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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

The Federal Urban Homesteading Program, authorized by
Section 810 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974,
began operations in the Fall of 1975. Between November 1975
and April 1976, urban homesteading agreements were executed
with twenty-three cities which had been selected by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development to participate in
an Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program. These cities are
now completing, or have completed, three vears of urban home-
staading activity under these agreements. In the Summer of 197§,
a comprehensive longitudinal evaluation of the Urban Homesteading
Demonstration Program in the 23 original Demonstration Cities
was initiated. This report, which deals specifically with issues
relating to the rehébilitation of the urban homestsad properties,
is one of a series of reports issuing from the evaluation of the
Urban Homesteading Demonstration.

It is important to be familiar with the mechanics of uxban
‘homesteading, and of the Federal Urban Homestzading Demonstration
Program, before examining those issues which are specific to the
rehabilitation of urban homesteads. In implementing Section 310
of the Housing and Commnity Developﬁent Act of 1974, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development desicned a Demonstration
Program in which cities would be selectad to participate on the

basis of competitive applications. In Auqust 1975, sixty-one



cities submitted applications and in October 1975, HUD announced
that 23 cities had been seslected to participate. Under the

terms of their subsequent agreements with HUD, each Demonstraticn
City would be allowed to select properties from the HUD inventory
of vacant one- to four-family properties, providing that these
properties were located within designated neighborhocd boundaries
identified in the urban hcmesteading agreement. In retuzrn, each
Demonstration City committed to convey these properties "for no
substantial cons-iéeration" to individuals selected to beccme
urban homesteaders. In selecting the homesteaders, the Demon-
stration Cities would have to consider both the applicants'
"need" for housing and their "capacity to carry out the needed
repairs." The homesteaders would receive title to the property
conditioned on their performance of the necessary rehabilitation
and on their use of the property as their principal residencs

for a minimum of three years.

The Federal Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program inten-
tionally gave the participating cities considerable latitude in
the design of their local urban homesteading programs. There
wera 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 renabilitation of urban homesteads were encouraged. Further-
more, cities were free to choose widely varying approaches to the
planning and management of urban homestead rehabilitation. To a
very significant extent, the 23 Demonstration Cities exercised
this freedom and developed different, and sometimes sharply
contrasting, approaches to the conduct of local urban homestading
efforts.

The ways which local government agencies designed and imple-

mented urban homesteading programs in the 23 original Demonstra-



tion Cities have been described in The Urban Homesteading

Cataloggel and in the first and second Annual Reports of the

: . , 2
Urban Homesteading Demonstration . These reports have dealt,

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

urban anomesteading program: the selection of properties, the
selection of homesteaders, financing urban homestead repairs,

the planning and management of rehabilitation and the general
administration and organization of the local urban homesteadincg
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 urban
homestead properties.

In characterizing the approaches which the Demonstration
Cities have adopted to the planning and management of rehabilita-
tion, it is useful to consider each program in terms of the
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 mors
stringent than local housing codes?

e What is the extent of the homesteader's involvement
in deciding what work should be done and who 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?

e Are homesteaders allowed or encouragad to uncdertake
significant tasks in the ranabilitation of their
properties? Under what conditions is self-help work
permitted?

lThe Urban Homesteading Catalogque, U.S. Department of

Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and
Research, 3 volumes, August 1977.

2Evaluation of the Urban Homesteading Cemonstration Program:
First Annual Report, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel-~
opment, Office of Policy Development and Research, October 1977;
Evaluation of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program:

Second Annual Report, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, Office of Pclicy and Development Research, September 1273.




e What schedule of work is imposed on contractors and/
or homesteaders in the performance of the work?
What work must be performed prior to occupancy?

e What arrangements are made for monitoring work in
progress, for certification and progress payments
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 the project identified what

appeared to ke three natural groupings of the Demonstration

1
Cities-

"The first group of cities emphasizes high standards

of rehabilitation quality, rapid completion of repairs
and 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 homesteaders
in planning and the possibilities for self-help (Jersey
City, Xansas City, New York City, Freeport, Decatur).

The second group of cities emphasizes less stringent

stancards for rehabilitation, greater participation of
homesteaders in work planning and contractor selection,
and a controlled use of sweat equity (Atlanta, Tacoma,
Oakland, Rockford, Islip, Cincinnati, Columbus, Boston,
Dallas, Milwaukee, 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, Baltimors, Gary, Indianapolis)."

In describing the approaches adopted at the outset of the
Demonstration to the planning and management of homestead repairs,
reliance was placed on information provided directly bv local
homesteading program staff. These local officials described the

way in which properties were selected, cost estimates and work

lSee Evaluation of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration
Program: First Annual Report. U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, October 1977, pp. 34-36.

4



write-ups prepared, contractors chosen and rehabilitation
monitored in each of the Demonstration Cities. This source of
information, while useful for characterizing and distinguishing
between local approaches to the planning and management of
homestead rehabilitation, provides only limitad insights into the
actual experience of rehabilitation. It does not, for example,
permit detailed description of the 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 the
characteristics of the'properties before and after repair.

This is information of considerable interest to individuals and
organizations concerned with the rehabilitation of one- to four-
family properties, particularly properties which have been vacant
and foreclosed for significant periods of time.

Urban homesteading reprasents one of a number of alternative
approaches to the problems presented by residential property
foreclosures. Under urban homesteading, the responsibility for
carrying out the needed repairs to properties i1s placed cn the
ncmesteader 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 carry out
the repairs will mean that his or her title to the property must
be surrendered.

These features are typically not present in other 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-determined housing standards or
that the purchaser will reside in the property. Repair and sell
programs, or other disposition methods which transfer the
obligation to renabilitate the property to a public agency or
other non~-vrofit sponsar, remove from the ultimate owner-cccupant
the responsibility for planning, financing, and carrying out the

needed repairs. The effectiveness of urban homesteading as a

w



method of disposition depends to a larger degree, therefore,
on the success with which homesteaders manage to carry 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 the reshabilitation of these properties was
acquired during the first two years of the evalugtion. Inspec-
tions of approximately 400 urban homestead properties, distributed
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 rehabilitation
work was complete, or substantially complete.

Data ware collected on: the physical characteristics of
the property, the tasks performed during rehabilitation; the
division of work between homesteaders and contractors; the cost
of contracted repairs; the inputs of homesteader labor by task
and trade; and on the quality of workmanship and on the choice
of materials. A nighly structured reporting format was used to
achieve data comparability across properties and cities. The
data from these inspections constitute the basis of this report
on the experience of rehabilitation in the Urban Homesteading
Demonstration Program.

To describe the experience of rehabilitation in the 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. Rehabilitation can then be viewed
as a process which accepts as inputs FHA foreclosed 1-4 family
properties, typically in serious disrepair, and which produces as
outputs repaired urban homesteads meeting all the necessary
requirements of local housing codes.

This view of rehabilitation as a process leads naturally

to the presentation of the subject matter of this report in



terms of: (1) inputs (the unrepaired properties); (2) process
(the nature, extent, cost and division of the rehabilitation
work); and (3) outputs (the repaired properties). Within each
of these stages, it 1s possible to examine the differences
between local programs and to examine 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 II) which describes the inputs, two (Chapters III and
IV) which describe the process, and one (Chapter V) which des-
cribes the outputs. The final chapter (Chapter VI) con-
solidates and summarizes the basic findings of the report on
the experience of rehabilitation under urban homesteading.

The Chapters are as follows:
e 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 the length
of rehabilitation. The properties are described in
terms of dwelling unit type, age, size and structural
characteristics. Data on the repair cost estimates,

market value estimates and "81C values"” of the sampled
properties are discussed.

e 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 maijor
categories of activity. Actual costs are compared
between cities and inter-city differences are
analvzed in the light of previous classification of
cities in terms of their approach to rehabilitation.
The time requirad to completea rehabilitation is
analyzed in terms of the size of the job and the
amount of self-help.

e Chapter IV - Self-Help Contributions to the Repair
of Homest=2ads. This chapter descxribes the kind of
tasks undertaken by homesteaders, presents estimates
of the number of hours which homestsaders sgent on
each kind of activity and calculates the savings

7



which were achieved through self-nelp efforts for each
category of labor or trade. The effect of each local
program's approach to self-~help is examined and
estimates of the total contribution of self-help, or
"sweat equity," are analyzed.

e Chapter V - Pehabilitation and Housing Qualitv.
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 this
analysis is used to describe the finished products
(repaired homestead properties) in terms of fregquently
used measures of housing quality.

e 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 the rehabilitation of urban homesteads
are presented and described.

It is hoped that these findings will be of interast 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 atout the

experience of rehabilitation in urban homesteading programs.



Chapter II
THE URBAN HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES

This chapter is primarily intended to provide a context
for the analysis of data collected during the inspections of
homest=2ad properties. It begins with a description of the
universe of properties from which the sample of inspected
properties was drawn, and it explains the methods used to draw
the sample. Secondly, the basic characteristics of the sampled
oroperties (dwelling unit type, age, size and construction
type) are discussed. Thirdly, information compiled by HUD
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 "810 values." The "810 value" of a property 1is
generally computed as its fair market value (before rehabilita-
tion) less carrying costs, which cover taxes, intarest and
security expenses. 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 the "810
value." The "810 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 the proceeds

are used to indemnify the FHA insurance fund. Taken together,



the information on the "inputs" to urban homesteading pre-
sented in this chapter provides a necessary context for the
deatiled examination of the rehabilitation experience in

Chapters III, IV, and V.

The Sample of Inspected Properties

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 acguired
throuqh 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 Demonstxration Cities
at the time they entered into Urban Homesteading agreements for
the first time. The agcregate 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
funds.l However, although the 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
HUD 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 the original
23 Demcnstration 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 acguired through the use of the first-round alloca-

tions. These 505 "first-round" properties constituted the

1
The status of the Section 810 allocations as of the
sumner of 1978 is summarized in Evaluation of the Urban Home-

steading Demonstration Program, Second Annual Revort, U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Ofiice of Policy
Development and Research, September 1978.

10



universe from which the sample of 397 properties tc be inspected
was drawn.

In drawing the sample of 397 properties for inspections,
two criteria were employed. 7Firstly, it was considered desirable
to achieve adequate representation of all the Demonstration
Cities. Secondly, it was recognized that, 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 inspectad and these were distributed across 17
of the Demonstration Cities. The sampling issue then relatad
to the rules which would be applied in the selection of the
remaining properties for inspections, so that each city would
be representad as adequately as possible and so that there 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 presentad in
Table II-1. It will be apparent that efforts were made to
sample a higher percentage of properties in cities with rslatively
few available properties. The overall pattern, with its high
average sampling rates and the existznce of only two cities with
sampling rates below 50%, provides reasonably strong assurance
of the generalizability of the findings to the 505 first-round
properties which had been completad by April 1, 1978.l

lThe 397 records completed contain some instances where
values for some variables are missing. This means that, for
certain analyses, the actual sample size is smaller than 397.
This has been noted in the tables, where applicakle.

11



Table II-1

SAMPLE SIZES AND AVAILABLE FIRST-ROUND
COMPLETED PROPERTIES BY CITY

' Properties Sampling
City Sample Size Available Rate
Atlanta 186 36 0.44
Baltimore 3 3 1.00
Boston I 4 4 1.00
Chicago 19 26 Q.73
Cincinnati 8 | 8 | 1.00
Columbus 8 8 1.00
Dallas 53 53 1.00
Decatur 18 27 0.67
Freeport 11 12 0.92
Gary 28 28 1.00
Indianapolis 28 30 0.93
Islip 12 14 0.86
Jersey City 5 5 1.00
¥ansas City 13 28 0.46
Milwaukes 11 11 1.00
Minneapolis 14 . 27 0.52
New York City 4 4 1.00
Oakland 22 33 0.67
Philadelphia 26 41 0.63
Rockford 46 48 0.%6
Scuth Bend 17 18 Q.94
Tacoma 17 17 1.00
Wilmington 14 24 0.58
TOTAL 397 505 0.79




Characteristics of the Urban Homestead Properties

The urban homestead properties are all, by the definition
of the program, vacant 1-4 faqily properties which had arrived
in the HUD inventory by reason of the owner's 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 vear of construction of the homestead properties
was 1943 (Figure II-1l). Slightly over one-third of the pfoperties
were built after 1950 and slightly less than 10% of the properties
were built after 1960. If we compare this distribution to the
distribution of the age of all properties reported in the Annual
Housing Survey for 1976, we see that whereas 42.9% of the

sampled urban homestead properties were constructed before

Figure II-1

FREQUENCY DISTRIZBUTION OF AGE OF SAMPLID
HOMESTEAD PROPERTIZES
(397 properties)
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1939, 44.1% of the Annual Housing Survey central city
properties fall into this category.l The urban homestead
properties are quite ccmparable as a group to central city
properties in the Annual Housing Survey SMSas.

There are a number of available measures of the size of
the urban homestead properties. These include the number of
bedrocms, the number of rooms of all kinds, the 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 Pigure 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 central city
owner-occupied dwelling . unit in the Annual Housing Survey cities.2
Mean living area and lot size for the urban homestsading proper-
ties were 1,479 square feet and 9,785 square feet, respectively.
Taken as a group, the urban homesteading units tended to be
somewhat smaller than the average of all units in the AHS centxal
cities and, judged in terms of living area and lot size, very few

of them could be considered to be particularly large.

