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Introduction

This is the second in a series of neighborhoodsassents being conducted by the Planning
Department. The first, completed in 2005, was»anenation of the East Side. This report
summarizes conditions in the West Side. Neighbmidkare always changing and it is important
to periodically review the condition of Manchesgseneighborhoods. The purpose of the
assessment is to review property conditions, ifieptioblem properties, and examine these
problems in a neighborhood context. Such an aisatygs identify patterns of possible property
maintenance code violations or property deficiesicamd help us target our limited financial and
staff resources. A neighborhood assessment migthiradicate what conditions or problems are
not code violations but may be influencing the ppton of the neighborhood.

Manchester has long pursued a strategy of neigbbdrpreservation and revitalization in its
older neighborhoods. One key objective is to imprproperty conditions, and two of our main
tools are the CDBG funded Housing RehabilitatioogPam and property maintenance code
enforcement. The Town responds to individual caimp$ of alleged property maintenance code
violations on a case-by-case basis. Housing rétsigin programs have been focused in our
older central neighborhoods for some time. Thesksthave stabilized and improved

conditions, in the East Side and West Side neididumds in particular.

In October and November of 2006 planning departratait walked the West Side to observe
property conditions first hand. Exterior properpnditions observable from the street were
viewed. Three types of information were collected:

Property: Basic information including address, land usestypumber of units
(if residential) or type of business (if commergiaiacancies, and whether a
property was for sale or rent.

Premise: Sidewalks, driveways, fencing, and whether thems avidence of
dumping, litter, junk, tall grass, abandoned vedscktc.

Structure: Building elements for the principal buildings buas foundations,
walls, windows, doors, porches and stairs, gudaagsdownspouts, and for
other features including retaining walls and outhings.

The staff recorded whether certain conditions vipeesent on the premise and whether any
defects were observed on the structure. The irdbaom was entered into a hand-held electronic
device and the results were tabulated and mapfestoring system was developed to
categorize properties as either good, fair, or p¢bor a detailed explanation of the survey
factors and scoring system see Appendix A.)

It is important to emphasize this survey was basedonditions observable from the street or
sidewalk. The conditions and the factors were disodefined. The assessment was not a
property maintenance code inspection. Howevepaasof the report we did identify properties
with active property maintenance code cases. rimesastances there may be property
maintenance code cases based on interior propantlitions. In others there may be properties



we identified as fair or poor which the propertyimanance code staff may not be aware of, or
the conditions we observed were not property maaree code violations.

Findings
The following is a summary of our findings basedto® reconnaissance survey:

1004 properties and 1102 principal structures wareeyed. Of these, 86% of the
principal structures were rated as good. Througtiineighborhood, many homes were
especially well maintained (See Appendix B).

When the combined scores of the structures angrdraise were rated, 66.0% of the
properties were rated as good. (See Maps 1 anddking premise conditions into
account, then, reduced the number of good ratgokpties by 20%.

Only 2.1% of the structures were rated poor. Wddepremise conditions were taken
into account, 7.6% of the properties rated as poor.

At the time of the reconnaissance there were S8eaptoperty maintenance code cases
in the study area (See Maps 1 and 2).

Clusters of poor and fair principal building comalits were observed at Cooper Street;
the western end of Walnut Street; and most subalignn the Pine Street area between
Forest Street, Walnut Street, and EIm Terrace {&g®1). The same clusters are
evident when taking premise into account. Othestelrs of poor or fair overall
conditions were evident between Garden and Laureess; at Fairfield Street and
Hartford Road; and at Center Street and ProctodR8ae Map 2).

The condition of outbuildings in poor or fair cohdn, garages in particular, showed
some concentration on High Street; between Ann\midroe Streets; at Ridge and Arch
Streets; and on Summer Street (See Map 4). Theityagd outbuilding defects included
peeling paint and deteriorating roof shingles.

The incidence of possibly abandoned vehicles shatretdg concentration on Fairfield
Street; the west side of Cooper Hill Street; WirBgeet; and the northern end of Pine
Street (See Map 5).

Of the 893 residential structures; 62.3% are sifegi@ly homes; 30.3% are two-family
homes; 2.0% are three-family homes; 4.3% are faoilfy homes; and 2.7% are
residential structures of five or more units.

