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A TENTATIVE FIVE YEAR PLAN
FGR
SLUM CLEARANCE AND LOW-COST HCUSING
IN NEW JERSEY

Summary and Reeommendation

In response to the request of the Housing Division of the Federal
Emergency Public Works Administration, the State Housing Authority of
New Jersey-gresents herewith a Five Year Plan for Slum Clesrance and Low-
Cost Housing in New Jersey. The tentetive program which has been formu-
lated, of necessity, has been based on the use of Real Property Inventory
Data for the City of Trenton and Environs which has been collected and
compiled jointly by the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce and the
Bureau of the Census, The data of the Real Property Inventories on a
state~wide basis for New Jersey which have been condueted in the field by
the State Housing Authority of New Jersey, gided by the New Jersey State
Emergency Relief Administration, will not be completely crmpiled and tabu=
lated for several months,

The proposed rehousing for New Jersey which the tentative esti-
mates indiocate is farmulated in Chapter I of this report and indicates
the demolition and reconstruction of about one hundred thousand (100,000)
dwelling or family umits throughout the State with an estimated cost of an
aepproximate total of four hundred million dollars ($400,000,000), On the
basis of a Five Year érngram, this would imply the rehousing of about
twenty thousand (20,000) families & year and an snnual expenditure of ap-
proximately eighty million dellars,

An analysis of such a rehousing program as that tentatively form-
ulated is made in Chapter II of this report, and developed three points

of oonsidarable interestim
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First- An analysis of the past residential oenstruotien in
New Jersey between the years 1923 and 1933, as compared te the total vol-
ume of oonstruction under the proposed tentative program, shows that this
proposed program, however large it may look on first inspeotion, would be
but 50% to 80% of the past total construction volums between the years
1923 and 1929,

Second~ Likewise analysis shows that if a program such as that
proposed for New Jersey were to be instituted on a pré»rat‘ basis, con-
sidering the relationship of 1929 New Jersey Residential Construetien to
the National Residential Construction; the resulting construction volume
would only total approximately two-thirds (2/3) of the past volume of
residential construotion in the United States between 1923 and 1929.

Third- An investigation of market conditions for possible new
residential construction in New Jersey, also based upon Trenton conditions
as a sample, indicates that, when "extra" families now doubled-up with
other families and dwellings unfit for habitation are considered, & ocone
siderable market for new construetion will exist within the State as soon
as re-employmént snd restoration of purchasing powsr can be obtained.
Furthermore, if dwellings unfit for habitation were somehow to be elimie
nated from the residential real estate market and if consideration were
given to what are usually considered normal vecancy conditions and whioh
usually prevail in American cities due to maladjustments in sizes, looa=
tions and other factnrsjwhioh render some dwellings gnmarketable; then
the New Jersey conditions would actually indicate considerable opportuni~
ties for new construction,

The first of these indications is of considerable interesﬁ, sinoe
if a rehousing program such as that formulated were undertaken, the con-
oordtan¥ re-employment and restoration of purchasing power oould be
generslly expected to improve the real estate market within the State in

addition to improving the general level of business activity., The second
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of these indications, while not strictly applicable to slum clearsnce and
rehousing families in the lowest income brackets, would tend to show that
gome possibilities exist for the comstruction of new low-cost housing not
necessarily limited solely to demolition of structures in slum areas and

the reélaoement of an equivalent number of dwelling units,
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1.
CHAPTER I

THE GENERAL PROGRAM

PART I -~ INTRODUCTION

Tha Federal Emergenocy Public Works Adminlstratien Housing Division
has requested the State Housing Authority of New Jersey to submit a five
year program for low-cost housing and slum olearanoce within the State of
New Jersey.

In order to do this, at the present time, it is necessary for the
Housing Authority to present very preliminary and outline figures directed
towards total cost only without any great detail since the astimates whioh
. oan be made up at fhis time must of mnecessity be based upon samples, rather
than upon & ocomplete survey of housing conditions within the State. A RPoal
Property Inventory has been conducted in mest populous and ocongested aree-
of the State inoluding Hudson, Bergen, Passaio, Essex, Union, Middlesex,
Cemden and Atlentlc Countiess Likewise, the Federal Government under the
Joint auspices of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestio Commercevand the Bureau
of the Census has conducted a Real Property Inventery throughout the City
of Trenton and the major portion of Mercer County, including likewise
Bordentown end a small portion of Burlington County, immediately adjacent
to Trenton, *

