or with
alcohol and/or substance abuse problems, or catns of these, or other special
challenges. The central question is whether therdacilities to deal with their needs
and whether those facilities are adequate to tedsief the population? DECD’s
published “Minimum Standards for Acceptable Hogsftssessment Plans” has
requirements related not only to ‘Special Needsditayl, but also to the related topics of
‘Homelessness’ and ‘Architectural Barriers'.

Under the subject area of ‘Special Needs Houstagisultants preparing housing
assessments are required to address these quegtipn&re special needs housing
facilities available locally?” (2) “Are these fhttes designed to meet the needs of
persons with alcohol or substance abuse, phys$iaatlicap, mental iliness or other
challenges?” (3) “Are these facilities adequatmeet the needs of the local target
populations?”
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Additionally, for each category of housing, indlugl ‘special needs housing’,
there is the requirement compare the number of aviailable against the size of each
special population group in the community, witheatton also to unit size and income
levels of the population groups. (Although notlirded in the listed target groups for
special needs housing in the DECD document, dismus@ath State officials has also led
to the assumption that housing for mentally retdndeividuals should also be addressed
under this housing topic.)

A series of questions also must be answeredmgl&ti ‘Homelessness’ including
whether there are homelessness issues locallyt fatifities are available to assist the
homeless or those at risk of being homeless; \@hdther the community has a policy for
assisting those at risk of being homeless; and oét&ted questions. Our focus in this
section is upon special needs housing and homelessvill be addressed in another
section. However, to the extent that homeles®sselate to special needs housing, they
will be referenced in this section.

Finally, there is (as previously indicated) theaéor the consultant to address the
subject area of ‘Architectural Barriers’. Quess requiring answers under this section
relate to physical barriers to housing or servioce®lderly or handicapped persons, the
extent of any such problems, the nature of thadyarrand whether these issues have
been addressed in the local Section 504 ‘Self @ & Transition Plan’.

(1). Mental Health Housing Programs

The Kennebec Valley Mental Health Council (KVMH®@®)ith offices in Augusta,
Skowhegan and Waterville, provides housing senicepersons diagnosed with mental
health problems. Donna M. Kelley, LCSW, based iat&Wille, is the Director of
Community Alternative Services for Adults within FIHC. The following information
was provided by Ms. Kelley to the consultant arel\aterville Housing Advisory
Committee at its June 11, 2002 session, and veiitfiéollow-up communications.

KVMHC Housing Services

KVMHC provides housing services to persons witmtakillness and residing in
Northern Kennebec (including Waterville) and SoraefSounties through two types of
programs: (1) two independent living apartmentdings managed by the agency, and
(2) two rental subsidy programs. At any given paartime the total number of persons
receiving housing services through KVMHC in Watéevis approximately 78, with a
total of 145 units being provided in the area. YAl be detailed below, the 78 persons
provided housing at any given time in Watervillelude 12 in independent units, 23 on
the so-called BRAP program and 43 on the ‘Sheliies Bare’ program.)

Independent Living Apartment Buildings
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The two independent living apartment buildingslacated on Union Street and
Silver Street, providing a combined total of 18d# Residence Occupancy units at
these locations. There are 7 units in the Unioaeéstuilding and 5 units in the Silver
Street structure. These two independent apartprejects in Waterville were developed
by KVMHC with MSHA funds.

According to Ms. Kelley, there are three problean$imitations related to this
type of housing: (1) The agency has more apptiéckom this type of housing than it can
currently serve; (2) The SRO units are very smadl the people tend to want a full one-
bedroom apartment unit; (3) The current programasansupported” in that there are no
residential services on these sites; and (4) Teranty pay 30% of income for rent
[typically $167 per month, per tenant] so maintaid meeting operating costs are a
challenge to the agency.

KVMHC currently has a huge waiting list for “supped housing”. Ms. Kelley
commented that the agency hears consistently fam®a managers and providers of the
need for supported housing, where there are rasadiservices on site. KVMHC does
not currently provide that type of housing, witngees on site in the two existing
apartment buildings in Waterville. KVMHC does h&/&dependent supported housing
programs with 24/7 supports in Augusta and hassgiansuch a facility in Skowhegan
and another in the Waterville-Oakland area.

Forthcoming, 3rd Apartment Project in the Area

KVMHC has secured federal funds to develop a HWiSeul, supported housing
project in the Waterville-Oakland areas. Ms. Kelledicated that federal funds have
been awarded to KVMHC through the “Continuum of&€aroncept to create another
apartment facility that will target mentally ill pons who are also homeless. Homeless
persons are another high needs population in #a arhe forthcoming facility will
contain 8 independent resident apartments andfausiain a “supported” housing
program. As noted, there will be 24/7 staffing &irresidents.

HUD definition of homelessness will have to be feefpersons to reside at this
facility to be developed. (Issues relating toibligy based on homeless status will be
addressed below in the discussion of the “Sheltes @are Program”; issues which will
come into play with the proposed new apartmentifacivhen operational.)

KVMHC Rental Housing Programs

KVMHC also administers two rental housing progrdorandividuals with
mental health disabilities and low income in NorthKennebec and Somerset Counties.
These are the “Shelter Plus Care Program” an8tioiging Rental Assistance Program”
(BRAP).

Shelter Plu€are Program
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With respect to the Shelter Plus Care Programagiemcy does not have enough
slots to meet local area demand at this time, @nedefore, cannot house any more
individuals. KVMHC currently administers four “Skexr Plus Care Program” grants in
the area, which are funded by federal HUD granBD&. Currently a total of 43
persons are housed by this program in Waterville.

The Shelter Plus Care Program that KVMHC admingsserves people with
mental health disabilities and substance abuséititsss, who also meet a homeless
criteria as defined by HUD. KVMHC cannot servedlthe people who fall into this
category, covering perhaps only 50% of the poteali@nt base in the area.

HUD is cracking down on its definition of persamnsidered homeless, requiring
that they must be coming out of shelters, or liviamgthe streets, or living in cars. With
this particular population, many actually avoidlsrs and are “bouncing around”,
thereby falling outside of HUD'’s definition of heelessness. Often a lot of work behind
the scenes with case managers and other provalezquired to determine and document
homeless status and program eligibility. It wagedphowever, that to the extent that
eligibility status could hypothetically be loosenga the system would be flooded
(overloaded) with persons seeking this housingstasie.

Bridging Rental Assistance Program (BRAP)

The BRAP Program is intended to be a bridge fopfeuntil they get Section 8
housing assistance. Section 8 hypothetically Hagear waiting list, but the local
experience is that the waiting period is actuatlyezding 2 years, thereby putting
additional stress on program resources for thelfja'i program. That is, people are
staying on the BRAP program longer, and, theret®yuaing up more funding, and
consuming more program slots while waiting for &et8 for long term program
participants. This limits the number of new entsao the program, while the total
community need exceeds available program slots.

Funding for the rental housing programs is basedroannual allotment from the
State. The BRAP program was described as a “shalldsidy”, and is intended to be a
transitional program, supposed to tie people ovey are income eligible and who meet
other eligibility criteria, to assist with tempoyarousing until they can transition to
permanent Section 8 housing vouchers . It is Statded, through the Department of
Behavioral and Developmental Services (BDS).

Eligibility for assistance under BRAP is a littleore flexible than eligibility for
the Shelter Plus Care Program. For example, tliere noted to be four priority housing
status “precedents” as ways of becoming eligibleBRAP assistance: (1) Discharge
from a hospital facility in the last six month2) Homeless state as defined by HUD, (3)
Community residential (described as “a step dowmfgroup home or supported living
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into community setting”), and (4) substandard hogsas determined by HUD definition
and inspections. However, while more flexible@bausing status eligibility, the mental
health disability restrictions are harder to méantfor the other rental assistance
program. Applicants must meet CSP eligibility diagis and have SSI or SSDA income.
So, there are problems either way in terms of mgetligibility requirements. As
indicated earlier, there are currently 23 BRAP ipgréants in Waterville.

Because KVMHC runs rental subsidy programs in \Widlte, they have found
two basic struggles with these programs, includify: The agency does not have enough
subsidies to meet the need in the community ativgtymes during the year, based on
funding availability; and (2) The agency also pesblems with landlords not wishing to
accept KVMHC'’s vouchers, because they do not waestctept this subsidy because of
the stigma attached to this population group. Aleosubsidies have a lot of paper work,
and a lot of demands (including being subject ular interior inspections), placed on
landlords, which is another factor of resistancéalogllords.