HUD Estimates of Rehabilitation Costs and Market Values of the
Urban Homestead Properties

The urban homestead properties were all inspected by EUD
property disposition staff at the time of acguisition by HUD
and before the properties were conveyed tc the Demonstration
Cities. On the basis of these inspections, independent estimates
were developed by HUD of the 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-

lAnnual Housing Survey: 1976. United States & Regions
Part A, General Housing Characteristics, Series E-150-74A.

2 .
Qg. cit.
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Figure II-2

DISTRIBUTIONS QF SELECTED INDICES
QF THE SIZE QOF THE URBAN HOMESTEAD PROPERTIES
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tions of the preperty prior to convevance and because they
were all prepared by HUD property disposition staff using a
common set of rules and procedures, they provide independent
information on the wvalue and condition of the sampled urban
hcmestead 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 (HUD-9516).
These forms were sent by HUD property disposition staff to HUD
Central Office urban homesteading staff at the time of closing.
Unfortunately, the coverage of these forms 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 knowledge of the
condition of the properties before rehabilitation, the raxztial
information is reported here.

A necessary component of the property dispositicn process
is an estimate of the cost of repéiring each property acguired
from the HUD inventory. These estimates ars available only for
139 of the 397 homestesad properties on which inspections were
performed. The average HUD repair cost estimate for these 139
properties was $6,547, which can be compared with $10,334 that
homesteaders actually paid to contractors for the repair of the
same properties. Adding to the labor figure the contributions
which homesteaders themselves made through application of their
own labor and through the direct purchase of materials, 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 the
average HUD estimate of the repalr costs on the same properties.
There is not a single city in which the HUD 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
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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 those data that the level of repairs
céntemplated by HUD is considérably less than the level of
repairs either mandated by local urban homesteading 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 rehabilitation work performed are within
$2,000 of one another (Dallas, Gary, Wilmington), but these are
also the programs with 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 HUD estimate by over $10,000 (Bosten, Chicago, 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 HUD and the actual costs incurred by urbhan homesteaders in the
rehabilitation of their propertias. One possible explanation is
that HUD 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 further im-
provements. Alternatively, the HUD repair cost estimat=s are
not based on the assumption of more modest repairs, in which
case they mav simply be in error. This is unlikely, however, given
the substantial experience which HUD property disposition staff
have had in the repair of properties in recent years and in the
absence of any obvious incentives to understate repair costs.

It appears probable, therefore, that the HUD repair cost
estimates are based.on a much more modest level of contemplated
repairs.

It might appear fxcm a casual scrutiny of thesa numbers
that there is little apparent relationship between the HUD

repair cost estimates on the one hand and the actual rehabilita-



Table II-2

HCD REPAIR COST ESTIMATES, ACTUAL PAYMENTS TO

CONTRACTORS AND TOTAL VALUE COF ACTUAL

REHABILITATION WORK BY CITY

(MEAN VALUES PER PROPERTY)

HUD Repair Actual Total Value

Sample Cost Payments to of Actual

Size Estimates Contractors Rehab
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 4,500 2,643 5,885
Islip 12 6,975 11,650 12,823
Jersey City ) 21,296 45,840 46,995
Kansas City 10 3,499 8,568 10,860
Minneapolis 9 14,096 14,214 20,157
New York City 4 12,351 13,020 18,790
Oakland 14 5,990 12,445 17,142
Shiladelphia 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 the mean KUD repair cost estimates
by city and the mean total value of actual rehabilitation by
city is +0.85, convincing evidence that the observed differences
reflect a systematic tendency for actual urban homesteading
repair costs to vary with the corresponding HUD estimates.

In addition to information on estimated repair costs, the
HUD Property Disposition documentation provides estimates of
the market value of the urban homestead properties. These
estimates ares provided in scme cases on a "cash as-is" basis and
in some cases on an "after repair"™ basis. These estimates pro-
vide some direct evidence of the worth 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 6f the urban homestead proverties both before and after
repair. In reviewing these, it is useful to begin with the
cash "as-is” and "810" wvalues of the properties. The difference
hetween the two is explained by the carrying costs of the property
which are typically deducted from the "as-is" value to arrive at
the "810 value."l The "810 value" is then used as the amount
by which each city's dollar allocation of properties is reduced
on conveyance by HUD to the city. Ia Table II-3, the "as-is"
and "810 values" are presented together with the diffarences
between the two 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 $8,877. These mean values in-
cluded four cities with average values below $6,000 (Boston,

Dallas, Jersey City and Xansas City) and three cities with

lIn some cases, the "810 value" is arrived at by deducting
estimated repair costs plus carzying costs from the estimated
maxket value after repair. In these cases, the difference
between the "810 value" and "as-is" value may be negative. (See
Table II-3 for some instancas of this,)
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Table II-3

MEAN "AS-IS" VALUES AND "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 1
Chicago 13 12,962 7,500 5,362
| Cincinnati 7 7,443 6,168 1,275
Columbus 7 8,500 6,423 2,077
Dalias 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)
Milwaukee 1 6,424 6,424 0]
Minneapolis 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 2,840 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 two
cities with the largest number of sampled properties; low »
"810 values" permit a local urban homesteading program to acguire
more properties from a given dollar allocation.

For many of the properties, the HUD Propexrty 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 HUD after-repair estimates with the homesteader's
own estimate of the property's value after repair, remembering
that the cost of the actual repairs is significantly higher
than the HUD estimates in each of the Demonstration Cities.

In Table II-4, the differences between the homesteaders' and
HUD's after-zepair 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
HUD after-repair market value estimates. At the same time,
the homesteaders have expended just over $9,000 on rehabilita-
tion work, both contracted and self-help, in excess of the EUD
repair cost estimates (Table II-2). To a large extent, there-
fore, the differences between the HUD and homesteader market
value estimates appear to be explained by differences in theix
assumptions about the extent and cost of the repairs performed
on the properties.

To investigate the relationship between the homesteader
after-repair market value estimates and the HUD after-repair
market value estimates, a regression of homesteader market
value estimate on the HUD market value estimate and the dif-
ference between actual and HUD-estimated repair costs was run.

The results of this regression were:
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Table II-4

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN HUD AND HCMESTEADERS'

MEAN AFTER-REPAIR MARKET VALUE

ESTIMATES BY CITY

Market Value
Difference
Sample Homesteader Minus
City 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
New York City 4 9,750
Oakland 8 7,356
Philadelphia 23 10,681
South Bend 12 6,252
Wilmington 4 5,025
TOTAL 141 8,435
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¥ = 3304 + 1.17SXl + O.l7(X2 - X3)
(3046) (0.158) (0.07)

RSQ: 0.39
where
Y A Homesteader estimate of the after-repair market value
Xl N HUD estimate of the after-repair market value
)
%3

v Estimated value of actual repairs to property

N~ HUD repair cost estimate

These results indicate that the additional improvements made by
the homesteaders are statistically significant contributors to
the difference in the homesteader and HUD market value éstimates.
Each additional dollar of investment, however, contributes cnly
modestly to the homesteader estimate of the propertv's value.
The principal source of variation between the homesteaders'
valuations of their property and the HUD market value estimates
appears to be the greater cptimism of the homesteaders, as re-
flected in the constant term and in the 17% premium on the HUD
market value coefficient. =Zvidently some part of this premium
may raflect general property value appreciation between the
dates at which the two valuations were made.

In this chapter, we have descriked the sample of properties
which were inspected. The characteristics of the homestezad
properties in terms of ége and indices of size were presented
and discussed. The information prepared by HUD property dis-
position staff on the estimated repair costs and market values
of the homestzad properties before they wers selected for use
in local urban homesteading programs was alsc examined.
Together these data provide a reasonably comprehensive picture
of the urban homestead properties before the renabilitation
werk began. In the next chapter, we examine data on the nature

and extent of the actual repairs performed on these properties.
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Chapter IIT

REHABILITATION WORK ON THE URBAN
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 the
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 there was evidence that they had
been included in the rehabilitation work and, at the same time,
they were classified according to whether the work nad been
performed by a contractor or by the homesteader. Additional
information on the quality of the workmanéhip ané the choice
of materials was also recorded on an item-=by-item basis Zor
each room in the building.

These records provide the basis for a detailed description
of the actual work performed during the course of urban home-
steading rehabilitation. This is the subject of this chapter.
The information on the quality of workmanshio and materials
is presented ané examined in Chaptar V.

In order to understand the scope and limitations of the
data which are used to describe the actual work performed on the
urban homestead properties, it is important to remember that
the inspections were carried out after the rehabilitation work
was substantially complete. It was possible, especially with

the aid of the homesteader, to identify instances of new work

1 . . . A . iy
The inspection instrument is included as Appendix A t©o
this 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 the 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-1l). The alternative, which is to report
on individual tasks in terms of their frequency of occurrence,
is not appealing because there are so many possible tasks and
the actual effort which is committed to any one task is likely

to vary quite sharply from one property to another.

Table III-1

CATEGORIES OF NEW WORK USED TO
DESCRIBE REHABILITATION

1. Plaster & Drywall ’ 6. Installation of Appliances
2. Interior Finishes 7. Plumbing & Fixtures

3. Roofing & Siding : 8. Site Work & Secondary

4. Structural Alterations Structures

5. Finish Carpentry 9. HVAC & Insulation

10. Electrical Services &
Fixtures
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It is important to understand that the tasks and task
catagories used in the ramainder of this chapter ==far to &
classification of the current physical attributas of the dwelling
into two categories: included in the rehabilitation work and
not included in the zehabilitation work. Because this classi-
fication is based on the curzent physical attributes of the
dwelling, it excludes all work which involved the destzuction
or removal of the previcusly existing fabric of the building.
Apait from demolition work, which is treated explicitly in the
analysis of self-help in the next chapter, all sther rshabilita-

. tion tasks arae included in the analysis of this chapter.

Breakdown of Renhabilifation Bv Work Category

The rehabilitation audit instrument identified 161 pessible
items of work or tasks which could have been performed during
the course of repnabilitation. On average, 36.3 tasks wers zer-
formed on each of the urban homestead progerties. across all
the properzies, a total of 14,404 tasks were identified and
reccrded. In Table ITI-2, the breakdown o these tasks ilato tie
ten task catagories is presented. The percentagas of the tasks
within each category which were performed by a contractor, bY
the homestaader or by the two working together are also prasented.

Examination of the first three columns of Table IZII-2
indicates that work related to interior f£inishes accounted for
the largest number of separately identifiable tasks. This
category accounted for over a quarter of all the tasks per-
formed. However, because tasks may vary in average costs or
self-help effort from one Task Catagory to ancther, this dees
not mean that Intsrior Finishes accounted for over a cuartar of
the total costs of rehabilitation. Only two other Task Cate-
gories (Structural Alterations & Replacements and Installation
of Appliances) accounted for more than 10% of the =otal of all

tasks pverformed.
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Table III-2

BREAKDOWN OF WORK BY TASK CATEGCRIES

Tasks

Mean Per formed
Number of | Number v of All as \ of 3 Performed by
Tasks Per Tasks Total Home-

Task Catedgorv Parformed | Proverty | Performed | Possible Contractor | stsader Joiqt
Plagter & Drywall 1,398 3.5 9.7 14.7 81.3 36.0 2.7
Interior Pinishes 4,120 10.4 28.6 25.9 50.1 46.9 3.0
Roofing & Siding 421 1.1 2.9 9.6 79.6 19.2 0.7
Structural Alterations &

Replacements 1,784 4.5 12.4 15.5 69.4 25.4 5.0
Finish Carpentry 1,211 3.1 8.4 27.8 73.6 24.3 2.0
Appliance Installation 1,520 3. 10.6 42.6 20.8 74.8 3.7
Plumbing & Fixtures 1,385 3. 9.6 34.9 77.3 2l.1 1.3
Site Work & Secondary

Structures 1,116 2.8 7. 17.8 59.8 36.7 3.3
HVAC & Insulation 557 1.4 . 231.4 67.3 29.8 2.3
Electrical Services § Fixtures 892 2.2 .2 44.9 73.8 21.9 4.2
TOTAL 14,404 36.3 100.0 22.5 58.8 37.9 3.0

In the fourth column of Table III-2, the percentage oif all

possible tasks performed is presented.

These statistics give

a sense of the comprehensiveness of rehabilitation work in the

aggregate (22.5%) and within each task category.

The percantages

presented in 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 within the task category. Thus, in the

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

possible tasks which could have been periormed on any one

property. The mean number of tasks actually performed in

category was 3.52 which is 14.7% of the maximum number of

tasks within the category.