PART 11 ~ GENERAL DATA ON NEW JERSEY

The total population of New Jersey was 4,041,334, based upon 1930
Census figures, and 3,339,244, or 82,6% is classed as urban as against
702,090 olassed as rurals New Jersey ranks ninth among states in pepulation,
is fifth accoerding to the highest rate of population inorease between 1920

and 1930, As may be seen from the table on urban end rural population,

*See Table 111 on Page 7 of this report.
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TABLE I-4

ATATYSIS OF FAMILY FIGURES IN NEW JERSEY
BASED ON 1930 U. S. CENSUS

‘ ’ FAMILIES IN CITIES
COUNTIES Total Yon-Farm Farm A of 10,000 B of 25,007

*2

Families Families Families Population Population
i . - or OVB}'. ' O OVer.
| i
Atlantic | 32,087 30, 446 C1,6m . 20,033 16,986
Bergen | 90,859 89, 989 ! 870 i W,7% 6,674
Burlington 22,851 20,437 2,4k | 2,576 -
Camden 61,396 60, 425 971 b 34 598 27,873
Cape May 8,267 7,884 383 - -
Cumberland 18,076 15, 234 2, 842 8,256 -
Essex 203,233 202, 886 347 193,689 174, L66
Gloucester 17,777 15, 08 2,692 - -
Hudson 165, 104 165, 01 90 {159,199 151, gh2
Hunterdon 9,270 6,428 2,842 - -
Mercer L2, 711 L1, 327 1,384 | 26,417 26,417
Middlesex 47,671 46,258 1,413 28, 304 23,461
Monmouth 38,969 - 36,358 2,601 L 11,666 -
forris 26,122 2k, 7ul i 1,378 6,285 -
Ocean 9,247 8,370 i 877 | - -
;‘
Psssaic 75,060 74,532 528 | 63,58 ‘ 60, 418
Salem 9,337 7,796 1,541 | - -
Somerset 15,151 13,535 1,616 | - -
Sussex 7" 184 5. 735 119 % - -
-Union 72,529 72,222 307 | 6k, 688 3L 475
Warren 12,735 i 11,372 . 1,363 4 689 ! -
TOTAL FOR THE 985,636 956,087 29, 549 655,780 522,612
STATE
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Table I-A page 2, New Jersey has a remarkably small proportion of farm
population, and ranks third among all states as to lowest farm population,
On the other hand, her rank in urban populatien is very high, particularly
according to cities, This is clearly showa by her positien among other
states as follows:

Fourﬁh iﬁ larﬁest nuTber of citges og 122,888 zz Tg;eoggpulﬁtion

wo " " " " " 10:000 " 25:000 "

won " " ! " " 5,000" 10,000 "
Another featurs of interest regarding New Jersey's economlc status is re-
vealed by the fact that she is fifth highest in median rental for rented
non~farm homes, and is second highest of ail states in medien value of
owned non-farm homes

A reconnaissanoce of the principal areas of the State which should
be given primary consideration for slum clearance and low-cost housing indi-
cates Hudson,Bergen,Passaic, Essex,Unien,Middlesex, Camden,Atlantic, and .
Mercer Counties, The total population of these counties is 3,273,044 as
based on the 1930 census, Thus the total population of the above named
counties is approximately 81% of the total population of the State and ap~
proximately equivalent to 98% of the total population of the State which is
classified as urban,

It is further noteworthy that this population is concentrated in
nine out of the total twenty-one counties of the State, and for the most
part, fairly well concentrated within these nine counties, thus illustrat-
ing the density of population in the State. On the other hand the remain-

ing nineteen percent of the total population of the State is soattered

about in the other twelve counties with only occasional trwns or cities.
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From the view point of housing, the figures on the number of
‘families and their distribution throughout the State is of perhaps greater
importance than figures on the population in general. The total number of
families in the State of New Jersey as based upon the 1930 census, is
985,636 of which 956,087, or 97%, are classified as "non-farm families."
Within the counties previously named for particular study (Hudson,Bergen,
Passaioc, Essex,Union, Middlesex,Camden,Atlantic, and Mercer)are included
& totel of 792,252 families, which is approximately equivalent to 80% of
the total femilies in the State. See Tables I~A opposite and I-B at the
end of Part II of this chapter.

It is thus expected that about 80% of the total number of families
in the State will be enumerated shortly in Real Property Inventories.

(An expanded Inventery has just been inaugurated to cover the remaining

twelve counties in the State not included in the purview of the first or
principally urban surveys. When this is completed in 1935, data will be
made available on all areas and towns which have even small slum areas.)

