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Chapter I 


INTRODUCTION 


The Federal Urban aomesteading Program, au~~orized by 

Section 810 of the Housing and Community Developma~t Act of 1974, 

began operations in the Fall of 1975. Between November 1975 

and April 1976, urban homesteading agreements were executed 

with twenty-~ee cities which had been selected by ~~e U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban De'Telopment to participate in 

an urban HomesteadL~g Demonstration Program. These cities are 

now completing, or have completed, three years of urban home­

steading activity under these agreements. In ~~e Summer of 1976, 

a compra~ensive longitudinal evaluation of the Urban Homesteading 

Demonstration Program in the 23 original Demons~ration Cities 

was initiated. This report, which deals specifically with issues 

relating to the rehabilitation of the urban homestead properties, 

is one of a series of reports issuing from the evaluation of ~~e 

Urban Homesteading Demonstration. 

It is important to be familiar with the mechanics of urban 

-homesteading, and of the Federal Urban Homesteading Demonstration 

Program, before examining those issues which are specific t~ the 

rehahili tation of w:ban homesteads. In implementing Section 810 

of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, the Depart­

IMnt of Housing and arban Development designed a Demonstration 

Program in which cities would be selected to participate on the 

basis of competitive applications. In August 1975, six~y-one 
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cities submitted applications and in October 1975, HUe announced 

that 23 cities had been selected to participate. Under ~~e 

terms of their subsequent agreements with HUe, each Demonstration 

City would be allowed to select properties from the hUD inventory 

of vacant one- to four-family properties, providing that ~~ese 

properties were located within designated neighborhood boundaries 

identi£ied in the urban homesteading agreement. In retu-'"'n, each 

Demonstration City committed to convey these properties "for no 

substantial consideration" to individuals selected to beccme 

urban homesteaders. In selecting the homesteaders, the Demon­

stration Cities would have to consider bo~~ ~~e applicants' 

"need" for housing and their "capacity to carry out the needed 

repairs. " The homesteaders would receive title to the property 

conditioned on their per=ormance of ~~e necessary rehabilitation 

and on their use of the property as their principal residence 

for a minimum of ~~ee years. 

The Federal Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program inten­

tionally gave ~~e participating cities considerable latitude in 

t.~e design of ~~eir local urban homesteading programs. There 

were no restrictions on the value of the individual properties 

chosen, cities were free to interpret the "need" and "capacity" 

criteria for the selection of urban homesteaders in the light 

of local objectives, and alternative approaches to financing 

the rehabilitation of w:ban homesteads were encouraged. Fur'ther­

more, cities were free to choose widely v~""Ying approaches to the 

planning and management of urban homestead rehabilitation. To a 

very significant extent, the 23 Demonstration Cities eAercised 

this freedom and developed different, and socetimes sharply 

contrasting, approaches to ~~e conduct of local urban homestading 

efforts. 

The ways which local government agencies designed and imple­

mented urban homesteading programs in ~~e 23 original Demonstra­

2 

- .~ 



tion Cities have been described 	in T.he Urban Homesteading 
1

Catalogue and in the first and 	second Annual Reports of t."le 
2

Urban Homesteading Demonst:cation . These reports have dealt, 

in 	varying degrees of detail, with the basic components of any 

urban homesteading program: the selection of properties, t."le 

selection of homesteaders, financing urban . homestead repairs, 

the planning and management of rehabilitation and the general 

administration and organization 	of the local urban homesteading 

programs. Of particular interest for the readers of this report 

are the findings to date on the 	approaches which cities have 

followed in planning and managing the rehabilitation of the w:ban 

homestead properties. 

In 	characterizing the approa~~es which the Demonstration 

Cities have adopted to the planning and management of rehabilita­

tion, it is useful to consider each program in terms of t."le 

following basic issues which each local program must address: 

• 	 What standards will be applied to the rehabilita­

tion work? In particular, does the city attempt 

to impose standards of rehabilitation which are more 

stringent than local hoUsing codes: 


• 	 What is the extent of the homesteader'S involvement 

in deciding what work should be done and 'Nho should 

do the work? Is the homesteader allowed to contri ­

bute to the work write-up and is he or she allowed 

to select the contractor? 


• 	 Are homes~eaders allowed or encouragad to un~erta~e 


significant tasks in the rehabilitation of their 

properties? Under what conditions is self-help work 

permitted? 


IThe Urban Homesteading Catalogue. U.s. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and 
Research, 3 volumes, August 1977. 

2Evaluation of t.~e Urban Homesteadina Demonstration Proaram: 
First Annual Report, U.s. Department of Housing and Urban Devel­
opment, Office of poli~Z Development and Research, October 1977; 
Evaluation of the Urban Homesteadina Demonstration Program: 
Second Annual Report, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel­
opment, Office of Policy and Development Research, September 1978. 
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• 	 What schedule of ·",ork is imposed on contractors and/ 

or homesteaders in the performance of ~~e work? 

What work must be performed prior to occupancy? 


• 	 What arrangements are made for monitoring work in 

progress, for certification and progress pa~~nts 


and for providing technical assistance to homesteaders? 


In 	attempting to characterize the Demonstration Cities in 

terms of their approach to the planning and management of re­

habilitation, an earlier report of ~lte project identified ·..,hat 

appeared to be three natural groupings of the Demonstration 
1 

Cities· 

"The first group of cities emphasizes high standards 

of rehabilitation quality, rapid completion of repairs 

a~d a high degree of local program control over the spe­

cification and performance of work. These cities have 

opted for a tight control of rehabilitation by local 

program staff, minimizing both the input of homes~eaders 


in planning and the possibilities for self-help (Jersey 

City, Kansas City, New York City, Freeport, Decatur). 


The second group of cities emphasizes less stringent 

standards for raltabilitation, greater participa~ion of 

homesteaders in work planning and contractor selection, 

and a controlled use of sweat equity (Atlanta, Tacoma, 

Oakland, Rockford, Islip, Cincinnati, Columbus, Boston, 

Dallas, ~1il'",au.Jcee, Philadelphia, Chicago, Minneapolis). 


The third group requires less stringent standards of 

rehabilitation, encourages significant involvement of 

homesteaders in work planning, generally places more 

reliance on homesteaders for contractor selection, and 

encourages the use of sweat equity (South Bend, 

Wilmington, Baltimore, Gary, Indianapolis)." 


In 	describing the approaches adopted at the outset of ~~e 

Demonstration to the planning and management of homestead repairs, 

reliance was placed on information provided directly by local 

homesteading program staff. These local officials described the 

way in which properties were selected, cost estimates and work 

Isee Evaluation of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration 
Program: First Annual <\eport. U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, October 1977, pp. 34-36. 
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write-ups prepared, contractors chosen and rehabilitation 

IIlOnitored in each of th.e Demonstration Cities. This source of 

information, while useful for characterizing and distinguishing 

bet7J1een local approache~ to th.e planning and management of 

homestead rehabilitation, provides only limited insights into th.e 

actual experience of rehabilitation. It does not, for example, 

permit detailed ciescription of ~~e kinds of work which were per­

formed, the costs of rehabilitation incurred by homesteaders, the 

extent and cost-effectiveness of homesteader self-help efforts, 

the quality of the resulting workmanship and materials and t.1.e 

characteristics of the properties before and after repair. 

This is information of considerable interest to individuals and 

organizations concerned wit.'l the rehabilitation of one- to four­

family properties, particularly properties which have been vacant 

and foreclosed for significant periods of time. 

Urban homesteading represents one of a number of alternative 

approaches to the probl~ presented by residential property 

foreclosures. Onder urban homesteading, the responsibility for 

carr}'ing out ~1.e needed repairs to properties is placed on the 

hcmesteader who has varying degrees of discretion in the deter­

mination of what work should be done on the property and who 

should do that work. Failure of the homesteader to ca~~ out 

the repairs will mean t.1.at his or her title to the property cust 

be surrendered. 

These features are typically not present in ot.'ler methods 

of property disposition commonly used by HUD. Cash "as-is" 

sales of foreclosed properties do not require that repairs will 

be carried out to meet locally-dete~ned housing standards or 

that the purchaser will reside in the property. Repair and sell 

programs, or ot.'ler disposition methods which transfer the 

obligation to rehabilitate the property to a public agency or 

other non-profit sponsor, remove from the ultimate owner-occupant 

the responsibility for planning, financing, and carrying out the 

needed repairs. The effectiveness of urban homesteading as a 

5 



method of disposition depends to a larger degree, therefore, 

on the success with which homesteaders manage to car=y out the 

rehabilitation of their properties. 

To assess the effectiveness of urban homesteading as a 

means of rehabilitating one- to four-family properties, detailed 

information on t~e rehabilitation of these properties was 

acquired during t.."le first two years of the evaluation. Inspec­

tions of approximately 400 urban homestead properties, dist=ibuted 

across the 23 Demonstration Cities, were performed by licensed 

architects. These inspections were scheduled for each property 

at, or close to, the point in time at which the rehabiii tation 

work was complete, or substantially complete. 

Data w~re collected on: the physical characteristics of 

t~e property, the tasks performed during re.."labilitation; the 

division of work between homesteaders and contractors; the cost 

of contracted repairs; t"le inputs of homesteader labor by task 

and trade; and on the quality of workmanship and on the choice 

of materials. A highly structured reporting format was used to 

achieve data comparability across properties and cities. The 

data from t.."lese inspections constitute the basis of this report 

on the experience of rehabilitation in the Urban Homesteading 

Demonst=ation Program. 

To describe the experience of rehabilitation in t"le Urban 

Homesteading Program, it is necessary not only to examine the 

costs, timing and nature of the rehabilitation work, but also 

to describe the characteristics and condition of the properties, 

both before and after repair. Rehabili tation can then be vie'.oIed 

as a process which accepts as inputs FF~ foreclosed 1-4 family 

properties, typically in serious disrepair, and whi~"l produces as 

outputs repai=ed urban homesteads meeting all t"le necessary 

requirements of local housing codes. 

This view of rehabilitation as a process leads naturally 

to t"le presentation of the subject matter of t.."lis report in 
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terms of: (1) inputs (~~e unrepaired properties); (2) process 

(the nature, extent, cost and division of the rehabilitation 

work); and (3) outputs (the repaired prope~ies). Within each 

of 	these stages, it is possible to examine ~~e differences 

between local programs ~Id to e~~ne the effect of local pro­

gram choice (i.e., the amount of permitted self-help rehabilita­

tion) on the outcomes at later stages in the process (i.e., the 

quality of workmanship in the repaired properties). This model 

of 	input-process-output provides the organizing framework for 

the report. 

The four chapters of the report which follow include one 

(Chapter !I) which describes the inputs, toJlO (Chapters III and 

IV) which describe the process, and one (Chapter V) which des­

cribes the outputs. The fi~al chapter (Chapter VI) con­

solidates and slJIIImarizes the basic findings of the report on 

the experience of reb.abili tation under urban homesteaciing. 

The c.~apters are as follows: 

• 	 Chapter II - The Urban Homesteading Properties. 
This chapter describes the way in which the sample 
of properties was selected and presents the distri ­
bution of the sample across cities and by ~~e leng~~ 
of rehabilitation. The properties are described in 
terms of dwelling unit type, age, size and structural 
characteristics. Data on ~~e repair cost estimates, 
market value estimates and "81G values" of the sampled 
properties are discussed. 

• 	 Chapter III - The Rehabilitation Work. The types 
of repair and improvement activity carried out on 
the homestead properties are described by means of 
a classification of tasks into larger groups. The 
costs of rehabilitation are broken down by major 
categories of activity. Actual costs are- compared 
between cities and inter-city differences are 
analyzed in the light of previous classification of 
cities in terms of their approach to rehabilitation. 
The time required to complete rehabilitation is 
analyzed in terms of the size of the job and the 
amount of self-help. 

• 	 Chaoter IV - Self-Help Contributions to the Reoair 
of Homesteads. This chapter describes the kind of 
tasks undertaken by homesteaders, presents estimates 
of the number of hours which homesteaders spent on 
each kind of activity and calculates the savings 
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which were achieved through self-help efforts for each 
category of labor or trade. The effect of each local 
program's approach to self-help is examined and 
estimates of ~,e total contribution of self-help, or 
"sweat equity ," are analyzed. 

• 	 Chapter V - Rehabilitation and Housing Quality. 
The quality of workmanship and of materials is assessed 
by major task groups and comparisons are made between 
the quality of contracted vs. self-help work and mater­
ials. A set of tests developed for the purpose of t.'"lis 
analysis is used to describe t.'"le finished products 
(repaired homestead properties) in terms of frequently 
used measures of housing quality. 

• 	 Chapter VI - Summary of Findings. The major findings 
of the report on property selection, rehabilitation 
costs, self-help, the quality of workmanship and 
materials, and the effectiveness of alternative ap­
proaches to ~~e rehabilitation of urban homesteads 
are presented and described. 

It 	is hoped that these findings will be of interest to 

housing professionals generally concerned with the rehabilita­

tion and maintenance of the residential housing stock and; in 

particular, to those wishing to understand more about the 

experience of rehabilitation in urban homesteading programs. 
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Chapter II 


THE URBAN HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES 


This chapter is primarily intended to provide a context 

for the analysis of data collected during the iuspections of 

homestead properties. It begins with a desc~iption of the 

universe of properties from which the sample of inspected 

properties was drawn, and it explains the me~~ods used to draw 

the sample. Secondly, the basic characteristics of ~~e sampled 

properties (dwelling unit type, age, size and construction 

type) are discussed. Thirdly, information compiled by HL"'D 

property disposition staff, prior to the selection of these 

properties for use in local urban homesteading programs, is 

examined. This information, available for most, but not all, 

of the inspected properties includes estimated market values of 

the property (both "as-is" and "after repair"), repair cost 

estimates and "SlO values." The "810 value" of a property is 

generally computed as its fair market value (before rehabilita­

tion) less carrying costs, which cover taxes, interest and 

security eJq)enses. In some instances, "after repair" market 

values are used, in which case the estimated cost of repair 

is deducted, along with carrying costs, to arrive at t..'l.e "810 

value." The nS10 value" is the amount charged against a 

city's allocation of funds for the acquisition of properties 

for use in its urban homesteading program, and ~~e proceeds 

are used to indemnify the FHA insurance fund. Taken together, 
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the information on the "inputs" to urban homesteading pre­

sented in this chapter provides a necessary context for ~~e 

deatiled examination of the rehabilitation experience in 

Chapters III, IV, "and V. 

The Samole of Inspected Prooerties 

In all, 397 urban homestead properties were inspected 

between December 1976 and December 1978. The properties selected 

for inspection were all drawn from the set of properties acqui:t'ed 

through the use of the "first-round allocations" made to the 

23 original Demonstration Cities. These first-round allocations 

refer to the dollar amounts allocated to the Demonstration Cities 

at the time they entered into Urban Homesteading agreements for 

~~e first time. The aggregate amount of the first-round alloca­

tion was $4.89 million. Most of the 23 Demonstration Cities 

used up their first-round allocations quite rapidly and most have 

by now received three additional allocations of Section 810 
l

funds. However, although ~~e first-round allocations were 

typically exhausted some time ago, many of these properties 

nave not yet been fully rehabilitated. 

By April 1, 1978, 1,861 properties had been conveyed by 

h~ to local urban homesteading programs. These accounted for 

approximately $9.4 million of the $16.9 million of the first, 

second, third and fourth-round allocations made to ~~e original 

23 Demonstration Cities by that date. Of these 1,861 properties, 

rehabilitation had been started on 1,173 properties and had 

been completed on only 564 properties, of which 505 were 

properties acquired through the use of ~~e first-round alloca­

tions. These 50S nfirst-round" properties constituted the 

1 
The status of the Section 810 allocations as of the 

summer of 1978 is. summarized in Evaluation of tb.e Urban Home­
steadL~g Demonstration Program, Second Annual Reoort, U.s. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy 
Development and Research, September 1978. 
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universe from which t.'1e sample of 397 properties to be inspected 

was drawn. 

In drawing the sample of 397 properties for inspections, 

tc....o criteria were employed. :?irstly, it was considered desirable 

to achieve adequate representation of all the Demonstration 

Cities. Secondly, it was recognized t.'1at, by sampling proper­

ties as soon as rehabilitation was complete and stopping as soon 

as the desired number of inspections was achieved, there would 

be a systematic bias in favor of those properties in which re­

habilitation was completed rapidly. The sample was designed to 

avoid this outcome. 

The issue of sampling did not, in fact, arise until the 

summer of 1977 when it became apparent that the unit cost of 

inspecting would preclude a 100% sample of all first-round 

homesteads, then estimated to be around 1,000 properties. At 

the time that this became apparent, approximately 250 properties 

had . already been inspected and these ·..,ere distributed across 17 

of the Demonstration Cities. The sampling issue then related 

to the rules which would be applied in tile selection of the 

remai~ng properties for inspections, so that each city would 

be represented as adequately as possible and so that tnere would 

be sufficient representation of the "slower" properties. 

The resulting sample accounted for almost 80% of all the 

properties available for inspection. The breakdown by city, 

together with the within-city sampling rates, is presented in 

Table II-I. It will be apparent that efforts were made to 

sample a higner percentage of properties in cities with relatively 

few available properties. The overall pattern, with its high 

av~rage sampling rates and the existenCe of only Cwo cities with 

sampling rates below 50%, provides reasonably strong assurance 

of the genera1.izabili ty of the findings to the 505 first-round 

properties which had b~n completed by April 1, 1978. 1 

IThe 397 records completed contain some instances where 
values for some variables are missing. This me~,s that, for 
certain analyses, the actual sample size is smaller than 397. 
This has been noted in ~'1e tables, where applicable. 
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Table II-I 

SAMPLE SIZES AND AVAILABLE FIRST-ROUND 

COMPLE~-D PROPERTIES 8Y CITY 


Properties 
Citv samcle Size Available 

Atlanta 16 36 

8altimore 3 3 

Boston 4 4 

Chicago 19 26 

Cincinnati 8 8 

Columbus 8 8 

Dallas 53 53 

Decatur 18 27 

Freeport 11 12 

Garj 28 28 

Indianapolis 28 30 

Islip 12 14 

Jersey City 5 5 

Kansas City 13 28 

Milwaukee 11 11 

~tinneapolis 14 27 

New York Ci ty 4 4 

Oakland 22 33 

Philadelphia 26 41 

Rockford 46 48 

South Bend 17 18 

Tacoma 17 17 

Wilmington 14 24 

TOTAL 397 505 

Sampling 

Rate 


0.44 

1.00 

1.00 

0.73 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

0.67 

0.92 

1.00 

0.93 

0.86 

1.00 

0.46 

l.00 

0.52 

1.00 

0.67 

0.63 

0.96 

0.94 

1.00 

0.58 

0.79 

12 



Characteristics of the Orban Homestead Properties 

The urban homestead properties are all, by the definition 

of the program, vacant 1-4 family properties which had arrived 

in the HOD inventory by reason of the owner IS default on an FHA­

insured mortgage. To provide a more complete description of these 

properties, it is useful to review key characteristics which were 

recorded during the inspection. 