Examination of the percentage

this
possible

of

all possible tasks performed, presented in Column 4 of Table

III-2, indicates that the task categories with the most complete

coverage of new work activities were:

Electrical Services &

Fixtures (44.9%), Appliance Installation (42.5%), Plumbinc s
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Fixtures (34.9%). In each of these categories between one-half
and one~third of all the items which might need repair and re-
placement were, in fact, repaired or replaced. At the other

end of the range, the Task Catagories in which the relativeiy
fewest number of items reguired repair or replacement were
Roofing & 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 the per-
centage of all tasks performed by a contractor, by the home-
steader or by both a contractor and the homesteader working in
conjunction. Overall, 358.8% of all tasks were performed by
contractors, with the task categories having the highest fre-
quency of contractor work being Roofing & Siding (79.6%),
Plumbing & Fixtures (77.3%), Electrical Service & Fixtures
{73.8%), and Finish Carpentry (73.6%). At the other extreme
is Appliance Installation (20.8%), which was mainly performed
by homesteaders. This division of labor between contractors
and homesteaders evidently reflects the different skill requira-
ments of different task groups.

Another way to examine the rehabilitation work on the
urban homestead properties is to enumerate the number, or
centage of properties, that had some work done in each of the
ten task categories. In Figure III-1l, the percentage of all
sampled properties having one or more tasks undertaken within
each of the task categories is presented. It is apparent f£rom
examination of Figure III-1 that very £ew properties were in such
good repair that they required no work in the major task
categories. In nine of the ten categories, over three-quarters
of the properties required at least some work to be performed
and in four of the ten categories, less than one in ten propverties

needed no repair work to be perfcrmed.
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. Figure III-1

PERCENTAGE OF ALL PROPERTIES HAVING SOME
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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 category 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 twice as many tasks performed as
another task category does not mean that twice the effort went
into the first category as into the second, because the average
cost per task may be very dififerent 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 the 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 conly means of assessing the breakdown
of contractor work between tasks is, therefore, through statis-
tical analysis of the relationship between the total contract
cost on the one hand and the frequency of tasks perfocrmed
within each category on the other hand.

As a first step in the statistical analysis of task fre-
quency 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 pracision of the coefficient on the number
of tasks, the small size and insignificance of the intercept
and the excellent fit of the regression to cross-sectional data
all contribute to a highly convinecing result. The interpretation
of the slcope coefficient ($343.50) is the average cost 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 periormed.

The form of the regression equation was:

Contract Costs = 38_ + I3.n
o i it

In this equat?on n; corresponds to the number of tasks perrformed
within the itn task category. In the first regression, two of
the Task Category slope coefficients proved negative and in-
significant; these, and 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 catsgory.

The regression results suggest that the Plaster & Drywall
and Interior Finish tasks are typically less expensive than
those rs2quiring more professional skills (Structural Alterations,
Finish Carpentry, Plumbing, HVAC and Electrical). Among
these tasks, the electrical work is estimatsd to be the most
expensive, at around $1,000 per task. The intercept is negative
in both regressions, but highly insignificant. The addition of
between 6 and 9 coefficients only improves the multiple corrzla-

tion coefficient from Q.59 in the simple regrassion in which
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Table III-3

REGRESSIONS Of CONTRACT COSTS ON
FREQUENCY OF TASKXS BY TASK CATEGCORY

vVariable ‘ Ragression I Regression II
Constant -262.2 (456.8) -327.1 (452.9)
Plaster & Drywall 166.1 (128.5) 183.0 (127.3)
Interior Finishes 119.1 (747.0) 99.7 (73.2)
Roofing & Siding -462.,7 (336.6) -

Structural Alterations 660.7 (152.0) 609.4 (145.9)
Finish Carpentry 615.8 (196.9) 583.8 (186.1)
Appliance Installation -122.9 (259.0) -

Plumbing & Fixtures 513.8 (190.1) 519.7 (187.8)
Site Work 27.5 (160.1) -

HEVAC & Insulation 672.0 (305.6) 624.8 (303.0)
Electrical Service 1015.0 (236.6) 988.6 (252.4)

RSQ (d.f.) - 0.62 (377) 0.62 (380)

all tasks are pooled to 0.62 when tasks are disaggrasated into
Task Categories.

The extremely modest increase in the multiple correlation
coefficient between the regression with tasks aggregatad across
task categories and the regression with tasks disaggregated
into 1C separate task categories is quite surprising. This
undoubtedly reflects the very "soft" nature of the definition
of individual tasks and the large variance in the level of costs
per task within the Task Categories. Cn the other hand, the
variances in the mean cost per task between Task Categories is
rather small with over half the coefficients in Regression II
lying within an intexrval of $105 ($519.70-$624.80). In situa-
tions where the "within" category variances are much larger than
the "between" catsgory variances, the addition of categorical

dummies will not contribute greatly to the fit of the regression.
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The regression coefficients, when combined with the actual

number of tasks performed within eacn Task Category, can be

used to estimate the 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 the coeffi-
cients from the second regression and the mean number of con-
tracted tasks performed for each of the seven categories in-
cluded in the regqgression, the breakdown of contractor dollar

costs can be calculated (Table III-4).

Table III-4

ESTIMATED BREAXDOWN OF CONTRACTCOR DOLLAR
COSTS (7 TASK CATEGORIES)

Mean % of | Mean Estimated | Estimated

Tasks/ Cost/ | Cost per % of Total
Task Category Propertyv Task | Propertv . Costs
Plaster & Drywall 2.1% 183.0 $§ 395 5.1%
Interior Finishes 5.20 99.7 519 6.7
Structural Alterations 3.12 609.4 1,901 24.5
Finish Carpentry 2.24 583.8 1,308 16.8
Plumbing & Fixtures 2.70 519.7 1,403 18.1
HVAC & Insulation 0.°%4 624.8 587 7.6
Electrical Service 1.66 988.6 1,641 21.2
Total 18.02 - $7,754 100%




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 the dollar costs
of contractor rehabilitaticn. The remaining 88% of contractor
costs appears to fall into the task categories which require
construction skills that are typically not possessed by home-
steaders. This suggests that opportunities for further sub-
stitution of self-help labor for contracted rehabilitation may

be quite limited.

Analysis of Homesteader Purchased Material Costs bv Task Categorv

In addition to payments to contractors, homesteaders also
incur cash obligations for materials which they purchase
directly. It is possible, using multiple regression methods as
before, to examine the breakdown of the directly purchased
materials by Task Category. To carry out this analysis, total
costs for materials purchased by the homesteader wers regressed
on the number of tasks performed within each task category, both
by the homesteader and by the homesteader and the contractor

jointly. The form of the regression is:

Purchased Materials Cost = 8 + ZIS. .n..
© i3 1313

wheres nij denotes the numker of tasks performed either by the
homesteader or by the homesteader and the contractor jointly
(i =1,2) in the—jth Task Category. The regression results
are presented in Table III-S.

The coefficients of the regression of direct materials
purchases on the number of self-help and joint tasks by task
category are not particularly reliable, as evidenced by the
standard errors. The regression equation as a whole achieves

a reasonably good fit to the data, the intercept is very close
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REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS:

Table III-S

DIRECT MATERIALS

PURCHASES ON THE NUMBER OF TASKXS PERFORMED

BY TASK CATEGORY (HOMESTEADER & JOINT)

Homesteader
Task Category Homesteader ' & Contractor
_ ~3.48
Constant (116.0)
Plaster & Drywall 62.9* 0.7
(28.0) (82.4)
Intericr Finishes 37.8* 54.4
(14.8) (43.7)
Roofing & Siding 8.2 181.7
(111.4) (371.3)
Structural Alterations 100.¢6* 121.2
(43.1) (81.8)
Finish Carpentry 148.9° 667 .4*
(50.4) (182.4)
Appliance Installation 14.3 -28.6
(36.1) (91.4)
Plumbing & FPixtures 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

*Denotas significance at 99% level.
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to zero and without any constraints, only one of the twenty

- slope coefficients is negative. The coefficients can be usad
to estimate the percentage of total direct material purchases
accounted for by each Task Category (Table III-&).

Use 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 Carpentxy
together accounting for owver 40% of the total cost of materials
purchased directly by the homesteadexr. At the other extreme,
the Roofing & Siding, Plumbing & Fixtures ana Electrical Service
Task Categories together account for less than five percent of

homesteader cash outlays for materials.

The Time Required to Complsete Rehabilitation

For seventy~thrae percent of the sampled properties, xe-
nabilitation had been started in 1976 and the remaining 27%
were started in 1977. Sixty-one percent wera first occupied
in 1976, 36% in 1977, and the remaining 3% in 1278. On
average, three months elapsed from the time rehabilitation was
begqun until the homesteader moved into the property. Typically,
rehabilitation continued for a significant period of time after
occupancy.

Of the sampled properties, 1l1l% had rehabilit#tion com-
pleted by the end of 1976, 80% were completed by the end of 1977,
and, by the end of 1978 all but 1% of the sampled properties
were fully repaired.l The average length of time to complete
rehabilitation was 11.5 months (Figure III-2).

The distribution of the length of time to complete rehabili-
tation is of some interest. More than a third of the properties

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

lAn effort was made to inspect only properties on which
rehabilitation was fully completed. Notwithstanding this effort,
4 properties were found to be not completed at the time of the
inspection.
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Table III-6

ESTIMATED BREAKDOWN OF DIRECT MATERIAL PURCHASES (10 TASK CATEGORIES)

(1) 2) Q) BT (5) (6)

Hean # of

flomasteader Avarage Cost Mean § of Average Cost Estimated Cost: Percentage
Task Category Tasks per Task (f,4) Jolnt Taska per Task (B4) (Mx(2) 1 () x4y of Total
Plaster & Drywall 1.27 $ 62.90 0.10 § 0.70 $ 79.95 8.44%
Interior Finlshes 4.85 37.60 0.31 54.40 200.19 21.1
Roofing & Siding 0.20 0.20 0.01 181.70 3.46 0.3
Structural Alteratlons 1.14 100.60 0.22 121.20 141.34 14.8
finlsh Carpentry 0.74 148.90 0.11 667.40 103.59 19.3
Appl lance Inutallatlion 2.86 14.130 0.14 {20.60) 36.85 3.8
Plunbing & Flxtures 0.73 9.60 0.04 339.40 17.50 1.8
Slta Work 1.0} 116.50 0.09 220.70 139.85 14.7
WAC & Insulatlon 0.42 240.90 0.03 637.30 1231.66 13.0
klectrical Service 0.49 14.00 0.09 79.00 23.04 2.5
TOTAL 13.75 1.09 §950.11 100.0%




Figure III-2

DISTRIBUTION OF THEE LENGTH OF TIME TO
COMPLETE REBABILITATION
(397 properties)

Mean time to complete = 11.5 months

17.0

f=
o
1
{a
-

and 3-6 months); thereafter the distribution assumes a more
"normal" appearance with the next highest freguency occurring
in the interval 12-15 months. One property in six regquired
more than 18 months to complete rehabilitation; this should
be viewed in the light of the Section 810 regquirement that
rehabilitation be completed within 18 months of occupancy of

the property.l Evidently, a significant amount of rehabilitation

lThe dates of the beginning and completion of reshabilitation
on individual properties were provided by staff of the local
urban homesteading programs. It is possible that 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 when the final
inspection had been performed. 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 the properties,
work on interior walls and ceilings had been completed in 49%

of the properties, and landscaping work was complatéd on 31%

of the properties.

Analysis of the determinants of the langth of time requirad
to complets rehabilitation is clearly of interest in terms of
the light it sheds on alternative approaches to the management
of urban homestead rehabilitation. The average number of months
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

24 0.39), that there is significant

correlation coefficient (R
variation in the speed with which renabilitation is completed
in different cities.l

The variation in the average length of time required to
complete rehabilitation can be explained in part by the prior
classification of cities in terms of the "degree of control"
they exercise over the rehabilitation process.2 The first group
of cities, which were expected to exercise the 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 than the average of all properties in the sample.
The second group of cities, which were believed to allow for
more sweat equity 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 exactly one year to complete repairs
on their urban homestead properties. These findings provide

some suppvort for the wvalidity of the classification of cities

lThe multiple correlagion coefficient in Tables III-7 and
III-8 is the same as the R~ generated by a regression of the de-
pendent variable on the 22 city dummies and corresponds to the
proportion of the total variance "explained” bv the citv classi-
fication.

2
“See Chaptar I, rpage 4.
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Table III-7

MEAN TIME REQUIRED TO
COMPLETE REHABILITATION BY CITY

Mean Time to
Complete ,
Rehab Standard
City Sample Size {Months) ror
Atlanta 13 5.2 . 1.6
Baltimore 2 ' 5.0 4.0
Boston 3 3.7 3.3
Chicago 1s la.8 1.3
Cincinnati 6 13.0 2.3
Columbus 8 l4.6 2.0
Dallas : 43 14.6 0.9
Decatur 13 3.6 1.6
Freeport ' 9 8.8 - 1.9
Gary 28 11.8 1.0
Indianapolis 24 16.9 1.2
Islip 9 15.8 1.9
Jersey City S 7.0 2.5
Kansas City 12 8.9 1.6
Milwaukee 11 16.4 1.7
Minneapolis 14 16.0 1.5
New York City 4 7.0 2.8
Oakland 19 2.9 1.3
Philadelphia 25 12.9 1.1
Rockfozrd 30 10.6 : 1.0
South Bend 17 15.8 1.4
Taccma 14 4.4 1.5
Wilmington 14 10.7 1.5
TOTAL 342 11.5 0.4
R2 = 0.39
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Table III-8
MEAN RATES OF CONTRACT COST

EXPENDITURES BY CITY

Contract Costs/
Time to Complete
City Rehab (Months) Standard Error
Atlanta $3,538 $461
Baltimore $2,282 $1,129
Boston $5,464 $922
Chicago $§ 999 $366
Cincinnati $1,030 $714
Columbus $1,075 $565
Dallas $ 233 $278
Decatuxr $4,061 $443
Freeport $2,663 $6Q4
Gary $ 152 $313
Indianapolis $ 260 $349
Islip $§ 661 $565
Jersey City $9,352 $799
Ransas City $1,251 $d46l
Milwaukee $ 545 $§532
Minneapolis $1,424 $427
New York City $3,168 $799
Oakland $4,841 $376
Philadelphia $2,081 $326
Rockford $1,129 $297
South Bend $ 193 $412
Tacoma $ 979 $482
Wilmington $1,908 $443
TOTAL $1,575 $386
"RSQ 0.54
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in terms of the degree of control exercised over the rehabili-
tation process.