This werk is now practically completed in the field and compila=-
tion and tabulatinn of the data is already under way. However, it will
probably not be possible tn present general summaries of this informa~
tion for approximately two or three months,

Fortunately, a completed Real Property Inventory is available for
the urban portiens of the Mercer County area, namely: Trenton and en-
virons, which include the most important portions of Msroef County, as
well as the smell ares in Burlingten County lying immediately adjacent to
the City of Tremton, (For detail figures on the Trenton Metropolitan Aresa,
see Table III included at the end of Part II of this chapter,) It is pr>-
posed to use this completed sample Metrnfnlitan Area within the State of

New Jersey as an Index of the conditions within the State as a whole,
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TABLE II

AFALYSIS OF SALIENT FACTORS SHOWN BY THE R.P.I.

U.S. Composite Trenton
Based on 64 Cities Trenton City Trenton Environs Metropolitan Area
TEHMS Number Percent Number Percent Rumber Percent Nuamber Percent
Total Residential
‘ Structures 1,931,055 100.0 ik g4l 100.0 11, 715 100.0 26,556 100.0
Condition | | ;
1. Good 726,180 37.7 ° 5,725 38.6 4 546 38.7 10,271 38.7
. Weed Minor Repairs 857,618 Ll 5 7,298 kg.2 5,973 51.1 13,271 50.0
3. Need Structural Repairs 297,791 15.5 1,592 10.7 1,062 9.2 2,654 10.0
#. Unfit for Habitation 43, 068 2.3 211 1.4 112 1.0 323 1.2
Total in Bad Condition .
(Classes #3 & #4 above) 340, 859 17.8 1,803 12.1 1,174 10.2 2,977 11.2
Total Dwelling Units 2,633,135  100.0 2g, U476 100.0 14, 325 100.0 Lo-go1 100.0
Occupied D.U's 2,428,908 92.2 26,801 94,1 13,560 gl l 40,361 gh.3
Vacant D.U's 20k, 227 7.8 1,675 5.9 765 5.6 2,4ko 5.7
Total Families 2,612,100 100.0 28,719 100.0 1, het 100.0 43,146 100.0
Total Extra Families 183,192 7.0 1,918 7.2 867 6.0 2,785 6.9
- > = =
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én_the acoempanying Table II herewith of this memorandum report will be
seen o very brief comparison of the salient conditions of this Metropoliten
Area of Tremton and the City of Trenton itself, tabulated with the com-
pesite oconditions reve®led by the Federal Real Property Inventory as oon-
ducted in 64 cities located throughout the continentel United State, 1n-
8luding Trentont!s Metropnlitan Area,

The housing conditions in the Trenton areas are somewhat superior
to those revealed by the compnsite picture of the other 63 cities and the
Trenton area4itself, which were inventoried by the Federal Government. For
instanoe, approximately 17.8% of the residential struoctures in the come
posite picture are in poor condition (i,e. require structural repairs or
are unfit for _occupancy) as against approximately 11.2% shown for the
Trenton Metrepolitan Area, Furthermore, the comprsite vacancy in the 64
clties shows an average of about 7.8% as against 5,7% shown for the Trenten
Metrepelitan Area,

There is no question but that the Trenton figures are a very oon=-
servative index of conditiens in the other populous and congested area of
the State of New Jersey, particularly when such cities as Newark, Jersey
City, Atlantie City, Trenton, Camden,Elizabeth, Bayonne, East Orﬁnge,
Passaie, Hoboken, Union City, and Irvington are considersd, Of ocourse, it
i1s not at present pessible to actually substantiate that an index for the
State of New Jersey as a whole, based upon the conditions of the Trenton
Metropolitan Areas 1s on the side of conservation, but nevertheless, it is
readily believed that even a casual inspectinrn of the other eight counties
where the majority of opportunities for a slum clearance and low-cost

housing lie, will show the conservation of tlis sample available and selectod.
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Table I-B

Analysis of Mﬁjor.Areas in Which R. P. I. was Conducted

Ceunties Total Populatien
{1930 Census)
Atlentic 120,823
Bergen 364,977
Camden 252,312
Bssex 833,513
Hudson 690,730
Mercer 187,143
MidAlesox 212,208
Passaic 302;129
Uﬁion' §O§z209
Totals 3,273,044

Total Urban Population

Urban Population as a
percent of Totel Popu

lation

3,011,453

92.0%

Total Families

(1920 Census)
32,22
90,934
61,458

203%,676
165,537
L2,808
L7,782
75,161

72,65L

792,252

F. F.

(3.87)
(L.o1)
(Le15)
(4,09)
(La17)
(Le37)
(LeLly)
(L.02)

(Le20)

(4.13)
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TABLE III
ANALYSIS OF TRENTON METROPOLITAN AREA, (Partial)
(A) (Total Mercer County) Population Families F. F.
Mercer County Total 187,143 42,810 (LL+26)