The median year of construction of the ho~~stead properties 

was 1943 (Figure II-l). Slightly over one-third of the properties 

were built after 1950 and slightly less than 10% of the properties 

were built a£ter 1960. If we compare this distribution to the 

distribution of the age of all properties reported in the An.·lUal 

Housing Survey for 1976, we see that whereas 42.9% of ~~e 

sampled urban homestea~ properties were constructed before 

Figure II-l 
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1939, 44.1% of t..~e Annual Housing Survey central city 

properties fall into this categorj.l The urban homestead 

properties are quite comparable as a group to central city 

properties in the Annual Housing Survey SMSAs. 

There are a number of available measures of ~~e size of 

the urban homestead properties. These include the number of 

bedrooms, t..l-].e number of rooms of all kinds, t..~e area of floor 

space and the size of the lot. The distributions of each of 

these indices across the 397 sampled properties are presented 

in Figure II-2. 

The median number of habitable rooms of the sampled urban 

homestead properties is 4.4, compared to the median of 4.7 rooms 

per central city dwelling unit and 5.7 rooms per cent=al ci t'j 
2

owner-occupied dwelling unit in the Annual Housing Survey cities.
 

Mean living area and lot size for the urban homesteading proper­


ties were 1,479 square feet and 9,785 square feet, respectively. 


Taken as a group, the urban homesteading units tended to be 


some,...hat smaller t..'lan the average of all units in the AHS cent=al 


cities and, judged in terms of living area and lot size, verj few 


of them could be considered to be particularly large. 


BUD Estimates of Rehabilitation Costs and Market Values of t..~e 

Urban Homestead Properties 

The urban homestead properties were all inspected by h~ 

property disposition staff at the time of acquisition by HOD 

and before the properties were conveyed to the Demonstration 

Cities. On the basis of these inspections, independent estimates 

were developed by HOD of t..~e cost of repairs to each property and 

of the market value of the property both "as-is" and after 

repair. Because these estimates were developed through inspec­

~ual Housing Survey: 1976. united States & Regions 
Part A, General Housing Characteristics, Series H-1SO-74A. 

2
00. cit.-
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Figure II-2 

DISTRIBUTIONS OF SELECTED INDICES 
OF THE SIZE: OF THE URBAJ.'l BOHESTEAD PROPERTIES 

(397 properties) 
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tions of the property prior to conveyance and because they 

were all prepared by HOD ProP~1 disposition staff usi~g a 

common set of rules and procedures, they provide independent 

information on the value and condition of the sampled urban 

homestead properties. 

The information on euD market value and repair cost 

estimates is provided by the Closing Statements (HUD-9596) and 

by the Amendment to Schedule A of Broker Contract (h1ID-9516). 

These fo~ were sent by HUn property disposition staff to HUn 

Central Office urban homesteading staff at the time of closing. 

Unfortunately, the coverage of these fOnDS and the completeness 

of the information is somewhat lacking so that the information 

is not available for each of the inspected properties. Never­

theless, in view of its contribution to our kno·....ledge of i:.'1e 

condition of ~'1e properties before rehabilitation, the pa=tial 

information is reported here. 

A necessary component of the property disposition process 

is an estimate of the cost of repairin~ ea~'1 prope~ty acquired 

from the HUD inventory. These estimates are available only for 

139 of the 397 homestead properties on which inspections were 

performed. The average HOD repair cost estimate for these 139 

properties was $6,547, whi~'1 can be compared with $10,334 ~~at 

homesteaders actually paid to contractors for the repair of ~'1e 

same properties. Adding to ~'1e labor figure the contributions 

which homesteaders themselves made throu~h application of ~'1eir 

own labor and through the direct purchase of :naterials, the 

estimated actual cost of rehabilitation on these properties by 

homesteaders (as if all the work had been done by contractors) 

is $15,823. This amount is almost two and one-half times t...'1e 

average HUn estimate of the repair costs on the same properties. 

There is not a single city in which ~'1e HUO repair cost estimates 

exceed the value of the actual repairs to the property made by 

the homesteaders. The average huD repair cost estimates, 

actual contractor costs and actual contractor costs plus the 

16 
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value of self-help work are presented for those cities where 

the HOD data are available in Table II-2. 

It is evident from ~~ose data that the level of repairs 

contemplated by HUD is considerably less ~~dI1 ~~e level of 

repairs either mandated by local urban homesteadin.g programs or 

desired by urban homesteaders. There are a number of instances, 

to be sure, where the HUD repair cost estimate and the estimated 

value of the actual rehabili tation work performed are wi thin 

$2, 000 of one another (Dallas, Gary, ~;ill!1ington), but t.'lese are 

also the programs wi~~ the lowest actual rehabilitation cost. 

More common are instances in which the estimated city mean value 

of the actual rehabilitation work performed exceeds the com­

parable HOD estimate by over $10,000 (Boston, ~~icago, Decatur, 

Jersey City, Oakland and Philadelphia) . 

It is possible to speculate on the reasons for these sub­

stantial differences between the repair cost estimates developed 

by hIID and the actual costs incurred by urban homesteaders in the 

rehabilitation of their properties. One possible a~lanation is 

t.~at HOD property disposition staff attempt to limit repairs to 

the minimum requirements of local housing codes for occupancy 

leaving to the purchaser the choice of undertaking fu-~er im­

provements. Alternatively, the HOD repair cost estimates are 

not based on the assumption of more modest repairs, in which 

case they may simply be in error. This is unlikely, however, given 

t.~e substantial experience which HOD property disposition staff 

have had in the repair of properties in recent years and in the 

absence of any ~bvious incentives to understate repair costs. 

It appears probable, therefore, t.~at the HUD repair cost 

estimates are based on a much more modest level of contemplated 

repairs. 

It might appear from a casual scrutiny of these numbers 

~~at there is little appara'lt relationship between t.lo:I.e HUD_ 

repair cost estimates on the one hand and the actual rehabilita­

l.7 
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Table II-2 

HOD REPAla COST ESTL"1ATES, ACTUAL ?.lWME.L'iTS TO 

CONTRACTORS AND TOTAL VALUE OF' .ACrTJAL 


REHABILITATION tiOR!( BY CITY 

(MEAN VALUES PER PROPERTY) 

HOD Repair Actual Total Value 
Sample Cost Payments to of Actual 
Size Estimates Contractors ~e.'1ab 

Atlanta· 6 . 4,738 8,134 14,686 

Boston 4 12,636 20,538 28,878 

Chicago 18 3,758 10,706 16,848 

Dallas 18 3,089 2,095 4,505 

Decatur 6 7,723 14,242 29,777 

Freeport 1 6,475 8,500 9,734 

Gary 9 4, sao 2,643 5,885 

Islip 12 6,975 11,650 12,823 

Jersey City 5 21,296 45,840 46,996 

i<ansas City 10 3,499 8,565 10,660 

~linneapolis 9 14,096 14,214 20,157 

New York. Ci~ 4 12,351 13,020 18,790 

Oa,kland 14 5,990 12,445 17,142 

Philadelphia 19 6,217 13,806 19,212 

South Bend 1 580 -0­ 6,937 

Wilmington 3 3,500 2,083 4,933 

TOTAL 139 6,547 10,334 15,823 
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tion costs on the other hand. This is not the case. The cor­

relation coefficient between ~~e mean hlID repair cost estL~tes 

by city and the mean total value of actual rehabilitation by 

city is +0.85, convincing evidence that tlle observed differences 

reflect a systematic tendency for actual urban homesteading 

repair costs to varj with the corresponding HOD estimates. 

In addition to information on estimated repair costs, the 

BUD Property Disposition documentation provides estimates of 

the market value of the urban homestead properties. These 

estimates are Prov'ided in some cases on a "cash as-is" basis and 

in some cases on an "after repair" basis. These estiI:ta.tes pro­

vide some direct evidence of the ·NOrt..~ of the properties con­

veyed to urban homesteaders under the Section 810 program. 

There are a number of statistics which shed light on the 

value of ~~e urban homestead properties bo~~ before and after 

repair. In reviewing these, it is useful to begin wi~~ ~~e 

cash "as-is" and "810" v'alues of the properties. The di:ference 

between the tONo is explained by the carrying costs of the property 

which are typically deducted from the "as-is" value to arrive at 
1

the "810 value." The "810 value" is then use<i as the amount 

by which each city's dollar allocation of properties is re<iuced 

on conveyance by BUD to the city. I:l Table II-3, the "as-is" 

and "810 values" are presented together '....i th the di£ferences 

between the t°.-'O sets of numbers. 

For the 218 properties for which the data are available 

from the Area Office files, the overall average "as-is" value 

of the homestead properties was S8,877. These mean values in­

cluded four cities wi~~ average values below $6,000 (Easton, 

Dallas, Jersey City and Kansas Ci ty) and th!:'ee cities wi t:l 

1In some cases, the "810 value" is arrived at by dedu<7-ing 
estimated repair costs plus carrying costs from the estimated 
market value after repair. In these cases, the difference 
between the "8l0 value" and "as-is" value may be negative. (See 
Table II-3 for some instances of this.) 
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Table II-3 


r·1E.Al~ "AS-IS'.' VALUES AI.'ID "810 VALUES" BY CITY' 


Sample "As-Is 
City Size Value" "810 Value" Difference 

Atlanta 14 10,543 5,353 5,190 
,Boston 4 4,800 4,799 .L. 

. 
Chicago 13 12,962 7,600 5,362 

Cincinnati 7 7,443 6,168 1,275 

Columbus 7 8,500 6,423 2,On 

Dallas 29 5,543 1,844 3,699 

Decatur 14 10,057 4,555 5,502 

Freeport 10 13 ,830 10,573 3,257 

Gary 21 11,024 4,407 6,617 

Islip 12 13 ,000 9,861 3,139 

Jersey City 5 4,400 2,860 1,540 

Kansas City 10 5,450 6,482 (1,032) 

Hilwau.'<ee 1 6,424 6,424 0 ! 
r1inneapolis 14 6,804. 5,691 1,113 

New York City 4 10,125 7,130 2,995 

Oakland 13 9,805 7,675 2,130 

Philadelphia 25 8,164 2,640 5,524 

South Bend 11 7,136 4,199 2,937 

Wilmington 4 8,075 8,824 (749) 

TOTAL 218 8,877 5,302 3,575 
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average values above ~12,000 (Chicago, Freeport and Islip) . 

The "carrying cost" adjustments had the effect of reducing the 

mean "810" value to $5,302, some $3,575 below the mean "as-is" 

value. It is no accident that the two cities with the lowest 

mean "810 values" (Dallas and Philadelphia) are also the t'Il0 

cities with the largest number of sampled properties; low 

"810 values" penni t a local urban homesteading program to acquire 

more properties from a given dollar allocation. 

For many of the properties, the HOD Property Disposition 

forms also include an estimate of the market value of the 

property after the repairs have been completed. It is interesting 

to compare the HOD after-repair estimates with the homesteader's 

own estimate of the p~operty's value after repair, remembering 

that the cost of the actual repairs is significantly higher 

~~an ~~e h~ estimates in each of the Demonstration Cities. 

In Table !1-4, the differences between the homesteaders' and 

HOD's after-repair market value estimates are presented for the 

141 properties for which all these data were available. 

As Table II-4 shows, the homesteaders typically value 

their properties at about $8,500 higher than the comparable 

HOD after-repair market value estimates. At ~~e same time, 

~~e homesteaders have expended just over $9,000 on rehabilita­

tion work, both contracted and self-help, in excess of the HOD 

repair cost estimates (Table II-2). To a large extent, there­

fore, the differences bet,ieen the HOD and homesteader market 

value estimates appear to be explained by differences in their 

assumptions about the extent and cost of t.'le repairs performed 

on the properties. 

To investigate the relationship between the homesteader 

after-repair maxket value estimates and the HOD after-repair 

market value estimates, a regression of homesteader market 

value estimate on ~~e HOD market value estimate and the dif­

ference bet".-Ieen actual and HUD-estimated repair costs was run. 

Tne results of this regression were: 
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Table II-4 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN OUD Al.'ID HOMESTEADERS I 


MEAN AFTER-~AIR MARKET VALUE 

ESTIMATES BY CITY 


Market Value 
Difference 

Sample Homesteader Minus 
Citv Size HUD Estimates 

Atlanta 6 2,500 

Boston 1 12,000 

Chicago 16 7,500 

Dallas 13 3,627 

Decatur 15 8,170 

Freeport 5 8,400 

Gary 19 13,005 

Islip 12 4,250 

Jersey City 3 26,667 

Kansas City 10 9,560 
iNew York City 4 9,750 I 

Oakland 8 7,356 
I

Philadelphia 23 10 ,681 

South Bend 12 6,252 I 
I 
I 

Wilmington 4 5,025 

TOTAL 141 8,435 
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y = 3304 + 1.175X 
(3046) (0.158)1 

+ 0.17(X
2

(0.07) 
- X

3
) 

RSQ: 0.39 

where 

y 	 "- Homesteader estimate of the after-repair market value 

"- mID estimate of the after-repair market valueXl 

"-	 Estimated value of actual repairs to propertyX2 
"-	 HOD repair cost estimateX3 

These results indicate that the additional improvements made by 

the homesteaders are statistically significant contributors to 

the difference in the homesteader and rtlmmarket value estimates. 

Each additional dollar of investment, howevp.r, contributes only 

modestly to ~~e homesteader estimate of the property's value. 

The principal source of variation between the homesteaders' 

valuations of their property and the hlm market value estimates 

appears to be the greater optimism of the homesteaders, as re­

flected in the constant term and in the 17% premium on the HL~ 

market value coefficient~ Evidently some part of this premium 

may reflect general property value appreciation bet""'een the 

dates at which the two valuations were made. 

In this chapter, we have described ~~e sample of properties 

which were inspected. The characteristics of t.h.e homestead 

properties in t .9-""1IIS of age and indices ·of size were presented 

and discussed. The information prepared by BUD property dis­

position staff on the estimated repair costs and market values 

of the homestead properties before they were sele~ed for use 

in local urban homesteading programs was also examined. 

Together these data provide a reasonably comprehensive picture 

of the urban homest.ead properties before the rehabilitation 

work began. In the next chapter, we examine data on the nature 

and extent of t.h.e actual repairs performed on these properties. 
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Chapter II! 

REHABILITATION WORK ON THE URBAI.'i 

HOMESTEAD PROPERTIES 


During the inspections of the 397 sampled urban homestead 

properties, a record was made of all new work performed during 

the course of the rehabilitation. The instrument used in t..'1e 

conduct of the inspections listed, on a room-by-room basis, all 

possible items which could have been repaired or replaced.l 

These items were checked when t..;ere was evidence that they had 

been included in the rehabilitation work and, at the same time, 

t..'1ey were classified ac~ording to whether the work had oeen 

performed by a contractor or by the homesteader. Additional 

information on the quality of the workmanship and the choice 

of materials was also recorded on an item-by-item basis for 

each room in the building. 

These records provide the basis for a detailed description 

of the actual 'liork performed during t..'1e course 0 f urban home­

steading rehabilitation. This is the subject of this chapter. 

The information on ~'1e quality of workmanship and materials 

is presented and examined in Chapter V. 

In order to understand the scope and limitations of the 

da~a which are used to describe the act~al work performed on the 

urban homestead properties, it is important to remember that 

t..'1e inspections were carried out after the rehabilitation work 

was substantially complete. It was pos&ible, especially with 

the aid of ~'1e homesteader, to identify instances of new ',%r:< 

IThe inspection instrument is ir.cluded as Appendix A co 
~'1is report. 
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on the properties, but it was not possible to' identify the 

extent of the work, as measured by labor hours and material 

costs for most of the completed tasks, especially those per­

formed by contractors. To remedy this, a separate set of data 

was collected from the homesteader on his or her own labor hours 

and material costs. The allocation of contractor charges to 

particular tasks or types of work can only be done using statis­

tical methods, however, since ~~e homesteader was typically not 

familiar with the breakdown of contractor charges by tasks or 

types of work. 

To describe the work performed on the urban homestead 

properties it is convenient to group work tasks into ten broad 

categories (Table III-I). The alternative, which is to re90rt 

on individual tasks in terms of ~~eir frequency of occurrence, 

is not a9pealing because there are so many possible tasks and 

the actual effort which is committed to anyone task is lL~ely 

to vary quite sharply from one property to ano~~er. 

Table III-l 

CATEGORIES OF NE'\i WORK USED TO 

DESCRIBE REHABILITATION 


l. Plaster & Drywall 6. 	 Installation of Appliances 

2. Interior Finishes 7. 	 Plumbing & Fixtures 

3. 	 Roofing & Siding 8. Site Work & Secondary 
Structures4. Structural Alterations 

9. HVAC & Insulation5. Finish Carpentry 
10. 	 Electrical Services & 

Fixtures 
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It is important to understand that the tasks and task 

categories used in the remainder of this ~1.apter refer to a 

classification of t:..~e cuzrent physical attributes of t:..'le dwelling 

into t'.Jo categories: L-lclt:ded in the rehabilitation '""ark and 

not included in t..'le rehabilitation work. Because this c!assi­

fication is based on t..'le C"..lr=e!lt physical atttibutes of t..'le 

d->IIelling, it excludes all wor.1< which involved the dest--uction 

or removal of the previously existing fabric of the building. 

Apart from demolition work, which is treated explicitly in the 

analysis of self-help in the next chapter, all o~er rehabilita­

tion tasks are included in t..'le analysis of this chapter. 

Breakdown of Rehabilitation Sy Work Categorr 

The rehabilitation audit instr'.lme!'1t identified 161 pcssi~le 

i~ems of work or tasks which could have been pertor.ned during 

t:..~e C:::lurse of r-=habilitation. On average, 36.3 tasks '..-ere per­

ior.ned an each of t..'l.e uOan homestead pr:l9erties. ri.cross all 

t...'le 9roper.:ies, a total of 14,404 tasks ,.,ere ide."ltified. and 

recorded. In Table II!-2, ~'le breakdown of t:..'lese t.asks into t:..'le 

ten task categories is presented. ':'he 9ercentages of t..1.e tasks 

within each categorl whicll were performed by a ccntrac-:or, by 

t.1.e 	 homesteader or by the ~>IIO 'working togetb.er are also prese."1,teci. 