In the past there have been problems relatinga@ondition of units under
KVMHC rental assistance programs. As recent asy®eaws ago, approximately 90% of
the subsidized units in the program in Watervilie &omerset County (as one program
area) failed a basic HUD Housing Quality Standandpection. KVMHC inspects
minimally on an annual basis, and also at moveithraove-out, for obvious reasons of
protecting both the landlord and the tenants aardsgto any damage claim issues. The
agency in the past two years has had to initidteaek-down” on this situation of a high
percentage of units not meeting basic HQS condifitorcing landlords to bring their
units up to minimum housing quality standards. Kislley described efforts of the past
two years of working with landlords, and of impnogiquality trends. It was noted that a
significant part of the problem had been that mphast inspections had not been
conducted regularly, and that landlords were nottirgeused to the requirement, and
making progress in compliance. As a result, thhegreage of assisted units not meeting
basic HQS was described as falling below the 9@uré cited earlier. (A subsequent
records check revealed that currently the ratend§dailing HQS is 75%.) Itis
important to note that the KVMHC's client populatitends to lease older, lower-rent
units, which consequently tend to be in poorer dord

Relative Demand for Mental Health Housing Servioed/aterville

Demand for mental health housing is especially imgWaterville, Skowhegan
and Augusta, each being significant “service asiiter Kennebec and Somerset
Counties, and beyond. Ms. Kelley acknowledged ttiiate was indeed a relatively high
concentration of consumers of mental health ses\iceeluding housing) in both the
Waterville and Augusta areas, citing several facts causes for that phenomenon.
Service centers quite naturally attract higher nerspbecause quite simply that is where
the services are. Concentrations of consumersttebe built around services that are
provided. In the case of mental health service#) Bugusta and Waterville have
KVMHC agency offices with out-patient services dma$pitals providing in-patient
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mental health services. (In Waterville, MaineGahbas a mental health unit at the
hospital; in Augusta mental health services ao®ided at AMHI, VA Togus, and
MaineGeneral.)

Consumers of mental health services tend to hamelow, fixed incomes and no
transportation. Other factors cited as reasonth®concentration of consumers of
mental health services in Waterville (beyond spedlify the fact of the agency and
hospital being located in the City), thereforeluded other service center factors such as
availability of assistance programs to low incoreespns, housing stocks located within
walking proximity to grocery shopping and othenssgs and amenities, and availability
of public transportation services, for those withtheir own transportation. Also a
tendency to gravitate not only to locations withveees, but also to gravitate back to
where they grew up and perceive the existencéheir matural support systems,
including family ties, was cited.

(2) Other Special Needs Categories

The preceeding pages have dealt with housing reseti&VMHC housing
programs related for persons with mental healtheiss It was noted that often mental
health and substance abuse are connected witlop®uf this population. There are
other special needs categories, such as mentedatan, physically handicapped
persons, and the like. Waterville has providersafsing in some of these areas as well.
Homelessness is an issue often faced by segmetite pbpulation with special needs.

c. Homelessness in Waterville

DECD requires that the homeless issue be addressdiccomprehensive housing
assessments. Establishing locally understood itlefirof homelessness is a vital step in
each community. Among the homeless issues to theessed are the following: Is
homelessness an issue locally? What facilitiearn(yf) are available locally or regionally
to assist the homeless or those at risk of beimgehess? Does the community have a
policy for assisting those at risk or homeless® #teps being taken to prevent
homelessness in the community? Are situationslofibling up” of families, or people
living in tents, cars or old abandoned units, idaig mobile home without utilities,
masking an at risk population? One important tagke research was that of
determining the extent to which Waterville has dmymeless” population issues to deal
with.

As a Central Maine service center community, Walterdoes indeed have
homeless housing issue$he availability of social services to addressnieds of low
income groups, as well as persons with mentalspsubstance abuse, mental
retardation, and other disabilities does tendti@aetta disproportionate number of
persons with these issues to Waterville. In thetmaral communities in Kennebec and
Somerset Counties, there are virtually no homesssges other than people living in
crowded conditions due to ‘doubling up’ with relegts and friends, and the occasional
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individual living in an old bus, abandoned mobitare, and the like. Persons at risk of
being homeless in places like Mt. Vernon, Palmyralsewhere tend to gravitate to
Waterville, Augusta and Bangor, each location oiclthas a homeless shelter and other
services available for persons at risk.

The Mid-Maine Homeless Shelter was establishek®B8, arising from actions of
the local ‘Inter-faith Council’. It is located dficonic Street. It has 501(C)(3) non-profit,
corporate status, is governed by a Board of Dirsctind has a total of 17 beds and 2
cribs available. The annual operating budgetHerghelter exceeds slightly $200,000.
The shelter provides breakfast and dinner medterelis a men’s area able to sleep six
males, a female area for four persons, and twolyamits able to house up to 7 other
persons, plus two infants.

In 2001, the Mid-Maine Homeless Shelter had ampancy rate of 63%,
recording use of 3,912 bed nights out of a potefi205. A total of 418 different
individuals comprised the homeless guest populatdhe Waterville-based homeless
shelter in 2001. Stated another way, the averagegar of nights that each guest stayed
at the homeless shelter in 2001 was 9.4. Shaltestg included not only Waterville’s
homeless population, but individuals sent therenfr@akland, Fairfield, Winslow,
Skowhegan, Norridgewock and Pittsfield, and elseehéThose towns contribute funds
to the shelter’s budget, in order to allow sendihomeless persons to the shelter.)

The shelter director indicated during a telephioterview that accomodations for
males are not sufficient for demand, citing a réesening in late summer when 6 males
were turned away on a Friday night. The four bedsingle females generally
accomodate demand. As regards families, thereigisnvhen the two units are not
sufficient to meet demand.

The Waterville homeless and “at risk of being ht@sg’ population is much
larger than the 418 individuals who stayed at tiedter in 2001. Agencies other than the
homeless shelter deal with homeless issues, imdutie Kennebec Valley Mental
Health Council (whose housing programs are destiteewhere in the report), which
has programs that avoid homelessness for a nunbetieiduals at the edge. Clearly
the programs of the Waterville Housing Authoritypstantially reduce the potential for
significant additional homeless persons in the comity.

d. Assisted Living

Assisted living is included here, because it isontgnt to note that “assisted
living” relates not strictly and solely to the etiyepopulation, but also to the special
needs population. The paragraph below outlineesand questions pertaining to
“assisted living” which must should be considenmnedhie housing assessment.

A range of “assisted living” facilities are beidgveloped across Maine, at various
levels of affordability. Questions to be exploredhe report include: “Are assisted
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living facilities for elderly or special needs gpsuavailable? Are these facilities
adequate to meet local needs? What are futuresredelde aging population? This issue
relates closely to the elderly housing issue, algfmowith the extra requirement to
consider medical resources. (See Chapter 21 w9l

e. Subsidized Housing

DECD requires that these questions be asked: Wigidized housing units
available locally? Do the available units (if amyget the needs of the low-income
population? Do local landlords participate in 8exction 8 Voucher Program? Are
vouchers adequate to meet local needs? The subjddglized housing and public
housing are dealt with in Chapter 22 below.

f. Public Housing

Under the subject area “public housing”, DECD reggithese questions be
answered: Is there local or regional public hogisivailable? Who owns and manages
these units? Does availability meet demand? [futaic housing is available, is there an
unmet local need? The subjects subsidized housiaigrablic housing are both covered
in Chapter 22, which overview the activities andgrams of the Waterville Housing
Authority.

g. Transitional Housing

Approximately 12 years ago, the concept of “traosdl housing” spawned
facilities in communities such as Hartland, Pigkfi Skowhegan, Waterville and
Augusta, where KVCAP had six properties in five coamities, including more than 20
units. Some of the early transitional housing eéfdave failed financially, despite some
success stories in terms of program delivery. Walke has lost the transitional housing
units formerly provided by KVCAP and the agency haglans to reinstitute transitional
housing units in Waterville at this time. MSHAw®rking to stimulate new transitional
housing programs. What are the local needs fostitianal housing facilities” Are there
any facilities providing transitional housing aisttime? or short-term housing that at
least fills the gap between homelessness and rdgolesing? Although not explored
extensively due to resource limitations, there gaseral agreement that attention needs
to be given to transitional housing needs in Wallervin fact, the lack of transitional
housing facilities in the City is reportedly “jamng up” the homeless shelter as it tries to
fill a wide range of needs, resulting at times amteless persons being turned away from
a full facility.

h. Replacement Housing

CDBG resources have been used to achieve sonazeepént housing in
situations where housing rehab was inapproprigtdoth Stockton Springs and
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Searsport, a few replacement (used) mobile honts ware purchased, replacing
extremely substandard, pre-1966 manufactured ulmtSomerset County a HUD-

MSHA funded replacement housing program, sponsiaiatly by DECD and KVCAP is
attempting to replace 22 housing units. Replacemmensing needs to be considered as
one element of a potential action plan for thegtggea. In the assessment part of this
project, the task is to simply determine whethetaeement housing programs exist and
if so how effective have they been? Given thelssrpf substandard, but repairable
housing units in Waterville, replacement housing wat deemed to be a priority housing
need.