Trenton City 12%,356 27,183 (L4.504)
Mercer Co. less Trenton %,787 15,627

(B) Trenton Metropolitan Area (Excluding Townships in Penna. )

Trenton City 12%,356 27,183 (L5L)
EWlng TWP' 6’9h2 1 16)4’6 (h' 22)
Hemilton Twp. 27,121 6,691 (L.05)
Lawrence Twp. 6,293 1,453 (L.33)
Princeton Boreough 6,992 1,771 (%.95)
Princeton Twp.. 2,738 631 (Le3L)
Sub-total in Mercer County 173,442 39,375

Bordentown City L, 105 1,152 (3.82)
Burlington Twp. 2,587 602 (L1.30)
Fieldsboro Borough 1,93 122 (L.ol)
Sub-total in Burlingten Co. 7,4L85 1,876

[ I WA I A S I B BE I I A B BRI BU AN BE IR B BN BCAE SE AR A B BN K AF B BE BE R RN BUIE BB BE N ON DL K 28 DR AR BN 0N U AN B B AN BN BE K BRI B 2 BRI N 3 B RN 2

Grand Totsl Trenton
Metropolitan Area 180,927 1a,251

(Excluding Townships in Penna.)
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TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF CONDITIONS IN TRENTON, TRENTON ENVIRONS

AND THE TRENTON METROPOLITAN AREA FROM R. P. 1. FIGURES

Trenton

City

Ttems

Trentrn
Environs

Trenton
Metropnlitan
Aren

Compnsite
of 64 U, SQ
Citiesx*

In Bad Conditinmn
Percent of Residential
Structures in Classes

A3 and 44 12.1

Renting under $15, per mo,
Percent of totel Rental
Units 17 04

Valued under $1500
Percent nf owmer-occupied
dwelling units 1.8

Renting under $15. per mo,
and /or Valued under §$1500
if owner-occupied, Percent
of Total Dwelling Units 10,0

Crowded or worse,
Percent of Occupied
Dwelling Units 1446

Without Running Water
Percent of Total Dwelling
Units 0.2

Without Gas or Electricity
Percent of ‘ntal Dwelling
Units 5,2

Withrut Private Indeonr Water
Closet, Percent of total
Dwelling Units 10.0

Without: Bath Tub ~r Shower,
Percent of Total Dwelling
Units 14,1

Fifty years old or nlder,
Percent of tntal Structures 22,3

Ratin Total Dwelling Units
to Tntal Structures 1.62

10.2

15.8

6.1

10.5

10.5

9.6

Ted

24,6

21.95

12.7

1.22

11.2

16.9

10.1

13.4

3ed

5.9

14,9

16.7

18.1

1.61

17.8

20,6

12.7

25.4

15,3

8.0

8.9

17.1

23,3

7.8

1.38

*Notes: - This compnsite includes the Trenton Metrnpnlitan Area figures,
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CHAPTER I

ESTIMATE OF TOTAL SUB~STANDARD HOUSING IN NEW JERSEY

PART 111

Conditions in the Trenton Metropolitan Area as a Sample
of Those in the State of New Jersey.

In Table IV, which is presented on the opposite page, may be seen a
oomparison of a number of salient featur@cwhich have been revealed by the
Real Property Inventory in Trenton, in the Environs of Trenton and in the
Trenton Metropoliten Area, For purposes of comparison, similar figures
have been likewise set up based upon the compnsite findings of the Real
Property Inventery for 64 representative cities of the United State.*

Even a cursory study of the comparisons between the compnsite pic=-
tures in 64 United States cities and in the City of Trenton, itself shows
conclusively that Trenton is in a generally superior condition to a comw
posite evaluation of the other cities. It may thus be reiterated as highly
important end significant that the use of any Trenton figures as an index
of conditions will nnt enly result in a conservative estimate for any ree
housing program that may be formulated.as -uch a prograem might be applied
to nther cities in the United States, but also in a like measure the use of
such an index based upon Trenton as a sample will be very consefvative ir

applied to other urban communities within the State of New Jersey,ic

*Note- These figures are based upon the Real Property Inventory findings
tabulated in the November issue of the Architectural Forum,

*#Note-A foew tests made by District Managers of the State Housing Authority
of N. J. in other areas have indicated conclusively that the use of
Trenton as & sample is most conservative when Jersey City, Newark
and certain other cities aré considered.
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DETAILED ESTINATE