Examination of the first three columns of Table rII-2 

indicates t:..~at work related to interior finishes accounted for 

the largest number of separately identifiable tasks. Thi.s 

categorf accounted for aver a quarter of all the tasks per­

formed. However, because tasks may vary in average casts or 

self-help effo~ from one Task category t:::l anot!lel:, this does 

not mean that Interior Finishes acc:::lunte<i for aver a ~ter of 

the total casts of rehabilitation. Only ~.,o ather Task cate­

gories (Structural Alterations i . Replacements and Inst.allation 

of Appliances) accounted for more t.'lan lO~ of ~e t.otal of all 

tasks petior.ned. 
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Table III-2 

BREAKDOWN OF WORK BY TASK CATEGCRIES 

Tasks 
Mean Perforined 

N~r ot NUlllber , ot All as , ot " Pertormed !l~ 
Tasks Per Tasks Total Home-

Task Cateqorv Pe~tormed P!:ocertv Pertor-.! Possible Contractor steader Joint 

Plaster , Drywall 1.398 3.5 9.7 14 . 7 61.3 36.0 Z.7 

Interior Pinishes 4.UO 10.4 26.6 25.9 50.1 46.8- 3.0 

Rooting' Siding 421 1.1 2.9 9.6 79.6 19.2 0.'7 

Structural Alterations , 
ReplacSlMnts 1.784 4.5 U.4 15.5 69.4 25.4 5.0 

finish Carpentry 1.211 3.1 8.4 27.8 73.6 24 . 3 2. 0 

~ppliance Installation 1.520 3.8 10.6 42.6 20.8 74.8 3.7 

Pl~ing , Fixtures 1.385 3.5 9.6 34.'3 77 .3 21.1 1.3 

Site Work" Secondary 
Structures 1.116 2.8 7.7 17.6 59.8 36.7 3.3 

HVAC" Insula tion 557 1.4 3.9 23.4 67 . 3 29.8 2.3 

Electrical Services S Fixtures 892 2 . 2 6.2 44.9 73.8 21.9 4 . 2 

TOT:'L 14.404 36.3 100.0 22.5 58.8 37.9 3.0 

In t..'le fourth column of Table 11!-2, t..1.e .9ercentage of all 

possible tasks performed is presented. These statistics give 

a sense of the comprehensiveness of rehabilitation work in ~~e 

aggregate (22.5%) and within each task category. The percantages 

presented L~ this column of the table are calculated as the 

ratio of the total number of tasks performed within each task 

category and the maximum possible number of tasks which could 

have been performed wi thin the task category. Thus, in the 

"Plaster & Drywall" task category, there were a total of 24 

possible tasks '~ich co~ld have been performed on anyone 

property. The mean number of tasks actually performed in t..'lis 

category was 3.52 which is 14.7~ of the maximum number of possible 

tasks within the category. Examination of the percentage of 

all possible tasks performed, presented in Column 4 of Table 

111-2, indicates t..'lat the task categories with -t..1.e most complete 

coverage of new work activities were: Electrical Services & 

Fixtures (44.9%), Appliance Installation (42.6%), Plumbinc & 
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Fixtures (34.9%). In each of these categories between one-half 

and one-third of all the items which ~ght need repair and re­

placement were, in fact, repaired or replaced. At the other 

end of the range, the Task Categories in '~ich the relatively 

fewest n~er of items required repair or replacement were 

P~ofing & Siding (9.6%), Plaster & Drywall (14.7%) and Structural 

Alterations & Repairs (15.5'). In each of these task categories, 

fewer than one-sixth of all possible items had been repaired or 

replaced during rehabilitation. 

The last three columns of Table III-2 indicate ~~e per­

centage of all tasks performed by a contractor, by the home­

steader or by both a contrac~or and the homesteader working in 

conjunction. Overall, 58.8% of all tasks were perfo~ed by 

contractors, with the task categories having the highest fre­

quen~1 of contrac~or work being Roofing & Siding (79.6%), 

?lumbing & Fixtures (77.3%), Electrical Service & Fixtures 

(73.8%), and Fi~~sh Carpent-~ (73.6%). At ~~e other extreme 

is A9Pliance Installation (20.8%), which was mainly gerfo~d 

by homesteaders. This division of labor be~Neen contractors 

and homesteaders evidently reflects ~~e different skill require­

ments of differ~~t task groups. 

Another way to examine the rehabilitation work on the 

urban homestead 9roperties is to enumerate ~~e number, or per­

centage of properties, ~~at had some work done in each of ~~e 

ten task categories. In Figure III-I, the percentage of all 

sampled properties having one or more tasks underta~en within 

each of the task categories is presentea. It is a9parent f=om 

examination of Figure III-I that very few properties were in such 

good repair ~~at they required no work in the maj.or task 

categories. In nine of the ten categories, over ~~ee-quarters 

of the properties required at leas~some work to be performed 

and in four of the ten categories, less ~~an one in ten pr0gerties 

needed no repair work to be performed. 
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Analysis of Contractor Costs by Task Category 

The distribution ·of the number of tasks performed by 

contractors within each task category provides an impressionistic, 

rather than statistical, description of the contracted work 

effort on the urban homestead properties. The individual tasks 

whose frequency is reported within each task catego~J are by no 

means comparable in terms of the average effort, or contract 

cost, which went into their performance. The fact that one 

task category accounted for ~Nice as many tasks performed as 

another task categorJ does not mean that twice the effort 'lient 

into the first category as into the second, because ~~e average 

cost per task may be v~J different between the two groups. 

Homesteaders were able to provide information on the 

aggregate cost of contracted work and to identify those tasks 

which were performed by the contractor; but, information on the 

breakdown of contractor bills between tasks or task categories 

was not available from ~~e homesteader at the time of inspec­

tion. Direct estimates of the labor and materials costs of 

each contracted task could not be made during the on-site in­

spection, because the condition of the property prior to 

repair was unknown. The only means of assessing the breakdown 

of contractor work between tasks is, ~~erefore, through statis­

tical analysis of the relationship between the total contract 

cost on ~~e one hand and the frequency of tasks perfcr!!led 

wi thi.'l each categorj on the other hand. 

As a first step in the statistical analysis of task fre­

quen~J and costs, a simple regression of contract costs on the 

number of, tasks of all kinds performed on each property was 

carried out. The resulting regression equation was: 
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Contract Costs = 66.64 	+ 343.5 (Number of Tasks) 
(423.0) 	 (14.7) 

RSQ: 0.59 

The remarkable precision of the coefficient on the number 

of tasks, the small size and insignificance of the interce~t 

and ~~e excellent fit of the regression to cross-sectional data 

all contribute to a highly convincing result. The interpretation 

of the slope coefficient ($343.50) is the average cos~ per 

contracted task. 

To analyze the breakdown of contract costs by Task Category, 

an analogous multiple regression of total contract costs on the 

number of tasks performed in each task category was gerformed. 

The form of ~~e regression equation was: 

Contract Costs = Po + ~Sini 
~ 

In ~~is equation ni corresponds to ~~e n~~er of tasks ger£ormed 

wi thin the i th task category. In the first regression, t~...o of 

the Task Category slope coefficients proved negative and in­

significant; these, ~~d another highly insignificant coefficient, 

were dropped in the second regression. The Task Category slope 

coefficients in both regressions (Table III-3) are interpreted 

as the average cost for tasks within that categorj. 

The regression results suggest that the Plaster 6. Drywall 

and Interior Finish tasks are typically less expensive than 

those requiring more professional skills (St-~ctural Alterations, 

Finish Carpentry, Plumbing, HVAC and Electrical). Anlong 

these tasks, the electrical '.-Iork is estimated to be the most 

expensive, at around $1,000 per ~ask. The intercept is negative 

in both regressions, but highly insignificant. The addition of 

between 6 and 9 coefficients only improves ~~e multiple correla­

tion coefficient from 0.59 in ~~e simple regression in which 
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REGRESSIONS 
FREQUENCY OF 

variable 

Constant 

Plaster & Drywall 

Interior Finishes 

Roofing & Siding 

St-~ctural Alterations 

Finish Carpen~1 

Appliance Installation 

Plumbing & Fixtures 

Site Work 

HVAC & Insulation 

Electrical Service 

RSQ (d.f.) 

Table H!-3 

OF CONTRACT COSTS ON 
TASKS BY TASK CATEGORY 

Regression I Regression II 

-262.2 (456.8) -327.1 (452.9) 

166.1 (128.5) 183.0 (127.3) 

119.1 (747.0) 99.7 (73.2) 

-462.7 (336.6) -
660.7 (152.0) 609.4 (145.9) 

615.8 (196.9) 583.8 (186.1) 

-122.9 (259.0) -
513.8 (190.1) 519.7 (187.8) 

27.5 (160.1) -
672.0 (305.6) 624.8 (303.0) 

1015.0 (256.6) 988.6 (252.4) 

0.62 (377) 0.62 (380 ) 

all tasks are pooled to 0.62 when tasks are di3aggr~~a~ed into 

Task Categories. 

The extremely modest increase in the multiple correlation 

coefficient between the regression with tasks aggregated across 

task categories and the regression with tasks disaggregated 

into 10 separate task categories is quite surprising. This 

Wldoubtedly reflects the '''ery "soft" nature of the definition 

of individual tasks and t.;.'1e large variance in tIl.e level of costs 

per task within the Task Categories. Cn the other hand, the 

variance in the mean cost per task between Task Categories is 

rather small with over half the coefficients in Regression II 

lying within an interval of $105 ($5l9.70-$624.80). In situa­

tions where the "wi thin" category variances are l!lUch larger t..."lan 

the "between" category variances, the addition of categorical 

dummies will not contribute greatly to ~'1e fit of ~'1e regression. 
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The regression coefficients, when combined with ~~e actual 

number of tasks performed within each Task Category, can be 

used to estimate ~~e breakdown of contractor costs between cate­

gories. The breakdown is necessarily inexact because of the 

intercept term and the existence, or omission, of Task Categories 

with negative and insignificant coefficients. Using ~~e coeffi ­

cients from ~~e second regression and the mean number of con­

tracted tasks performed for each of ~~e seven categories in­

cluded in the regression, the breakdown of contractor dollar 

costs can be calculated (Table III-4). 

Table 1II-4 

ESTL.'tATED 8REAmOWN OF CONTRACTOR DOLLAR 

COSTS (7 TASK c.~TEGORIES ) 


Task Category 

Plaster & Drywall 

Interior Finisnes 

Structural Alterations 

Finish Carpentry 

Plumbing & Fixtures 

HVAC & Insulation 

Electrical Service 

Mean If of 

Tasks/ 


Propertv 


2.16 

5.20 

3.12 

2.24 

2.70 

0.94 

1.66 

Hea... 

Cost/ 

Task 


183.0 

99.7 

609.4 

583.8 

519.7 

624.8 

988.6 

Estimated 
Cost per 
Propertv 

~ 395 

519 

1,901 

1,308 

1,403 

587 

1,641 

Estimated 
\ of Tot.:il 

Costs 

5.H 

6.7 

24.5 

16.8 

18.1 

7_6 

21.2 

Total 18.02 - $7,754 100\ 
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Structural Alterations and Electrical Service repairs and 

replacements together are estimated to account for almost 46% 

of contractor costs. Interior Finishes and Plaster/Drywall, 

although accounting for 46% of all the tasks performed within 

the seven categories, account for only 12% of ~~e dollar costs 

of contractor rehabili taticn. The remaining 88\ of contractor 

costs appears to fall into the task categories which require 

construction skills ~~at are typically not possessed by home­

steaders. This suggests that opportunities for fur~~er sub­

stitution of self-help labor for contracted rehabilitation may 

be quite limited. 

Analvsis of Homesteader Purchased Material Costs bv Task Catego~! 

In addition to payments to contractors, homesteaders also 

incur cash obligations for materials which they purchase 

directly. It is possible, using multiple regression me~~ods as 

before, to examine the breakdown of the directly purchased 

materials by Task Category. To car~i out ~~is analysis, total 

costs for materials purchased by ~~e hooesteader were regressed 

on the number of tasks performed within eac..'1. task category, bot.~ 

by the homesteader and by the homesteader and the contractor 

jointly. The form of the regression is: 

Purchased Materials Cost = a + zra .. n .. 
o ij J.] J.] 

where n.. denotes the number of tasks performed eimer by ~~e 
J.] 

homesteader or by the homesteader and the contractor jointly 

(i = 1,2) in th~ jth Task Category. The regression results 

are presented in Table III-5. 

The coefficients of the regression of direct materials 

purchases on ~~e number of self-help and joint tasks by task 

category are not pa...."'"ticularly reliable, as ev'idenced by the 

standard errors. The regression equation as a whole achie'Tes 

a reasonably good fit to ~~e data, ~~e intercept is very close 
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Table III-5 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: DL~CT tAATERIALS 
PURCHASES ON THE NUMBER OF TASKS PERFORMED 

BY TASK CATEGORY (HOMESTEADER & JOINT) 

Homesteader 
Task Category Homesteader . & Contractor 

-3.48
Constant (116.0) 

Plaster & Dr"p",all 62.9* 0.7 
(28.0) (82.4) 

Interior Finishes 37.8* 54.4 
(14.8) (43.7) 

Roofing & SidL,g 8.2 181. 7 
(111. 4) (371. 3) 

Structural Alterations 100.6* 121.2 
(43.1) (81.8) 

Finish Ca.-pent~l 148. gt 667.4* 
(50.4) (182.4) 

Appliance Installation 14.3 -28.6 
(36.1) (91.4) 

Plumbing & Fixtures 9.6 399.4* 
(49.7) (174.2) 

Site Work 116.5" 220.7 
(45.1) (127.7) 

HVAC & Insulation 248.9* 637.3* 
(77.3) (229 ..7) 

Electrical Service 34.0 79.8 
(67.2) (133.0) 

RSQ: 0.51 

*Denotes significance at 99% level. 
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to zero and without any const=aints, only one of the twenty 

slope coefficients is negative. The coefficients can be used 

to estimate t.~e percentage of total direct material purchases 

accounted for by each Task Category (Table II!-6). 

ese of the regression coefficients to estimate the per­

centages of direct material purchases for each of the major 

task categories shows Interior Finishes and Finish Carpent--y 

together accounting for over 40% of the total cost of materials 

purchased directly by the homesteader. At the other ext:eme, 

t.~e Roofing & Siding, Plumbing & Fixtures and Electrical Service 

Task Categories together ac=ount for less ~~an five percent of 

homesteader cash outlays for materials. 

The Time Required to Comolete Rehabilitation 

For seventy-three percent of ~,e sampled properties, =e­

habilitation had been started in 1976 and the.. remaining 27% 

were started in 1977. Sixty-one percent were first occupied 

in "1976, 36% in 1977, and the remaining 3~ in 1978. On 

average, ~~ee months elapsed from the time rehabilitation was 

begun until the homesteader moved into the property. ~IPically, 

rehabilitation continued for a significant period of time after 

occupancy. 

Of the sampled properties, 11% had rehabilitation com­

pleted by the end of 1976, 80% were completed by t.~e end of 1977, 

and, by the end of 1978 all but 1% of ~~e sampled properties 

were fully repaired. l The average length of time to complete 

rehabilitation was 11.5 months (Figure II1-2). 

The distribution of the lengt..'1. of time to complete rehabili­

tation is of some interest. More than a third of t.he properties 

are accounted for by the two highest frequencies (0-3 months 

~ effort '....as made to inspect only properties on whic.~ 
rehabilitation '..as fully complet.ed. Notwithstanding this effort, 
4 properties were found to be not completed at the time of t.'1.e 
inspection. 
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Table 1II-6 

ES'l'IMATED BREAKDOWN OF DllillC'f MA'J'EHIAL PURCIIASES (10 TASK CA'l'EGORIES) 

(11 (21 (l (.11 (51 (61 
Helln • of 

lIonlOsteaLiec I AveralJe Cost I Hean. of I Avcr<llJe Cost EothlateLi Coot. PcrcolltalJ" 
'l'iUI~ Categ~.._.____ .L___.!'ali~_.___l~~:!'~~~_JjlljL___.~~!.!!:.....:!~!!ks ___ . ~~_!~~J..!!2jL___ 11111(211 (llx(41 _._~ ,'otal ____ 

Plastec , Drywall 1.2'1 $ 62.90 0.10 $ 0.70 $ 79.95 0.4\ 


Intarloc f'lnllihes 4.05 37.00 0.1I 54.40 200.19 21.1 


Roofln'J , Siding 0.20 0.20 II. 01 101. 70 1.46 0.1 


Stcuctural Alterallonll I. 14 100.60 0.22 121. 20 141.34 14.0 


~'illlllh Carpentry 0.74 140.\10 O. II 667.40 101.59 19.1 


Al'l'llance lu .. lallation 2.06 14. )0 11.14 (20.601 16.05 1.0 


Plllu,,,lnlj , .'Ixtut·eo 0.13 9.60 0.04 ))9.40 17.50 1.0 


51 ta Work 1.01 116.50 0.U9 220.70 119.05 14.7 

loJ 
~I IUVIIC I; Illtlulat 1011 0.42 240.90 0.01 637 .10 123.66 n.o 

~Iectrlcal Servlco 0.49 H.OO O.II!) 79.00 :n.04 2.5 

.. - -------- _._-_ .. ­
~------------.--

1'U'I'AI, n.75 l.09 G950.11 100.0\ 
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Figure III-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE LENGTH OF TL~ TO 
COMPLETE REHABILITATION 

(397 properties) 

Mean time to complete = 11.5 mont.'1s 

0-3 3-6 6-~ 9-l2 l:-1.3 !.3-lS lS-21 21-24 24-27 27.;. 

and 3-6 months); thereafter ~'1e distribution assumes a more 

"nonnal." appearance wi th the next highest frequency occurring 

in the interval 12-15 months. One property in six required 

more than 18 months to complete reb.abilitation; this should 

be viewed in th.e light of the Section 810 requirema'lt that 

rehabili tation be completed wi thin 18 months of occupancy of 
1

the property. Evidently, a significant amount of rehabilitation 

~e dates of the beginning and completion of rehabilitation 
on individual properties were provided by staff of the local 
urban homes teading programs. It is possible t.~at local programs 
may have interpreted ''beginning'' and "completion" in different 
ways. In particular, some programs may have considered "com­
pletion" as the condition of being substantially complete and 
some may have considered them as completed only ,.,hen t.'1e final 
inspection had been perfor.ned. This possible source of error 
is inherent in the nature of the data collection procedures. 
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was performed prior to occupancy. Homesteaders reported that, 

prior to occupancy, electricity was turned on in 89% of the 

properties, exterior work was completed in 47% of ~~e properties, 

work on interior walls and ceilings had been completed in 49\ 

of the properties, and landscapL"lg work was completed on 31% 

of the properties. 