I. Summarizing: Specialized Housing

Of necessity, several of the identified ‘speciadib®using’ topics received light
treatment in this chapter. However, the informapertaining to housing for persons
with mental health problems and the homeless s&ie deemed as the two most
critical, and both were discussed in some def#ilere is clearly a need for additional
discussion of the “ vulnerable populations” in Waike.

In early October, the Waterville City Council ddtshed a permanent Waterville
Housing Advisory Committee to replace the ad hogsamly committee that has overseen
this housing assessment. Greater attention tbdbsing needs of the vulnerable
population groups should be placed on the perma@emmittee’s agenda for further
consideration.
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21. “Elderly Housing Needs and Resources in Watee, Maine”
a. Demographic Trends

Elderly housing issues rank among the most impbttabe considered in a
municipal housing assessment. Maine was recegytlyrted to have the 4th highest
percentage of elderly citizens in this populatioinall states. As an old manufacturing
town with a long-declining economic base, and &isercenter community, with
declining population base, and a continuing outratign of its younger adults,
Waterville’s population reflects regional, statelarational trends characterized by an
aging population.

In 1990, Waterville had 4,372 people (25.5% oflits173 residents) over the age
of 55, and from that group, some 2,910 (16.9%heftotal population) were over age 65.
The 2000 Census reflects similar numbers and isorggercentages, given the
continuing overall decline in Waterville’s populati In 2000, Waterville had 4,047
residents (25.9% of the total) over age 55, an@82,8.8.1% of the total) over age 65.

Waterville’s continuing population decline, foretfourth consecutive decade in
the 1990s, combined with the growing percentagesgfopulation that is elderly, means
that a smaller “productive” population group ag&td 65 years is called on to carry the
burdens, pay the taxes, and make provision foeltherly as well as for schools.
Waterville’s 2000 population of 15,605 is a full.2% below its peak of 1980 (18,695).

In fact, just in the 1990s, Waterville’s overallgudation fell by 9.1%, even as the number
of elderly remained static and the percentaged#r8l relative to the total population
continued to climb.

The housing needs of Waterville’s elderly citizena very important local issue.
The first task is to take stock of existing resesre- which are not insubstantial. Census
2000 has not yet produced statistics matching hmmmeership to age brackets, but it is
clear that a substantial portion of local homeowrage elderly. This is both a curse and
a blessing. Homeownership among elderly persdten gonnotes that the mortgage has
been paid off, and even with low incomes, eldeaiyilies can afford to remain in their
own homes, until such time as health consideraiimtngde. Problems arise in situations
where elderly persons cannot afford to maintaiir th@mes in good condition, due both
to the cost of repairs and their inability to wank home repairs themselves.

When KVCAP co-sponsored a home repair group waernkcen 2001, more than
125 residents in the greater Waterville area aggbe this assistance, and approximately
70% of the applicants were elderly. Actually apalions were closed in early May, 2001
for the June project, or the numbers of applicamsld likely have reached 150 or more.
Only 67 homes were served, suggesting an unmetiné®dterville for home repairs for
homes owned by elderly persons.
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b. Independent Living Elderly Housing Resources

Beyond the substantial number of homes owned iteWitle by elderly persons,
there are impressive housing resources for elgengons in the City. The Waterville
Housing Authority (WHA) has four separate subsdizlderly housing apartment
complexes: (1) Elm Towers, (2) Durbin Apartment3) Riverview/83 Water Street,
and (4) Forsythe Terrace. Similarly, the CathBliocese of Maine has 140 subsidized
units of duplex housing in 70 structures in Setdfage located in Sector I. The
Waterville Housing Authority resources are detailed subsequent chapter dealing with
public housing and subsidized housing, but itsr&lqeojects are outlined here:

(1) Elm Towers

Located at 60 EIm Street, EIm Towers houses theAVifice and 48, one
bedroom elderly units of public housing. Constiartion EIm Towers was completed in
1972. Located in close proximity to the downtowms is an important elderly housing

resource, with tenants able to be in the main strelaedowntown Waterville life.

(2) Riverview - 83 Water Street

The Authority’s “Riverview” project at 83 Waterrget consists of 23 units of
elderly housing, all of which are 1 or 2 bedroonitsin“Riverview” was constructed by
the Waterville Housing Authority in approximately972, with federal funds. HUD
supports the high majority of the annual operatiaoats with the balance from any rents
collected.

(3) Durbin Apartments

Durbin Apartments consists of 28 mostly one bedramits located at 6 Kimball
Street in the South End in what was formerly Sdethmmar School, and attached to the
Senior Spectrum / Muskie Center on Gold Streeterity-four [24] of the Durbin
Apartments are one bedroom units, two [2] are 2dmed with handicap access, and the
final two are regular 2 bedroom units. Rehaliibta of this structure into elderly
housing was completed in 1980, with occupancy oooyin 1981.

(4) Foresythe Terrace

Twenty-seven (27) 1 bedroom elderly housing usiéslocated at 26 Louise
Avenue in Sector [, relatively close to Seton \gka Eleven of these units were
constructed in the late 1970s in Building # 1, andadjoining building was constructed
known as the Foresythe Terrace Addition in 1988jragl16 units. These are public
housing units, supported and operated in the saammen as other listed WHA elderly
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housing projects -- although the financing struetiar Durbin Apartments varies from
the other three projects.

(5) _Seton Village

Seton Village is a 140 unit elderly housing comptecated in Sector | with 70
duplex structures located in a contiguous clustelahn Avenue, Patricia Avenue,
Mulberry Lane, Ridgewood Street, and Carver Str@etthe north and east of Seton
Village is low-density residential housing of trex®r, and the Ridgewood condominium
project is to the north. Seton Village is extreyragtractive, with impeccably well-
maintained houses and grounds, and it is very gigdsousing for its approximately 140
tenants. A separate structure located in the midtithe complex on the corner of John
Avenue and Carver Street is the multi-purpose “comity center” which has both
amenities for residents (a large lounge with amdpzarth, a non-denominational chapel,
postal services, craftshop and laundromat, asagefldministrative Offices for the
complex. (The HUD approved market rate value ef$leton Village units are $479 per
month for the 1-bedroom units and $510 per monthhe 2-bedroom units, with HUD
essentially making up the substantial portion mateced by tenants.)

All of the low-income, elderly housing units imetse four WHA projects and in
Seton Village are for persons who quality, with eey low income ($9,050, or less,
currently) having preference. Tenants pay only 3%eir income toward the rent, and
HUD makes up the balance. In addition to theses2@@idized elderly units, the
Waterville Housing Authority also provides Sect®housing subsidies to
approximately 120 elderly persons/families in thiy'€ rental market. Therefore, the
listed projects and subsidies, housing assistanpmvided to at least 386 Waterville
elderly households.

However, because demand for subsidized eldertg umMWaterville far exceeds
the local supply, both the Waterville Housing Auibpand Seton Village report long
delays in being able to provide elderly housingeéw applicants. The housing authority
reports that there are currently 101 elderly fagsilon their waiting list (a figure that is
rather constant), and that elderly families onrthaiiting list can expect a “wait” of
between 9 and 14 months for housing to come availg®imilarly, Seton Village reports
a waiting list of approximately 60 at any given érand also long waits for openings.
Tenants fortunate to obtain housing in Seton Vdlagenerally do not move to another
location until that becomes necessary for healte ceguirement reasons.

c. Medically-based Elderly Housing Resources

Privately-owned homes and market-rate, unsubsichpartments occupied by
elderly persons are the primary elderly housingueses existing in Waterville. The
previously discussed 386 subsidized elderly wfitsousing are another important such
resource. Additionally, there are elderly hougiegpurces that include a medical service
component, ranging from expensive, independemtdi@partments in elderly housing
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projects to publicly subsidized, long-term, intediae care beds in nursing homes. The
elderly health care industry has gotten increddalsnplex for a number of reasons in
recent years, and there are a host of playereimik. The purposes of introducing the
topic here is merely to fill out the full-range elflerly housing resources, and not to
devolve too far into the complex, bureaucratic maze terminology of “the system”.

(1) Retirement Communities

Retirement communities are springing up as erdriaind new industry all across
Maine. Governor King has held conferences seekiragtract additional investment and
additional wealthy retired persons to Maine. Calastmmunities in particular, from
Kennebunk to Belfast have attracted a variety ofen@ent community types to their
attractive locations. Inland both Augusta and Walle are among municipalities with
retirement communities.

“Park Residences at the Woodlands” is one suglityacBilled as ‘Central
Maine’s Premier Retirement Living Residence’, PRdsidences features 38 upscale
apartments in so-called ‘congregate housing’ wittide range of services, including one
meal per day in a central, common dining room. dxejent upon facilities and amenities,
the monthly rental fees for these 38 apartmentgadom $1,734 to $2,712 per month.
Some retirement communities offer the purchaseonflominium units in the complex,
but all 38 units at Park Residences in Watervileerantal units.