A natural extension of this analysis is to examine the
effect of the size of the job on the time required to complete
rshabilitation. By dividing the total contractor cost on each
job by the length of time reguired to complete the work, the
average "rate" of contracted work per month per property can
be estimated. Averages for each city of these "rates" of
performance are presented in Table III~8. Notice that the city
classificatory variables "explain"” 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
Hi

where My denotes the city-specific constant "rate" of performance,
measured in contract dollars expended per month, and ¢ and t
dencte, respectively, contractor costs and time required to
complete rehabilitation. A further variant on this model can ke
used to examine the influence of self-nelp work on the time re-
quired to complete rshabilitation. In this variant, the ratio

of self help valueis) to contractor costs is intrcduced in a way
which allows it to modify the effect of contracted costs on

the length of time required to complete rehabilitation.

-A
t = —£1§0 - C
Ry

This relationship was estimated by regressing the logarithm of

(c/t) on the city dummies (5i) and the logarithm of the ratio (s/c):
S = s
Ln(t) = q + ALn(c) + Zuiéi

The estimated coefficients and standard deviations are presanted

in Table III-2. 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 (A) is highly significant and
of the appropriate sign. It indicates an elasticity of -0.56
between the rate at which costs are incurred and the ratio of
self~-help to contracted value. In other words, cdoubling the
ratio of self-nelp to contracted work will, holding contractor

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

Table III-9
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS & STANDARD ERRORS
REGRESSION EQUATION Ln(c/t) = a + Mn (s/c) + Zu.é.
.13

i

a = 5.76 A = -0.56

(0.26) (0.03)

City Dummies (Wilmington Suppressed)

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) Milwaukee -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) Philadélphia 0.21 (0.32)
Freeport 0.28 (0.43) Rockford -0.43 (0.31)
Gary -1.09 (0.32) South Benéd -0.77 (0.386)
Indianapolis -1.14 (0.33) Tacoma -0.09 (0.38)

RSQ = 0.78
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Chapter IV
HOMESTEADER SELF-HELP 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 lakor and skills to the
rehabilitation of their new properties. These self-help efforts,
often referred to as investments of "sweat egquity," are only
possible when title passes to the new owner before the repairs
are complete. Under these circumstances, the homesteade£ may
be able, through his or her own efforts, to effect significant
reductions in the cost of rehabilitation and, consequently, in
the amount of debt they must incur to repair the property. In
addition to the financial benefits which may be acquired through
self-help efforts, the dirsct involvement of the homesteader in
the rehabilitation work may serve to increase the 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. Reductions in the cost of rehabilitation are obviously
desirable. Eowever, 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 the rehabili-
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tation effort. Consequently, many of the Demonstration Cities
have been reluctant to allow homestsaders to make all the
decisions themselves. In particular, many of the Demonstration
Cities have made sure that work on mechanical systems be
performed by licensed tradesmen and that homestesaders demonstrate
that they have the necessary skills and time to perform the work
to which they wish to commit themselves. In some cases, cities
have executad written self-help construction contracts with
homesteaders, have conducted skill tests, have provided training
in construction methods and have provided regular technical
assistance to the homesteaders during the course of the work.
Information on.the approaches adopted by individual programs

to the planning and management of the self-help component of
rehabilitation has been provided in earlier reports of the
project.

Descriptions of the differences in approacn adopted byv
local urban homesteading programs tell us little zbout the ex-
tent and nature of seli-help rehabilitation in the Demonstration.
To £ill this need, the inspections of homestead properties
collected information in considerable detail on the work which
homesteaders undertook themselves, materials which they acquired
directly rather than through contractors, the hours of wor!
which they or their friends and family put into the repair of
their prcperties and the costs of the materials which they ac-
quired. To support estimates of the value of the homesteaders'
contributions, separate computations were made of the additional
dollar costs which they would have incurred if the work had
been £fully contractsd out and the homesteaders had not invested
their own time and effort in the properties. In presenting this

information, we begin with a descxrxiptive account of the self-

1 -
The Urban Homesteading Catalogue, Volume I, pp. 87-109.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 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 lakor in differant

construction trade categories.

The Extent and Nature of Self-Help Work in the Demonstration

Information on the work performed by homesteaders and on
the materials which they accuired directly, rather than through
contractors, was collected during the course of the home in-
spections. Each job performed by the homestsader was racorded
together with the hours which the homesteader spent on the job
and the costs and quantities of purchased mate:ials.l

The homesteaders, their families and friends spent an
average of 297 hours on the rehabilitation of the hcmestead
properties, or 7% weeks of 40 hour work weeks. In addition,
nomesteaders purchased an averaée of $834 worth of materials
for use in the rehabilitation of the hcmestead property. The
distribution of the number of self-help hcurs and the costs of
materials purchased by the homesteaders ares prasentsd in

Figures IV-1l andé IV-2.

lThe "jobs" which were recorded for the self-help work do

not corraspond to the "tasks" used to describe the extent and
nature of rehabilitation work in the last chapter. These self-
help "jobs" include demolition work, as well as the replacement
and repair of components of the building and they were not re-
corded by means of pre-defined categories.
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The number of hours spent and the aggragats materials
costs incurrad by each nomesteader weare calculated as the sum
of hours and matarial costs for each job which the homesteader
performed. The total nusber of jobs performed across all 397
properties was 6,224, or an average of 15.7 jobs per procerty.
The distribution of the number of jobs cerformed by the hcme-

steader is shown in Figurs IV-3.

Figure IV-3
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To provide a better understanding of the typves of work
which the homesteaders undertoock on their own behalf, the jobs
which they performed wers organized into 16 separate categories
of activity. The distribution of the seli-nelp hours across

these catagories is shown in Table IZV-1l.



Table IV-1

DISTRIZUTION OF SELS-HEL2 HCURS AND MATERTALS
PURCEASED 3Y THE ECMESTE=ADER 3Y¥ JQB CATEGCRY

Average MNumbex
Average Hours of Jobs

Jop Catacory (% of Total Houxrs) | (% of all Jobs)
Demolition 9L (31) 2.3 (13)
Sita Worik 21 (07) 1.2 (c7)
Concrate 1 (o) G.L  (ol)
Masonzv 4 (01) 0.1 {(GL)
Carpentxy 24 (08) 1.5 (10)
Metal Work 0 (0Q) 0.9 (00)
Thermal % Moisture )

Protection 10 (03) 3.5 (04)
Doors & Wincows 18 (0s) 1.6 (10)
Tinishes 1os (35) 3.8 (386)
Sgecialtises 3 (e 3.8 (04)

| Mechanical 13 (04) 1.1 (07)
Zlsctrical 6 (02) 1.2 (07)
TOTAL 297 (100) 15.7 (100)

This distribution of self-nelp hours provides an intarast-
ing charactesrization of the.types of work undarcakan by the acme-
stzaders. Pemolition and site work between them account oz 33%
of all the hours which hcmestsaders spent on the rehabilizaticn
9f their properties. Work on finishes of various kinds aczounrtad
for a further 35% of homesteader seli-help hours. On average,
hemesteadears spent only 6% of their time onrn the mechanical and
electrical systems cf the building and very modest amounts of
effort on concrats, masonry, metal work and carpentrv. These
statistics make it clear that homestaaders concancrated tieir
efiorts heavily on the lcwer-skill jobs, and that Lhese jobs
provided opporturnisies for the homestsadars 2 contriluts guize

significant amounts of zime t2 The rshnakilizarcicon cf <heir
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properties. On average, homesteaders reportsd just under 16
separately identifiable jobs which they had performed on their
properties. Of these, work on finishes was most frequent,
accounting for over a third of all jobs performed.

A more useful measure of the contribution of self-help
to the rehabilitation of urkan homesteads is provided by
estimates of the amount of contractor costs which were avoided
through self-help activities. The equivalent contractor cost for
each job performed by a homesteader was estimated on the basis of
contractor labor and materials costs plus contractor's overhead,
profit and contingency fees. This was done using unit costs
for labor and materials for each of the jobs identified as having
been periormed by the homesteader.l These unit costs were adjustad
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 homestsader,
what the job would have cost if it had been fully contracted cut.

The average amount of savings in contractor costs wnich
was achieved by self-help activiiies was estimated to be $2,063
per property. This was made up of two parts: (l) 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 (i.e., the amount con-
tractors would have charged for materials purchased directly by
the homestzadex ($1,181) less the costs actually incurred by the 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 presentsed in Figures

IV-4 through IV-6.

lBoth labor and materials unit costs were derived IZrom
Building Construction Cost Data 1976, R.S. Means Co., Duxtury,
Mass. Adjustments to reflect the size of jobs and use of non-
union labor were performed under subcontract by the Ehrenkrantz
Group and are documentsd in "Cost Guide Book -~ Urban Homesteading",
The Ehrenkrantz Group, Mew York, September 1977. For more detail,
see footnote on page 61.
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Figure IV-4

DISTRIBUTION CF AVOIDED CONTRACTOR LABOR COSTS™
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Figure IV-6
DISTRIBUTION OF AVOIDED CONTRACTOR TCTAL COSTS
(Mean = $2,063)
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Contrac=or Casts Avoided

The extent of the self-help contributions of homesteaders
is alsoc usefully examined through comparisons with the extent of
contracted rehapilitation. The average amount of payments to con-
tractors per Droperty was $7,69l.l The average savings in
contractor costs achieved through the applicacion of seli-helip
cross all 397 preperties, including both labor and purchased
materials, was $2,897 per property. The total rshabilitaticn
cost per property, 1Z there had been no self-nelp, is 310,610.1
If we express the self-help contribution as a cercentage of <he
total market, or contract cost, value of rehabilitation, we can
conclude that self-help contributions accounted for appreximately

27% cf the total value of rehabilitation wcrk performes.

This number is comnuted as the average of contracior costs
cver 388, not 397 properties, because =here werz ¢ missing values

of the pavments to contractor variable.
- 52
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The percentage contrikution of seli-nelp can also be cal-
culated on a gropexty-by-property basis by dividing the value
of the self-nelp contribution by the actual contracted costs
zlus the value of seli-nelp for =sach property. The resulting
distrizution is “"U" shaped, a somewhat surprising resultc
(Figure IV-7). The greatest fregquencies of properties are found
at the extrame ands of the range; over a gquartar of the proper-
ties had a lass than 10% self-help ccntributicn, wnile almost
one property in six had a self-help contribution in excess of
20s. In the middle range, between 10% and 90% self-nelp con-
triputions, the 10% intervals show much lower frequencies.

The "U" shaped distributicn of the percentage of self-
help indicates a fairly strong tendency towards an "all or

nothing" approach to self-help. Individuals appear to either

do very little (over 40% of the properties had less than a fifth
of the work performed by homesteaders) or they undertake the
bulk of the work (over one in four of the homestzaders rer-
formed more than 70% of the rehabilitation themselves). This
tendency towards the extremes implies that thére is a very low
frequency of homesteaders at and around the 39% salf-help ratio

which is the mean of the distribution.

Inter-Cityv Variations in Self-Help Contributions

Reference nas already been made to the differences between
local urban homesteading programs in their approaches to the
planning and management of rehabilitation. One aspect of these
local variations is the extant to which homesit=2aders hava
neen encouraged or permittad to undertake salf-help
work. Some evidence of these variations was provided by des-
criptions of local program approaches to the rznabilitation of
urban homesteads based upon interviews with local officials.
These interviews do not, however, orovide us with a statistical

basis for determining how cities have differed in the amount

(i1}

of seli-help work actually undertaken by homesteader
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Tigurs IV-7

DISTRIBUTLION QOF THE PERCENTAGZ OF SELF-HEL? 2Y PROPIRTY
' (Mean = 39%)
(Median = 27%)

30% 4

0% o

4.
1.3 &2

\ &5

10- 20~ 30- 4C- 350~ aN- 70~ 30~ M0~
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 1nn

Percentage of Properties

Percentage o SelZ-Help

In Table IV-2, the average ccntract costs, value of self-
help, total rehabilitation value (sum of contract costs and
seli-nelp value), and percentage of saelf-help (value of self-
help divided by total rehabilitation value) are crasentad.

On a city-by-city basis, the variations in the percentage of
self-help are guite striking. The range extends from 2% in
the Jersey City prcgram to 74% in the Islip vrogram.