Most blocks in the neighborhood are dominated bi-kept properties. Where

concentrations of fair and poor rated propertiegxist, properties in good condition
exist as well. There were very few neighborhoaxtksé which could be said to be in
poor condition. The only block where poor-ratedgarties outhumbered properties
rated as good was the Ridge Street, Cedar Streghu\Street, Cooper Street block.



Observations

Overall the West Side neighborhood is in good cioonli It is obvious most residents
take pride in their properties. During our sitdkgave saw many residents mowing
lawns, raking leaves, painting, or making minor leam@pairs. Several residents inquired
as to what we were doing, a sign of their ownersiignd concern for their
neighborhood. Several commented that they felhthghborhood has been improving in
recent years. Some, however, did point out spepifoblem properties to us.

The West Side is a diverse neighborhood with sédesanct areas (See Map 7). The
neighborhood includes a wide range of land usdaditg residential, commercial,
industrial, public and institutional. Most of thesiness and industrial uses are located
on the periphery of the neighborhood on Hartfor&adRdMain Street and Center Street.
A few industrial and commercial properties stillsn the Cheney Historic District.

Duplexes are concentrated in the central portiaim@iheighborhood and in the Summer
Street and Garden and Laurel Street areas. Muttteafenser, multi-unit housing is
concentrated in the converted mills of the Chenesydrc district while a large
percentage of the four-family houses are locateBairfield Street. Many of these larger
structures have inadequate space for off-stre&tmarso parking on lawns and
makeshift driveways is common.

The newer sections of the neighborhood contain Ijnestgle-family homes. In general,
these areas were the best maintained portioneafalghborhood. They include the
southwest corner of the neighborhood, the area efegSampfield Street, the northeast
corner, between Center and West Center Streethan@tis Street area. The southeast
corner contains the Cheney Mansions on very latg inost of which are exquisitely
maintained.

More so than the structures themselves, the prenespecially the presence of junk or
litter, tall grass, etc.), the condition of outluimgs, or the presence of abandoned
vehicles create an impression of poor conditioRisis is especially true in the Fairfield
Street, Cooper Hill Street area.

Many of the conditions we observed, such as miagrtlefects, worn or thin paint
cover, worn out roofs and unstained pressure tlgatech railings, do not rise to the
level of a property maintenance code violation.ndlbeless, these conditions in
combination can give a property a fair or poor glstondition assessment, and give
people the perception that the neighborhood isor pondition.



Recommendations and Follow-Up

The Planning Department will provide the conditaord premise information to the Town's
Director of Public Works and Chief Building Offi¢ialn past neighborhood assessments, the
Building Department was able to use the informatmfocus inspection activity on the
structures rated as poor in the reconnaissanceysui¥e hope that the department will once
again find this analysis to be a useful tool fagéting code enforcement activities in a pro-
active manner.
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APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY
NEIGHBORHOOD RECONNIASSANCE SURVEY:
WEST SIDE NEIGHBORHOOD
OCTOBER — NOVEMBER 2006

Background

Property conditions in Manchester's older neighbods are a constant source of concern and
complaints voiced by residents who attend the ammeighborhood meetings in block grant
eligible areas. In order to take a comprehengiok At neighborhood conditions the Planning
Department undertook a neighborhood reconnaissaneey.

To streamline the process of capturing and proegsata on neighborhood conditions, the
planning department purchased five hand-held patstata assistants (PDA’s) and five digital
cameras. The planning department worked with @eeto design a database for the PDA which
very closely mirrors the data collection systemdudering the Town's neighborhood planning
process during the 1990s. Using the PDA'’s to fearthe condition data into the Town’s
computer system speeded up the analysis. Mappeptormation allowed us to visualize
conditions in town and identify areas that mighéchenore comprehensive attention.

Implementation

The survey area was bounded by Main Street todbeasnd McKee Street on the west and
extended from Center Street to Hartford Road.