Analysis of the determinants of the length of time required 

to complete rehabili tation is clearly of interest in terms of 

the light it sheds on alternative approaches to the manag~~ent 

of urban homestead rehabilitation. The average number of mont."l.s 

required to complete rehabilitation is shown in Table III-7 for 

each city, together with the sample sizes and standard deviations. 

It is apparent, both from casual scrutiny and from the multiple 

correlation coefficient (R2 = 0.39), that there is significant 

variation in the speed with which rehabilitation is completed 

in different cities.l 

The variation in the average length of ti!ne :-equired to 

complete rehabilitation can be explained in part by the prior 

classification of cities in terms of the "deoree of control" 

they exercise over the ra~abilitation process. 
2 

The first group 

of cities, which were expected to exercise ~~e most control over 

the rehabilitation process and to push for rapid completion of 

repairs, average 7.1 months to complete rehabilitation -- almost 

4~ months faster t.~ t."l.e average of all properties in the sample. 

The second group of cities, which were believed to allow for 

more sweat equi~1 and homesteader involvement, averaged 11.2 

months to complete rehabilitation. The third group of 

cities, which were believed to exercise the least stringent 

control, averaged almost exactry one year to complete repairs 

on t.~eir urban homestead properties. These findings provide 

some support for ~~e validity of the classification of cities 

IThe multiple correla~ion coefficient in Tables III-7 and 
III-8 is the same as the R generated by a regression crf the de­
pendent variable on the 22 city dummies and corresponds to the 
proportion of the total variance "explained" by the city cla.ssi.­
fication • 

., 
-See Chapter I, page 4. 
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City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 


Boston 


Chicago 


Cincinnati 


Columbus 


Dallas 


Decatur 


Freeport 

Gary 
I 
I Indianapolis 
I
I Islip 

: Jersey City 
I
I Kansas City 


ld.ilwaukee 


I Minneapolis 

II New York Ci ty 

: Oakland 

Ii Philadelphia 

! Rockford 

I South Bend 

Tacoma 

Wilmington 

'roTA!. 

Table 1II-7 


MElu~ TIME REOUIRED TO 

'Z 

COMPLETE REHABILITATION BY 

Mean Time 
Complete 

Rehab 
Sample Size (Months) 

13 5.2 

2 5.0 

3 3.7 

19 14.8 

6 13.0 

8 14.6 

43 14.6 

13 3.6 

9 8.8 

28 11.8 

24 16.9 

9 15.8 

5 7.0 

12 8.9 

11 16.4 

14 16.0 

4 7.0 

19 2.9 

25 12.9 

30 10.6 

17 15.8 

14 4.4 

14 10.7 

342 11.5 

R2 == 0.39 
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CITY 

to 

Standard 

Error 


1.6 

4.0 

3.3 

1.3 

2.3 

2.0 

0.9 

1.6 

1.9 

1.0 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.5 

2.8 

1.3 

1.1 

1.0 

1.4 

1.S 

1.5 

0.4 
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City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Boston 

Chicago 

Cincinnati 

Columbus 

Dallas 

Decatur 

Freeport 

Gary 

Indianapolis 

Islip 

Jersey City 

Kansas City 

Milwaukee 

Minneapolis 

New York City 

Oakland 

Philadelphia 

Rockford 

South Bend 

Tacoma 

~iilmington 

TOTAL 

Table III-8 

MEAN RATES OF CONTPACT COST 
EXPENDI 'I'1JRES BY CITY 

Contract COstS/ 

Time to Complete 


Rehab (Months) 


$3,538 

$2,282 

$5,464 

$ 999 

$1,030 

$1,075 

$ 233 

$4,061 

$2,663 

$ 152 

$ 260 

$ 661 

$9,352 

$1,251 

$ 545 

$1,424 

$3,168 

$4,841 

$2,081 

$1,129 

$ 193 

$ 979 

$1,908 

$1,575 

. RSQ 0.54 
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Standard Error 

$461 

$1,129 

$922 

$366 

$714 

$565 

$278 

$443 

$6Q4 

$313 

$349 

$565 

$799 

$461 

$532 

$427 

$799 

$376 

$326 

$297 

$412 

$482 

$443 

$386 



in terms of the degree of control exercised over the rehabili­

tation precess. 

A natural extension of this analysis is to examine the 

effect of the size of the job on the ti!ne required to complete 

rehabilitation. By dividing the total contractor cost on each 

job by the length of time required to complete t..'1e work, the 

average "rate" of contracted work per month per property can 

be estimated. Averages for each city of t..'1ese "rates" of 

perionnance are presented in Table III-B. Notice that the city 

classificatory variables "explain n 54% of the variance in these 

"rates" of performance across properties. 

The model implicit in this analysis of "rates" of per­

formance is of the form: 

1 
t == . C 

lli 

where ll. de..''lotes t.'1e city-specific constant "rate" of perfor.:tance, 
~ 

measured in contract dollars expended per month, and c and t 

denote, respectively, contractor costs and time required to 

complete rehabilitation. A further variant on this model can be 

used to examine the influence of self-help work on the t:i!:te re­

quired to complete rehabilitation. !n this variant, the ratio 

of self help value (s) to contractor costs is in°::=oduced in a way 

which allows it to modify the effect of contracted costs on 

the length of time required to complete rehabilitation. 

-A 
t = .l:....(!.) . c 

lli c 

This relationship was estimated by reqressi.ng t..'1e logarithm of 

(c/t) on the city dummies (0.) and the logarithm of the ratio (sic):
1. 

The estimated coefficients and standard deviations are presented 

in Table III-9. The regression equation demonstrates a remarkable 
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goodness of fit, with a multiple correlation coefficient of 

0.785. The city dummies, which reflect differences from the rate 

of contracted cost expenditure in Wilmington, whose dummy 

variable is suppressed, clearly indicate significant inter­

city variations. Lastly, the effect of increases in the ratio 

of self-help to contracted costs (;\.) is highly significant and 

of the appropriate sign. It indicates an elasticity of -0.56 

bet',oleen the rate at which costs are incurred and the ratio of 

self-help to contracted value. In other woras, doubling the 

ratio of self-nelp to contracted work will, holding contractor 

costs constant, increase the time to complete ~~e work by 56%. 

Table III-9 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS & STANDARD ERRORS 

REGRESSION EQUATION Ln(c/t) = a + ALn(s/c) + ru.o. 
. ~ ~ 
~ 

a = 5.76 A = -0.56 
(0.26 ) (0.03) 

City Dummies (Wilmington Sucpressed) 
I 

Atlanta 0.28 (0.37) Islip -1.05 (0.43) 
Baltimore 0.08 (0.71) Jersey City -0.19 (0.55 ) 
Boston 1.71 (0.59 ) Kansas City -0.23 (0.37) 
Chicago -0.04 (0.33) !1ilwaukee -0.46 (0.41) 
Cincinnati 0.18 (0.48) Minneapolis 0.11 (0.36) 
Columbus -0.61 (0.41) New York City 1.15 (0.53) 
Dallas -1.40 (0.30) Oakland 1.08 (0.34 ) 
Decatur 0.59 (0.37) Philadelphia 0.21 -(0.32) 
Freeport 0.28 (0.43) Rockford -0.43 (0.31) 
Gary -1.09 (0.32 ) South Bend -0.77 (0.36) 
Indianapolis -1.14 (0.33) Tacoma -0.09 (0.38) 

RSQ = 0.78 
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Chapter IV 

HOMESTEADER SELF-HE!.? CONTRIBUTIONS 

One of the particular features of urban homesteading is 

that it provides a means for individuals to help themselves 

through direct contributions of their labor and skills to the 

rehabilitation of their new properties. These self-help efforts, 

ofta"1 referred to as investments of "sweat equity," are only 

possible when title passes to the new owner before ~~e repairs 

are complete. Under these circumstances, the homesteader may 

be able, through his or her own efforts, to effect significant 

reductions in the cost of rehabilitation and, conseque."1tly, in 

the amount of debt they must incur to repair the property. In 

addition to the financial be."1efits which may be acquired ~~rough 

self-help efforts, the direct involvement of the homesteader in 

the rehabilitation work may serve to increase ~~e homesteaders' 

attachment to the property and lead to better maintenance prac­

tices after the initial repairs are completed. 

From the perspective of the local government agency respon­

sible for urban homesteading, self-help may appear to be a mixed 

blessing. Redu~..ions in the cost of rehabilitation are obviously 

desirable. However, the management of self-help rehabilitation 

can be difficult and demanding and the danger does exist that 

homesteaders may be unrealistic in their assessment of the 

time and skills required to carry out their part of ~~e rehabili ­
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tation effort. Consequently, many of the Demcmst.::"ation Cities 

have been reluctant to allow homesteaders to make all the 

decisions themselves. In particular, many of ~~e Demonst=ation 

Cities have made sure ~~at work on mec..~anical systems be 

performed by licensed tradesmen and that homesteaders deconstrate 

that ~~ey have the necessarl skills and time to perform ~~e work 

to which they wish to commit themselves. In some cases, cities 

have executed written self-help construction contracts wi~~ 

homesteaders, have conducted skill tests, have provided training 

in construction methods and have provided =egular tec..~ical 

assistance to the homesteaders during the course of the •....ork. 

Information on the approaches adopted by individual programs 

to the planni."lg and' management of the self-help component of 

reb.abUitation has been provided in earlier reports of t..'1e 
. .. 1proJec .... 

Descriptions of ~~e differences in approach adopted by 

local w::ban hoinesteading programs tell us little about ~~e ex­

tent and nature of self-help ra~abilitation in ~~e Demonstration. 

To fill this need, the inspections of homestead prope~ies 

collected information in considerable detail on ~~e work which 

homesteaders undertook themselves, materials which t..~ey aCCiUired 

directly rather than through contractors, the hours of work 

which they or their friends and family put into ~~e repair of 

their prcperties and the costs of ~~e materials which they ac­

quired. To support estimates of the value of the homesteaders I 

contributions, separate computations were made of the additional 

dollar costs which they would have incurred if the work had 

been fully contracted out and the homesteaders had not invested 

their own time and effort in the properties. In presenting ~~is 

information, we begin with a descriptive account of the self­

1
The Orban Homesteading CatalOgue, Volume I, pp. 87-109. 

0.5. Department of Housing and Orban Development, August 1977. 
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help work performed by homesteaders. Subsequently, we examine 

the variation in the extent of self-help between cities, and 

examine the dollar return to self-help labor in different 

construction trade categories. 

The Extent and Nature of Self-Help ~.olork in the Demonstration 

Information on the 'work performed by homesteaders and on 

the materials which they acquired directly, ra~~er than through 

contractors, was collected during the course of ~~e home in­

spections. Each job performed by the homesteader was recorded 

together with the hours which the homesteader spent on the job 

and the costs and quantities of purchased materials. 1 

The homesteaders, their families and friends spent an 

average of 297 hours on the rehabilitation of ~~e homestead 

properties, or 7~ weeks of 40 hour work weeks. !n addition, 

homesteaciers purchased an average of $834 TNO~'-""l of materials 

for use in the rehabilitation of the homestead property. The 

distribution of the number of self-help hours and the costs of 

materials purchased by the homesteaders are presented in 

Figures !V-l and IV-2. 

IThe "jobs" which were recorded for the self-help TNOrk do 
not correspond to the "tasks" used to describe t."le extent and 
nature of rehabilitation work in the last chapter. These self­
help "jobs" include demolition work, as well as t.~e replacement 
and repair of components of the building and t.~ey were r.ot re­
corded by means of pre-defined categories. 
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Figure rv-l 


DIST!UBUTION OF SELF-HEW> HOURS 


(Mean = 297 hOU~5) 
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The number of hours spent and the aggregate materials 

costs incurred by eac~ homesteader were cal=ulated as ~~e sum 

of hours and material costs for each job whic~ t~e homesteader 

performed. The total n~ober of jobs performed across all 397 

properties was 6,224, or an average of 15.7 jobs per property. 

The .distribution of the number of jobs performed by the ho~-

s~eader is shown in Figure IV-3. 

Figure IV-3 

DISTRIBUTION OF ~TU}!BER OF SELF-HELP ';OBS 
(Mean - 15.7 Jobs) 

... ... ... '.1' ~0 :; '"0 '" '" '"..,. Q ," .'" .... 
I I I'0" ... '" I '" I ? I I I ? I '"I... ... ... a­:; 0 '" .., '"VI '" VI '" '.1' '" ~ 'JO'" '" " '" 

~f!r of Self-HeLl' ..icbs 

To provide a better understanding of t.i.e types of work 

which t~e homesteaders undertook on their own behalf, the jobs 

which they perfo~£d were organized into 16 separate categories 

of activity. The distribution of ~i.e self-help hours across 

t.i.ese categories is shown in Table ~/-l. 
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Table ZO:l-l 

DISTR!3tJTION OF Sc:u-~ HOURS ~"TI) :1ATSQ..I.:l.LS 
PURCrlASED 3Y "1':-,.:. HOHES~~ER 3Y ';09 C';\TEC~RY 

Average ~IUI!lber 

Average Hours of Jobs 

Joo Catecorl (\ of Total Eours) (3] of all Joi:Js) 

(31) 	 (13)Demolition 	 91 2 . 3 

(07)Site i'1or:< 	 21 (07) 1.0 

0 . 1 (01)Concrete 	 1 (Ol} 

Mason-ry 	 4 (01) 0.1 (01) 

ICaI?ent-ry 	 24 C081 1.5 (10) 
I 

(00) 
; 
u 	 Metal Work a (00) 0.0 

Thermal i :-!oisture 
E'rotection 10 (03) 0.5 (04 ) 

Doors & ',qi.:1c.ows 18 (06) 1.6 (10) 

Finishes 105 (35) 5.0 (36) I 
SSlecialties 3 (01) 0.6 (04) I 
)J!. • , ,.ec.canJ.ea.:. 	 13 (04) 1.1 (07 ) I 
=:lect=ical 	 6 (02) 1.1- (07 ) I 

I 

TOTAL 	 297 (100) 15.7 :100) 

This dist=ibution of se1=-he19 hours provides an inte=es~-

i:1g charac"':erization of t.'1.e t:IPes of work ~de=",=aKen ~y t."le h.ooe­

steaders. !Jemolition and site "Nork bet·....een t~em account fer 38% 

of all t.i;.e hours ".mien ho!:teste=.ders spent on t.'1.e re..i:.abili ,:at:'cn 

of thei.: properties. :tlork on finishes of various kinds accollr.,=ec. 

=or a further 35~ of homesteader self-help hours. On averase, 

hC1t'.es-teaciers spent only 6% of t.'1.eir time on t.'1.e :nechanic=.l and 

electrical systS!!lS of t.'1.e building and very mocles'C amOU-'"lts of 

statistics ~~e it clear t.~at homesteaders conce!1~ated t.'1.eir 

er=orts heavily on ~e lcwer-skill joi:Js, and t.'1.at t."lese joi:Js 

provided. opport'..llli'::ies for t."le hoctes~eaders t::l c::lnt=i;ute qui'::e 

signi!icant amounts 	of ti=.e t::l ~'1.e rehabili~acion cf t."leir 
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properties. On average, homesteaders reported just under 16 

separately identifiable jobs which they had gerformed on ~~eir 

properties. Of ~~ese, work on finishes was most f requent, 

accounting for over a third of all jobs performed. 

A more useful measure of the contribution of self-help 

to the rehabilitation of urban homesteads is provided by 

estimates of the amount of contractor costs which were avoided 

through self-help activities. The equivalent contractor cost for 

ea~~ job performed by a homesteader was estimated on ~~e basis of 

contractor labor and materials costs plus contractor's overhead, 

profit and contingency fees. This was done using unit costs 

for labor and mat~rials for each of ~~e jobs identified as having 
lbeen performed by the homesteader. These unit costs were adjusted 

to reflect inter-city differences in labor and materials costs, 

and inflation factors were also included. By this means, it was 

possible to estimate, for each job performed by a homesteader, 

what the job would have cost if it had been fully contracted cut. 

The average am::lunt of savings in contractor costs which 

was aciueved by self-help activities was estimated to be S2,063 

per ·property. This was made up of two parts: (1) savings 

attributable to self-help labor (i.e., contractor cost avoided): 

$1,716 per property; (2) net savings attributable to direct 

material purchases by the homesteader (Le., the amount con­

tractors would have charged for materials purchased directly by 

~~e homesteader (Sl,181) less ~~e costs actually incurred by ~e home­

steader ($834): a savings of $347 per property. The distribu­

tions of contractor costs avoided per property, for labor costs, 

material costs and in the aggregate, are presented in Figures 

IV-4 t~ough IV-6. 

lSoth labor and materials unit costs were derived from 
Building Construction Cost Data 1976, R.S. Means Co., Duxbury, 
Mass. Adjustments to reflect the size of jobs and use of non­
union labor were performed under subcontract by the Ehrenkrantz 
Group and are document2d in "Cost Guide Book - Urban Homesteading", 
The Ehrenkrantz Group, !orew York, September 1977. Fer more detail, 
see foo~,ote on page 61. 
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Figure IV-4 


~rSTR!BUTrON OF AVOIDED CONT~C70R LABOR COS7S~ 


(~1ean ~ Sl,716) 
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Figure IV-5 

DISTRIBu~ION OF ~~~R!AL C8ST SAV:NGS* 
(:1ean = S347) 
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Figure IV-6 

~ISTRIBUT:ON OF AVOIDED CONTRACTOR ~CTAL COSTS 

(Mean = S2,063) 
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The extent of ~~e sel=-help contziOutions of homesteaders 

is also usefull'i examined through comparisons ~...ith the exte!".t of 

contracted rehabilitation. The average amount of paynents to con­
, I 

tzactors per ?roperty was $7,691. The average savings in 

con~ractor costs achieved through ~~e applica~ion of self-help 

across all 397 properties, including bo~~ labor and purchased 

materials, was $2,897 per property. The total rehabilitation 

... ' - th .. b 1 J: -" '- s10 ~ 10 1cos~ per property, ~= ere nae een no se_~ ne_p, l~ . ,0 • 

If we express ~~e self-help con~ribution as a ~ercentage of ~~e 

total market, or contract cost, value of rehabilitation, we can 

conclude ~~at self-help contributions acco~~ted for approximately 

27% of the total value of rehabilication work ?er=orned. 