Computations of self-help percentages f£or each property
permit us to examine the wvalidity of the classifications of
Demonstration Cities in tarms of their approach to rehabilitation
made before the actual inspections of properties were performed.
In the First Annual Report ¢f the Urban Homesteading Demonstra-
tion, zublished in October 1277, the Demonstration Cities were

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

i
-



Table IV-2

AVERAGE CCNTRACT COSTS, SELF-HELP VALUES,
REHAB VALUZS AND SELF-HELZ? % BY CITY*

{__ Total Percentage
Contract Value of Rehab of
City Costs Self-Help Value Self-Eelp
Atlanta 9,393 1,032 10,425 ¢.10
Baltimore 13,544 837 14,381 3.06
Boston 19,417 5,240 26,292 0.24
Chicago 10,306 4,137 14,942 0.28
Cincinnati 12,166 3,564 15,830 Q.22
i Columkus 9,574 2,288 11,862 3.19
!Dallas 1,708 2,407 4,118 0.58
Decatur 13,590 707 14,297 c.Cs
Freeport 12,338 2,115 14,540 Q.15
; Gary 1,607 3,683 Sc290 Q.70
Indianapolis 3,712 2,224 6,018 0.38
Islip 2,301 6,484 8,785 0.74
Jersey City 45,840 1,072 45,912 0.02
Kansas City 9,023 : 2,140 11,163 0.19
Milwaukee 2,027 5,486 7,513 Q.73
Minneapolis 12,274 6,590 18,864 Q.35
New York City 13,020 5,021 18,041 0.2
Qakland 12,114 1,692 13,848 Q.12
Philadelprhia 15,010 4,170 19,300 0.22
Rockford 7,338 1,361 8,707 0.16
South Bend 2,350 5,216 7,766 0.67
Tacoma 2,045 1,585 3,810 0.43
Wilmington 8,579 2,977 11,556 0.26
TOTAL 7,691 2,397 10,610 0.27

*In scme instances, rows do not acdd across due to missing ob-
servations on contract ccsts. The average rshabilitation value
and contract costs are based on 388 observations while self-
help values are tased on 397 cbservations.

(9]}
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City, Kansas City, New York Citv, Frzeport and Decatur) were
celiaved to be least inclined to permit or encourzage seli-
nelp rehabilitation efiorts. The thirxd group (South 3end,
Wilmington, Baltimore, Gaxrv and Indianapolis) were kelieved

to be most likely to rermit and encourage selfi-help renabilita-
tion efforts. The remaining cities lay in the middle of the
range, permitting self-help 2fforts but maintaining a modicum
of city control and supervision. To test the validity of this
classification, regressions of the self-nelp percentage of
each prcperty were run on dummy variables representing the
first group (most stringent attitude to self-help) and the

third group (least stringent attitude to selfi-nelp). The

resulzing racression equation was:

= - 2 + o)
Pt Q.37 0.2_,6lt 0.2303t

(0.02) (0.0%) (0.04)

_ta

wnere ;t denotes the seli-nelp gercentage of the ¢ croperty

and 3 3 ars dummies Zor the first and third groups of

£’ 73
cities resg

i

< .

ectively, These results suggest that the original
classification scheme has some validity, since membership of
the first group (most stringent) reduces the mean self-nelp
percentage by 23 % and membership of tﬁe third groun increases
the mean self-nelp percentage by 21%. In both cases the co-
efficients ars significant at the 99% level. Iaspection of
the city means (Table IV-2) suggests, nowever, that some cities
do not fit the classification. In particular, Baltimore, a
member of the least stringent group, has the second to least
salf-help percentage of all cities.

Further insights intoc the variation of self-nelp by city-
group can be obtained through ragressions of total contract
costs, value of self-help and total rehabilitation value (contract
costs plus self-help valﬁe) on the citv-group dummies. The

results of these ragressions ares presaented in Table IV-3.



Table IV=3

Regression Coefficiants
(standard erzors)
Depencent Group 1 Dummy Group 3 Dummy
Va:iabla. Congtant. (most stringent) (least sirincent) 2SS0
L. Contrack Costs 7,342 7,915 -3,372 0.17
(480Q) {1,198) (912)
2. Seli-zelp Value 2,992 -1,250 327 0.C2
{212) (528) (416)
3. Total Renab Value 10,533 6,664 -3,175 c.1l1
(L + 2) (514) (1,284) {1,009)

Of interest nere is the relative lack of explanatory cower
of the citv group dumnies in the self-help value ragrassicn.
Only cne coefficient is significant and the durmy variables contri-
bute almost nothing to the explanation of the wvariation in self-aelp
value between properties. 3v ceontrast, the city group dummies
work rather well in the explanation of contract cost variétion
between Dropertiaes. The Demonstration Citiss wixn the hichest
contract costs (andé the highest renabilitation values) ars
typically those cities which have the most stringent apprecach
to self-help.

Converselv, those which ars most amenable &3 seli-

aelp typically are smaller jobs ané nave much less

'

sgnitrac
woxic performed.

These results suggest an iataresting intsrpratation of the
earlier classification of cities in terms of their approach to
the management of ranabilitation. The differencss which exist in
the degree of contreol which cities maintain over the rehaebilitation
process only partially reflect differences in their attitudes

towards seli-nelp. Rather, it appears that the overall size of
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the job, and the amount which will have to ke contracted out,
is the decisive factor in a city’s approach to rehabilitation.
Cities which undertake large rahabilitation jobs typicalily
elect to maintain a high level of contxol and citiass which
undertake smaller rshabilitation jobs allow the homesteader much
more freedom to plan and manage the work. The average rehabilita-
tion value for the Group 1l Cities is §17,127, for the Group 2
Cities it is $10,533, and for the Group 2 Cities it is only
$7,358. The magnitude and statistical significance of these
difZasrences provide strong support for the validity of the
initial groupings, albeit subject to a somewhat modified inter-
pretation.

Another source of information on the altsrnative approacihes
adopted by the Demonstration Cities to the management of seli-

orts is provided by homesteaders' answers o cuestlons

ty

nelp ef
abcut thelr freedom of choice during the rehabilikation of their
oroperties. The homestzaders were asked three broad cuestions
ralating to their frssdom of choice:
(1) Did the homestead agency give you a choice in
deciding what repairs would be made?

(2) Trom the work list were vou allowed to select
any tasks to do yourself?

(3) If any work was contracted, were vou allowed to
select the contractor?
The answers to these questions have been tabulated in the
aggregate and by city (Takle IV-4).
Examination of these results raveals that the Demonstration
Cities adcptad quits different apprcaches to the role.of the

nomesteader in the planning and management of rehabilitation.



Table IV~4

HOMESTEADERS' PERCEIVED FREEDOM OF CHOICE

DURING REHABILITATION BY CITY

Percentage With
Freedom to

Percentage With
Freedom to

Percentage With
rreedom to

Choose Which Re- | Select Tasks to Select the
City Sample Size | vairs to Make Do Themselves Contractor
Atlanta 16 69 44 63
Baltimore 3 67 67 100
Boston 4 50 75 100
Chicago 19 S8 100 74
Cincinnati 8 25 100 87
Columbus 8 63 63 100
Dallas 53 26 91 60
Decatur i3 78 22 11
Freeport 11 36 535 o)
Gary 28 34 a2 57
Indianapolis 28 47 93 61
Islip 12 58 100 67
Jersey City 5 100 40 0
Xansas City 13 38 93 100
Milwaukee 11 0 82 73
Minneapolis 14 S0 93 100
New York City 4 100 75 75
Oakland 22 55 59 59
Philadelphia 26 46 93 100
Rockford 46 24 83 74
South Bend 17 24 94 88
Tacoma 17 47 77 24
Wilmington 14 71 86 64
TOTAL 397 41 80 68
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It is evident from the fact that less than half of the home-
steaders believed that they wera free to choose what repairs
would be made, that the homestead acency 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 ll homesteaders and only 1l of
Gary's 28 homesteaders felt that they had freedom to choose
wnat repairs would be made. At the other extreme, all of the
homesteaders in Jersey City and New York City felt that they
had freedém to chocose what repairs to make on their property.

In their answers to the question on the freedom to select
tasks to do themselves, the homesteaders were more in agrsement.
In only 7 of the 23 Demonstration Cities did less than 75% of
the homesteaders believe they had such freedom. These seven
cities were Atlanta, Baltimore, Columbus, Decatur, Fraspor:,
Jersey City and Oakland. In Chicago, Cincinnati and Islip,
accounting for 39 homesteaders in the sample between them, all
the respondents felt that they were given freedom to select
tasks to do themselves.

To examine whether the homesteader's perception of his or
her freedom to undertake self-help work actually influenced the
percentage of the work undertaken by the homesteader, the
correlation coefficient of the city-bv-city percentages of
actual self-help (Table IV-2), and the city-by-city percentages
of perceivad 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 between cities in the
homesteaders' perception of their freedom to select the con-
tractor, although it is perhaps somewhat surprising that there
are 15 cities where the homesteaders 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 the 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, there were 6 cities (Baltimore, Boston, Columbus,
Kansas City, Minneapolis, and Philadelphia) where all the
respondents statad that they were given the freedom to select
the contractor, and only 1 of Gary's 28 homesteaders felt that

he or she did not nave this choice.

The Rate of Returm to Self-Help Efforts

Urban homesteaders who commit themselves to work on their
new properties and to purchase materials for use in the rehabili-
tation effort presumably db SO to save money in contractor bills.
By reducing the amount of deollar costs which they incur tz repair
these properties, the urban homesteaders avoid current cash
obligations or the need to borrow money. The relationship be-~
tween the savings achieved on the one hand and measures of the
homesteader's input on the other hand is one of considerable
interest for the light it sheds on the rate of return td sels-~
help efforts.

The data collected during inspections of the urban home-~
stead properties provide a means of assessing the rates of
return to self-nelp efforts. For each job, or task, which was
performed by a homesteader, information was collected on the
number of hours of hcmesteader 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

task, would have cost if it had been done by a contractor.l

lThe development of estimates of what the salf-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 estimatad by multiplying the materials gquantity by a
{footnote continued on next vage)
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nomesteaders wera most active. ITor the two most active trades,
the average savings ver hour (Laborer, $5.00 and Painter, §3.32)
wera both below the average across all trades of $5.78/nour.
Conversely, the trades with the highest nourly rats of savings
were typically more highly skilled and accounted for a relatively
small number of acurs. These include: Masonry ($3.09/houx),
Tile Setter ($3.77/hour), St=am Fitter ($8.49/hour), and EZlactri-
cian ($8.43/hour). This pattern indicates that those homesteaders
who undertook the higher skill tasks were sufficiently competent
to take advantage of the greater opportunities for cost saving

in the higher skill and higher pay trades.

On the whole, as the standard deviations indicate, averace
hourly savings were sstimated with a reasonable degree of preci-
sion. The average hourly savings across all trades, estimatad
to be $5.78/hour, nas a 95% confidence interval of +49 cents.

It is interesting to compare this estimate with the average
hourly earnings of the homestsaders. The mean average hourly
earnings from work for the 397 homesteaders whose properties
were included in this sample was $5.44/hcur. This is quite
close to the average estimated savings per hour achieved by
homesteaders through self-help =2fforts. To the extent that the
nomesteaders do not find self-help work to be significantly
more nleasant or unpleasant than their regular work, and ad-
justing for the marginal effect of income taxes and social
security contributions, economic theory suggests that average
hourly earnings and average hourly savings from self-help efforts

should indeed resemble each other quite closely.
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Chapter V
REEABILITATION AND HOUSING QUALITY

Urban homesteading provides an alternative means of
arranging for the repaix of residential properties which have
been foreclosed and which are typically in rather poor condition.
Unlike programs in wnich a public agency or non—pfofit sponsor
assumes responsibility for the rehakilitation of the property,
urban homesteading provides the future occupant with a signifi-
cant role in the planning, management ané verformance orf the
repair work. Unlike the traditional "as-is" property disposi-
tion programs in which the government maintains negligible
contrzl over the extent and quality of rehakilitation, urban
~ homesteading mandates inspections of the quality and adequacy
of repairs as a condition of title. In a sense, urhan home-
steading can be viewed as an attempt to secure the advantages
of both approaches; under homesteading, the gcvernment both
delegates the responsibility for repairs and regqulates the
quality of the resulting product.

From this perspective, the quality of the rehabilitation
performed on urban homesteads is of crucial interest in the
evaluation of the program. No one doubts that it is possikle
to give away real property which has value. What is open to
empirical investigation is the affectiveness of the renabilitation
process which takes place after the homesteader has received

conditional title to the property.
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In the preceding chapters, the characteristics of the
homestead properties before convevance have been examined, the
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 the issues of quality,
both in terms of the specific rehabilitation work performed and

also in terms of the quality of the resulting products.

Quality of Workmanship and the Choice of Materials

During the course of the inspection of the urban homestead
oroperties, all instances of new work on the property were noted
and classified according to whether the work was performed bv 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 the rehabilitation work performed on the
urban homestead properties. At the same time that instances of
new work were notad, the gquality of the repair or replacement
in terms of workmanship and the choice of materials was also
rated by the inspector. These ratings of the quality of the
rehabilitation work provide the basis for the analysis of this
section.

