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Introduction 
 
This is the second in a series of neighborhood assessments being conducted by the Planning 
Department.  The first, completed in 2005, was an examination of the East Side. This report 
summarizes conditions in the West Side.  Neighborhoods are always changing and it is important 
to periodically review the condition of Manchester’s neighborhoods.  The purpose of the 
assessment is to review property conditions, identify problem properties, and examine these 
problems in a neighborhood context.  Such an analysis can identify patterns of possible property 
maintenance code violations or property deficiencies, and help us target our limited financial and 
staff resources.  A neighborhood assessment might also indicate what conditions or problems are 
not code violations but may be influencing the perception of the neighborhood.   
 
Manchester has long pursued a strategy of neighborhood preservation and revitalization in its 
older neighborhoods.  One key objective is to improve property conditions, and two of our main 
tools are the CDBG funded Housing Rehabilitation Program and property maintenance code 
enforcement.  The Town responds to individual complaints of alleged property maintenance code 
violations on a case-by-case basis.  Housing rehabilitation programs have been focused in our 
older central neighborhoods for some time.  These tools have stabilized and improved 
conditions, in the East Side and West Side neighborhoods in particular.   
 
In October and November of 2006 planning department staff walked the West Side to observe 
property conditions first hand.  Exterior property conditions observable from the street were 
viewed.  Three types of information were collected: 
 

Property:  Basic information including address, land use type, number of units 
(if residential) or type of business (if commercial), vacancies, and whether a 
property was for sale or rent. 
 
Premise:  Sidewalks, driveways, fencing, and whether there was evidence of 
dumping, litter, junk, tall grass, abandoned vehicles, etc. 
 
Structure:  Building elements for the principal buildings such as foundations, 
walls, windows, doors, porches and stairs, gutters and downspouts, and for 
other features including retaining walls and outbuildings.   

 
The staff  recorded whether certain conditions were present on the premise and whether any 
defects were observed on the structure.  The information was entered into a hand-held electronic 
device and the results were tabulated and mapped.  A scoring system was developed to 
categorize properties as either good, fair, or poor.  (For a detailed explanation of the survey 
factors and scoring system see Appendix A.) 
 
It is important to emphasize this survey was based on conditions observable from the street or 
sidewalk.  The conditions and the factors were broadly defined.  The assessment was not a 
property maintenance code inspection.  However, as part of the report we did identify properties 
with active property maintenance code cases.  In some instances there may be property 
maintenance code cases based on interior property conditions.  In others there may be properties 
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we identified as fair or poor which the property maintenance code staff may not be aware of, or 
the conditions we observed were not property maintenance code violations.   
 
Findings 
 
The following is a summary of our findings based on the reconnaissance survey: 
 

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

�  When the combined scores of the structures and the premise were rated, 66.0% of the 
properties were rated as good.  (See Maps 1 and 2).  Taking premise conditions into 
account, then, reduced the number of good rated properties by 20%. 

 
�  Only 2.1% of the structures were rated poor.  When all premise conditions were taken 

into account, 7.6% of the properties rated as poor. 
 
�  At the time of the reconnaissance there were 53 active property maintenance code cases 

in the study area (See Maps 1 and 2).   
 

�  Clusters of poor and fair principal building conditions were observed at Cooper Street; 
the western end of Walnut Street; and most substantially in the Pine Street area between 
Forest Street, Walnut Street, and Elm Terrace (See Map 1).  The same clusters are 
evident when taking premise into account.  Other clusters of poor or fair overall 
conditions were evident between Garden and Laurel Streets; at Fairfield Street and 
Hartford Road; and at Center Street and Proctor Road (See Map 2).  
 

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

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

 
�  Of the 893 residential structures; 62.3% are single family homes; 30.3% are two-family 

homes; 2.0% are three-family homes; 4.3% are four-family homes; and 2.7% are 
residential structures of five or more units. 