ITh ' . ' d~s numcer ~5 compute as ~~e a.verage of contractor costs 
over 388, not 397 properties, because there '..rere 9 missing val'.les 
of ~~e payments to contractor variable. 
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The percentage contribution of self-hel~ can also be cal­

culated on a .9ro!?er~y-lJy-pr0gerc::y basis by di',idir.g the value 

of ~he self-help contribution by the actual cont=acted costs 

~l~s the value of self-help for each prope=~y. ~rre resulting 

distri~ution is "u" shaped, a sOIU.er.oJhat surprising result 

(Figure !V-7). The greatest f=equencies of properties are fou~d 

at the extreme ends of ~~e range; over a quarter of t~e proper­

ties had a less than 10% sel::-nelp ccnt=ibuti.cn, '.oJhile al...-nost 

one property in six had a se~£-help cOGt=ibution in eXCESS of 

90%. In t,;.~e middle range, bet~oJeen la' and 90% self-help con­

~ibutions, the 10% intervals show much lower frequencies. 

The "U" shaped distribution of the percentage of self­

help indicates a fairly strong tendency towards an "all or 

no~~ing" approach to self-help. Individuals appear to either 

do very little (over 40% of the properties ~ad less than a fifth 

of the work performed by homesteadersl or they undertake ~~e 

bulk of t,;.'le ~.ork (over one in four of the homes;:eaders pe=­

formed more than 70% of the renabilitation ~~emselvesl. Th~s 

tendency towards the extremes implies tha;: there is a very low 

frequency of homesteade=s at and around the 39% self-help ratio 

,.hich is ~~e mean of the distribution. 

Inter-Citv Variations in Self-Helo Contributions 

Reference has already been made to the di.fferences bet·...een 

local urban homesteading programs in their approaches to ~~e 

planning and manageme.'1.t of rehabilitation. One as!?ec~of ~~ese 

local variations is ~~e extent ;:0 which homest;aders hav~ 

been encouraged or pe-~tted t~ undert~~e self-h~lp 

work. Some evidence of these variations was provided by des­

criptions of local program approaches to ~~e rehabilitation of 

urban homesteads based upon interviews wi~~ local officials. 

These interviews do not, however, provide us wit,;.~ a statistical 

basis for dete~ning how cities have differed in the amount 

of self-help work actually undertaken by homesteaders. 
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Figure IV-7 

DI3'I'RIBL~!ON OF THE 2ERCENTAGE OF SEU'-HEL? BY P?,.OP::"'-'I"! 
(Mean = 39%) 

(Median = 27%) 
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In Table rl/-2, t.'1e aVe.!:'age ccntract costs, 'Talue of self ­

help, total rehabilitation value (sum of contract ccsts anc 

self-help value), ~.d percentage of self-help (value of 5e1:­

help divided by total rehabilitation value) are presented. 

On a city-by-city basis, the variations in t.'e percentage of 

self-help are quite striking. The !:'ange extends from 2% i:1 

t.~e Jersey City prcgram to 74% in the Islip program. 

Computations of self-help percentages for each property 

permit us to examine the validity of the classifications of 

DeIr,onstration Cities in terms of t.'eir approach to ::ehabili tatio::. 

made before the act~al i~~pections of properties were ?er=o~ed. 

In the First Annual Report of the Urban nomesteading Jernonstra­

tion, ~ublished in October 1977, the Demonstration Cities were 

classified. into 3 groups. The first group of cities (Jersey 



Table IV-2 


AVERAGE CCN~CT COSTS. SELF-tlELP VALUES, 

RE..VJ3 VALUZS P-_I\ID SELF-HEL? 

Cit'! 

.~tlanta 

3alti:nore 


Boston 


Chicago 


Cincinnati 


I 
; Co!'t.:ml:us 
! 
I 
I Dallas 

I Decatu!:' 
1 

FreeportI, ,, Gar! 

Indianapolis 

Islip 

Jersey City 

Kansas City 

Milwaukee 

Minneapolis 

New York City 

Oakland 

Philadelphia 

Rockford 

South Bend 

Tacoma 

Wil:nington 

TOTAL 

Contract 
Costs 

9,393 

13 ,5<14. 

19,417 

10,806 

12,166 

i 9.574 

1,708 

13,590 

12,338 

1.607 

I 3,712 

2,301 

45,840 

9,023 

2,027 

12,274 

13 ,020 

12,114 

15,010 

7,338 

2,550 

2,045 

8,579 

7,691 

Value of 
Self-HelD 

1,032 

837 

6,240 

4,137 

3,664 

2,288 

2,407 

707 

2,116 

3,683 

2,294 

6,484 

1,072 

2,140 

5,486 

6,590 

5,02l 

1,692 

4,170 

1,361 

5,216 

1,565 

2,977 

2,897 

% BY CI'!'Y* 

Total 
Rehab 
Value 

10,425 

1 " ... , 381 

26,292 

14,942 

15,830 

11,862 

4,118 

14 ,297 

14,540 

5.290\ 
I 

i 

I 	 6,018 


8,785 
 I 
46,912 

11,163 

7,513 

18,864 

18,041 

13,848 

19,300 

8,707 

7,766 

3,610 

11,556 

10,610 

:?e!:"centage 
of 

Self-~elD 

0.10 

o.06 

0.24 

0.28 

0.23 

0.19 

0.58 

C.05 

0.15 

0.70 

0.38 

0.74 

0.02 

0.19 

0.73 

0.35 

0.28 

O. :'2 

0.22 

0.16 

0.67 

0.43 

0.26 

0.27 

"'In some instances, rows do not add across due to mi5sL~g ob­
servations on contract costs. The average ::-ehabilitation 'Talue 
and contract costs are based on 388 observations ""hile self ­
help values are cased on 397 cbservations. 
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Ci~y, Kansas City, New York City, :reeport and Decatur) ,...ere 

celie'.red to be least inclined to permit or encourage self-

help ;::ehabilitation efforts. The third group (South Send, 

'tiilmingt::m, Baltimore, Gary and Indianapolis) ',;ere believed 

to be most likely to per:nit and encourage self-help rehabilita­

tion efforts. The remaining cities lay in ~~e middle of the 

;::ange, permitting self-help efforts but maintai~ing a modi~~~ 

of city control and supe~ision. To test ~~e validity of this 

classification, ;::egressions of ~~e self-help percentage of 

each property were run on dummy variables representing t~e 

first group (most stringent attitude to self-help) and the 

~~ird group (least stringent attitude to self-help) The 

;::esu~ ':i:-,q re~ession equation '....as: 

P :; 0.37 - 0.230 + 0236 RSQ: 0.16 
t 1t 3t 

(0 .02) (0 .05) (0 •04) 

Nhere ~ cenotes ~~e self-help percentage of ~~e 
t 


and CIt' <5 are. dununies for the first and t:..~ird groups of

3t 

cities ;::espectively. These results suggest ~~at the original 

classification scheme has some ',alidity, since me.."1.i::ership of 

the first group (most stringent) reduces ~~e mean self-help 

percentage by 23 ~ and oembership of ~~e ~~ird qrou? increases 

~~e oean self-help percentage by 21%. In both cases the co­

efficients are siqnificant a~ the 99% level. L"1sQection of 

d:e city means (Table IV-2) suggests, however, that some cities 

do not fit ~~e classification. In particular, Balt~ore, a 

member of ~~e least stringent group, has the second to least 

Self-help percentage of all cities. 

Fur~~er insight~ in~o ~~e variation of ' self-help by city­

group can be obtained through regressions of total contract 

costs, value of self-help and total rehabilitation value (contract 

costs plus self-help value) on ~~e city-group dummies. The 

resul ts of these regressions are presented in Table !V-3. 
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'!'able !V-3 

:?egression Coefficien'Cs 
(standard e~or5) -

1De~ende.."lt 	 Group ... Dummy Grou9 3 Du.'nmy 
~C:~v·ariable . 	 Constant . (~st strin<:;ent) (least st.ri:lcen'C) --y 

. Contrac": Costs 7 ,542 i ,915 	 -3,572 0.17 
(480) ( 1, 198) 	 (912) 

2. 	 Self-Help ~Talue 2,992 -1,250 30 - CLC2~ I 

(212) (528) -	 (416 ) 

3. 	 Total Rehab ValuE 10,533 0,664 -3,175 0.11 
(1 + 2) (514 ) (1,284) (1,009) 

Of interest here i s ~~e relative lac< of eX91anatory ?Ower 

of ~~e c~ty group dummies in t~e self-help value re~=ss~on. 

Only cne coefficient is significant and t~e dummy variables contri ­

bute almost no~~ing to the explanation of the variation in self-he19 

val~e bec~een proper-~es. Sy contrast, ~~e city group d~ies 

wor~< rat."l.er ',;ell in ~~e e.,<?lana':i.on of ::ontrac~ cost. "aria.t~on 

be~wee.."l proper-~e5. ~e Demons'Cration Cities wi~ ~"l.e hi<:;hest 

contract costs (ane t.,.e highest rehabilitation valces) are 

c!pically ~ose cities whic"l. have t.~e ~st stringent a?prca~~ 

to self-help. Conversely, t.~05e whic~ are most ~~nable t~ self­

help typically a~ smaller jobs and have muc~ less contract 

Wor!< pe::=::or.n.ed.. 

These results suggest an i~teres~ng L~ter?retation of ~e 

earlier classification of cities i~ te~ of thei: approac~ 

the management of rehabilitation. The differences which exist in 

the degree of control which cities maintain over the rehabilitation 

process only partially reflect differences in t~eir attitudes 

towards self-help. P.acher, it appears that th.e overall size of 
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the job, and ~~e amount which will have co be contracted out, 

is tne decisive factor in a city's approach to rehabilitation. 

Cities which undertake large rehabilitation jobs typically 

elect to maintain a high level of control and cities 'N'hicn 

undertake smaller rehabilitation jobs allow the homesteader much 

more freedom to plan and manage the work. ~e average rehabilita­

~ion value for the Group 1 Cities is S17,197, for the Group 2 

Cities it is SlO,S33, and for the Group 3 Cities it is only 

$7,358. The magnitude and statistical significance of these 

differences provide strong support for the validity of ~~e 

initial groupings, albeit subject to a somewhat modified inter­

pretation. 

Ano~'ler source of information on the alternative approac:les 

adoptee by the Demonstration Cities to ~~e manage~ent of self­

help efforts is provided by homesteaders' answers to ~estions 

abcut ~'leir freedom of choice during the rehabtlitation of their 

properties. The homesteaders were asked three broad questions 

relating to their freedom of choice: 

(l) 	 Did ~~e homestead agency give you a choice in 

c.eciding what repairs '....ould be made? 


(2) 	 From the '....ork list were you allowed to select 

any tasks to do yourself? 


(3) 	 If any work was contracted, were you allowed to 
select the contractor? 

The 	answers to ~~ese questions have been ~abulated in the 

aggregate and by city (Table rv-4). 

Examination of these resulcs re"·eals that the Demonstration 

Cities adcpted quite different apprcac~es to the role .of the 

homesteader i~ the planning and managemen~ of renabilitation. 
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City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Boston 

Chicago 

Cincinnati 

Columbus 

Dallas 

Decat~ 

Freeport 

Gary 

Indianapolis 

Islip 

Jersey City 

~sas City 

11i.lwaukee 

Minneapolis 

New York City 

Oakland 

Philadelphia 

Rcdcford 

Sou"t.'l Bend 

Tacoma 

tiilmington 

TOTAL 

Table IV-4 

HOHES'I'EADERS' PERCEIVED FREEDOM OF CHOICE 

DURING REHABIr.ITATION BY CITY 


Percentage Wi t...'1 Percentage With 

Freedom to Freedom to 


Choose Wh ich Re- Select Tasks to 

Sample Size -oairs to Make Do Themselves 

16 69 44 


3 67 67 


4 50 75 


19 58 100 


8 25 100 


8 63 63 


53 26 91 


l8 78 22 


11 36 55 


28 34 82 


28 47 93 


12 58 100 


5 100 40 


13 38 93 


11 a 82 


14 50 93 


4 100 75 


22 55 59 


26 46 93
I

46 24 83 


17 24 94 


17 47 77 


14 71 86 


397 41 80 


Percentage tht.h 
Freedom to 
Select the 
Contractor 

63 


100 


100 


74 


87 


100 


60 


11 


a 
97 


61 


67 


a 
100 


73 


100 


75 


59 


100 


74 


88 


Z4 

64 


68 


59 




It is evident from ~~e fact that less than half of ~~e home­

steaders believed that they '....ere free to choose what repairs 

would be made, that the homestead agency maintained a fairly 

stringent control over the work write-up. There is, however, 

considerable variation between cities in responses to this 

question. None of Milwaukee's 11 homesteaders and only I of 

Gary's 28 homesteaders felt that they had freedom to choose 

what repairs would be made. At the other extreme, all of ~~e 

homesteaders in Jersey City and New York City felt that ~~ey 

had freedom to choose what repairs to make on their property. 

In their answers to ~~e question on the freedom to select 

tasks to do themselves, the homesteaders were more in agreement. 

In only 7 of the 23 Demonstration Cities did less ~~an 75% of 

the homesteaders believe they had such freedom. These seven 

cities were Atlanta, Baltimore, Columbus, Decatur, Freeport, 

Jersey City and Oakland. In Chicago, Cincinnati and Islip, 

accounting for 39 homesteaders in the sample bet'Neen theo, all 

the respondents felt that they were given freedom to select 

tasks to do "themselves. 

To examine whether ~~e homesteader's perception of his or 

her freedom to undertake self-help work actually influenced ~~e 

percentage of the work undertaken by the homesteader, ~~e 

correlation coefficient of the city-by-city percentages of 

actual self-help (Table IV-2), and ~~e city-by-city percentages 

of perceived freedom to do self-help was computed. The value 

of the correlation coefficient was +0.36, suggesting that there 

is some association between the city's policy on self-help and 

the actual amount of self-help work performed. 

There is considerable variation becNeen cities in the 

homesteaders' perception of their freedom to select ~~e con­

tractor, although it is perhaps somewhat surprising that there 

are 15 cities where the horeesteaders are not in agreement among 

themselves on whether or not they were free to select the con­

tractor. In Freeport and Jersey City, none of ~~e homesteaders 
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felt they were ' free to select the contractor and only 2 of 

Decatur's 18 homesteaders felt they had this choice. At the 

other extreme, ~~ere were 6 cities (Baltimore, Eoston, Columbus, 

Kansas City, Minneapolis, and Philadelphia) where all the 

respondents stated that ~~ey were given the freedom to select 

the contractor, and only 1 of Gary's 28 homesteaders felt that 

he or she did not have this choice. 

The Rate of Retll-~ to Self-Hele Efforts 

Orban homesteaders who commit themselves to work on their 

new properties and to purchase materials for use in the rehabili­

tation effort presumably do so to save money in contractor bills. 

By reducing the amount of dollar costs which they incur to repair 

these prope-rties, the urban homesteaders avoid current cash 

obligations or the need to borrow money. The relationship be­

tween the savings achieved on ~~e one hand and measures of ~~e 

hooesteader's input on the ot.~er hand is one of considerable 

interest for the light it sheds on the rate of retll-rn to sel=­

help efforts. 

The data collected during inspections of ~~e urban home­

stead properties provide a means of assessing the rates of 

return ~o self-help efforts. For each job, or task, which was 

performed by a homesteader, information was collected on the 

number of hours of homesteader labor and the cost of materials 

purchased by the homesteader. At the same time, estimates of 

the quantity of materials used for each task were developed and 

these were then used to develop estimates of what the job, or 
1task, would have cost if it had been done by a contractor. 

1
The development of estimates of what ~~e self-help tasks 

would have cost if they had been performed by a contractor was 
a rather elaborate exercise. Each self-help task was coded and 
the quantity of materials recorded. For each task, labor costs 
were estimated by multiplying the materials quantity by a 

(footnote continued on next page) 
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homesteaders were most active. =or the ~o most active trades, 

the average savings per hour (Laborer, $5.00 and Painter, $5.32) 

were bo~~ below the average across all trades of $5. 78;nour. 

Conversely, the trades wi~~ the highest hourly rate of savings 

'...ere typically more highly skilled and accounted for a relatively 

sUlall number of :'1ours. These include: Hasonry ($3.09/hour), 

Tile Setter ($8. 77/hour) , Steam Fitter ($8.49;nour), and ~lectri­

cian (S8.43/hour). This pattern indicates that ~~ose homesteaders 

who unde~ook the higher skill tasks were sufficiently competent 

to take advantage of the greater opport~nities for cost saving 

in the higher skill and higher pay trades. 

On the whole, as the standard de'}"iations ir..dicate, average 

hourly savings were estimated with a reasonable degree of preci­

sion. The average hourly savings across all trades, esti~ated 

to be $5. 78/hour, has a 95% confidence interval of +49 cents" 

It is interesting to compare this estioate with the average 

hourly earnings of ~~e homesteaders. The mean average hourly 

earnings from work for the 397 homesteaders '...hose properties 

were included in this sample was $5. 44/hour. This is quite 

close to ~~e average estimated savings per hour achieved by 

homesteaders ~~ough self-help efforts. To the extent that the 

homesteaders do not find self-help work to be significantly 

more 9leasant or unpleasant than ~~eir regular work, and ad­

justing for the marginal effect of income t~~es and social 

security contributions, economic theory suggests ~at average 

hourly earnL.gs and average hourly savings from self-help efforts 

should indeed resemble each other quite closely. 
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C:'1apter V 

REHABILITATION AND HOUSING QUALITY 

Orban homesteading provides an alternative means of 

arranging for ~~e repair of residential properties which have 

been foreclosed and which are typically in ra~~er poor condition. 

Unlike programs in which a public agency or non-profit sponsor 

assumes responsibility for the rehabilitation of the property, 

urban homesteading provides the future occupant with a signifi­

cant role in ~~e planning, management and perfc~.ce of the 

repair work. Unlike the traditional "as-is" property disposi­

tion programs in whi~~ the government maintains negligible 

cont-~l over the extent and quality of rehabilitation, urban 

homesteading mandates inspections of the quality and adequa~l 

of repairs as a condition of title. In a sense, urban home­

steading can be viewed as an attempt to se~e the advantages 

of bo~~ approaches; under homesteading, the government bo~~ 

delegates the responsibility for repairs and regulates the 

quality of the resulting product. 