Essentially retirement communities are for eldedysons able to carry on
independent living, although with an offering of\sees from activities, transportation, a
meal a day, to some health services, includinglaegueventive health clinics, wellness
programs, and access to medical services. Theulansis unaware of any other
‘retirement community’ complexes in Waterville,ladugh reportedly some of the
condominium projects in the City are essentiallydlalerly, retired personswith only
67 units (less than 1% of total housing units int&kAalle) of “vacation housing”,
Waterville has not garnered its “fair share” olasenal, recreational, and occasional use
housing -- often occupied by “Snowbirds” who residaters in Florida.

(2) Residential Care Facilities

The Maine Department of Human Services licensesidential care facilities”,
which provide a residential setting with a packafyjsupportive services, including
regular personal care, immediate on-call assistamzkintermittent nursing care --
although not to the level provided in a “nursingrted. Waterville has the following
residential care facilities:

The Woodlands Located with the Park Residences and Evergreéhe
Woodlands” site on West River Road, this RCF oftessisted living for 58 elderly
persons, in 38 bedrooms. The offerings includeridate rooms and 20 semi-private
rooms. Only a small portion of the residents areligead supported.
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The table below was taken from the City’s 1997 @oehensive Plan, although
“The Willows”, a nursing home which closed has bdeleted from the table.

Table 1
Summary of Residential Care Facilities

Name Location # of Beds
Long Term Care Facilities

Lakewood Manor Nursing Home 220 Kennedy Memorial/®r 76

Mt. St. Joseph Nursing Home Highwood Street 128
Oak Grove Nursing Care Center Cool Street 82
Intermediate Care Facilities for the Mentally Retarded

Western Avenue Residence 101 Western Avenue 3]

Boarding Homes

Quarry Road Residential Center Quarry Road 15
Sacred Heart Boarding Home 16 Boutelle Avenue 20
Seventy Three Pleasant Street 73 Pleasant Street 6
Sunset Home 114 College Avenue 16
Hospice

Health Reach Hospice 8 Highwood Street

In addition to the above, The Woodlands, locatetast River Road, is currently undsg
construction (50 beds)

Source: The City of Waterville’'s Comprehensive Platated September 2, 1997, and
sourcing the Maine Department of Human Servicexigmator of this data.
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Following are listed subsidized public housingjgcts in Waterville, and the
level of elderly population residing in each.

Table 2
Summary of Subsidized Housing
Name of Project Location Number of Units

Elderly Family Total
Kennebec Street Kennebec Street 0 16 16
Durbin Apartments  Kimball Street 28 0 28
Chaphill Manor Chaplin Street 0 31 31
EIm Towers Elm Street 48 0 48
Forsythe Terrace Louise Avenue 27 0 27
Riverview Manor 83 Water Street 23 0 23
Woodman Heights Drummond Avenue 0 47 a7
Scattered Sites 0 18 18
Section 8 191 284 475
Total 317 396 713

Source:City of Waterville’'s_ Comprehensive Plasiated September 2, 1997, and sourcing

the Waterville Housing Authority as originator bafg data.

Waterville has a number of residential projectsisg its elderly population.

However the demographics of the community andbis &s a service center community

are stimulating demand for additional elderly hagdiacilities. Nor should this be
viewed negatively, for the associated medical ses/are becoming an even more
important segment of the local economy.
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22.  The Waterville Housing Authority: Public Housing and Subsidized Housing

Public housing and subsidized housing are prigutyject areas for housing
assessments according to DECD guidelines. ModsilemMaine communities have
virtually no public housing and only minimal numbef subsidized units. Waterville as
a service center community has both public houam#ysubsidized housing, accounting
for approximately 12% of all housing units in tr@amunity when only the programs of
the Waterville Housing Authority are taken into agot. Also, there are other units of
subsidized housing in Waterville, supported by mber of entities including the
Kennebec Mental Health Center, the City's Genesaigtance housing program, and
other providers. This section will focus primardg the programs and activities of the
Waterville Housing Authority.

a. Waterville Housing Authority / History/Purpose/Mission

The Waterville Housing Authority was created ir629 The organization
provides housing resources to low income families @lderly persons in its service area,
which includes Waterville, Winslow, Sidney and Cadd, although it accepts
applications for a place on its master waitingflistn outside this area, including from
out of state. In situations where local demandafparticular housing resource [whether
Section 8 voucher or a specific type of public hiegksignificantly exceeds availability
[supply] of that resource, then the WHA may fleyibhplement a “local preference”
having the effect of serving a person or familynirthe four-town area first, ahead of
those from outside that area.

Ms. Deborah Bolduc, staff member of the Waterwlgusing Authority, was the
primary source of the information presented in thaft chapter. As noted at the
conclusion of this draft chapter, considerable jtamithl information is required on these
topics, including policy considerations, potentiglire developments, resources from
state and federal entities, relationships, mutniairests, and influence of emerging
national and state trends for elderly and low-inedmusing. At this juncture, this
chapter suffices to introduce an overview of ergtiesources.

b. Housing Resources: Properties, Revenues andifSidies

The Waterville Housing Authority currently ownsadal of 238 units of Public
Housing which it provides for occupancy by low in®and elderly households in
Waterville and 394 allotted Section 8 vouchergbwn. It also administers an
additional 41 Section 8 vouchers for tenants livimyISHA Rental Rehab (26 units)
and Mod Rehab (15 units) in Waterville. The WHAabhdministers an additional 87
Section 8 vouchers which have been “ported” intdaalle from other housing
authority type entities. This totals involvementhws22 Section 8 units, not counting
Section 8 funding of Durbin Apartments [28 unitslthe Kennebec-Dutton Court units
[16] included in the 238 owned units area referdreaglier. Therefore, when all owned
units are occupied and all Section 8 vouchersetige, a total of 760 Waterville area
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household are beneficiaries of Waterville Housinghrity services and resources.
Virtually all of these beneficiaries are currentifaterville residents, living in Waterville
households. [Only residents using a portion of3®4 allotted Section 8 vouchers outside
of Waterville, would not be Waterville residentdeed to get that number if available.]

c. Public Housing Resources / 238 units in Watelie

It was stated up above that the Waterville Houginthority has a total of 238
units of public housing. This total includes (&#41units acquired or constructed by the
Waterville Housing Authority since its founding 1969, and for which it receives annual
operational public housing subsidies directly freltdD and (b) a total of 44 additional
units in structures owned by the WHA [Durbin Apagimis and Kennebec Street area
structures], but for which the subsidies come imfof Section 8 support from the
Maine State Housing Authority. Specific projectslude:

Original Purchase$WHA Project 0017?]

The Waterville Housing Authority originally purcéed 12 houses containing 18
units, and made these available as public houdatg)g from 1969-1970, or so... These
18 units of public housing vary from 2 bedroomg teedrooms. They are low-income,
family housing, not necessarily elderly. Propearperchased and still operating include,
first, in the South End,

12 Silvermount - 2Family structure
51 Summer Street - 2Family structure

[This information is important, for the City’'s RE®r the current housing
assessment called for specific attention on SBathhousing. The Waterville Housing
Authority appears to own a total of at least 68dential units in the South End,
including 51 elderly (in two projects) and 18 fayrfilousing units, as will be detailed
below.]

And, one and two family structures owned by WHA aoattered elsewhere throughout
Waterville

7 Lowell Street - Single Family house
24 High Street - 2 Family house

20 Boothby Street - Single family house
18 Boothby Street - Single family house
8 Canabas Avenue - Single family house

14 Boutelle - 2 family house

25 Oakland Street - 2 family house

14 Belmont - 2 family house

6 Fairmont - Single family house

91 North Street - Single family house
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These original 18 units of public housing are osvbg the Waterville Housing
Authority and are supported by direct operatiomait dunds received by the WHA from
HUD. Tenants pay approximately 30% of househotdmne as rent, and the balance of
their rent is subsidized through the operationaDHEvenue inputs.

83 Water Stree{WHA Project 002]

The Authority’s “Riverview” project at 83 Waterrget consists of 23 units of
elderly housing, all of which are 1 or 2 bedroonitsinThis structure was constructed by
the Waterville Housing Authority in approximately972, with federal funds. HUD
supports the high majority of the annual operatianats with the balance from any rents
collected. For the tenant residing at this proj#atre is the requirement to pay rent equal
to 30% of their income, although due to the very iocome of most residents, in
aggregate, revenue from this source accounte$grthan 10% of total, annual
operational costs.

Woodman HeightfWHA Project 003]

Woodman Heights consists of a duplex housingegtajovering parts of
Hazelwood and Drummond Streets and all of Wilsath @rawford Streets. The
residential units are mostly 3, 4 and 5 bedroontsurin fact, among the 47 units, there
are 2 two bedroom units, 2 five bedroom units, #a@dremaining 40 units are either 3 or
4 bedroom units. These 47 units were construggeyiHA in 1972. They are public
family housing units, supported by HUD operatioingids, and operated in the same
manner as the 18 original purpose units, with karhiouseholds paying 30% of their
income toward rent, and the balance being subsidid® Section 8 voucher funding is
used here.