 
�  Most blocks in the neighborhood are dominated by well-kept properties.  Where 

concentrations of fair and poor rated properties do exist, properties in good condition 
exist as well.  There were very few neighborhood blocks which could be said to be in 
poor condition.  The only block where poor-rated properties outnumbered properties 
rated as good was the Ridge Street, Cedar Street, Walnut Street, Cooper Street block.   
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Observations 
 

�  Overall the West Side neighborhood is in good condition.  It is obvious most residents 
take pride in their properties.  During our site walks we saw many residents mowing 
lawns, raking leaves, painting, or making minor home repairs.   Several residents inquired 
as to what we were doing, a sign of their ownership of and concern for their 
neighborhood.  Several commented that they felt the neighborhood has been improving in 
recent years.  Some, however, did point out specific problem properties to us.  

 
�  The West Side is a diverse neighborhood with several distinct areas (See Map 7).  The 

neighborhood includes a wide range of land uses including residential, commercial, 
industrial, public and institutional.  Most of the business and industrial uses are located 
on the periphery of the neighborhood on Hartford Road, Main Street and Center Street.  
A few industrial and commercial properties still exist in the Cheney Historic District. 

 
�  Duplexes are concentrated in the central portion of the neighborhood and in the Summer 

Street and Garden and Laurel Street areas.  Much of the denser, multi-unit housing is 
concentrated in the converted mills of the Cheney Historic district while a large 
percentage of the four-family houses are located on Fairfield Street.  Many of these larger 
structures have inadequate space for off-street parking, so parking on lawns and 
makeshift driveways is common.  

 
�  The newer sections of the neighborhood contain mostly single-family homes.  In general, 

these areas were the best maintained portions of the neighborhood.  They include the 
southwest corner of the neighborhood, the area west of Campfield Street, the northeast 
corner, between Center and West Center Street, and the Otis Street area.  The southeast 
corner contains the Cheney Mansions on very large lots, most of which are exquisitely 
maintained.  
 

�  More so than the structures themselves, the premises (especially the presence of junk or 
litter, tall grass, etc.), the condition of outbuildings, or the presence of abandoned 
vehicles create an impression of poor conditions.  This is especially true in the Fairfield 
Street, Cooper Hill Street area.  
 

�  Many of the conditions we observed, such as minor paint defects, worn or thin paint 
cover, worn out roofs and unstained pressure treated porch railings, do not rise to the 
level of a property maintenance code violation.  Nonetheless, these conditions in 
combination can give a property a fair or poor visual condition assessment, and give 
people the perception that the neighborhood is in poor condition. 
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Recommendations and Follow-Up 
 
The Planning Department will provide the condition and premise information to the Town's 
Director of Public Works and Chief Building Official.  In past neighborhood assessments, the 
Building Department was able to use the information to focus inspection activity on the 
structures rated as poor in the reconnaissance survey.  We hope that the department will once 
again find this analysis to be a useful tool for targeting 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 neighborhoods are a constant source of concern and 
complaints voiced by residents who attend the annual neighborhood meetings in block grant 
eligible areas.  In order to take a comprehensive look at neighborhood conditions the Planning 
Department undertook a neighborhood reconnaissance survey. 
 
To streamline the process of capturing and processing data on neighborhood conditions, the 
planning department purchased five hand-held personal data assistants (PDA’s) and five digital 
cameras.  The planning department worked with a vendor to design a database for the PDA which 
very closely mirrors the data collection system used during the Town's neighborhood planning 
process during the 1990s.  Using the PDA’s to transfer the condition data into the Town’s 
computer system speeded up the analysis.  Mapping the information allowed us to visualize 
conditions in town and identify areas that might need more comprehensive attention. 
 
 
Implementation 
 
The survey area was bounded by Main Street to the east and McKee Street on the west and 
extended from Center Street to Hartford Road.   
 