From this perspective, the quality of the r~~abilitation 

performed on urban homesteads is of crucial interest in the 

evaluation of the program. No one doubts that it is possible 

to give away real prope-rty which has value. ftlhat is open to 

empirical investigation is the effectiveness of ~~e rehabilitation 

process whi~~ takes place after tha homesteader has received 

conditional title to the property. 
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In the preceding chapters, the ~~aracteristics of the 

homestead properties before conveyance have been a~~ned, ~~e 

extent and nature of the rehabilitation effort has been des­

cribed and the scope and mix of self-help activities have been 

analyzed. In this chapter, we turn to ~~e issues of ~uality, 

bo~~ in terms of the specific rehabilitation work perfo~ed and 

also in terms of the quality of the resulting products. 

Quality of Workmanship and the Choice of Materials 

During ~~e course of the inspection of ~~e urban homestead 

~roperties, all instances of new work on the property were noted 

and classified according to whether the work was performed by a 

contractor, by the homesteader, or by both working together. 

These records of new work made use of the 161 possible tasks 

which were used in Chapter III to provide descriptions of the 

nature and extent of ~~e rehabili tation '....ork performed on the 

urban homestead properties. At the same time that instar.ces of 

new work were noted, the quality of ~~e repair or replacement 

in terms of workmanship and the ~~oice of materials was also 

rated by the inspector. These ratings of the quality of the 

rehabilitation work provide ~~e basis for the analysis of ~~is 

section. 

Each instance of "new work" '....as classified into one of four 

possible groups for both workmanship and ~ateria15: 

Above Standard: Craft quality workmanship or mater­
ials that are be~ter than those typically used in 
the home building industry. 

Standard: Good quality trade or professional level 
workmanship and materials that are typical in the 
home building i~dustry. 
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Minor Substandard: Noticeably defective workmanship or 
materials which should be correctsd but which do not 
need replacement. 

Major Substandard: Unacceptable workmanship requiring 
repair or very peer materials; workmanship which will 
wear out quickly or is susceptible to damage. 

These standards were described in more detail in ~e 

instructions for field staff, toge1:..'1er 'N"ith examples of the spe­

cific types of conditions or materials which would fall into each 

category. The intent was to use conventional home construction 

standards to assess the quality of rehabilitation. 

The distribution of quality ratings for tasks inVOlving 

new work is shown in Figure V-I. 

Figure V-I 

MajorHajor Above 
L"I..i.nor Substd. AboveSubstd. Std. 
Substd. 0.1% Std.Minor 1.6% 
1.9% ---­Substandard .---'-''"''---­

18.8% 

Workmanship Materials 

It is clear that, with respect to the choice of materials. 

there is very little cause for conc~ over quality. Only 2% 

of all the new work tasks were found to be below standard in the 

choice of materials and only one-tenth of one percent of the new 

work tasks were classified as major substandard. In contrast, 

over 10% of all the new work items were rated "Above Standard" 

. in terms of the quality of materials employed. The .quality of 
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workmanship is more variable. Al.nost 80% of all the 

new work tasks were rated at or above standard quality in te~s 

of workmanshi~ but 18.8% of ~~e new work items revealed minor 

deficiencies. A further 1.6% of the n~w work items 'N'ere judged 

to be major substandard in terms of wor~nship. 

The implications of these overall findings are reasonably 

encouraging. A very small percentage of the new work was rated 

so poorly as to require replacement. The incidence of minor 

substandard workmanship is reasonably high (18.8%), but none of 

these items were judged to require replacement. To ~~e extent 

that the objective of the rehabilitation effort is to produce 

good quality housing, it is clear that this objective has been 

largely realized. 

The significant level of homesteader self-help ef=ort in 

~~e Demonstration permits an exami~ation of t~e extent to which 

the use of self-help leads to reduced quality in workmanship 

and the choice of materi"als. Many of the Demonstration Cities 

were clearly concerned about this possibility and designed 

their programs so that a careful •...atch could be kept over ~~e 

quality of rehabilitation work performed by the homesteaders. 

The distributions of the quality of workmanship and materials 

for tasks performed by contractors, by homesteaders and by both 

contractors and homesteaders 'Marking jointly (Figure V-2) , 

provides evidence on this issue. 

It is apparent that ~~e self-help activities have contri­

buted substantially to the incidence of mnor substandard work­

manship. One in eight of ~~e tasks performed by contractors 

were- judged to have minor deficiencies, but more t~an one in 

four of ~~e tasks performed by homesteaders or by home~teaders 

and contrac~ors working together were judged to be mi~or sub­

standard in terms of workmanship. Similarly, the incidence of 

major substandard wo~~ship, alt~ough fairly low for all 

groups, was more than t~ree _times higher for homesteaders t..'lan 
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DISTRIBUTION OF OUALITY RATINGS FOR 
CONTRACTED AND SELF -HELP TASKS 
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for contractors. In view of the very large sample sizes, t.~e 

differences between the quality ratings for homesteader and 

contractor workmanship are statistically very significant. 

iihen contractor and homesteader tasks are contrasted on the 

quality of materials employed, the differences are much more 

l!IOdest. OVer 99% of all the contracted tasks were judged to 

have used standard or aboVe standard materials, whereas over 

96% of all the tasks performed by homesteaders were also judged 

to have used standard or above standard materials. 

The incida~ce of deficiencies in the quality of workmanship 

varies quite significantly between the Task Group categories. 

As shown in Table V-l, Plas~er & Drywall work had by far the 

highest incidence of minor substandard workmanship (35.4%); 

Interior Finishes (16.4%) and Roofing & Siding (13.1%) are next, 

and St--uctural Alterations (7.0\) and Finish Carpentry (9.8%) 

have t.~e lowest incidence of minor defects. 

Table V-l 


GUALI~ RATINGS BY TAS~ GROUP C~TEGORY 
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Comparisons of the quality of workmanship and materials 

have now been made between contracted and self-help tasks and 

between Task Group categories. A third comparison, between 

cities, is also of interest in the light of the differences in 

the approach to the manageoent of =ehabilitation bet'.oIeen local 

programs. 

There is significant variation between cities in the ger­

centage of tasks which meet each of the four standards of ',oIork­

manship (Table V-2). In seven cities (Atlanta, Decatur, Jersey 

City, Minneapolis, Rockford, South Bend and Tacoma), ov~r 90% 

of all the tasks performed were found to be of standard or abov~ 

standard quality workmanship. At the other e."1d of the range, in 

three cities (Chicago, Gary and New York), less than 60% of tb.e 

tasks were found to be of standard or above standard quality 

workmanship. 

It is interesting to note that there se~~s to be little 

correspondence between the earlier groupings of Demonstration 

Cities in te~ of their approach to rehabilitation and the 

incidence of standard and substandard workmanship. Of the 

seven cities wi~~ over 90% standard or above standard work­

l!lanship, t'tlO (Decatur and Jersey City) 'tlere drawn from the 

first group, four (Atlanta, Minneapolis, Rockford and Tacoma) 

were drawn from the second group, and one (Sou~~ Bend) was dra'Nn 

froe the third group. Similarly, of the three cities with 

fewer than 60% of the tasks achieving st~~dard quality of work­

manship, one was drawn from the first group (New York), one was 

drawn from the second group (Chicago) and one was drawn from 

the third g:t:oup (Gary). These findings suggest ~~at t.~e "degree 

of cont.."'Ol" exercised by t.~e city over t..'1e rehabilitation process, 

which is largely mirrored in the groupings, is not closely 

related to the incidence of standard workmanship. Furthermore, 

despite the higher incidence of substandard workmanship among 

the self-help tasks, ~~e seven cities with over 90% of standard 

workmanship include three (Minneapolis, South Bend and Tacoma) 

in which the number of self-help tasks exceeded the number of 
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City 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Boston 

Chicago 

Cincinnati 

Columbus 

Dallas 

Decatur 

:'::-eeport 

Gary 

Indianapolis 

Islip 

Jersey City 

Kansas City 

Milwa1L~ee 

Minneapolis 

New York City 

Oakland 

Philadelphia 

Rockford 

South Bend 

Tacoma 

Wilmington 

TOTAL 

Table V-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF OUALITY RATINGS 
" FOR WOru<HAJ.'lSHIP BY CITY 

No. of ~ Above !Is , Minor ~ Major 
Tasks Standard Standard Substandard Substandard 

\ 

345 0.6 90.1 7.5 1.7 

79 0.0 72.2 27.8 0.0 

114 0.0 79.8 20.2 0.0 

374 0.0 44.4 42.8 12.8 

156 0.0 87.8 12.2 0.0 

128 0.0 71.1 28.9 0.0 

576 1.9 71.4 24.1 2.6 

401 3.2 88.3 8.5 0.0 

190 1.6 66.8 30.0 1.6 

315 0.6 57.5 41.0 0.9 

417 10.3 74.6 14.4 0.7 

172 1.2 75.6 17.4 5.8 

158 0.0 95.6 4.4 0.0 

238 0.0 78.2 21.8 0.0 

173 0.0 78.2 21.8 0.0 

337 1.2 90.2 8.6 0.0 

111 0.0 51.4 44.1 4.5 

479 0.0 77 .4 21.9 0.6 

643 0.3 79.9 19.0 0.8 

702 0.7 72.0 7.1 0.1 

329 7.3 83.9 8.8 0.0 

118 1.7 92.3 3.4 2.5 

321 0.3 74.4 24.0 1.3 

6,876 1.6 77 .9 18.8 1.6 
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contracted tasks. Conversely,two of the cities (Chicago and 

New York) with less than 60% standard workmansnip, had more 

tasks performed by contractors than by homesteaders. 

Similar city-by-city quality distributions for materials 

are presented in Table V-3. The variation between cities is 

much more modest for materials choice than for workmanship. 

Only two cities (Dallas and GarJ) have more ~~an 5% of the new 

work tasks rated substandard in terms of materials c..~oice, whidl 

does not appear to be a problem in general for the homesteading 

cities. There is more variation at the upper end of the scale 

with a significant number of cities with rather high incidence 

of above standard materials choice. Eleven of the twenty-t!lree 

cities have more than 10\ of all new work tasks performed using 

above standard materials, and in two instances (Jersey City 

and Oakland) over 20% of all new work tasks were rated above 

standard in the choice of materials. Once again, no apparent 

relationship, positive or negative, ~~sts between ~~e extent of 

self-help and ~~e incidence of above standard materials. 

Those who regard urban homesteading as an experiment in 

~~e managem~~t of rehabilitation must draw ~~eir own conclusions 

from these data on the quality of workmanship and ~~e choice of 

materials experienced in the Demonstration. There are, unfor­

tunately, no comparable data from other programs against which 

these results can be juxtaposed. Considered simply against the 

implicit standards used to rate the work on the urban homesteading 

properties, it would appear that the relatively high L,cidence 

of minor substandard workmanship is the oost likely area of 

concern. Comparing the overall incidence of minor deficiencies 

between contractors and hocesteaders, it would appear that self­

help is the underlying reason for the 20% rate of minor sub­

standard workmanship. However, examination of the data on a 

city-by-city basis suggests that at least some cities have 

been able to achieve much lower rates of substandard 'o'Iorkmanship 
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Citv 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Boston 

Chicago 

Cincinnati 

Columbus 

Dallas 

Decatur 

2reeport 

Gary 

Indianapolis 

Islip 

Jersey City 

Kansas City 

:tilwaukee 

Minneapolis 

New York City 

Oakland 

Philadelphia 

Rockford 

South Bend 

Tacoma 

Wilmington 

TOTAL 

Table V-3 

DISTRIEUTION OF QUALITY RA~IUGS 
FOR MATERLUS BY CITY 

No. of .1 Above % %Minor ~ Major 
Tasks Standard Standard Substandard Substandard 

345 10.4 88.4 1.2 0.0 

79 2.5 97.5 0 . 0 0.0 


114 11.4 88.6 0.0 0.0 


374 4.0 94.9 1.1 0.0 


156 12.2 87.8 0.0 0.0 


128 4.7 95.3 0.0 0.0 


576 8.8 82.5 8.3 0.3 


401 13.2 86.2 0.5 0.0 


190 6.8 92.1 1.1 0.0 


312 3 .. 2 89.5 6.7 0.6 


417 12.7 85.6 1.7 0.0 
 I 
172 5.8 93.0 1.2 0.0 

158 30.4 69.0 0.6 0.0 I 
I

238 11. 7 87.4 0.8 0.0 


173 2.9 93.0 2.3 1.7 


337 14.8 84.6 0.6 0.0 


111 8.1 91.0 0.9 0.0 


479 20.3 18.7 1.0 0.0 


643 7.5 92.2 0.3 0.0 


702 4.8 93.9 1.1 0.1 


329 16.7 82.0 1.2 0.0 


U8 1.7 94.9 1.7 1.7 


321 1l.8 85.4 1.9 0.9 


6,876 10.3 87.3 1.9 0.1 
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by homesteaders. In Cincinnati, Dallas, ~lwaukee, ?hiladelphia, 

Sou~~ Bend and Tacoma, the percentage of self-help tasks meeting 

or surpassing the standard quality of workmanship was higher thar. 

the percentage of contracted tasks meeting the same standards 

across the sample as a ,.mole. Each of these cities seems to have 

managed ~~e self-help component of rehabilitation without sig­

nificant dilution of the quality of wor!~ship. In some cities, 

for example, Chicago and New York City, the incidence of minor 

deficiencies in workmanship were high both for contractors and 

for homesteaders, indicati~g a possible need for more stringent 

monitoring of all phases of the rehabilitation work. In general, 

however, the fact that less ~~an 2% of all new work required 

replacement indicates ~~at ~~e objectives of ~~e rehabilitation 

program have been quite fully realized. 

Measurement of Housing ?roeucts 

Assessment of the quality of rehabilitation work perfo~ed 

on ~~e urban homestaading properties, al~~ough of considerable 

interest in assessing homesteading as a me~~od of housing re­

habilitation, provides very little sense of the quality of the 

end-product -- the rehabilitated dwelling. ;:'or a variety of 

reasons, knowledge of the end-product of any housing rehabilita­

tion or construction program is of considerable interest. In 

the first place, HOD has traditionally imposed standards (mini­

mum property standards and minimum design standards) on all 

newly-constructed or renovated properties receiving FHA mortgage 

insurance commitments; ~~ose standards indicate the government's 

ongoing interest in the quality of residential properties, 

especially those receiving assistance from the federal govern­

ment. Secondly, since urban homesteaders are committing ~~em­

selves to the repair and ownership of FHA properties, wi th the 

encouragement of local public agencies, it is highly desirable 

to ~~ow more about ~~e quality of ~~using services which ~~ey 
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receive when ~~e rehabilitation is complete. 

To meet these objectives, information collected during the 

inspections has been subjected to a battery of tests to dete~ne ~~e 

percentage of the ~ehabilitated properties meeting each of a number 

of sets of standards. In this section, the standards applied are 

described and the results of applying these standards are presented 

and discussed. 

Primary Scace Quality Indicators 

The first stage in the assessment of the overall quality of 

the Urban homestead properties focused on indicators of the 

adequacy of spaces within each building. To develop these 

indicators, space standards promulgatad by various public 

agencies were examined. The HOD Minimum Design Standards for 

Rehabilitation for Residential Procerties (4940.4, September 

1973) or ~ were felt to be the appropriate guide for establish­

ing "standard threshold of quality." Wit..'1. regard to space, 

however, the MDSR essentially delegates the establishment of 

:ninimum requirements to "prope~ authority," provided t..'1.at "each 

living unit (is provided) with space necessary for suitable 

living, sleeping, cooking and dining accommodations, storage 

laundry and sanitary facilities; also, provides space of such 

size and dimensions so as to permit placement of furniture and 

essential equipment" (MDSR (4.2) a.l). Generalizations of what 

"proper authority" would actually enforce in each of the demon­

stration programs needed to be made for these purposes. Several 

routes to establishing these generalizations are available: 

• The use of the space standard guides provided by the 
MeSR which recognize some of the possible discre­
pancies between new space standards and the actual 
space c..'1.aracteristics of an existing "old" stock. 

• The use of Oceration Brea~~~ough space guide­
lines (HOD Transmittal of Request for Proposal 
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No. H-55-69 "Operation Breakthrough-Application of 
Improved Housing Systems Concepts for Large Volume 
Production," June 1969, see Attachment I, p. 1-37.) 
These guidelines are based on concepts of room fur­
nishability ~~d combination of rooms, and only spe­
cify minimum dimension by activ'ity and related 
furniture and equipment needs. 

• 	 The HOD Minimum Prooerty Standards for Single 2aroilv 
Housing (1973), including Revision No.5, 1977, 
specifically address new construction and are ~ar­
tially used in t..'1e MDSR regarding the "new subdivi­
sion of space." These standards now incorporate 
space dimensional guidelines spelled out in the 
Operation Breakthrough document with respect to the 
furnishability requirement. 

• 	 Various national or regional codes such as the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC), t.~e National Building 
Code (NBC), the Basic BuildL~g Code (BBC), t.~e 

Southern Building Code (SBC). 

Many assumptions had to be made to simplify the various complex 

=equirements made by these regulations. For example, none of 

t..'1ese sets of standards or guidelines actually establishes 

minimum dwelling size relative to the number of occupants or to 

the number of bedrooms, but they do list t..'1e basic activities 

required -- i.e., living, dining, cooking, sleeping and storage. 

Fur-~ermore, requirements for mL~imuc habitable room size vary 

between different sets of standards or guidelines referenced 

above. A detailed review of the procedures and assumptions 

used in this analysis is provided in Appendix B of t.~is report. 

The distribution of the urban homesteading properties 

across the four levels of primary space quality for eac~ of sL~ 

building types is presented in Table V-4. Almost Go] ~ of the 

urban homestead properties meet or exceed the standard level of 

the space indicators, with 18.5% being above standard. Of t..'1ose 

that fall short of the standard level, most fall into the sub­

standard, rather than t..'1e minimum, level of the space standard. 

The highest incidence of properties failing to ~eet t..'1e standard 

level occurs in the larger (4+ bec.rooc) properties, where less 

than two-thirds of the properties meet the standard or above­

standard levels. Controlling for t.~e nucber of bedrooms, there 

is evidence that the properties wit.~ 2 floors typically meet 

the space standards more frequently t..'1an t~ose wit.'1 only one 

floor. 
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Table V-4 


DISTRIBUTION OF PHOPER<l'IES BY SPACE STANDARD AND PROPERTY MODEl. 