Each instance of "new work"™ was classified into one of four
possible groups for both workmanship and materials:

Above Standard: <Craft quality workmanship or mater-

ials that are better 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 iadustry.
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Minor Substandard: Noticeably defective workmanship or
materials which should be correctzd but which do not
need replacement.

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

These standards were described in more detail in the
instructions for field staff, together with 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 renabilitation.

The distribution of quality ratings for tasks involving

new work is shown in Picure V-1.

Figure V-1
. Major
tajor Above Minor Substd. Above
Substd. Std.
Minor 1.6% 1.6% Substd. 0.1% std.
Substandard L.9%
18.8%

Standard
87.3%

Standard
77 .9%

Workmanship Materials

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

there is very little cause for concern over quality. Cnly 2%

of all the new work tasks weres found to be below standard in the
. choice of matsrials and only one-tenth of one percent of the new

work tasks were classified as major substandard. Ia contrast,

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

"in terms of the gquality of materials employed. The guality of
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workmanship is more variable. Almost 80% of all the

new work tasks were rated at or above standard quality in terms
of workmanship but 18.8% of the new work items revealed minor
deficiencies. A further 1.6% of the new work items weres judged
to be major substandard in terms of workmanship.

The implications of these overall findings are reasonably
encouraging. A very small percentage of the new work was ratad
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 the 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 efZort in
the Demonstration permits an sxamination of the extent to which
the use of self-help leads to reduced quality in workmanship
and the choice of materials. Many of the Demonstration Cities
were clearly concerned about this possibility and designed
their pregrams so that a careful watch could be kept over the
quality of rehabilitation work periformed by the homesteaaders.
The distributions of the quality of workmanship and materials
for tasks performed by contractors, by homesteaders and by both
contractors and homesteaders working jointly (Figure V-2),
provides evidence on this issue.

It is apparent that the self-help activities have contri-
buted substantially to the incidence of minor substandard work-
manship. One in eight of the tasks performed by contractors
were_ judged to have minor deficiencies, but more than one in
four of the tasks performed by homesteaders or by homesteaders
and contractors working together were judged to be minor sub-
standard in terms of workmanship. Similarly, the incidence of
major substandard workmanship, although fairly low for all

groups, was more than three times higher for homesteaders than
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Figure V-2

DISTRIBUTION OF QUALITY RATINGS FOR
CONTRACTED AND SELZ-fHELF TASKS
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for contractors. In view of the very large sample sizes, the
differences between the quality ratings for homesteader and
contractor workmanship are statistically very significant.
When contractor and homesteader tasks are contrasted on the
quality of materials employed, the differences are much more
modest. Over 99% of all the contracted tasks were judged to
have used standard or above standard materials, whereas over
963% of all the tasks performed by homestsaders were also judged
to have used standard or above standard materials.

The incidence of deficiencies in the quality of workmanship
varies quite significantly between the Task Group categories.
As shown in Table V-1, Plaster & 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 Structural Alterations (7.0%) and Finish Carpentry (9.8%)

have the lowest incidence of minor defects.

Table V-1
GUALITY RATINGS BY TASK GROQUP CATEGORY
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Above
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Minor
Substandard 35.4 16.4 13.1 7.0 9.8
Major
Substandard 1.4 1.6 2.1 6.9 1.9
Number of
Tasks 1,389 4,073 412 S$24 478




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 management of rehabilitation between local
programs.

There is significant variation between cities in the per-
centage of tasks which meet each of the four standards of work-
manship (Table V-2). 1In seven cities (Atlanta, Decatur, Jersev
City, Minneapolis, Rockford, South Bend and Tacoma), over 90%
of all the tasks performed were found to be of standard or akbove
standard quality workmanship. At the other end of the range, in
three cities (Chicago, Gary and New York), less than 60% of the
tasks were found to be of standard or above standard quality
workmanship.

It is interesting to note that there seems to be littlé
correspondence between the earlier groupings of Demonstration
Cities in texrms of their approach to rehabilitation ané the
incidence of standard and substandard workmanship. Of the
seven cities with over 90% standard or above standard work-
manship, two (Decatur and Jersey City) were drawn from the
first group, four (Atlanta, Minneapolié, Rockford anéd Tacoma)
were drawn from the second group, and one (South Bend) was drawn
from the third group. Similarly, of the three cities with
fewer than 60% of the tasks achieving standard gquality of work-
manship, one was drawn from the first group (New York), one was
drawn from the second group (Chicago) and cne was drawn from
the third group (Gary). These findings suggest that the "degre=s
of control"” exercised by the city over the 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 substandaré workmanship among
the self-help tasks, the seven cities with over 90% of stancard
workmanship include three (Minneapolis, Scuth 2end and Tacoma)

in wnich the number oi self-help tasks exceeded the numkar of
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Table V-2
DISTRIBUTICON OF QUALITY RATINGS

FOR WORKMANSHIP B3Y CITY

No. of | % Above % % Minor % Major
City Tasks Standard | Standard | Substandard | Substandard
Atlanta \ 345 0.6 90.1 7.5 1.7
Baltimore 79 0.0 S 72.2 27.8 0.0
Boston 114 0.0 79.8 20.2 0.0
Chicago 374 0.0 44.4 42.8 12.8
Cincinnati 136 0.0 87.8 12.2 0.0
Columbus 128 0.0 71.1 28.9 0.0
Dallas 576 1.9 71.4 24.1 2.6
Decatur 401 3.2 88.3 8.5 0.0
Freeport 130 1.6 66.8 30.0 1.6
Gary 315 0.6 57.5 41.0 0.9
Indianapolis 417 10.3 74.6 14.4 0.7
Islip 172 1.2 75.6 17.4 5.8
Jersey City 158 0.0 95.6 4.4 0.0
Ransas City 238 0.0 78.2 21.8 Q.0
Milwaukee 173 0.0 78.2 21.8 0.0
Minneapolis 337 1.2 90.2 8.6 0.0
New York City 111 0.0 S1l.4 44.1 4.5
Oakland 479 0.0 77.4 21.9 0.6
Philadelphia 643 0.3 79.9 13.0 0.8
Reckiord 702 0.7 72.0 7.1 0.1
South Bend 329 7.3 83.9 8.8 2.0
Tacoma 118 1.7 92.3 3.4 2.5
Wilmington 321 0.3 74.4 24.0 1.3
TOTAL 6,876 1.6 77.9 18.8 1.6




contracted tasks. Conversely,. two of the cities (Chicago and
New York) with less than 60% standard workmanship, had more
tasks performed by contractors than by homestsaders.

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 Gary) have more than 5% of the new
work tasks rated substandard in terms of materials choice, which
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 incidenca

. of above standard materials choice. Eleven of the twenty-three
cities have more than 10% of all new work tasks pexformed using
above standard materials, and in two instances (Jersey City

and Oakland) over 20% of all new work tasks were ratad above
standard in the choice of materials. Once again, no apparent
relationship, positive or negative, exists between the extent of
self-help and the incidence of above stazndard materials.

Those who regard urban homesteading as an exgeriment in
the management of rehabilitation must draw their own conclusions
from these data on the quality of workmanship and the 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 incidence
of minor substandard workmanship is the most likely arsa of
concern. Comparing the overall incidence of minor deficiencies
between contractors and homesteaders, 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 workmanship
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Table V-3
DISTRIBUTION OF QUALITY RATINGS

FOR MATERIALS BY CITY

No. of |.% Above % % Minor % Major
City Tasks Standard | Standard | Substandard | Substandard
Atlanta 345 10.4 88.4 1.2 .
Baltimore 79 2.5 97.5 0.0 0.0
Boston 114 11.4 88.6 0.0 .
Chicago 374 4.0 94.9 1.1 .
Cincinnati 156 12.2 87.8 0.0 .
Columbus 128 4.7 95.3 0.0 .
Dallas 578 8.8 82.5 8.3 0.3
Decatur 401 13.2 86.2 0.5 0.0
Freeport 190 6.8 92.1 1.1 0.0
Gary 312 3.2 89.5 6.7 a.
Indianapolis 417 12.7 85.6 1.7 .
Islip 172 5.8 93.0 1.2 .
Jersey City 158 30.4 69.0 0.5 .
Kansas City 238 11.7 87.4 0.8 0.0
Milwaukee 173 2.9 93.0 2.3 .
Minneapolis 337 14.8 84.6 0.6
New York City 111 8.1 91.0 0.9 .
Oakland 479 20.3 78.7 1.0
Philadelphia 643 7.5 92.2 0.3
Rockford 702 4.8 93.9 1.1 0.1
South Bend 329 6.7 82.0 1.2 0.0
Tacoma 118 1.7 94.9 1.7 1.7
Wilmington 321 11.8 85.4 1.9 0.9
TOTAL 6,876 10.3 87.3 1.9 0.1
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by homesteaders. In Cincinnati, Dallas, Milwaukee, Philadelphia,
South Bend and Tacoma, the percentage of self-nelv tasks meeting
or surpassing the standard quality of workmanship was higher than
the percentage of contracted tasks meeting the same standards
across the sample as a whole. Each of these cities seems to have
managed the self-help component of rehabilitation without sig-
nificant dilution of the quality of workmanship. 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, indicating a possible need for more stringent
monitoring of all phases of the rehabilitation work. In general,
however, the fact that less than 2% of all new work reguired
replacement indicates that the objectives of the rehabilitation

program have been quita fully realized.

Measurement of Housing Products

Assessment of the quality of rehabilitation work performed
on the urban homesteading properties, although of considerable
interest in assessing homesteading as a method of housing re-
habilitation, provides very little sense of the gquality of the
end-product -- the rehabilitated dwelling. ZFor 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, HUD nas traditionally imposed standards (mini-
mum property standards and minimum design standards) on all
newly~constructed or renovated properties receiving FHA mortgade
insurance commitments; those standards indicate the government's
ongoing interest in the quality of residential prcperties,
especially those receiving assistance from the federal goverm-
ment. Secondly, since urban nomesteaders are cormitting them-
selves to the repair and ownership of FHA properties, with the
encouragement of local public agencies, it is highly desirable

to know more about the guality of housing services which they
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receive when the rehabilitaticn is complete.

To meet these objectives, information collected during the
inspections has been subjected to a battery of tests to determine the
percentage of the rehabilitated properties meeting each of a2 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 Space 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 EUD Minimum Design Standards for

Rehabilitation for Residential Properties (4940.4, Septembher

1973) or MDSR were felt to be the appropriate guide for establisn-
ing "standard threshold of quality."” With regard to space,
however, the MDSR essentially delegates the establishment of
minimum requirements to "proper authority," provided that “each
living unit (is provided) with space necessary for suitable
living, sleeping, cocking 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:

e The use of the space standard guides provided by the

MDSR which recognize some of the possible discre-

pancies between new space standards and the actual
space characteristics of an existing "old" stock.

® The use of Operation Breakthrough space guide-
lines (HUD Transmittal of Regquest for Proposal

76



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 and combination of rooms, and only spe-
cify minimum dimension by activity and related
furniture and equipment needs.

e The HUD Minimum Property Standards for Single Familvy
Housing (1973), including Revision No. 5, 1977,
specifically address new construction and are par-
tially used in the MDSR regarding the "new subdivi-
sion of space." These standards now incorperate
space dimensional guidelines spelled out in the
Operation Breakthrough document with respect to the
furnishability requirement.

e Various national or regional codes such as the
Uniform Building Code (UBC), the National Building
Code (NBC), the Rasic Building Code (BBC), the
Southern Building Code (SBC).

Many assumptions had to be made to simplify the various complex
requirements made by these regulations. For example, none of
these sets of standards or guidelines actually establishes
minimum dwelling size relative to the number of occupants or to
the number of bedrocoms, but they o list the basic activities
required -- i.e., living, dining, cooking, sleeping and storage.
Furthermore, requirements for minimum habitable rcom size vazryv
between different sets of standards or gquidelines r=ferenced
above. A detailed review of the procedures and assumptions
used in this analysis is provided in Appendix B of this report.
The distribution of the urban homesteading properties
across the four levels of primary space quality for each of six
building types is presented in Table V-4. Almost &3% of the
urban homests=ad properties meet or exceed the standard level of
the space indicators, with 18.5% being above standard. O0f those
that fall short of the standard level, mocst fall into the sub-
standard, rather than the minimum, level of the space standard.
The nighest incidence of properties failing to meet the standard
level occurs in the larger (4+ bedroom) properties, where less
than two-thirds of the properties meet the standard or above-
standard levels. Controlling £or the number of bedrooms, there
is evidence that the properties with 2 £loors typically meet
the spacs standards more frequently than those with only one

f£loor.
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Table V-4

DISTRIBUTION OF PROPERTIES BY SPACE STANDARD AND PROPERTY MODEL

Property A B C D E r
Svace odel | 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4 Bedrooms 4 Bedrooms
Standard 1 I"loor 2 Floors 1 Floor 2 Ploors 1 Floor 2 Floors TOTAL
Above 5.8% 3.6% 15.7% 21.1% 28.6% 47.6% 18.5%
Standard
Standard 70.6% 82.1% 68.7% 64.4% 28.6% 19.0% 60.5%
Minimum 12.6% 7.1% 3.6% 0 % 0 3 1.6% 5.4%
Substandard 10.95% 7.1% 12.0% 14.4% 42.8% 31.7% 15.6%
TOTAL 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 s 100 %
n 119 28 a3 90 7 63 390




Sexrvice Qualitv Indicators

Service quality indicators were developed for both plumbing
and electrical systems. The conditions which wexe imposed for
each property to meet the specified levels of the service
quality indicators are presented in Appendix B.