During October and November planning departmelffit staveyed the existing conditions on the
West Side. Approximately 1004 properties were syed. Existing property conditions were
assessed for buildings and premises. Structufalidading envelope details were identified as a
major defect, minor defect, or not applicable. Ajon defect is defined as anything greater than
10%. Premise data was collected in the form dfexk off list where a check indicated the
presence of a condition or material such as tasgor junk.

Staff also took photographs of properties in withjon defects or with possible code violations
and of properties in especially good condition.aiples of these pictures can be seen in
Appendix C.



Methodology for Analysis and Scoring

Once the data was downloaded staff linked the gnafihs with the correct data field. The
information was sorted within the database softveauc linked to the town’s GIS system, and
thematic maps were prepared.

In an effort to obtain an overview of conditions@ring scheme was applied to the information.
For the purposes of scoring overall conditiansumeric scale was applied as follows: Major
Defect = 2; Minor Defect = 1; Not Applicable = Conditions indicated as "present” with a
checkmark were scored with a 1, and those withaliegkmark were scored 0.

Overall conditions of the main building onlyere calculated using the aggregate score of the

conditions of the following data fields: paint,tgars, doors, soffit, roof, chimney, porch, stairs,
retaining walls, foundation, windows, and wallsheThighest possible score is 24. These data
points are scored as major, minor or no defecgheti scores indicate poorer conditions. (see

Map 1)

The same scoring process was used for an overaitcan, which combined the buildings,
premise and outbuildings scores. Overall cond#tiohthe property and premise was calculated
using the aggregate score of the conditions of rpailding as described above, as well as the
premise scores for abandoned vehicles, refuse, jittek, tall grass, overgrown shrubs, and
condition of outbuildings. (See Map 2)

Some data was also mapped individually to examen&in concerns. Three common complaints
are the presence of junk cars, the condition dbuildings, and premise conditions such as refuse,
tall grass and junk. (See Maps 3, 4 and 5)

Regarding unregistered vehicles, Manchester's propeintenance code permits one
unregistered vehicle per address. Because sthffatienter onto private property during the
survey effort and because it is difficult to asaegrtf a vehicle is actually abandoned or
unregistered, there may be some false positivégdad in the data on abandoned vehicles. There
were numerous properties that appeared to havedhelimit of one unregistered vehicle present.

Map 4 shows the condition of outbuildings with getcode enforcement cases. The condition of
outbuildings is not always a code violation but datract from the appearance of the area. Map 6
combines the condition of outbuildings and poss@lilandoned vehicles to indicate where these
conditions coexist.

Map 3 shows the presence of refuse, tall grasguankdand indicates in which instances these
conditions may coexist. In some cases the cunvelatifect of many small deficiencies at a
property or premise result in the appearance of ppaeglected property conditions. The
accumulation of refuse and junk in a section ofrtawth such small parcels can be fairly
obvious.

Once the scores were aggregated and sorted inndiisgeorder the properties were divided into
categories based upon the cumulative score asMali&cores of 0-2 = Good; scores 3-5 = Fair;
and scores of 6 or higher = Poor. The greatentimber of identified condition problems at a
property the higher the cumulative score would be.



Looking at the data for thain buildingseparately from the combined scoralbuildings and
premiseshows that a few of thmain buildingsreceiving a poor score. When the condition of the
premise and outbuildings were also considered tingber of properties scoring as poor more than
tripled (see Table 1). The number and percentag®al properties in each category are shown
on Table One, Property Conditions. The categaiedl building and premise include the
properties from the main buildings. For examgiereé are 22 properties which score as poor for
the main building only. However, 76 propertiesredoas poor with a combined analysis of all
buildings and premise data. These 76 propertidade the 22 from the main building portion of

the table.

TABLE 1: PROPERTY CONDITIONS
. . All Buildings &
Main Building Only Premise
Number| % of Total| Number| % of Total
Good| 864 86.1 663 66.0
Fair 128 12.7 279 27.8
Poor 22 2.2 76 7.6




APPENDIX B: PICTURES OF SELECTED PROPERTIES

West Side Properties in Good Condition



Main Buildings with Major Defects









Premises in Poor Condition

Dumping/Junk/Abandoned Vehicles/Graffiti



Outbuildings With Major Defects



R:\Planning\West Side Neighborhood Assessment\igistonditons-West Side-2006.doc