-
A B C D E F 


Space ode1 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4 Bedrooms 4 Bedrooms 

, Standard 1 ~'loor 2 Floors 1 Floor 2 Floors 1 l;>loor 2 Floors 'l'OTAL~ -


Above 

5.8% 3.6\ 15. n 'H.lt 28.6% 47.6\ 18.5\ 

Standard 

Standard 70.6% 02.1% 68.7% M.4t 28.6% 19.0% 60.5% 	 I 

I 

Minimum 12.6% 7. H. 3.6\ 0 % 0 t 1.6% 5.4\ 
I 

Substandard 10.9\ 7.1% 12.0% 14.41!. 42.0% 3l.n 15.6% 

-

, 'I 

'I'O'l'AI. 100 '6 100 \ 100 % 100 % 100 \ 100 % 100 % 

, ­

n 	 119 28 83 90 7 63 390 



Service Oualitv Indicators = 

Se-~ce quality indicators were developed for both plumbing 

and e.iectrical systems. The conditions which were imposed for 

each property to meet ~~e specified levels of the service 

quality indicators are presented in Appendix B. 

It should be noted ~~at the quality indicators used here for 

plumbing are substantially lower than those used in MDSR. The 

principal reasons for this difference are the limitations on 

the amount of time available for the inspection and an effort to 

reduce the MDSR requi~~ts to further adapt to the conditions 

of the housing stock wi t.lJ.out I however I compromising health and 

safety requirements. 

These electrical service quality indicators apply to all 

properties regardless of type or size. The MDSR standard re­

quirements regarding electrical services are less specific t...~an 

t.lJ.e ones used here -- the MDSR relying on stringent electrical 

codes at the local level. 

The number of properties meeting each level of the Se~Jice 

Quality indicators are shown in Table V-5. The results are 

quite varied, but probably typical of properties of the same 

vintage as the urban homesteads. In general, the properties 

do rather well against the plumbing standards for kitchens and' 

they do quite poorly on the plumbing standards for bathrooms and 

on electrical service. On both the primary and secondar.! 

standards for bathroom plumbing and on the electrical service 

standard, barely half of the properties meet the requireme..~ts 

of the standard level. 

Considering the overall. results of the Measurement of 

Housing Products I using space and service standards I it is 

apparent that many of the ra~abilitated homestead properties 

..fall short of HOD I s standards for rehabilitated properties (MDSR). 

These properties have, however, been rehabilitated to standards 

imposed and enforced by local urban homesteading officials and, 

in many cases, t.~ey have also been inspected by city building 
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inspectors and/or city housing inspectors. The fact that many 

of the properties meet local standards but fail to meet MDSR 

clearly indicates t.~at l'!DSR are more stringent than the local 

standards as applied to urban homesteads. 

The issue raised by this disparity is whether local stan­

dards are too lax or federal standards are too strict. In the 

end, resolution of this issue depends on the extent to which 

homesteaders, having satisfied local standards, will have to 

undertake subsequent repairs which could have been avoided by 

more thorough rehabilitation in the first place. Alternatively, 

the cost of rehabilitating to lower local standards may be paid 

for in a lower resale value for t.~e property. This is an 

issue which cannot be resolved on the basis of the data provided 

by a one.-time inspection of each property. \'lhat is apparent 

from ~~is report is that the costs of rehabilitating even to 

local standards are very substantial. If these standards are 

still inadequate to maintain the physical and economic viability 

of ~~e property, the economic rationale for rehabilitation may 

be called into question. 

80 



-- -

'I'able V-5 


FREQUENCY OF PROPERTIES MEETING SERVICE QUALITY INDICATOR LEVELS 


Electrical 
Service Plumbing Service 

r- Indicators Primary Indicators Secondary Indicators 
Quali ty Rating nathroom Kitchen Bathroom Kitchen 

I 

Above Standard 0.8\ 18.9% 11.6% 1.8\ N.A. 

Standard 25.9% 68.0\ 35.0\ 49.6% 24.2\ 

UJ 
I · ~ 

MinimlUR 12.3% N.A. N.A. 45.6% 11.8\ 

Not meeting 
61.0\ 13.1\ 53.4\ 3.0\ 64.0~

lowest standard 
.­





Chapter VI 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


Inspection of rehabilitated urban homestead properties 

was included in the research plan for the Urban Homesteading 

evaluation study because little was known at t."le outset of the 

Demonstration about the process and nature of rehabilitation 

under urban homesteading. This lack of knowledge reflected the 

absence of any systematic data collection efforts during t."le 

earlier, locally-initiated urban homesteading prog::oams and, 

indeed, the essential absence of information of any kine. about 

t.~e rehabilitation of single-family properties, ~lder either 

public or private auspices. 

The range of uncertainty about the likely experience of 

rehabilitation in the Urban Homesteading Demonstration was quite 

comprehensive. Major issues included: 

• What would be the mix and condition of properties 
selected for use in local urban homesteading pro­
grams? 

• What would be the nature and extent of the rehabili ­
tation performed on t.~e selected properties? What 
would t."le rehabilitation cost the homesteaders? 

• What would be t."le extent of homesteader participa­
tion in the planning and execution of t.~e work? 
What kinds of tasks would homesteaders perfor:n them­
selves? How much would self-help save in terms of 
contractor costs avoided? 

• 	 How long would t.~e rehabilitation take to complete 
and how would t.us vary with t."le size of the job 
and with the amount of sel:::-hel?? 
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• 	 t-lhat level of quality would the repaired propez:ties 
attain? In terms of workmanship? In terms of 
materials choice? In te-~ of established space 
and service quality guidelines? 

• 	 How would cities approach the planning and manage­
ment of the rehabilitation of urban homesteads? 
How do different approaches work in terms of the 
costs, timing and quality of the ra~abilitation 
process? 

The inspections of the urban homestead properties, com­

bined with information provided by urban homesteaders and by 

local program officials, have provided a means of addressing 

these issues and of assessing the overall effectiveness of 

rehabilitation in the Urban Homesteading Dem:Jnstration. The 

principal conclusions of the anal~lsis are: 

• 	 Nature and condition of the oroperties selectee 
for use in UIban homesteading properties. The 
properties selected by local programs from the 
available HOD inventory resemble ~~e central city 
single-family.housing stock quite closely in te~s 
of age, but tend to be somewhat smaller man t.~e 

average central city dwelling unit and substant~ally 
smaller than ~~e average central city owner-occupied 
dwelling unit. T,he average repair costs on a sub­
sample of 139 of these properties were estimated by 
HUe property disposition staff to be approxima~ely 
$6,500. 

• 	 The actual cost of urban homesteading rehabilitation. 
The actual costs of rehabilitation for the full sample 
of 397 inspected properties, including the market value 
of the homesteaders' self-help contributions, was 
estimated to be approximately $12,400. This is sub­
stantially higher than the repair costs estimated by 
HUe property disposition staff, and t.~e difference is 
even larger when comparisons are made on the 139 
properties for which HUe repair cost estimates were 
available. This finding suggests strongly t.~at the 
extent of rehabilitation under uIban homesteading 
is considerably greater than in ~~e HUD "repair and 
sell" program. 

• 	 The extent. and nature of the ra'tabilitation work. 
Over 75% of all ~~e properties required work in each 
of the following major categories: Electrical Ser­
vice, HVAC and Insulation, Plumbing, Finish CarpentrJ, 
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Structural Alterations & Replacements, Interior 
Finishes, Plaster & Drywall, and Site TN'ork. Of the 
total costs of work performed by contractors, it is 
estimated that 41% 'N'as attributable to structural 
alterations/repairs and finish carpentry, while a 
f~~er 39\ was accounted for by electrical service 
and plumbing repairs. Less than 12% of t..~e contracted 
work went to interior finishes and plaster/d--ywall 
work. 

• 	 The extent of homesteader self-helo in the Demonstra­
tion. It is estimated that homesteaders contributed 
an average of 27~ of ~~e total value of t..~e rehabilita­
tion work on the sample of inspected properties. This 
includes both direct purchases of materials and the 
value of their labor measured. in terI:IS of the reduction 
in contractor costs resulting from self-help efforts. 
The variation across properties in the percentage of 
self-help is qui te striking 'N'i th one in every four 
properties having less than 10\ self-help and one in 
every six propez:ties having over 90\ self-help. 

• 	 The nature and value of self-helo contributions. Home­
steaders and their families and friends contributed an 
average of 297 hours of work on their ?roperties, of 
'N'hich almost 73\ 'lias spent on demolition, site ~oJork and 
interior finishes, activities typically requiring ~~e 

,lower-paid 	construction trades of painter and laborer. 
The average estimated savings in contractor bills was 
approximately $3,000 per property and the average re­
turn to t..~e homesteader was estimated to be SS.78 per 
hour across all trades. In addition, homesteaders 
purchased an average of 5834 worth of materials per 
property directly ra~~er than through contractors 
and thereby achieved further additional savings of 
approximately $350 per property. 

• 	 The quality of workmanshio and the choice of materials. 
The overall findings of the st'..1dy on the quality of 
workmanship and the choice of materials were reassuring. 
Eighty percent of all the tasks performed met or ex­
ceeded goad quality trade or professional standards of 
workmanship and almost 98\ of all materials chosen met 
or exceeded. typical home building standards. There was 
a significant difference in ~~e incidence of substandard 
workmanship between homesteaders (29.7\) and contractors 
(13.3\), but some cities with a high percentage of 
self-help were still able to achieve very high rates 
of standard and above-standard workmanshi£l. This suq­
gests strongly that the managemem:. of rehabili tation is 
more important than the extent of self-help in deter­
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mining the overall quality of rehabilitation. 

• 	 The measurement of urban homesteads agai~t current 
space and service quality standards. Application of 
current space and service quality standards to older 
properties, su~~ as the urban homesteads, provides 
a set of indicators of the quality of the "products" 
of the urban homesteading process. The properties do 
much better when measured against conventional space 
requirements (79\ standards or above standard) than 
when measured against current service quality standards 
(less than 40\ of the properties meet minimum standards 
for bathroom plumbing and electrical service). These 
findings clearly raise the issue of whe~~er HOD's 
standards for rehabilitated properties (MDSR) are not 
overly stringent, given the substantial expenditures 
incurred on the rehabilitation of properties, many 
of which do not meet these standards. 

The findings of the study reported above S'.lpport an overall 

assessment of the rehabilitation experience under urban home­

steading. They do not, however, provide direct guidance to 

local urban homesteading officials wishing to select the best 

approach to the planning and manageme.'1t of renabilitation. !n 

the remainder of this summary chapter, the findings will be 

examined for ~~e evidence ~~ey shed on the effectiveness of 

alternative approaches to the management of urban homestead 

rehabili tation. 

One way to bring together the results of previous chapters 

of this report is to classify each of the Demonstration Cities 

in terms of their experience and performance along the major 

dimensions of program choice and rehabilitation outcome. It 

is clear that there are many ways by which ~~s can be accom­

plished, wi~~ progressively finer and finer gradations of dis­

tinction. It is also clear, however, ~~t the sample size of 23 

Demonstration Cities cannot support too fine a classificatory 

system. The approach followed here adopts a classification sys­

tem based on 3 variables: (1) percentage self-help (2 levels: 

mean percentage of self-help value to total value greater or 

less than 36%); (2) the quality of workmanship (2 levels: 
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average percentage of standard or above standard 'N'orkmanship 

greater or less than 78\); (3) speed of rehabllitation (2 

levels: time to cOlIlfllete rehabilitation greater or less than 

11 months). In each case, the cut-off which divides ea~~ class 

into two groups was selected to approximate the median of the 

distribution. The resulting classification of Demonstration 

Cities is presented in Figure VI-I. 

Figure VI-l 


THREE-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF D~~ONSTRATION CITIES 

BY MEAN SELF-HELP PERCENTAGE, QUALITY OF WORKMAL'ISHIP 


& SPEED OF REHABILITATION 


T 
0 
T 
A 

L 
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11 

I 

12 

23 

>11 months 

~ 
c. >36\ Tacoma-~ 
I .... 
~ 
~ 
CIl Atlanta 
Of> Boston 
c 
ca <36% Decatur 
<ll 

::& 	 Jersey City 
Kansas City 

TOTALS 6 

Quality of Wor~nship 
(\ Above Standard & 

Standard) 
>78!!5 

Time to ComoI ete Rehab 
<11 months 

Minneapolis 
Indianapolis 

Milwaukee 
South Bend 

Cincinnati 

Philadelphia 


6 

>11 :nonths 

Oakland 

Baltimore 

Freecort 


<78% 

<11 mont..."ts 

Chicago 
Columbus 


Dallas 

Gary 


Islip 


I 
New York C~ tv 

- !Rockford 

Wilmington I 

! 


6 	 5 
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The classification which resul~ is instructive. In t.'1e 

first place, the almost identical distribution of the totals in 

the bottom row of Figure VI-l indicates that there is no rela­

tionship between t.'le average speed of rehabilitation and the 

average quality of rehabilitation across t.'1e sample. Cities 

which carry out t.'leir rehabilitation programs on a fast schedule 

are just as likely, or unlikely, to produce good quality work­

manship as those which perform the work more slowly. Secondly, 

there is no evidence that cities which permit and encourage self­

help do much worse t.'1an cities which use less self-help in terms 

of the quality of the resulting product. 'TIle 2-'lIay classifica­

tion of cities by percentage of self-help and quality of work­

manship (Figure VI-2), shows that t.~ere is no systematic tendency 

for cities with a high percentage of self-help to produce lower 

. quality work. This is surprising given the earlier e',idence 

that work performed by homesteaders typically has a higher 

incidence of deficiencies than wurk perfo~ed by contrac­
1 

tors. The explanation must necessarily be found in t.~e 

tendency of bot.~ homesteaders and contrac~ors to perfo~ 

better than averaae quality work when there is a higher 

percentage of self-help. 

Figure VI-2 

'TIiO-w"AY CLASSIFICATION OF CITIES (NUMBER) 

BY MEAN 55 SELF-HELP & QUALITY OF WORKM.'\.~SH!P 


Quali ty of Workmanship , 
(!! Standard or 
Above Standard) 
>78\ <78% 

dfill >36% 5 6 11-c!: Si 
~ ~ (!J 

<I)Ul= <36\ 7 5 12 

~ 

TOTAI.S 12 11 23I 
1
See Chapter V, page 69. 
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The third t~o-way interaction in Figure V!-3 is be~Neen 

the percentage of self-help and the speed cf rehabilitation. 

In ~~s case there is a dramatic and convincing negative asso­

ciation bet'..,een the two variables (Figure VI-3) . 

Figure VI-3 


TWO-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF CITIES (~~ER) 


BY MEAN \ OF SELF-HELP & 


TIZ-!E TO COMPLETE REHABILITATION 


Time to Complete 
Rehabili tation 

.~~ mOnths 1>11 months 

d' I 236% 2 9 11 
1.1.1 c.. !c,..; ...... 

tU (!) (!) 
(!)CIl= <36\ 10 2 12 

IX 

TOTALS 12 11 23 

Only 2 of ~~e 11 cities with over 36% self-hel? averaged 

less than 11 mon~~s to complete rehabilitation. Conversely, 10 

of the 12 cities wi~~ less than 36% self-hel? took less than 11 

mont.'1.s on average to complete rehabilitation. This is 

one of ~'le major findings of the comparison of the Demonst=ation 

Cities in terms of their approach to urban homesteading. 

It could be argued that the classification of the Demonstra­

tion Cities in terms of their approach to urban homesteading 

should also include a measure of t.:"e scale of t.~e rehabilitation 

jobs they undertake. Accordingly, Figure VI-l has been aug­

mented to include a c~ssification of the cities by the average 

size of t.~e rehabilitation jobs undertaken (2 levels: rehabilita­

tion value greater or less than $14,000. The new classification 
. 1 F(Figure VI-4) illustrates the tendency, discussed earl~er, ~or 

cities with larger jobs to have lower percentages of self-hel?, 

1See Chapter IV, pages 37-58. 

88 



Figure VI-4 


FOUR-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF D~~ONSTRATICN 


CITIES BY · REHABILITATION VALUE I 


SELF-HELP PERCENTAGE, QUALITY OF 

WORKMANSHIP & SPEED OF REHABILITATION 


Qualit:y at Workmanship 
(\ Standard' 

Above Standardl 
Re.h.Ulil i ~- > 78' I <78\ 

tion Mean , Ti~ 1:0 Comolcte RtoIhGb 
Value Self-H.. l:.. <11 mont:hs > 11 lDool:hS <1lIlllOnt:h5 >11 <IlQnt:hs 

Chicaga
>'36\ Minnea~li:l OaklAnd- CalwnbWl 

~H4K 

Sosl:On Baltimore
Cincinnati<36\ Oecat:ur E'reep.>n

I'hiladelphia.Jersey City New 'lark City 

Indianapolis Dallas 
~36' Tacoma Milwaukee Gary I 

South Bend Is Up 
I

<$141< 

At.lanc.a Rockford<36\ 
Karuias Ci ty Wilminqt:On iI 

TOTAL 0 6 0 5 

as illustrated by the row totals in the right-hand column of 

Figure VI-4. However, the mean size of the job does not appear 

to be correlated with t.'le quality of workmanship, or, except 

through the mediating influence of self-help, with the t~e re­

quired to complete rehabilitation. 

The classification of the Demonstration Cities in terms of 

~'le major dimensions of program design and performance supports 

to some degree the original groupings reported in Chapter I of 

t.'lis report, and developed before the property inspections were 

carried out. There are 6 Demonstration Cities which unde~ake 

larger ~'lan average jobs, have less than average self-help per­

centages and complete the 'Nork in under 11 months. These are 

Boston, Decatur, Jersey City, Baltimore, Freeport, and New York 

City. Four of these cities were among the five cities included 

-l 

I:l 

7 

-l 

2.1 
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in the group which "emphasized high standards of rehabilitation 

quality, rapid completion of repairs and a high degree of local 

program control over the specification and performance of work." 

The grouping seems clearly appropriate, but the emphasis on high 

quality work is questionable, since only 3 of ~~e 6 cities exceedea 

the median rate of standard and above standard 'iorkmanship. 

Four cities (Atlanta, Kansas City, Rockford and t'lil:nington) 

resemble these six in all respects except for the average size 

of the rehabilitation jobs undertaken. Each of these cities had 

lower than average participation of homesteaders and each achieved 

relatively rapid completion of rehabilitation. Like the first 

six, however, these four include cities dis tributed equally both 

above and below the median quality levels. != we pool these ~~o 

groups, separated only by the size of the jobs undertaken, they 

represent one basic model of urban homesteading rehabilitation: 

modest homesteader involvement and rapid completion of repairs. 