It should be noted that the qualityrindicators 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 requirements to further adapt to the conditions
of the housing stock without, however, compromising health and
safety requirsments.

These electrical service quality indicators appoly to all
properties regardless of type or size. The MDSR standard re-
quirements regarding electrical services are less specific than
the ones used here -- the MDSR relying on stringent electrical
codes at the local level.

The number of properties meeting each level of the Servics
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 secondary
standards for bathroom plumbing and on the electrical sezvice
standard, barely half of the properties meet the requirements
of the standard level.

Considering the overall results of the Measurement of
Housing Products, using space and service standards, it is
apparent that many of the rehabilitated homestead properties
_fall short of HUD'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, they 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 standardsbut fail to meet MDSR
clearly indicates that MDSR 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, naving 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 the property. This 1is an
issue which cannot be resolved on the basis of the data provided
by a one~time inspection of each property. What is apparent
from this report is that the costs of rehabilitating even to
local standaxds are very substantial. If these standards are
still inadequate to maintain the physical and economic viability
of the property, the economic rationale for rehabilitation may

be called into guestion.
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Table v-5
FREQUENCY OF PROPERTIES MEETING SERVICE QUALITY INDICATOR LEVELS

Electrical
Service Plumbing - Service
Indicators Primary Indicators Secondary Indicators

Quality Rating —] Bathroom Kitchen Bathroom , Kitchen
Above Standard 0.8% 18.9% 11.6% 1.8% N.A.
Standard 25.9% 68.0% 35.0% 49.6% 24.2%
Minimum 12.3% N.A. N.A. 45.6% 11.8%
Not meeting
lowest standard 61.0% 13.1% 53.4% 3.0% 64.0%







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 the 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 the
earlier, locally-initiated urban homesteading programs and,
indeed, the essential absence of information of any kiné about
the rehabilitation of single-family properties, under eithex
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:

e What would be the mix and condition of properties

selected for use in local urban homesteading pro-
grams?

e What would be the nature and extent of the rehabili-
tation performed on the selected properties? What
would the rehabilitation cost the homesteaders?

® What would be the extent of homesteader participa-
tion in the planning and execution of the work?
What kinds of tasks would homesteaders perform them-
selves? How much would self-help save in terms o=f
contractor costs avoicded?

® Bow long would the rehabilitation take to complete
and how would this vary with the size of the job
and with the amount of seli-help?
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e What level of gquality would the repaired propexties
attain? In terms of workmanship? In terms of
materials choice? 1In terms 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 rehabilitation
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 Homestsading Demonstration. The

principal conclusions of the analysis are:

e Naturs and condition of the properties selected
for use in urban homesteading proverties. The
properties selected by local programs from the
available HUD inventory resemble the central city
single-family housing stock gquite closely in terms
of age, but tend to be somewhat smaller than the
average central city dwelling unit and substantially
smaller than the average central city owner-occupied
dwelling unit. The average repair costs on a sub-
sample of 139 of these properties were estimated ov
HUD property disposition staff to be approximacaly
$6,500.

e The actual cost of urban homesteading rehabilitation.
The actual costs of rehabilitation for the full sample
of 397 inspectad 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
HUD property disposition staff, and the difference is
even larger when comparisons are made on the 139
properties for which HUD repair cost estimates werxe
available. This finding suggests strongly that the
extent of rehabilitation under urban homesteading
is considerably greater than in the HUD "repair and
sell"™ program.

e The extent and nature of the rehabilitation work.
Over 75% of all the properties required work in each
of the following major categories: Electrical Ser-
vice, HVAC and Insulation, Plumbing, Finish Carpentry,
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Structural Alterations & Replacements, Interior
Finishes, Plaster & Drywall, and Site Work. Of the
total costs of work performed by contractors, it is
estimated that 41% was attributable to structural
alterations/repairs and finish carpentry, while a
further 39% was accounted for by electrical service
and plumbing repairs. Less than 12% of the contractad
work went to interior £inishes and plaster/drywall
work.

The extent of homesteader self-nelp in the Cemonstra-
tion. It is estimated that homesteaders contributed

an average of 27% of the total value of the rehabilita-
tion work on the sample of inspected properties. This
includes both direct purchases of materxials and the
value of their labor measured in terms of the reduction
in contractor costs resulting from self-help efforts.
The variation across properties in the percentage of
self-help is guite striking with one in every four
properties having less than 10% selZ-help and one in
every six properties having over 90% self-nelp.

The nature and value of self-help contributions. Home~- "
steaders and their families and friends contributad an
average of 297 hours of work on their sropertiss, of
which almost 73% was spent on demolition, site work and
interior finishes, activities typically requiring the
.lower~paid censtruction trades of painter and laborer.
The average estimated savings in contractor bills was
approximately $3,000 per property and the average re-
turn to the homesteader was estimataed to be £3.78 per
hour across all trades. In addition, homesteaders
purchased an average of $334 worth of materials per
property directly rather than through contractors

and thereby achieved further additional savings of
approximately $350 per property.

The cquality of workmanshio and the choice of materials.
The overall findings of the study on the gquality of
workmanship and the choice of materials were reassuring.
Eighty percent of all the tasks performed met or ex-
ceeded good quality trade or professional standards of
workmanship and almost 298% of all materials chosen met
or exceeded typical home building standards. There was
a significant difference in the 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 workmansnip. This sug-
gests strongly that the management of rehabilitation is
more important than the extent of self-help in deter-
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mining the overall quality of rehabilitation.

e The measurement of urban homesteads against currant
space and service guality standards. Application of
current space and service gquality standards to older
properties, such as the urban hcmesteads, provides
a set of indicators of the guality of the "products”
of the urban homestsading 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 bathrocm plumbing and electrical service). These
findings clearly raise the issue of whether HUD'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 £indings of the study reported above support an overall
assessment of the rehabilitation experience under urban home-
steading. They do not, however, provide diract guidance to
local urban homesteading officials wishing to select the hest
approach to the planning and management of renabilitation. In
the remainder of this summary chapter, the findings will be
examined for the evidence they shed on the effectiveness of
alternative approaches to the management of urban homestead
rehabilitation.

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 this can be accom-
plished, with progressively finer and finer gradations of dis-
tinction. It is also clear, however, that the sample size cf 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 selif-help (2 levels:
mean percentage of self-help value to total value greater or

less than 36%); {2) the guality of workmanship (2 levels:
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avexage percentage of standard or above standard workmanship

greater or less than 78%); (3) speed of rehabilitation (2

levels:

1l months).

into two groups was selected to approximate the median of the

distribution.

Cities is presented in Figqure VI-l.

Figure VI-1

time to complete renabilitation greater or less than

In each case, the cut-off which divides each class

The resulting classification of Demonstration

THREE-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF DEMCNSTRATION CITIES

BY MEAN SELF-HELP PERCENTAGE, QUALITY OF WORKMANSHIP

& SPEED OF REHABILITATION

Quality of Workmanship T
(% Above Standarcd & o
Standard) T
78% [ <78% A
Time to Complete Renhab L
>11 months <1l months 2>1l1 months <11l months S
Minneapoclis Chicago
. Indianapolis Columbus
ﬂ‘ >36% Tacoma Milwaukee Oakland Dallas 11
= South Bend Gary
w Islip
-t
I3)
: Atlanta Baltimore
- Boston Cincinnati Freeport
< <36% Decatur Philadelphia New York City 12
= Jersey City Rockford
Kansas City Wilmington
TOTALS 6 6 6 S 23

86




The classification which results is instructive. In the
first place, the almost identical distribution of the totals in
the bottom row of Figure VI-1l indicates that there is no rela-
tionship between the average speed of rehabilitation and the
average quality of rehabilitation across the sample. Cities
which carry out their rehabilitation procrams on a £fast schedule
are just as likely, or unlikely, to produce good gquality 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 than cities which use less self-help in terms
of the quality of the resulting product. The 2-way classifica-
tion of cities by percentage of self-nhelp and guality of work-
manship (Figure VI-2), shows that there is no systematic tendency
for cities with a nigh percentage of self-nelp to produce lower

.quality work. This is surprising given the earlier evidence
that work performed by homesteaders typically has a higher
incidence of deficiencies than wurk verformed by contrac-
tcrs.l The explanation must necessarily be found in the
tendency of both homesteaders and contractors to perform
better than average gquality work when there is a higher

percentage of self-help.

Figure VI-2

TWO-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF CITIES (NUMBER)
BY MEAN % SELF-HELP & QUALITY OF WORKMANSHIP

Quality of Workmanship

(% Standard or

Above Standard)

>78% ' <78%
) ol >36% ) 5 6 11
5973 ' '
0w =] <36% 7 5 12
=

TOTALS 12 11 23

lSee Chapter V, page 69.
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The third two-way interaction in Figure VI-3 is between
the percentage of self-nelp and the speed cf£ rehabilitation.
In this case there is a dramatic and convincing negative asso-

ciation between the two variables (Figurs VI-3).

Figure VI-=3

TWC-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF CITIES (NUMBER)
BY MEAN % QF SELF-HELP &
TIME TO COMPLETE REHABILITATION

Time to Complete
Rehabilitation

<11 months |>11 months
® J o 236% _ 2 9 11
§ U?; ;6 <36% 10 2 12
TOTALS 12 11 23

Only 2 of the 1l cities with over 36% self-nhelp averaged
less than 11 months to complete rehabilitation. Conversely, 10
of the 12 cities with less than 36% self-help took less than 11
months on average to complete rehabilitation. This is
one of the major findings of the comparison of the Demonsitration
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 hcmesteading
should also include a measure of the scale of the rehabilitation
jobs they undertake. Accordingly, Figure VI-l1 has been aug-
mented to include a classification of the cities by the avsrage
size of the rehabilitation jobs undertaken (2 levels: rehabilita-
tion value greater or less than $14,000. The new classification
(Figure VI-4) illustrates the tendency, discussed earlier,l for

cities with larger jobs to have lower percentages of self-help,

lSee Chapter IV, pages 37-38.
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Figqure VI-4

FOUR-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF DEMONSTRATICN
CITIES BY REHABILITATION VALUE,
SELF-HELP PERCENTAGE, QUALITY OF

WORKMANSHIP & SPEED OF REHABILITATION

Qualicy of Workmanship
(% Standard &
Above Standard)
Rehabilita- 278% _ <783
cion Mean % Time to Comnlete Rehab
Value Self-Heln | <1l monchs >1]1 months <1l months >11 months
. Chicago
>
x36% Minneapolis Cakland Columbus 1
2514k
Boston Cinci i Baltimore
<i6% Decatur E‘hi?adell hia FPreeport 3
Jergey City P New York City
Indianapolis Dallas
>36% Tacoma Milwaukee ~ Gary 7
South Bend Islip
<$14K
H kfard
<164 Ac‘ant_'.a E}ocg:or 1
Kansas City Wilmington
TOTAL [ 6 3 S 23

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 the gquality of workmanship, or, except
through the mediating influence of self-nelp, with the time re-
quirsd to complete rehabilitation.

The classification of the Demonstration Cities in terms of
the major dimensions of program design and performance supports
to some degree the original groupings reported in Chapter I of
this report, and developed before the property inspections were
carried out. There are 6 Demonstration Cities which undertake
larger than average jobs, have less than average self-help per-
centages and complete the work in undex 11 months. These are
Boston, Decatur, Jersey City, Baltimore, freeport, and Mew York
City. Four of these cities were among the five cities included
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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 the & cities exceeded
the median rate of standard andéd above standard workmanship.

FPour cities (Atlanta, XKansas City, Rockford and Wilmingtcn)
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 distrikuted equally both
above and below the median quality levels. IS we pocl these two
groups, separated only by the size of the jobs undertaken, they
represent one basic model of urban homesteading renabilitation:
modest homesteader involvement and rapid completion of repaizs.

At the other extreme are those cities which permit or en-
courage self-help and which complets repairs more slowly. These
include Minneapolis, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, South Bend,
Chicago, Columbus, Dallas, Gary, and Islip. Two-thirds of these
cities undertock jobs which averaged less than $14,000 in re-
habilitation value (unlike the low self-help, fast repair
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 encourage self-help and which
complete repairs more slowly. Taken together, these 9 Demonstra-
tion Cities constitute another model of the way to aporoach urban
homesteading.

The four cities wnich remain are those in which the time
penalty £or heavy reliance on self-help is not paid (Tacoma and
Qakland) 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 undertaking uxban
homesteading programs.