Chaplin - Hillside CompleXWHA Project 004]

The Chaplin - Hillside Complex consists of 31 arof “row housing” located in
six separate structures located in close proximigach other in the Chaplin Street and
Hillside Street area. Five units each are locatdtese following five addresses 17
Chaplin (A-E), 19 Chaplin Street (A-E), 21 ChaplAE), 18 Hillside (A-E), and 20
Hillside (A-E). Finally, six units are located anstructure at 13 Hillside (A-F). All 31 of
these public housing units are either 3 or 4 bedrogsidential units.

Elm Towers [WHA Project 005]

Located at 60 EIm Street, EIm Towers houses theAVWffice and 48 | bedroom
elderly units of public housing. Construction dmE owers was completed in 1972.

26 Louise Avenue Foresythe Terrace [WHA Project 006]
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An additional 27 units of 1 bedroom elderly hawgsare located at 26 Louise
Avenue in the south end of the City, to the wetbbthe West River Road. Eleven (11)
units were constructed in the late 1970s in Budd#il, and an adjoining building was
constructed known as the Foresythe Terrace additi@885, adding 16 units. These are
public housing units, supported and operated irséime manner as other listed projects.

Summarizing to this pointthe WHA has ownership and operation of 194
traditional-program, public housing units as listed

Original Purchase - 18 units Family housing

Riverview - 23 units Elderly housing

Woodman Heights - 47 units Family housing

Chaplin-Hillside Complex - 31 units Family housing

EIm Towers - 48 units Elderly housing

26 Louise Avenue - 27 units Elderly housing
Total 194 units Trad. public housing

Including 96 units Family housing
98 units Elderly housing

Additionally, the Waterville Housing Authority B@wnership of 44 more units,
including 16 additional family housing units and &&litional elderly housing units.
These are located as follows:

Durbin Apartments [MSHA Substantial Rehab Project]

Durbin Apartments consists of 28 mostly one bedramits located at 6 Kimball
Street in the South End in what was formerly Sdethmmar School, and attached to the
Senior Spectrum center on Gold Street. [ParkimgDurbin Apartments and the Muskie
Center / Senior Spectrum building occupy all theadrom Kimball to Gold Street.]

Twenty-four [24] of the Durbin Apartments are dyvedroom units, two [2] are 2
bedroom with handicap access, and the final twoegelar 2 bedroom units.
Rehabilitation of this structure into elderly hawgiwas completed in 1980, with
occupancy in 1981. The Waterville Housing Authoatns the building, and Maine
State Housing Authority provides Section 8 SubstaRehabilitation subsidy to the
project, to support operational costs.

Kennebec Street - Dutton CoufftMSHA New Construction Project]

Sixteen [16] units of family housing are locadKennebec Street and Dutton
Court, inland off of Water Street in the northeartmf the South End, just below Spring
Street. These units are in duplex housing strastlocated at 10, 12, 14, 16 and 18

Governmental Resources 164



Kennebec Street and at 8, 9 and 11 Dutton Couetty continuing. As with the

elderly housing at Durbin Apartments, these 16dessial units in 8 residential structures
are owned by the Waterville Housing Authority, apgrations are supported by MSHA
Section 8 funding of this New Construction Project.

Accordingly, when the 194 traditional public haugunits are added to the 28
elderly units at Durbin Apartments and the 16 fgrhibusing units located on Kennebec
Street and Dutton Court, it is seen that the WHA dvanership and operation of 238
public housing residential units in the City of \&fatlle. Funding for the operation [and
any remaining financing] of these units comes ffederal and state sources, and from
income [rental] revenues.

d. Section 8 Housing Subsidies

The Waterville Housing Authority has 394 Sectiond8ichers allotted to hit, as
well as [currently] administration of 26 MSHA RahRehab Section 8 vouchers, 15
Mod Rehab Section 8 vouchers and an additionap8mnéd” vouchers being used in
Waterville and allotted to other Section 8 admaristg entities. Therefore, WHA
currently has oversight over 522 Section 8 voughmost of which are being used in
Waterville. Of these 522 Section 8 vouchers, théhArity estimates that approximately
120 support elderly families. [This number (5284 not include Section 8 funding
through MSHA of 44 additional WHA-owned units, asmtioned above.]

Section 8 Vouchers Allotted to the Waterville HogsiAuthority

The Waterville Housing Authority has 394 allott®dction 8 housing vouchers.
My understanding is that residents from WatervMénslow, Sidney and Oakland can
apply and receive these vouchers, which can beingée area or “ported” to locations
outside the area. [l did not ask how many of & ®ere currently being used in
Waterville? or in any of Winslow, Sidney or Oakd®? or what number have been
“ported” outside of the immediate area? Knowingséhnumbers is important to the
Waterville housing assessment.]

Administration of “Ported” Section 8 Vouchers

Currently 87 ported vouchers from outside the WadAvice area are active
within the service area, and WHA, therefore, imamistering these and billing outside
entities for administrative services provided. rirhe perspective of Waterville area
housing resources, these are additional resouveakihg” in the area, although it is
unclear as to how many of these 87 are supporéingg iin Waterville per se.

Rental Rehab Housing Vouchers
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Currently there are 26 Rental Rehab Program \ergciictive in Waterville
Housing Authority’s service area. Several yeas 8SHA had the Rental Rehab
housing Program, which provided both funding fdratailitation of existing housing
units and which also provided Section 8 vouchersifdeast the first tenants following
the rehabilitation work. At one time, the WHA h@@d rental rehab - derived Section 8
vouchers in play. However, as time has gone amh, subsidized households have moved
out of the Rental Rehab units, these vouchers bege recaptured by MSHA for use
elsewhere. [Questionis there a listing of the locations of these sirgind are any of
them located in the South End?]

Mod Rehab Housing Vouchers

Similar to the Rental Rehab Program was MSHA'salted “Mod Rehab
Program.” There are 15 housing units in Watengllpported by Section 8 vouchers that
originated from the Mod Rehab Program. This paogalso provided both housing
rehabilitation funds and Section 8 support for teérreouseholds. These supported
renovations at 9-11 Walnut Street at the site afldrschool and at 6-8 Summer Street.
[Need: to know how the units break out, in terms of ifgrar elderly, bedroom
numbers, and location of units, by numbers atigted addresses.]

Other Section 8 Resources

In addition to the 522 Section 8 vouchers (orifieates) listed in the four
preceding sections, there is also the Section Batipor the properties on Kimball
Street, Kennebec Street, and Dutton Court. Howewece these are included in the tally
of 238 WHA-owned residential units, they will fo¢ double-counted here.

e. Waterville Housing Authority Waiting List

There are currently 680 applicants on the Waterklbusing Authority’s master
waiting list. On 6/28/2002, there were 101 eldéaiyilies on the waiting list, seeking
either elderly housing apartments or housing sytesdistance. Approximately 300 or
more people apply annually to the WHA for housisgistance. The average walit for
Section 8 housing subsidy assistance is approxiynate years, for those who wait. The
typical wait for public housing ranges from 3 maath approximately 14 months.
Elderly persons seeking elderly housing units wegegally from 9 months to 14 months;
family housing applicants wait from 3 to 9 months.

Generally, as a matter of policy, applicants fablc housing in Waterville can
come from any geographic location, both for eldarig family housing units, although in
times of high demand and low supply for either gatg, “local preferences” can be
implemented until supply comes more back in linthwliemand. Section 8 housing is
limited to residents of the area, given the 2.5 ge@rage wait for assistance.
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Of the 680 applicants on the current Watervillaublog Authority waiting list,
there are 63 active applicants for family publiasing and 98 applicants for elderly
public housing, and approximately 520 seeking ad@ihousing assistance (by choice).
People choose the Section 8 voucher route as & oésneeds of the housing they need
and some limits [such as in numbers of bedroomjepublic housing resources of the
WHA. It is estimated that well in excess of 200tjee 680 applicants on the master list]
are from outside of Waterville. Given that 300 pledhouseholds] apply each year for
housing assistance, and that availability of uisifsxed, the list is likely increasing
annually in gross size.

f. WHA: Impact in Waterville’'s South End

It was noted in an earlier section that the Wallerousing Authority owns a
total of 69 units in the South End, including 28ezly units at 83 Water Street, 28
elderly units at Durbin Apartments, and a total 8ffamily units [16 in a cluster at
Kennebec Street, plus two others]. Also, Mod Relrats are being supported by
MSHA Section 8 vouchers at 6-8 Summer Street. IFir@significant portion of the
394 allotted Section 8 vouchers, 87 ported vowg;taard Rental Rehab vouchered units
are located in the South End.

g, Present Role, Outlook, Future Projects and Gads?