At the other extreme are those cities which pernit or en­

courage self-help and which complete :!:epairs ~ore slotily. These 

include Minneapolis, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, South Bend, 

Chicago, Columbus, Dallas, Gary, and Islip. Two-thirds of these 

cities undertook jobs '....hich averaged less than $14,000 in re­

habilitation value (unlike the low sel=-help, fast repai:!: 

programs which tended to undertake the larger jobs). Once again, 

these programs are almost equally divided by the median of the 

quality of workmanship. Three of the five cities originally 

classified into the group which "encourages the use of sweat 

equity" are among the cities which ~~courage self-help and which 

complete repairs more slowly. T~~en together, these 9 Demonstra­

tion Cities constitute another model of the way to approach urban 

homes teading . 

The four cities which remain are those in which the time 

penalty for heavy reliance on self-help is not paid (Tacoma and 

Oakland) or where the time dividend for limited use of self-help 

is not received (Cincinnati and Philadelphia). The relative in­
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frequency of these examples suggests that these do not repre­

sent typically available choices for cities underta~ing urban 

homesteading programs. 

It is clear t..'1at several distinct approaches to the planning 

and management of urban homestead rehabilitation have been ado:9ted 

by cities participating in the Urban Homesteading Demonstration. 

The basic trade-off is between the :9ercentage of t..'1e work per­

formed by the homesteader, with its implications for cost reduc­

tion, and the time required to complete rehabilitation. Cities 

which have undertaken the larger rehabili tation jobs have 

typically favored an approach which relies relatively less on 

self-help and which L"lsures that the :9roperties are repaired 

qui te quic.~ly. Cities which select properties needing fe'N'er 

repairs have tended to rely more heavily on self-help and t..'1e 

work has tended to take somewhat longer to complete. The find­

ings of th.e report also indicate th.at it is the mar:.agement of the 

program, whether oriented towards large jobs or small jobs, 

self-help or contracted work, rapid or less rapid completion of 

repairs, which determines t..'1.e quality of the ~%rkmanship which 

goes into t..'1.e repairs. This finding clearly indicates t..'1.at high 

quali~l wo~~nship and cost reduction through sweat equity are 

compatible objectives in an urban homesteading program. 
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Appendix B 

STANDARDS APP!.IZD IN THE ~..EASURD!ENT 
OF HOUSING PRODUCTS (CHAPTER V) 

B. 1 Scace Standards. 

Four principal indicators were chose~ to cont=ol ~~e 

various space quality levels: 

(1) 	 The total area of ~~e house to insure ~~at all 
basic activities can indeed be carried out. 

(2) 	 The number and minimum area of those "key rooms" 
of ~~e house (living, dining and/or sleeping). 

(3) 	 The number of baths ~elative to the nUIl1be~ of 
bedrooms. 

(4) 	 The area of the principal ba~~. 

Specific assumptions wi~~ respect to areas and combined 

areas computations are as follows: 

(1) 	 The total area of ~~e house, to insure ~~at all basic 
activities could indeed be carried out. These areas 
are computed on ~~e basis of the nu.x:ti::ler of rooms and 
related services. Each house will have one primar! 
or master bedroom and the number of secondary !::led­
rooms corresponding to the model. Each will have 
one, one and a half, or two baths, again depending 
on the model. A combination living, dining kitchen 
is used in all cases in an attempt to use lowest 
possible square footages. Storage is provided at 
4 sq. ft. per person, approximately. For each 
typical house, these areas are aggregated t.o yield 
a net total square footage and 10\ is added to give 
the gross area taking into account wall thicknesses 
and circulation space. Room sizes for bedrooms, 
living, dinin~ and kitchen areas are the minima 
given by the MDSR and the HUD Hinimum P:::-operty Stan­
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dards for One and Two F~ly Dwellings, 1973 in­
cluding Revision 5, April 1977. The MDSR-based 
areas constitute the minimum level and the HUD ~1PS 

the standard level. The above standard level is 
obtained by adding 10% to all areas given by ~~e 
HUD MPS. 

Two bedroom dwellings are assumed to house 4 occu­
pants, three bedrooms 5 to 6, and four plus bedrooms 
more than 6 occupants. It should be noted that 
secondary bedroom standards which are geared towards 
single occupancy have been used for double occupancy 
here, on the assumption that they were "adequate" 
for children. 

~~LE OF TOTAL ~~ COMPUTATION 
FOR THREE BEDROOM HOUSE 

Above 
Min. Std. Std. 

!-1aster Bedroom 110 120 132 

Bedroom 70 	 80 88 

Bedroom 70 	 80 88 

LV/DN/K 250 300 330 

Bath 33 	 33 36 

Storage 20 	 20 22 

533 	sq. ft. 633 sq. ft. 696 sq. ft. 

10% 55 63 	 70 

TOTAL 608 sq. ft. 696 sq. ft. 766 sq. ft. 

For the two star] models, 35 sq. ft. are added to 
to the stairs, and one half bath is added for con­
venient use of the dwellings, with the exception of 
the substandard and mir.imum dwelling sites of the 
two bedroom model. 

(2) 	 The number and correspondL'1g minimum area of "key 
rooms" in the house are meant to insure that a spa­
cious house overall not be chopped up into minis­
cule and unfu--nishable rooms. 

Each dwelling is controlled- to have at least as many 
bedrooms as the model stipulates to-be secondarj 
bedrooms wi~~ corresponding minimum dima'1sions. 
Each should also have at least two rooms of the mini­
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mum size required for the master bedroom. Thus, in 
the two-bedroom model, the dimensions of three rooms 
are controlled. Four and five room dimensions are 
controlled in the three and four-bedroom dweilings, 
respectively. This approach does not verify ~~e 
dimension of rooms by specific use, but ra~~er, it 
assumes minimum standrads for specific use rooms and 
verifies that a minimum number of rooms in ~~e 
dwelling be wi~~in ~~ese limits. 

(3) 	 Minimum areas for complete bathrooms are checked to 
be at least 33 sq. ft. At least one and one-half 
baths are required for all above-standard units and 
for most two-story units. They are also required 
for all four plus bedroom units. Half-baths are 
assumed at 12 sq. ft. 

It is clear ~~at there can be many dif=erent ways i~ 

which space standards of the properties can be analyzed and ~~e 

quality thresholds established. The position taken here is that 

established gove-""IUIIent standards must be the basis upon ~vhich 

the evaluation is carried out. At the same time, however, ~~e 

quality thresholds must be responsive to both the expected 

variety in tastes and needs of the homesteaders and to ~~e fact 

that the housing stock concerned is existing and dates ~rimarily 

of pre-war times. 

The primary space indicators which were developed distin­

guish, as already mentioned, bet,veen properties on the basis of 

the number of rooms which can be used as bedrooms and ~~e number 

of stories or floor-levels in the property. This classification 

leads to six separately identifiable models (A-F) to each of 

which the space standards are applied. 

Table 8-1 

MODELS USED IN APPLYING SP_~E STANDARDS 

MODEL A 2 8R 1 Floor 

8 2 Floors 

C ! 3 8R I 1 Floor 

D 2 Floors 

E I 4+ BR 1 Floor 

F 2 Floors 
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The total area of the house in sq. ft., the number of habita.ole 

rooms, excludLig kitchen, the respective minimum sizes of ~~e 

habitable rooI:lS, the number of baths and the area of ba~~s in 

sq. ft. for each medel, are used in developing the space quality 

indicators. 

Properties were screa~ed in the following manner: 

• 	 Each property was initially classified within one 
of the given models according to ~~e number of 
bedrooms and the number of stories. 

• 	 The number of baths was scanned for appropriate­
ness to the model. If inappropriate, the property 
was classified downwards, in most cases, to the 
model that has a lesser number of bedrooms. 

• 	 The total area of the house was computed by adding 
all habitable and service rooms recorded in the 
audit, including separate storage areas and a 15% 
increase for circulation and wall thicknesses. 

• 	 The number and respective square footages of 
habitable rooms (excluding kitchens) was c.;"ecked 
for appropriateness. If inappropriate, the property 
is classified downwards to ~~e lower square footage 
for the total and the step is reiterated. 

The space standards which were then applied are those in­

dicated in Tables 3-2, 3-3, and B-4, for each of the 6 models. 

Table 8-2 

Hodel 8Model A 
RIll Count Baths

Total Rln Count 8atl'ls Total 

,'rea SF SF II SF Arl!!a SF it SF ~ SF
* 

NA :I"Substandard <494 NA NA NA NA <529 IIA 111\ 

>1 > 70> 70 	 >3]~ >33 ::.529 	 '::'1MinimUIII '::'494 >2 ->110 ,::,1. 	 >2 £1l0 

>1 > 80>1 > 80 	 >1 >.13 
Standard ::,570 -	 .::.1 >33 .::."05 >2 >110>2 >120 

>1 > ?O
Above >1 > 90 ><;63 	 >1' 1Il\ 

.::.628 	 .::.1; /11\ >2 >130>2 	 -Sundard 	 >130 - I 
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The resultin<;, esti:na'Ces of savings, or "self-hel~ value," have 

already ~een uSed to describe the ext;n~ of the self-help 

effort. 

The average savings per hour of homesteader self-help 

labor might be expected to var/ with the construction ~ade 

skills required. To examine this variation, homesteader hours 

were disaggregatec into 17 categories of labor, or trades. 

The distribution of the number of hours ~y trade, ~~e average 

savings per hour of homesteader labor and the correspondin<;, 

standard errors of estima'Ce are presented in Table I~j-=. 

Examination of the trade ~real(down of hours and of a'lerage 

hourly savin<;,s is of some interest. Over 75~ of the ho~es'Ceader 

hours were accounted for by t~ree trades: Laborer (34.5%), 

Painter (22.3%), and Carpenter (19.4'). No o~~er trade accounted 

for more ~~an 4.2~ of ~~e homesteader hours. The two tasks with 

the lar<;,est number of hours, Laborer and ?ainter which ~etween 

them accounted for 56.8% of all the self-hel9 ho~rs, are both 

relatively low-skill activities. 

The distribu'Cion of average dollar savings per hour of 

homesteader labor shows consi~erable stability. The extremes 

of the range are 9rovided by ~etal-'...orker (S 2 .44,rnour ) and 

Laborer/Mason (SlO.41f,."lour), but bet·....een t!le~ these t '.-IO trades 

accounted for only a half of one percent of t!le total homesteader 

hours. Of t!le 17 trades, 14 show average hou.=ly savings of 

between $4.50 - S8.50 per hour. Typically, it a9pears ~~at ~~e 

savings per hour are lower for the lo'"..er-skill t!:'ades in 'rlhich 

1 
-(continued from previous 9a g e ) 

"modified labor cost per uni t" i similarly, materials costs 'rle!:'e 
estimated by multiplying the materials q:.lantity by a ";:'\odi:iec 
materials cost per unit." The l.abor and materials uni'C costs 
were based on the R.S. ~leans data (Building Const-"1.lction Cost. 
Data 1976) and adjusted for job size, productivity diiferences, 
non-'mion labor, :::-egional variations and i:1flation. :::n addi­
tion, overhead, builder'S 9rofit and ~on'Cingency factors were 
applied. 
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Table !V-S 

DIS'I'RIBOTION OF HOURS .:l..N!) 

. PER HOUR BY TRr..DE 

% of Total 

Homesteader 


Trade !lours 


Carpenter 19.4 


Electrician 2.5 


Fence Erector 0.5 


Glazer 1.9 


Laborer 34.5 


Mason 2.6 


t"!etal Worker 0.1 


?lumber 4.2 


Painter 22.3 

[ 

Paper Hanger 2.0 


Plaste=er 3.2 


Roofer 1. 7 


Sheet Metal l<1o::ker 0.3 


Steam. ::'itter 1.0 


Tile Layer 2.5 


Tile Setter 0.8 


LaborerIt-lason 0.4 


TOTAL 100.0 

SAVINGS 

Average 

~ Savings 

Per Hour 


6.25 

8.43 

7.97 

7.13 

S.OO 

9.09 

2.44 

7.02 

5.32 

4.49 

4.96 

5.03 

6.96 

6.49 

5.26 

8.77 

10.41 

5.78 

Standard 

Oe·,iation 


0.41 

0.38 

1.14 

1. 28 

0.53 

1.38 

l.05 

0.74 

0.2S 

0.79 

0.70 

0.62 

l. 40 

2.46 

0.53 

1.12 

2.06 

0.25 
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Table B-3 

Substandard 

Total 
Area SF 

<608 

RIft 
~ 

NA 

~del C 
Count 

SF 

NIl 

Baths 
~ 

Nil 

SF 

NA 

Total 

<643 

FIn 

~ 

NA 

Model 
Count 

SF 

NIl 

D 

iI 

NA 

Baths 
SF 

:,/\ 

Minimum 

Standard 

Above 
Standard 

>608-

>695 

>765-

i 
I 
I 

>2 
>2-
>2 
;-2-
>2 
;-2-

> iO 
;-110-
> 80 
;-120-
> 90 
;-130-

>1-

>1-
.>li 

>33-

>33-
NIl 

>1';43-

>730-
>;95-

I 
I 

I 

>2 
;-2-
>2 
>2-
>2 
;-2- -­

> 70 
;-110-
> 80 
;-120-
> 90 
::-1.10-

.,1 ,33- -
I

:"tj
>1'1 /1/\ 

Table B-4 

I Substandard 

Total 
Are" SF 

<703 

~~ 
~ 

~I/\ 

Model 
Count 

SF 

NA 

E 
Baths

• 
NA 

5:: 

IIA 

Tot ·)l 
Are,,_ SF 

<738 

Model 
Pln Count 

I-- ­
f SF--- ­

M tlA 

F" -,. 
NA 

9'3.t.hs 

sx..---l 
NA 

Hinimum 

St.andard 

Above 
Standard 

>705 

>835 

>919 

>3->2-
>J 
;-2 
-

>4->2-

> 70 
~110 

~ BO->120 

, 9Q->140 

..::.1.1 
] 

~l'l 

~l" 

NA 

.~I/\ 

NA 

~71S-
>F!70-
>954 

I 

I 

>J 
'2-
,) 

>2-
>4->2-

> 70 
;-110-
, flO 
;-120-
> ~o 
>140-

>li 

>1, 

~y, I 

Ni\ 

NJ\ 

NA 
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3.2 Service Quality Indicators 

The service quali~f indicators used in ~~e measurement of 

Housing Products include bo~~ Primarf and Secondarj level 

indicators for ba~~oom and kitchen plumbing as well as indicators 

for electrical service quali t:y. The scoring system used for 

each of these components is presented in Tables 3-5 through 9-7. 
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Table 8-5 

PRL.'1ARY QUALITY INDICATORS FOR PLtW.BING 

Minimum 

I
I Standard 
I 

Above 
Standard 

Standard 

Above 
Standard 

BATH: 

1. 	Existence of at least one com­
plete bathroom (MDSR (4-2)-f) 

2. 	Existence of water heater with 
a minimum capacity of 30 gal. 
for one and one and a half 
baths and 50 gal. for t'..ro baths 
(HDSR (9-6)a) 

3. 	No material or workmanship de­
fects in piping (MDSR (9-5». 

4. 	No material or workmanship de­
fects in tub, shower, sink and 
we (MDSR (4-2)f) 

5. 	No material or workmanship de­
fects in hot water heater 
(MDSR (9-6». 

6. 	Existence of at least one com­
bination tub/shower. 

7. 	~~istence of at least one 
medicine cabinet (MDSR (4-2)f) 

I 8. 	Single level lavatorf and sin­
gle temperature control tub 

9. 	Existence of separate tub and 

shower if there are t,1IO or 

more baths 


KITCHEN (double for two ki tenens) : 

1. 	Existence of at least one kitchen 
with stove, oven, sink, and re­
frigerator or a unit kitchen 
(MDSR (4-2)e). 

2. 	No material or workmanship de­
fects in unit kitchen, stove/ 
oven/:::ange top, range hood, sink 

MDSR (4-2) e) • 

3. 	Double sink. or dishwasher 
4. 	Stainless steel sink or self-


rimmed sink 

5. 	Existe.'1ce of fan 
6. 	Existence of compactor 
7. 	Existence of dishwasher 
8. 	Existence of t=eezer 

8-7 

Cumulative 
Measure 

Yes on items 

1 to 5
I 

I 

I 

,I 
'Yes on items 
6 a.'1d 7I, 

I 


I 
/Yes on at 
~east one of 
~te!l1S 8 and 9 

! 
I 

I 

,Yes on items 

il and 2 

I 
I 

, 
I 

I 
I 
I 
iYes on 50% of 
Iitems 

I 
I 



Table B-6 

SECONDARY QUALITY IND ICATORS FOR PLUHBI~~G 

Standard 

AbOve 
Standard 

Minimum 

i 
Standa=d 

Above 
Standard 

BATH: 

1. 	In case of tub, must be integral, 
recess .or better. 

2. 	 In case of shower, curtain rod 

or better. 


3. 	 In case or tub, must be por­
celain or better. 


4. 	 In case of shower, must have 

tile, steel or terrazo base. 


5. 	Lavatory is integral with 

vanity. 


6. 	Single temperature control lever. 
7. 	Medicine cabinet is recessed. 
8. 	Existence of washer and dIver. 

KITCHEN: 

1. 	Existence of to!:, and bottom 

cabinets. 


2. 	Existence of countertoo. 

3. 	Stove must have 4 burners or 

better. 


4. 	Sink must be double" 
5. 	To!:, and bottom cabinets must be 

cahinets. 
6. 	Counterto!:, can have any finisheci. 

surface except resilient. 

7. 	Stove must be set in or drop in. 
8. 	Existence of range hood. 
9. 	Sink must be porcelain or 


stainless. 

10. 	Top and bottom cabinets may be 

any, except shelves or open or 
metal, must have integral back. 

11. 	Countertop must have integral 
backsplash or be stainless. 

Cumulative 
Measure 

Yes on items 
1 and 2 

Yes on 75% of 
items 3 to a 

Yes on items 
1 to 2 

Yes on items 
3 to 6 

B-a 
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Table B-7 

Cumulative 
:::LECTRlCAL SERVICE Measure 

I 
I

MiniLlum I. 	:::lectrical" service: at least 
fuses. 

I 2. No knob and tub wiring. 
3. Capacit::y under 60 amps. 
4. 	Adequate number of outlets in 

80% of living and sleeping Yes to items 
spaces. to 811 

5. 	Adequate number of outlets in 
kitc.~en and baths. 

6. 	Switches in all spaces -- living, 
sleeping, k.itchen and bat.l-).. 

7. 	Outdoor lighting. 
8. 	No material or worJananship de­

fects in electrical service. I 

Standard 9. Electrical services: circuit I
breakers. 

10. 	Capacity over 60 amps. 
II. 	Adequate number of outlets in I Yes to items 

100% of living and sleeping" 9 ':.0 12 . 
spaces. 

12. 	Outlets and switches for garage 
and other outdoor st-TUctures. 
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