In mﬁking a tentative and preliminary estimate of the total re-
housing and replacement of family accommedations within the State of
New Jersey, it is prerposed te oonsider only the trtal "non-farm" families
within the State, or 956,087 femilies out of the grrss total of 985,636
families in the State, thus omitting from consideration all families
definitely olassed as "farm". These "Non-farm" families will then be
sub~divided into two sections as folleows:

A~ Thnse families residing in citi:s with a population
of 25,000 or over, and

B- Those remaining families (non-farm) residing in

the smnller towns and communities which have a

population ~f less than 25,000 and which may be

termed "non-farm" femilies in marginal areas.
In setting up these estimntes the following general prncedure is used:
For conditions in all cities having a prpulation of 25,000 or over, the
oconditiens of the Clty of Trenton itself will be assumed as representing
state~-wide urban requirements; on the other hand for the various marginal
areas, as previously disocussed and defined, the conditions revealed by
the' Trenton environs will be assumed as an index,

Referenoce toe Toble I-A of this report shows that a teotal of
522,612 families are situated in cities which have a populatirn of
25,000 or over. These cities thus accommedate about 53% of the total
families in New Jersey. The Real Property Inventory figures for the
City of Trenton shew that 12,1% of all residential structures are in bad
condition, either requiring structural or major repoirs, or being in
an uninhabitable omnditieon. (Conditinrn class N~, 3 and No, 4). This

informatinn and other salient factors pertaining to Trenton may be seen

in Table IV of this repert. Furthermore, it may be nnted that 13.7%
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10.
of all the dwelling units in Trenton are crowded or worse; 10% of all these
dwelling units do not have & private indoor water closet; 14% lack either
a bath tub or a shower; and over 22% of all structures in this city are
50 years of age or over, From these conditions it is conservatively es-
timated that at least 12% of all dwelling units within the City should be
demolished and repleced in any comprehensive rehousing program that might
be suggested,

If the relationship existing between the total dwelling units
within the City of Trenton and the total stiuctures within this same area
is studied it may be seen that if 12% of the total structures were to
be repleced, a somewhat higher proportion of dwelling units should be
replacgd. An inspection of Table IV shows the ratio of dwelling units
to structures as being l.62 for the City of Trenton, while for the Environs
of Trenton this‘ratio drops to l.21 dwelling units per structure. This
shows markedly the influence of urban congestion. It is also noteworthy
that there are very few apartments (or tenement buildings) in ths City
of Trenton, This is well demonstrated by the fact that Tronton apart-
ments cnnsfitute about 3,4% of the total dwelling units in the city.*
Furthermore, even if those dwelling units in 3 or 4 femily structures are
considered, the total dwelling units contained in wvarious types of multi~
family structures (those containing 3 or more families) only a total of
about 5,4% of the total dwelling units in the city will be accounted for.
This indicates very clearly that Trenton is not an apartment or tenement
city, but rather one where the great majority of families are housed in

smaller structures., Thus, it may be readily seen that for the various

*Note:~ See summary tables of the Real Property Inventory data published
in the Architeotural Forum of November 1934.
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s§lum or blighted areas where a large number of persons are feund per aocre
and where greater conditions of over-crowding prevail, there will be an
even higher ratio of dwelling units per structure than maintains as an
average for the city as a whole,.

Therefore, based upon this consideration, the use of an estimate
’calling for the replacement of about 12% of the total dwelling units in
the oity, will unquestionably be a very conservative appreximation and
an understatement of conditions in those areas which present the great-
o8t field for e slum clearance program.

ANALYSIS OF THE VALIDITY OF BASIS OF ESTIMATE

It is but logioal to examine oritically the validity of the
agsumption whioh has been made regarding the replacement of & number of
buildings equal to the total number of structures which are either in
need of structural repairs or which are in uninhabitable conditien.
Although this assumption at best is approximete, end the question may
be raised that, although the great majority of buildings in bad oondi-
tion lie within the various slum areas; nevertheless, it is reasonable
to suppose that some of these in a bad condition are probably soattered
throughout other areas of the city. Although on the one hand, thé
print may be raised that to include all buildings which are in bad con~
dition as the number requiring demolitien and reconstruction might |
indicate en excessively large estimate for any slum clearance program;
nevertheless, on the other hand, it must be barme in mind that many
structures which are in superior condition are located in these slum
areas, and must be demolished along with these adjoining structures

which are in considerably worse conditions,*

*Note:- This on the assumption of & slum clearance progrem involving
demolition end rebuilding of portions of ocommmnities,
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In other words, in the event that eny comprehensive slum clear-
ance program is undertaken or even if more localized projects invelving
~nly a few blocks are inaugurated, it would be necessary te demolish
an appreciable percent of gond buildings along with their inferinr
neighbors, Therefore, it may be logically assumed that any #3 oon-
dition buildings which might be improperly estimated in a rehousing
program due to the fact that they might lie in areas which were other-
wise genéially excellent would be offset in number by these buildings
in superier condition which would lie within slum areas and for which
the only possible treatment would be a complete demnlition and replace-
ment program necessitated by the blighted conditimn of the entire area.