With Waterville having according to the 2000 Cen61218 occupied households
and with the Waterville Housing Authority providiisgrvices to a total of 760
households (in the area), it can be assumed VYkatgiven that a portion of the 394
vouchers are being used in other municipalitiegetiteless approximately 12% of all
Waterville households receive housing resourcesibsidies with which the housing
authority is somehow involved. The WHA, therefasea significant player in the
Waterville housing market. New WHA Executive Dit@cMichael Johnson has made
himself available to meet with City officials worlg to chart an action plan for housing
improvements in Waterville. Mr. Johnson has begudevelop plans for creative, new
involvements by the Authority. There seems to Ba@ng basis for renewed partnership
efforts involving the Waterville Housing Authoritihe City of Waterville and other
partners.
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23. Community Issues Affecting Housing / New Constction

DECD's guidelines call for a consideration of losgues affecting housing.
Generally there is a long list of such issues. tTisausually includes such issues as
steady or rapid job growth, steady or rapid jas|dand availability or land demand
pressures, influx of seasonal and/or retiremesitiemts, school issues, special needs
housing requirements, level of development agtivibcal regulatory issues (building
codes, site plan reviews, zoning, subdivision aadoes), conversions of year-round units
to seasonals or seasonals to year-round unitsrrgoeatal policies, and a host of other
issues.

In Waterville the single most important such issuthe long-term economic
decline that the area has experienced, punctugtestbnt major economic dislocations
such as the closing of Hathaway Shirt Company haddss of the final 250 or so jobs.
Many of the issues listed above relate in sometadlye Waterville housing picture. But
the fundamental weakness of the local economy itspaost directly by holding down
home sale prices (relative to other urban centekdaine), by depressing rents to the
point that landlords do not have the incentivesiavest in their properties, and by not
providing a stimulus to new construction.

As has already been commented on, these samersitotmnditions have
contributed to the availability and affordabilitflsousing costs in Waterville, both in
rent rates and in house purchase costs. Creatbr@mic development efforts
capitalizing on the available housing and serveater assets could, over time, add
strength to the local economy, and could strengtherocal real estate market to the
degree that new investment is stimulated. Lochlipwfficials (elected and appointed)
need to understand the connections between a hea#tidential property inventory and a
healthy community. With regard to the other usladal issues” none are having any
unusual degree of impact on housing developmeiitaes.

New construction activitin Waterville has been limited the past decadee T
Comprehensive Plafi997) stated that only 108 housing starts hadroed through
1995, of which 46 were mobile homes. Census daieved a decline in the number of
housing units over the 1990s decade. Statistesa@mtradictory. Clearly very little in
the way of new housing construction has occurrdtierpast 7 years, since the mid-1995
estimate cited in the Comprehensive Pl&vhether with mobile homes or apartment
units, the removals have exceeded the replacements.
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24. Zoning, Land Use and Code Enforcement IssudRelated to Housing

DECD’s standards address issues relating to zptangd use regulation impacts
on housing and code enforcement issues in attlwasif the 21 standards for housing
assessments. Under the label of “Code Enforcententuestions are asked: (1) Does
the community or region have a full time code ecdonent officer? (2) Is local code
enforcement taking an aggressive approach to deadith code violations and life safety
issues?

Waterville has two full time code enforcement odfis on staff, who work in close
communication with the City Planner. Recently @iy of Waterville enacted a
“Property Maintenance Code” with the stated, exgedsntent of “to ensure public
health, safety and welfare insofar as they arectsteby the continued occupancy and
maintenance of structures and premises.” Furthere is provision for structures and
premises that do not comply with this code to lopired to be altered or repaired to
provide a minimum level of health and safety, t® éxtent required. Data provided to
the Consultant in May, 2002, indicated that betwéaeme, 2001 and April, 2002,
Waterville code enforcement officers “wrote up” masdhan 60 Waterville residential
properties that were in violation of the PropertgiMenance Code, and oversaw
corrective actions. A wide range of violations evaoted, some of the 60 cases citing
several violations. Clearly City officials haveognized the health and safety issues
associated with a large inventory of old, residdrgiructures, and are taking steps to
require landlords to make improvements to thespaitees when health and safety
violations become evident.

Beyond the issue of code enforcement, DECD ake ander another category
whether building codes, site plan review requiretsiezoning ordinances, subdivision
ordinances, and other local policies were havingféect on the local housing market.
Waterville does have a recently updated (1997) GehgnsivePlan and a
comprehensive set of zoning and land use ordinantesre have been several recent
cases of proposed commercial developments wheleams have had to deal with these
issues, and some issues have been contentious.

However, there is no evidence that Watervilletellase ordinances and zoning
are limiting in any way major efforts to develop#tbnal housing in Waterville. As is
detailed elsewhere, the primary reason for the henyed level of housing development
in Waterville over the past decade relates to paipart declines, excess supply, low
market demand, and limited incentive to develophilédthe average and median sales
price of homes in Waterville has increased in thst 18 months, that increase comes on
the experience of nearly a decade of flat dema&wrent adverse economic conditions
in Waterville are limiting housing construction iady.
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25. Transportation and Other Infrastructure Issues

In DECD'’s published guidelines for the preparatdiousing assessments,
transportation is included as one of the 21 clifi@etors. Here we will briefly address
this factor along with other infrastructure issué¥rastructure issues affecting housing
might be considered as a “local issue”, exceptitifedstructure issues impact housing
development universally. In rural areas the qualitroads, wells and septic systems are
vital to the suitability of housing. In built-upeas, the extent, quality and capacity of
essential infrastructure (water system, seweesystoads, other community services)
directly affect the potential of additional housistgck development in the community.

Transportation relates closely to housing, paldidy for vulnerable and/or
dependent populations, such as children and tlegleld children must be able to get to
activities; the elderly must be able to get to nednd to the doctor’s office.
Transportation also relates to the relationshigvbet where people live and work. A
labor market area by definition is an area withimal people can reasonably live and
work without a burdensome commute. It is no agtideat when MSHA adopted the
concept of housing market areas, they adopted diaédvDepartment of Labor “labor
market area” lines for all 35 “housing market atea

Waterville is unique for Maine communities northLewiston-Auburn, in that
approximately 90% of Waterville’s 6,819 residendalelling units are located within 1.5
miles of the center of town. In fact, approximaté0% of Waterville’s housing is
located within a mile of the urban core. While @fatlle does not have public
transportation per se, there are a number of sseralce agencies (KVCAP, Senior
Spectrum, and the like) which do offer transpootaservices to certain population
groups in need. Additionally, the close proxinmofyhousing to the commercial, service,
governmental and institutional resources of Walkerdiminish the transportation
problems faced be elderly persons living in RoBedgrade and Mt. Vernon, as
examples.

The City of Waterville has begun to address thegufrastructure in some
neighborhoods, with a current water and sewer ingoreents CDBG grant in the South
End. Waterville, as is the case for many munidigsl does have some serious issues
with aging infrastructure, and the City's Commurityestment Plan (CIP) contains a
large slate of costly projects. On the other héimel compactness of Waterville relative to
many other area municipalities facilitates the pbé for the efficient use of existing
infrastructure to serve a large portion of thedest population, and a large percentage of
existing residential structures.
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26. Environmental and Energy Issues
a. Environmental Issues

Among the DECD minimum standards, is the subjeavitbnmental Issues”;
therefore, that topic is hereby given standing &hapter” of this Waterville housing
assessment. Although somewhat related to infretsirelissues, ‘environmental issues’
are treated separately in housing assessmentsrdlignthe existence of municipal
infrastructure elements (sewer systems, watermgstiEansfer stations, etc.) in a
community alleviates potential environmental consaelated to housing.

In most rural areas in Maine, there are concezgarding the functioning of old
septic systems, particularly if in close proxintibywater wells or streams, rivers, lakes
and ponds. Many rural communities in Central Mdiaee reports of upwards of 50%
(and more in some towns) of the septic systemstegly malfunctioning. This is not a
problem in Waterville, given that a very high per@age of all residential structures are
on public sewer collection systems. Likewise gégpercentage of housing units obtain
their water from the public system.

DECD asks that housing assessments address $isess:i “Do existing
environmental issues present challenges to maintpor developing housing locally?
Areas to be considered include floodplains, haassdw toxic sites, wetlands, sewage
treatment, and phosphorous runoff.” There ar&lantified hazardous or toxic sites
identified in any residential areas in Watervilledditionally, the Waterville
Comprehensive Plan, and the City’s land use ordiesyrand a vigorous Codes
Enforcement program work to protect environmergaburces in Waterville. With the
exception of lead paint, there are no known maperenmental issues affecting housing
in Waterville.