During October and November planning department staff surveyed the existing conditions on the 
West Side.  Approximately 1004 properties were surveyed.  Existing property conditions were 
assessed for buildings and premises.  Structural or building envelope details were identified as a 
major defect, minor defect, or not applicable.  A major defect is defined as anything greater than 
10%.  Premise data was collected in the form of a check off list where a check indicated the 
presence of a condition or material such as tall grass or junk.   
 
Staff also took photographs of properties in with major defects or with possible code violations 
and of properties in especially good condition.  Examples of these pictures can be seen in 
Appendix C.     
 
 
 
 



 

 

Methodology for Analysis and Scoring 
 
Once the data was downloaded staff linked the photographs with the correct data field.  The 
information was sorted within the database software and linked to the town’s GIS system, and 
thematic maps were prepared.   
 
In an effort to obtain an overview of conditions a scoring scheme was applied to the information.  
For the purposes of scoring overall conditions a numeric scale was applied as follows:  Major 
Defect = 2; Minor Defect = 1; Not Applicable = 0.  Conditions indicated as "present" with a 
checkmark were scored with a 1, and those without a checkmark were scored 0. 
 
Overall conditions of the main building only were calculated using the aggregate score of the 
conditions of the following data fields:  paint, gutters, doors, soffit, roof, chimney, porch, stairs, 
retaining walls, foundation, windows, and walls.  The highest possible score is 24.  These data 
points are scored as major, minor or no defect.  Higher scores indicate poorer conditions.  (see 
Map 1) 
 
The same scoring process was used for an overall condition, which combined the buildings, 
premise and outbuildings scores.  Overall conditions of the property and premise was calculated 
using the aggregate score of the conditions of main building as described above, as well as the 
premise scores for abandoned vehicles, refuse, junk, litter, tall grass, overgrown shrubs, and 
condition of outbuildings.  (See Map 2) 
 
Some data was also mapped individually to examine certain concerns.  Three common complaints 
are the presence of junk cars, the condition of outbuildings, and premise conditions such as refuse, 
tall grass and junk.  (See Maps 3, 4 and 5) 
 
Regarding unregistered vehicles, Manchester's property maintenance code permits one 
unregistered vehicle per address.  Because staff did not enter onto private property during the 
survey effort and because it is difficult to ascertain if a vehicle is actually abandoned or 
unregistered, there may be some false positives included in the data on abandoned vehicles.  There 
were numerous properties that appeared to have the legal limit of one unregistered vehicle present.   
 
Map 4 shows the condition of outbuildings with active code enforcement cases.  The condition of 
outbuildings is not always a code violation but can detract from the appearance of the area.  Map 6 
combines the condition of outbuildings and possible abandoned vehicles to indicate where these 
conditions coexist.   
 
Map 3 shows the presence of refuse, tall grass and junk and indicates in which instances these 
conditions may coexist.  In some cases the cumulative effect of many small deficiencies at a 
property or premise result in the appearance of poor or neglected property conditions.  The 
accumulation of refuse and junk in a section of town with such small parcels can be fairly 
obvious.   
 
Once the scores were aggregated and sorted in descending order the properties were divided into 
categories based upon the cumulative score as follows:  Scores of 0-2 = Good; scores 3-5 = Fair; 
and scores of 6 or higher = Poor.  The greater the number of identified condition problems at a 
property the higher the cumulative score would be. 



 

 

 
Looking at the data for the main building separately from the combined score of all buildings and 
premise shows that a few of the main buildings receiving a poor score.  When the condition of the 
premise and outbuildings were also considered the number of properties scoring as poor more than 
tripled (see Table 1).  The number and percentage of total properties in each category are shown 
on Table One, Property Conditions.  The categories of all building and premise include the 
properties from the main buildings.  For example, there are 22 properties which score as poor for 
the main building only.  However, 76 properties scored as poor with a combined analysis of all 
buildings and premise data.  These 76 properties include the 22 from the main building portion of 
the table. 
 

 

TABLE 1: PROPERTY CONDITIONS  

 Main Building Only All Buildings & 
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 
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