ESTIMATE OF DWELLING UNITS IN BAD CONDITICN

In estimating the total number of dwelling units which should
be reconstructed, it is therefore estimated that 12% of the total number
of family units located in cities with a population of 25,000 or over
(522,612 dwelling units) »r a total of 62,713 dwelling units would re-
quire replaocement.

On a similar general basis of estimation, and this time using
the general findings of the R. P. I. for Trenten Environs as en index, it
is estimated that approximately 10% ~f all structures and dwelling units
in the so-called marginal areas wnruld require replacement. It has been
previously shown that the total number »f "non-farm" within the State is
956,087, and that the total number of families in cities ~f 25,000 or
over, is 522,612, thus leaving a total of 433,475 families whioh are class-
ified as "non-farm" and which we here consider by definition as residing
in the so-called "marginal areas", On & basis generally similar to
that used for the estimate of the number of dwelling units requiring

replacement in cities of 25,000 or over, an estimate of replacement
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- required in these marginal areas is developed, and it should be assum:d
that apprnximateljig;f‘!f all the family units in such marginal areas

(433,475) or 43,300 &welling units sheould be demolished and reconstruoted,

* TOTAL ESTIMATE OF SUBSTANDARD HOUSING

Summarizing the foregoing estimates it has been found that ap~
proximately 63,000 dwelling units shoull be reconstructed within the
citles having & populatien of 25,000 or ﬁnre, and epproximately 43,300
dwelling units should be reconstructed in the various marginal areas con~
taining\fnmilies clagsified as "non-farm", which areas comprise the smal-
ler commmities of the State, From the feregoing figures, it ocan there-
fore be approximately and tentatively estimated that even on a conserva-
tive basis in state~wide and general ocomprehensive rehousing program should
invelve the complete demolition and reconstrﬁction of slightly over 100,000
dwelling units.

TENTATIVE ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COST

The total cost of such a state-wide and comprehensive rehousing
pregram, on the e ~umption of an average cost of about $4,000 per dwelling
unit,* can thus be estimeted to total epproximately $400,000,000, If such
e program ig promised within a period of five years, and if it is tenta-
tively assumed to involve equal annual expenditures, the annual rate of

expenditure would reach a total of approximately $80,000,000.

sNote:~ See Table V immediately following on Page 14,
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Table V

Avergge Uost of ¥ew Dwellings per Family in 257 Ildenticel Cities

1921 to 1932
Average Cost of New Index Mambers of Cost |
Dwellings per Family . of Dwellings per Family !
1 Fanily 2 Family Malti-Family All Classes 1 Family 2 Pamily Multi-Fam. A1l Classes
Dwelling (2) Dwelling (3) Dwelling Dwellings Dwelling (2) Dwellings Iwelling (3) of Dwelling®!
1921 43,972 3,762 4,019 3, gU7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1922 4 o134 3,801 3,880 4, 005 104.1 101.0 96.5 101.5
1923 L. 203 4 159 4 001 4 127 105.8 110.6 99.6 104.6
1924 4, 317 4 336 4 g 4 352 108.7 115.3 109.9 110.3
1925 4 618 kL2 L, 289 4 46Y 116.3 117.5 106.7 113.1
1926 L, 725 4 hgo 4. 095 4 Loz 119.0 119.1 101.9 112.0
1927 L 830 L, 368 L 170 4 Lhg 121.6 116.1 103.8 112.7
1928 4,937 4, 064 4, 129 4,407 124.3  108.0 102.7 111.7
1929 4,915 &, 020 L, ko2 4,566 123.7 106.9 109.5 115.7
1930 4,993 3,924 3,857 4, 385 125.7 104.3 96.0 111.1
1931 4 g3y 3,607 3,6uk Yy, 226 121.7 95.9 90.7 107.0
1932 3,943 3,250 3,011 3,705 99.3 86.4 4.9 93.9
< — - - A - - I
Source: {1) 1Includes only cost of the buildings
Monthly Labor Review (2) Includes 1 femily and 2 family dwellings with store
Vol. 36 No. Y April 1933 (3) Includes multi-family dwellings with stares.