One of the major “environmental” issues impactigterville housing is the
likely existence of lead paint in a substantial emof Waterville residential units. As
noted elsewhere in this report, perhaps 87% of Witlegs housing was constructed
during or prior to 1978, the year that lead paiaswanned from residential property use.
With lead paint likely to be in 80% of all struotgrconstructed prior to that time, it has
been estimated that as many as 4,800 Waterviligengigal units may have lead paint in
them, and approximately 1,900 of those units haadth hazards. Costs of dealing with
lead paint problems are high and resources tovdéathis public health problem are
limited.

b. Energy Efficiency
Field observations suggest that there are numeesigential structures in both

the South End and the North End that could befrefih energy saving improvements to
doors, windows and structures. The extent to wlandlords have taken advantage of
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energy conservation programs of the past two decad®st known for a large number of
the properties. Project resources did not allofficsent investigation of this issue for the
Consultant to make any reasoned assessment aasihés Observation, however,
suggests that in many of the older, multi-familyistures energy loss may be the norm.
An example would be structures where hallways Hewken windows where the wind
likely blows in during the winter season. Extreynebsolete windows were observed in
many areas.

KVCAP’s LIHEAP fuel cost assistance program maigsificant contributions
to low income Waterville households. Statistindicate that the number of households
receiving these benefits were 490, 829, and 63Mdrpast three heating seasons (2001-
2002, 2000-2001, and 1999-2000), respectivelyotal texceeding $570,000 was
expended over the past three years with this pnogna/Vaterville, with average benefits
of $266 in 1999-2000, $266 in 2000-2001 and $372001-2002. Additionally,
KVCAP invested an additional $66,000 over the @agtars in weatherization
improvements in 68 low income Waterville households

Waterville is in the Central Maine Power serviceaa Since 1985, CMP has been
a leader among public utilities of the northeagtnomoting energy savings through a
variety of conservation programs. The presumpsdhat these have had some impact in
Waterville, although that issue was not researasgpart of this study.

The key questions regarding energy efficiency @e;substandard levels of
energy efficiency promote high bills for LMI resiits? Have local utilities instituted
energy savings programs? Is there a waitingdiseligible low income residents to
receive energy conseravation services from KVCA®R@ residents aware of potential
energy savings from more efficient heating andtirgf? Would weatherization and
rehabilitation activities have a significant impactenergy use? Is electrical heating
prevalent locally? To answer these questions ety would require a field survey,
which was not part of the scope of work. Intuity@ne would suggest these answers:
(1) There is evident substandard levels of eneffggiency in some observed properties.
(2) Local utilities have instituted energy savimggrams, although the level of public
acceptance in Waterville has not been measurdet@onsultant’s knowledge. (3)
KVCAP and MSHA try to scale the benefit size untter LI HEAP program to assure
some level of assistance for all eligible houses@ldplying for that assistance. (4)
Residents could use additional information regay@nergy saving measures. (5) There
are obvious housing rehabilitation needs whichddiressed in the housing stock of
several areas in Waterville, could improve energgy efficiency. (6) With some
exceptions in construction dating from the 1960% B®170s, electrical heating does not
appear to be prevalent in Waterville.

The entire subject area of energy efficiency dnadeixtent of weatherization needs

in Waterville’s housing stock remains, along witlestigation of the prevalence of lead
paint and lead paint hazards, an important, queséquiring additional research.
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Resources were not available in the housing assggsufficient to arrive at sound
conclusions to such questions.

27. Architectural Barriers as Related to WatervilleHousing Issues

DECD included as a review area in its memorandatailihg minimum standards
the subject area “Architectural Barriers”. Quess posed are as follows: Are there
physical barriers to housing or services for elderlhandicapped persons? What is the
extent of these problems? What is the natureesfdlparriers? Are these issues
addressed in the local Section 504 Self-Evalua&idmansition Plan?

Waterville’'s Codes Enforcement Office has aggkedgiimplemented the
relevant requirements in public places in WatesvilVisits to nearly a dozen elderly

assist elderly and disabled persons with the cocistn of wheel chair ramps. These

improvements were a priority in the Group Workcgmngject in 2001. All public
buildings appear to have addressed this issue.
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28. Vacation Housing Stock

As noted earlier when the “variety of housing” veagrviewed in Chapter 6,
Waterville has virtually no housing units that alassified by the census as “vacation
homes”. Only 67 housing units (less than 1% oféalle’s 6,819 total units) were
classified as ‘for seasonal, recreational or occediuse’ in the 2000 Census. The
subject of “vacation homes” is not one that is hgjtted by DECD in its housing
assessment guidelines. Yet, given Waterville’sentreconomically distressed
condition, the Consultant has in discussions withAdvisory Committee suggested that
the City try to attract additional “retirement” danther seasonal, vacation units to the
City. (This suggestion was met at first with soteeision, but also with some interest
when introduced as a discussion point to the AdyiSommittee.)

The Census Bureau reports the total number ofihgumits in a municipality,
and then divides that total into occupied housinigstand vacant housing units. In many
communities, a major portion of the ‘vacant housings’ are identified as “for seasonal,
recreational or occasional use”. Maine leads tfigesnation in the percent of its total
housing units that are for seasonal, recreationatcasional use -- at 15.6%lationally,
3.1% of all housing units are so-called “vacatiomies”. Vermont is second, and New
Hampshire is third, nationally in the percentagedtal) of housing units in this
category.

Maine has (according to the 2000 Census) a tété5d,901 housing units, of

which 101,470 are for seasonal, recreational cagsional use. The popular notion of a
vacation home in Maine is of a seaside cottagerorear the Maine coast. And clearly
many coastal communities like Bristol and Soutts®@tido host a significant percentage
of seasonal homes. However, more often thanamgg¢cond home in Maine is an inland
farm in Mt. Vernon, a hunting camp in Kossuth, dalkeside property in Hartland or St.
Albans or Newport. For explainable reasons, sora@icities and rural communities,
such as Waterville and Palmyra, as examples, halyeaaninuscule percentage of their
housing stock as “vacation homes”.

The coastal communities of Bristol and South Bfisank at the top among listed
geographical entities in terms of the percentohiusing stock that are vacation homes.
In Bristol 44.8% of all housing units are seasomaouth Bristol the percentage rises to
53.9%. Each town has proportionately at leagh8g as many homes in that status as
the State of Maine at large. The levels in Bristadl South Bristol are higher than inland
communities, like Mt. Vernon where there are a dda&es and ponds and many
seasonal country homes not on the water and likalBans, which is dominated by Big
Indian Lake which intrudes on the St. Albans vilaand stretches across a good portion
of the community.

The following table displays data pertaining te #xistence of vacation homes in
a number of Maine communities where the Consultastconducted housing studies.

Governmental Resources 174



Table 1

Seasonal, Recreational or Occasional Use Housing
Location Total Units Vacation Units Percentage
United States ~  —--—---m-e- e 3.1%
State of Maine 651,901 101,470 15.1%
Belfast 3,121 138 4.4%
Bristol 2,290 1,027 44.8%
S. Bristol 932 502 53.9%
Mt. Vernon 956 320 33.5%
St. Albans 1,100 334 30.4
Palmyra 851 42 4.9%
Waterville 6,819 67 0.98%
Source: 2000 Census Data

The percentage of seasonal homes existing imtbedmmunities (Bristol and S.
Bristol) are ten times as great as in Palmyra,raack than 45 times that existing in the
City of Waterville. Waterville is a small city witsignificant service facilities and has the
capacity to host a significantly increased numidesagation, seasonal and retirement
homes. Particularly the elderly living in retiremi@ommunities become important
consumers of health industry goods and servicese wht adding significantly to local
costs, such as school budgets. Beyond the puroh&salth goods and services, they
contribute consumer spending in all areas of thalleconomy, pay taxes and enrichen
the community. While some have expressed skeptiofsthe potential for growth in this
type of housing, it is, nonetheless, offered asgtion with potential, positive economic
benefits in a local economic in great need of shiuswu

The proposed Waterville housing action plan inekid recommendation that
Waterville encourage the development of additi@asdominium projects and other
senior housing and vacation housing options. ploposal is not responding to any
affordable housing demand issues. It insteadfesed as an economic development
proposal for the City of Waterville.
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29. Housing Assessment Conclusions

The Waterville Housing Assessment Project has epassed a broad sweep of
housing-related subject areas over the past sevaths1 Five monthly progress reports,
an action plan, an executive summary and numenoef additional monographs on
subjects ranging from “affordability” to “vacancgtes” have collectively run to more
than 240 pages of materials produced by the Carduds work products of this project.
Summarizing and drawing conclusions on so compsfiera process, with such a large
body of written materials, would not be a terribtganingful process -- and could result
in another 20 pages. The folks at the Augusta @@ter have informed your
Consultant that he is pushing the limits of what ba bound in one volume.
Accordingly, rather than presenting a large seabibconclusions, the reader is directed
back to sections of interest, since most have their stated conclusions and findings.
For purposes of drawing conclusions for the fuia®, the following is a list of
Waterville housing needs defined as a result aerewmg housing assessment findings:

» There is a critical need for a greater public awass and a broader understanding of
the housing needs faced by many Waterville lowranderate income residents, and
in particular of the need for safe, decent andrdéble housing for a significant
portion of Waterville’s residents.

» There is need for development of an effective ensas regarding the appropriate
role that the City of Waterville should play in asag the existence of and/or
stimulating the development of additional, decertt affordable housing for all
economic segments of the City’s population.