It is clear that several distinct approaches to the planning
and management of urban homestead rehabilitation have been adooted
by cities participating in the Urban Homesteading Demonstration.
The basic trade-off is between the percentage of the 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 rehabilitation jobs have
typically favored an approach which relies relatively less on
self-nelp and which insures that the oroperties are repaired
guite quickly. Cities which select properties needing fewer
repairs have tended to rely mora heavily on self-nhelp and the
work has tended to take somewhat longer to comelete. The find-
ings of the report also indicate that it is the marnagement of the
program, whether oriented towards large iobs or small jobs,
self-help or contracted work, rapid or less rapid completion of
repairs, which determines the quality of the workmanship which
goes into the repairs. This finding clearly indicates that high
quality workmanship and cost reduction through sweat egquityv are

compatible objectives in an urban homesteading program.
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Appendix A
REHAB AUDIT INSTRUMENT
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Appendix B

STANDARDS APPLIED IN THE MEASUREMENT
OF HQUSING PRODUCTS (CHAPTER V)

B.1l Space Standards

Four principal indicators were chosen to contxol the

various space quality levels:

(1) The total area of the house to insure that all
basic activities can indeed be carried out.

1y

(2) The number and minimum area of those "key rooms”
of the house (living, dining and/or sleeping).

(3) The number of baths relative to the number of
bedrooms.

(4) The area of the principal bath.

Specific assumptions with respect to areas and comkined

areas computations are as follows:

(1) The total area of the house, to insure that all basic
activities could indeed be carried out. These areas
are computed on the basis cf the number of rooms and
related services. =Zach house will have one primarv
or master bedroom and the number of secondary bed-
rooms correspanding to the model. Each will have
one, one and a nalf, or two baths, again depending
on the model. A combination living, dining kitchen
is used in all cases in an at-empt to use lowest
possible sqguare footages. Storage is provided at
4 sq. ft. per person, approximately. For each
typical house, thesea areas are aggregated to yield
a net total scuare footage and 10% is added toc give
the gross area taking into account wall thicknesses
and circulation space. Room sizes f£or bedrooms,
living, dining and kitchen areas are the minima
given by the MDSR and the HUD Minimum Pxoperty Stan-



dards for Cne and Two Family Dwellings, 1973 in-
cluding Revision 5, April 1977. The MDSR-based
areas constitute the minimum level and the HUD MPS
the standard level. The above standard level is
obtained by adding 10% to all areas given by the
HUD MPS.

Two bedroom dwellings are assumed to house 4 occu-
pants, three bedrooms 35 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 "adequats"
for children. '

EXAMPLE OF TOTAL ARFA CCMPUTATICN
rOR THREE BEDROOM HOUSE

Above

Min. Std. Std.
Master 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 sqg. ft. 633 sg. £t. 696 sqg. ft.
108 | _55 _63 _10

TOTAL 608 sq. ft. 696 sg. ft. 766 sg. It.

For the two story models, 35 sg. 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 minimum dwelling sites of the
two bedroom model.

(2) The number and corresponding minimum area of "key
rooms” in the house are meant to insure that a spa-
cious house overall not be chopped up intc minis-
cule and unfurnishable rooms.

Each dwelling is contreolled to have at least as many
bedrooms as the model stipulates to be seccndary
bedrooms with corresponding minimum dimensions.

Each should also have at least two rooms of thie mini-



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 dwellings,
respectively. This approach does not verify the
dimension of rooms by specific use, but rather, it
assumes minimum standrads for specific use rooms and
verifies that a minimum number of rooms in the
dwelling be within these limits.

(3) Minimum areas for complete bathrooms are checked to
be at least 33 sg. ft. At least one and one-half
baths are reguired for all above-~standard units and
for most two-story units. They are also regquired
for all four plus bedroom units. Half-baths ars
assumed at 12 sq. ft.

It is clear that there can be many different ways in
which space standards of the properties can be analyzed and the
quality thresholds established. The position tzken here is that
established government standards must be the basis upon wnhich
the evaluation is carried out. At the same time, however, the
quality thresholds must be responsive to both the expected
variety in tastes and needs of the homesteaders andé to the fact
that the housing stock concerned is existing and datss primarily
cf pre-war times.

The primary space indicators which were developed distin-
guish, as already mentioned, between prorverties on the basis of
the number of rooms which can be used as bedrooms and the number
of stories or floor-levels in the property. This classification
leads to six separately identifizble models (A-F) to each of

whnich the space standards are applied.

Table B-1l
MODELS USZD IN APPLYING SPACE STAMNDARDS

MODEL A 2 BR 1l Floor
B 2 Floors
C 3 BR 1 Floor
D 2 Floors
E 4+ BR 1l Tloor
T 2 Floors




The total area of the house in sg. f%., the number of habitable

rooms, excluding kitchen, the respective minimum sizes of the

habitable rocoms, the number of baths and the area of baths in

sg. ft. for each mecdel, are used in developing the space quality

indicators.

Properties were screened in the following manner:

Each property was initially classified within one
of the given models according to the number of
bedrooms and the number of stories.

The number of baths was scanned for approrriate-
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 computad 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 sguare footages of
habitable rooms (excluding kitchens) was checked

for appropriateness. 1If£f inappropriate, the prooverty
is classified downwards to the lower square footage
for the total and the step is reiterated.

The space standards which were then applied ares those in-

dicated in Tables B-2, B-3, and B-4, for each of the & models.

Table B-2
Model A Model B
Total Rm Count Baths Total Rm Count 3aths
Area ST 3 SE # St Area ST # 58 4 SY

Substandard <494 NA Wh NA NA <529 A NA NA uA

>1 > 70 >1 > 70 - >33
Minimum >494 >3 Si10 1. 233 >529 52 110 >1 Z

>1 > 80 21 > 80 >33
Standard >570 32 3120 21 >33 2605 52 120 >t ;
Above 21 2 %0 ! MA >663 2 220 >1h 378
Standard 2628 22 >130 214 - > >130 -




The resulting estimates of savings, or "self-helz value," nave
already been used to describe the extant cf the seli-help
effort.

The average savings per hour of ncmesteader self-help
labor might be expected to vary with the construction zrade
skills resquired. To examine this variation, nomestaader houxs
were disaggregated into 17 catagories of labor, or trades.
The distribution of the number of hours by :trade, the averzage
savings per hour of homesteader labor and the corresponding
standard errors of asstimate are presented in Takle IV-Z.

Examination of the trade breakdown of hours andé of averace
hourly savings is of some intarest. Over 75% o the homesteader
hours were accounted for by three trades: Laborer (34.5%),
Painter (22.3%), and Cazrpenter (19.43). No other trade accounted
for more than 4.2% of the homesteader nours. The two tasks with
the largest number of hours, Laborer and Painter wnich between
them accountad for 56.8% of all the self-help houxs, are both
relatively low=-skill activities.

The distribution of average dollar savings per hour of
homesiteader labor shows considerable stability. The extremes
of the range are provided by Metal-worker ($2.44/hour) and
Laborar/Mason ($10.41/hour), but petween them these WO trades
accounted for only a half of one pexcent of the total nomestazader
nours. OFf the 17 trades, l4 show average hourlv savings of
between $4.50 - $8.350 per hour. Typically, it appears that tha

savings per hour are lower for the lower-skill trades in wnich

l(continued from previous page)

"modified labor cost per unit"; similarly, matarials costs wexe
estimated bv multiplying the materials guantity bv a "modified
matarials cost per unit.” The labor and materials unic costs
were based on the R.S. Means data (Building Construction Cost
Data 1976) and adjusted for jcob size, productivity diffsrances,
non-union labor, regional variations and inflation. In addi-~
tion, overhead, builder's profit and contingency factars were
applied.
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Table IV-5

DISTRIBUTION QF HOURS 3AND SAVINGS

. PER HOUR BY TRADE

% of Total Aaverage
Homesteader $ Savings Standard
Trade Hours Per Hour Deviation
Carpentar 19.4 6.2S 0.41
Electrician 2.5 8.43 0.88
Fence Erector 0.5 7.97 1.14
Glazer | 1.9 7.13 1.28
Laborear 34.5 5.00 0.53
Mason 2.6 9.09 1.38
Metal Worker 0.1 2.44 1.0S
Plumber 4.2 7.02 0.74
Painter 22.3 5.32 0.29
Paper Hangar 2.0 4.49 3.79
Plasterer 3.2 4.96 0.70
Roofer 1.7 5.03 0.62
Sheet Metal Worxker Q.3 6.96 1.40
Steam Fitter 1.0 8.49 2.46
Tile Layer 2.5 5.26 0.53
Tile Setter 0.3 8.77 1.12
Laborer/Mason 0.4 10.41 2.06
TOTAL 100.0 5.78 0.25




Table B=-3

Model C Model D
Total Rm Count saths Tortal Fm Count Baths
Area SF 3 SF hd SF 3 St # St
Substandard <608 NA NA NA HA <643 MA MNA NA NA
L. >2 > 70 >2 > 70
Minimum >€08 ' 5 Z}.lO 11 _._33 _>_643 22 S110 _]. ' 133
>2 > 30 2 > 80 :
Standard 2695 Zz 2120 >1 >33 >730 EZ ELZO >ih NA
‘Above >2 > 90 >2 > 90
> — — -qQn iy — [}
Standard 2765 >2 3110 214 NA 2793 >2 T130 214 A
Table B-4
Model E Model ¢
Total Rm Count Baths Total Pm Count ~ Bachs
Area 3r 3 S¥ 3 ST Area St 4 St 3 SF
Substandard <703 A NA NA A <738 NA tlA NA NA
A >3 > 70 . 3 > 70
I3 >7 - - NL! ~7: = - NP
4inimum >705 52 3110 >l NA >738 > >110 >i4 MA
> 80 . >3 > 80
Standard >835 > 3120 1" -MA >870 EZ ZIZO >ly NA
Above >4 > aQ >4 > 90
Standard 2318 >2 >140 214 NA 2954 > T140 >1Y NA




- B.2 Service Quality Indicators

The service quality indicators used in the measurement of
Housing Products include both Primary and Secondary level
indicators for bathroom and kitchen plumbing as well as indicators
for electrical service quality. The scoring system used for

each of these components is presented in Tables B-5 through B-7.



Table B-5

PRIMARY QUALITY INDICATORS FOR PLUMBING

Cumulative
Measure
BATH:
Minimum 1. Existence of at least one com-
- plete bathroom (MDSR (4-2)-1I)
2. Existence of water heater with
a minimum capacity of 30 gal.
for one and one and a hal:t
baths and 50 gal. for two baths
(MDSR (2-6)a) Yes on items
3. No matexrial or workmanship de- lto5s
fects in piping (MDSR (9-5)).
4. No material or workmanship de-
fects in tub, shower, sink and
WC (MDSR (4-2)f%)
5. No material or workmanship de-
fects in hot water neater
(MDSR (9-6)) .
Standard 6. Existence of at least one com-
bination tub/shower. Yes on items
7. EZxistence of at least one 6 and 7
medicine cabinet (MDSR (4-2)f)
Above 8. Single level lavatory and sin-
Standard gle temperature control tub Yes on at
9. Existence of separate tub and least one orf
snower if there are two or items 8 and 9
more baths
KITCHEN (double for two kitchens):
Standard 1. Existence of at least one kitchen
with stove, oven, sink, and re-
frigerator or a unit kitchen
(MDSR (4=2)e). Yes on items
2. No material or workmanship de- 1l and 2
fects in unit kitchen, stove/
oven/range top, range hood, sink
(MDSR (4=2)e).
Above 3. Double sink or dishwasher
Standard 4. Stainless steel sink or self-
' rimmed sink Yes on 50% of
5. Existence of £an items
6. Existence of compactor
7. Existence of dishwasher
8. Existence of freezer

B~7




Table B-6

SECONDARY QUALITY INDICATORS FOR PLUMBING

[ Cumulative

Measure

BATH:

Standard

In case of tub, must be integral,
recess or better.
In case of shower,
or better.

curtain rod

Yes on items
1l and 2

Above
Standard

In case or tub, must be por-
celain or better.

In case of shower, must have
tile, steel or terrazo base.
Lavatory is integral with

vanity.

Single temperature control lever.
Medicine cabinet is recessed.
Existence of washer and drver.

Yes on 75% of
items 3 to 8

XITCHEN:

Existence of top and bottom
cabinets.
Existence of countertos.

Yes on itams
1 to 2

Standard

Stove must nhave 4 burners or
better.

Sink must be double.

Top and bottom cabinets must be
cabinets.

Countertop can have any finished
surface except resilient.

Yes on items
3 to 6

Above
Standard

10.

11.

Stove must be set in or drop in.
Existence of range hocd.

Sink must be porcelain or
stainless.

Top and bottom cabinets may be
any, except shelves or open or
metal, must have integral back.
Countertop must have integral
backsplash or be stainless.




Table B-7

SLECTRICAL SERVICE

Cumulative
Measure

Minimum 1. Electrical service: at least
fuses.
2. No knob and tub wiring.
3. Capacity under 60 amps.
4. Adequate number of cutlets in
80% of living and sleeping Yas to items
spaces. l to 8
5. Adequate number of outlets in
kitchen and baths.
6. Switches in all spaces -- living,
sleeping, kitchen and bath.
7. Qutdcor lighting.
8. No material or workmanship de-
fects in electrical service.
Standard 9. Elecitrical services: circuit

12.

breakers.

10. Capacity over 60 amps.
11. Adequate number of outlets in
100% of living and sleeping -

spaces.

and other outdoor structures.

Qutlets and switches for garage

Yas to iltems
9 *o 12.