Ue S. Dep't of Lebor
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CHAPTER 1

DETAILED FORMULATION OF THE PROGRAM LATER

PART IV

st ot

0f necessity, and pending the completed tabulation of Real Property
Inventory results for the principal urbenized areas within the State of
New Jersey, it will not be possible to mmke detailed estimates of rehous~
ing ectivities with allooations to the various counties, cities or other
communities of the State. The purpose of the present report eand the de~
duotions contained therein is to develos a preliminary and tentative "over-
all" cost estimate of the slum clearance and low-cost housing nseds and
possibilities within the State., However, it may be safely assumed tha# a
major portion of the activity would naturally result in Hudson, Bergen,
Passaic, Essex, Union, Middlesex, Mercer, Camden and Atlantic Counties,
which Counties contain approximately 80% of the total urban population of
the State, However, it should not be assumed that rehousing activities
should be limited solely to these ocounties, although they contain the larg-
est and most congested cities, Indeed there are other communities within
the Stete which should receive consideration, study and analysis,

‘ Cities including Phillipsburg, Asbury Park, Long Branch, Morristown,
Dover, Burlington, Vineland, Millville, Bridgeton, Salem, Woodbury and the
like, merit some oonsideration since, although these cities do not have as
large and probably as congested slum areas as exist in New Jerseyts major
oities, neverthelsss, sub-standard,AGOngested and blighted areas exist to

o degree perhaps relatively as acute as that prevailing in suoh cities as
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Newark, Jergey City, Trenton, Camden, Atlantia City, ete,.*

Another diffioulty prevents any exact and detailed formulation of
e rehousing progrem in advance of full compilatien, analysisvand interpre-
tation of the results of the Real Property Inventories, This is the enn::
definition as to the general character of the program to be adopted, Al~
though it is known in advanoe that the program will be directed primarily
toward slum clearance, nevertheless the exigencies of the situation which
may later develep might materially affect carrying out any program directed
solely to slum,eliminatinn clearance, Anwmg‘these ocontingencies might be
excessive or speculative land values, which would render low-cost housing
in the more open and undeveloped areas highly desirable; »r general de-~
centralization of partiocular industries from certain over-c¢-ngested towns,
which might render almost imperative, at least, soms, marginal low-cost
housing, in ocomtradistinetion to a prngram‘of slum clearance,

For these reasons, therefore, it is ooncluded that this tentative
and preliminary report and analysis‘formulating a "five-year program"sh-- "
be directed merely towards a determination of blanket or "over-all" require~
ments of the State of New Jersey; and that all detailed §1anning and alloca .
tion of the program to wvarious portions of the State or to specific sites
in certain eities, should be postponed as a subject matter for later study

and presentation.

*Note:~ The State Housing Authority of New Jersey, with the oooperation of
the State of New Jersey Emergenoy Relief Administration is now conduoting
o Real Property Inventory and other special studies in various of the
smaller cities and communities of the State, such as those mentinned above.
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RECAPITULATION OF PRINCIPAL FEATURES COF THE
PROPOSED "FIVE YEAR" PLAN OR PROGRAM

1) ' The demnlition and recenstruetion of approximately
100,000 dwelling or family units within New Jersey

2) The probable oost of such a program could be exe
pected to total about $400,000,000,

3) Such a program, if ecarried out within five years,
would consist of the rehousing of approximately
20,000 families per year =i an annual rate of exe
penditure of about $80,000,000,%

e e o -+ —

*Note:= Rehousing of 20,000 families per year would inveolve insuring ao-
sommodations for less than 2% of the total urban fomilies in the State,
and should not coause any very acute problem, since vacancies in Trenton,
whioh is assumed as a fair sample nf state~wide conditiens, are 5,9%,
and it is highly probable that this vacancy figure will be exceeded in
the majority of other areas,
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CHAPTER II.

ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAM

Introductinn, Tests and Analysis to be Applied.

Admittedly the cost estimates formulated in the preoeding
chapter are preliminary and tertative pending the complete tabulation and
interpre%atinn of the Real Property Inventories covering the principal ur«
ben areas of New Jorseys These data oan hardly be exﬁeoted for ancther two
or three months, and the compilatinn of figures for more outlying and scate
tered communities on which the field survey is now commencing may not be
oompleted for another four to six months., However, it is deemed of importe
ance and interest to take the estimates previously formulated and.recapitu-
lated at the end of Part IV of Chapter I and examine them critieally by the
appliocation of several tests. These tests will include the following:

(1) Study of the relationship of an annual rehousing expenditure of

- $80,000,000 to past residential construction volume in New Jersey.