* There is an obvious need for the City of Waterwitlenvolve itself pro-actively in the
“affordable housing” issue in Waterville, similar the active, constructive and
creative role that the City had played earliethattime of the origin and early
development of the Waterville Housing Authoritythe late 1960s and through the
1970s, and also similar to the level of City invaivent in the substantial CDBG
housing rehabilitation activities which occurred/aterville in the 1980s.

* There is a critical need for a common and collatdgaeffortamong the several
entities which have at least some interest in tbgigion of decent, safe, affordable
housing to various population groups in Watervillehis common effort should be
characterized by consistent and continuing “commation, coordination and
cooperation” between the City of Waterville, the téfaille Housing Authority, the
Kennebec Valley Mental Health Council, KennebedeyaCommunity Action
Program (KVCAP), Kennebec Valley Council of Goveents, Waterville Homeless
Shelter, realtors’ association, and outside housasgurce provider agencies
(including HUD, MSHA, Rural Development to the ext@ossible), landlords,
bankers, developers and others with an intergstemprovision of decent, affordable
housing for all who would like to live in Watenall Partnerships are needed to
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assure that maximum use is made of available ressuyand that the strengths of the
various organizations are contributed to the comambvance of the community in
the provision of decent, safe and affordable hausn Waterville residents.

* There is a need for affordable, un-subsidized edemulti-family rental housing
units in Waterville for working individuals, cougl@nd young families (with wage-
earners) able to afford rents between $400 and @@bars per month, dependent
upon family size, family income and other crucedtbrs. Needs are especially great
for more decent, safe and affordable 3 bedroonalemits.

» There is a need for additional, decent, singlediahomes (for sale) in the price
range of $70,000 to $130,000 to accommodate teésnef young families able to
afford a home in this price range, with or withassistance of the Maine State
Housing Authority and/or other entities.

» There is a reported need for additional, decene (bconsistently meet Section 8
Housing Quality Standards), affordable apartmeliggbée for rental by persons with
Section 8 housing assistance vouchers, and othasfof public housing subsidy, in
the price range (established by HUD for KennebegrBg of not exceeding $439
per-month for single-bedroom apartments, $52&#forbedroom apartments, $663
per month for 3 bedroom apartments and $746 pethrfon4-bedroom apartments.

* There is the need for an additional, well-planratiactively-maintained, well-
landscaped mobile home park with approximately 4ifs available for new
homeowners, and with high standards for the agecandition of mobile home units
being admitted to the park, strict mobile home wmgintenance standards for once
the mobile home is located in the park, and withrémitals priced so as not to exceed
the current “fair market rent rate” for the Wat#evarea ($211 per month) for
mobile home park lot rentals.

* There is a need for decent and affordable (submidend market rents) boarding
house and efficiency apartment type (short-termlanger-term) housing units for
single individuals in the price range of no moranl$352 per month.

» There is_a significant need for rehabilitation lvé approximately 1,700 Waterville
housing unitga high percentage of which are rental, multi-fgranits, located in
either the South End, North End, or elsewhereasebroximity to downtown
Waterville, such as on Union Street and elsewh#reéront Street) which were rated
by the Consultant in his 99.1%, city-wide, extenading of Waterville's approximate
6,800 residential units as “Quality 2-” or loweRelated, there are needs for a
continuation of incremental neighborhood improvetedforts such as have been
initiated in the South End over the past year oifgbat neighborhood is to be turned
around and made a more livable, residential lonatibhere is a need to extend this
neighborhood revitalization impulse beyond the 8dtnd, especially to the North
End neighborhood, and to some other, more locabzeds of the City as well.
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» There is a considerable need for local investaiiing to invest in distressed, multi-
family housing structurelocated in both the South End and the North End (a
elsewhere, where they exist in the City) that ateagjeable with reinvestment in
renovation, and for public assistance in the cveaccessing of all available
programs (whether MSHA, HUD, KVCAP, or other) tovatlate additional public
and private investment in these areas of the City.

* There is a need for at least limited rehabilitatdm@ relatively small portion of
Waterville’s approximate 200 mobile homes, locgiadharily in the four mobile
home parks located in the southern sectors of itye @nd including any in the
City’s mobile home inventory which were manufactupgior to 1990, and especially
any units manufactured prior to 1976.

» There is a perceived need in some quarters fotiaddi housing in and near to the
urban core, including further development of gyatental residential units
(including elderly units) in upper levels of unuswdunder-utilized second, third and
fourth levels of some downtown buildings.

* There is a need for selective remowhla few severely deteriorated housing
structures, especially ones that are vacant andiedaip at various locations in the
City, and of any debris (which once were housimgcstires) existing at a few
locations in the community. Code Enforcement @ffiaction seems indicated in
such locations, and if additional ordinances ageiired, City Council attention seems
indicated as well.

» Despite the presence in Waterville of: (a) nuraersubsidized, elderly apartments,
(b) numerous, additional low-income apartments dpeziderly residents and others,
(c) some assisted living residential units, andadadditional supply of nursing
home beds, and other facilities such as boardimgelspwith smaller numbers of
elderly living quarters, despite these considerabderly living resources, there is,
nonetheless, an unmet ndedadditional elderly residential units (acrole t
spectrum, from independent living, to assistedhliyito nursing home type facilities)
given: (1) Waterville’s role as the primary seevimenter for Northern Kennebec and
Somerset Counties, and (2) the demographic realgiating to the aging of the
City’s and the area population, and the reportedadel for additional units at some,
existing elderly housing facilities.

* There is a need for greater support by the comm@oitblic and private, including by
the non-profit organizations of the community) wfexly persons in need of
assistance to allow them to stay longer in thein tmes, if that is their desired
housing option past retirement age. Related, tisemeeported need for additional
informational and referral assistance to elderlgpes in either maintaining their
present living quarters, accessing public resouicéslp them meet their housing
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needs, and/or in mediation situations with mortdageers, landlords or operators of
elderly housing facilities.

There is a need for so-called ‘transitional housumgts, to provide housing to single-
parent families and other persons or small sizegéloolds, in danger of becoming
homeless, who could occupy such facilities forapato years per household, while
taking required steps (educational and/or vocatjaoward self-sufficiency in
meeting their housing and other living needs.

There is a need for additional transitional andyerterm housing for persons with a
primary diagnosis of mental health problems, thpressive prior and current efforts
of the Kennebec Valley Mental Health Council nohstanding. There are needs to
assist not only with the provision of housing tona health clients, but also with
greater social service, case management servichs|fd these persons in maintaining
their current housing and avoiding becoming honseles

There are needs relating to homeless people icamenunity (particularly those with
disabilities including mental health, substancepsblems and other disabilities),
beyond the resources provided by the homelesseslagitl some social service
agencies.

There is a need for additional “group living” beédssupplement those provided by
Ken-A-Set and other local providers, providing hagsand other services to
mentally retarded and severely, physically hanipea persons.

There is in Waterville a need for further developtn&f retirement and other more
exclusive housing projects, such as the 38 indigratrliving apartments
(Residential Apartments) at the Woodlands, in otlat the City benefit from the
consequent expanding tax base (with minimal reJatdditional educational budget
expense) and because of the multiplied economieitgcind dollar impact resulting
from such developments.

There is a need to increase the level of home @hiEin two and three family
structures in the City of Waterville’s older neigiboods, especially in the South End
and the North End, on the premise that doing sble@at to better maintenance of
existing duplex and 3-family residential structyrasd to greater commitment in the
neighborhood of resources to community revitalaati

There is a need for a continuation of incremenggdimborhood improvementis the
South End, building on the gains of the past yesferts of the South End
Neighborhood Association, the City and KVCAP inttheea, and also extending
those neighborhood revitalization efforts to thatNdnd.

In general, and summarizing, the research indidaegsn addition to public
involvement and institutional issues suggested@egding items, Waterville’s most
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pressing housing needs are for: (a) owner-occupregle-family residential units
especially in the $70,000 to $130,000 price rafigedecent and affordable
apartments, particularly with 3 and 4 bedrooms, fowderate and low-income
persons and families, (c) reinvestment and reltabdin of a substantial portion of
Waterville’s older housing stock, and (d) specidifousing for target groups
including elderly, mental health clients, menta#yarded and physically handicapped
persons, and others in the ‘special needs’ podfdhe population.

This concludes Part 1: Waterville Housing AssessnReport Part 2, bound
separately will consist of the Waterville Housingtidan Plan. The proposed action plan
was initially released locally on September 8, 2@0%1 the final version (to be produced
as a companion document to this comprehensive mgasisessment report) will
represent the third and final version to be proditdg the Consultant. The City of
Waterville may (and is strongly encouraged to) tady update the housing action plan
now and in the future.

Charles G. Roundy, Governmental Resources, AughMkstie

Ref: Waterville Folder / File: Drfnlrpt.doc -10/25/02.
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