(2) Analysis of what an expenditure of this amount would mean if camr-
ried on in an approximate pro-rata (based on relation of New
Jersey residential omnstruction tn U.S.Tetal Construction in the
past) in all other states of the Union; and e comparison of the
U.S¢ estimated total thus derived with past estimated totel oonw
struction, both residential and aggregate. Such an analysis
presents an interesting br~-1 perspective of hrw such a tenta-
tive proposed program would affect part of the "oapital goods"

section of our national eoonomy,
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(3) Investigate what is shown by the Trenton R.P.I. figures, as an
indicative sample for the New Jersey state-wide conditioms,
particularly considering total structures; total dwelling units,
proportions of each of these in bad and in uninhabitable esondi-
tion, oonditions of ocoupancy and wvooancy, total famililes and
"extra" or doubled-ﬁp foamilies,

Althrugh the tentatively proposed progrom would conwe
sider a demolitinn of substantially the seme number of dwelling units as
wruld be replaced under a plan principally directed tewnrds slum clearance,
neverthless, some knowledge as to the prssibilities of the real estate
market moy be of value should the program be directed townrds at least
some low-cost housing constructien of new dwelling units outside slums

and in the more open and undeveloped creas,
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Table VI

Valuation of Construction Work in

irew Jersey 1923 to 1933

Values Expressed in
Thousands of Dollars

Year  No, of Value of Value of % of
et A <

—— Considered

1923 8505 111,679 221,518 50.4
1924 8776 122, 144 - 238,824 51,2
1925 91715 137,086 292,278 | | k7.5
1926 8056 138,622 293, 003 47.3
1927 7626 148, 774 350, 832 h2.4
‘1928 10757 168, 154 365,952 46.0
1929 7259 104, 8k43 313,634 33.4
1930 3920 49,035 228, 80U 21,4
1931 Lge3 46, 794 167,507 - 21.9
1932 2931 19,011 6k, gkl 29.3
1543 2795 16,381 53,812 30.4
Total 75,383 1,062,523 2,591,108 : 4Ly

Note: The values expressed in this table are taken from the
books of the Dodge Statistical Research Service and are based on confracts
ewarded for erection and/or repairs.

Under the heading "Value of Total Construction" are included the
following classes of work: Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Educational
Hospital and Institutional, Soclal and Recreational, ifilitary and Naval,
Pudblic Buildings, Public Works and Religious and Memorial.




You are viewing a document archived at the New Jersey State Library.

204

CHAPTER II

Part I. Relatienship between the Preposed Tentative Estimate and
- Past Residential Construction Volume in New Jersey.

Inspection of Table VI included oppnsite this page shows the total
eonstrustion in New Jersey, the total residential construction in the State
and the totol number of residential struoctures oonsidered in'the operations
between years 1923-1933, It is particularly significant to note ;esidential
eonstructien wos slightly over $100,000,000 in 1923 and progressively ine
oreased until the year 1928 when it had reached approximately 150% of the
1923 total, In 1929 o sharp decrense occurred, the volume again returning te
slightly less than 1923 total, Thence from 1930 until 1933, residential conw
struotion has follen very shaprly in the State and in 1933 the figures are
only about 15% of the ﬁntal residential construction volume for the year 1923,
The§9/figa;;;~;;;\bqsed upon the value of total construction as supplied by
Eé&.Dndge Company Statistical Research Service, It should be nnted that the
values of residential construction in this table included not only new cone
struction or the erection of dwellings, but all known repair and restoration
work, However, innsmuch'as these figures are based upon actual ernstructim
or repalr ecntracts lat, the latter type of eontracts probobly Oﬂnétituted
only a very smnll proportinn of the totals reported particularly for the
years from 1923 to 1929. The situation, however, has changed markedly sinee
the year 1930, and the importance of repairs, restoration and modernizatien
sontraots has borne a vefy much larger share in the totals than they have in
ather years covered by these figures, In other words, while repai; and
modernizaticn restoration volume was relatively a small prrportion of the
total construotion up to the year 1929, this class of work has mintdined.its
norml valumo tnd thorcby has cnnsiderably.&ugﬁnnté&'ﬁhe total volume “1n the

years following 1929, Thus actual velume of strictly new comstruction has
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hos been appreocinbly smaller since 1929 than these figures w~ruld show
ond has been o relatively smller propertion of the total ommtracts let,
If residential poenstructien velume of approximtely $80,000,000

per annum wore developed in New Jorsey by o comprehensive re-housing proe

, grom partisularly direoted townrds slum olearance, 1t is admittedly nnt

striotly coemparable to any past figures of oonstruction velume foi new con-
struotion, novertheless, in getting brrad perspective on prssible effects
of a rehousing expenditure at the rate of substontially $80,000,000 it is
of distinct interest to note the following points:

(1) Suok volume of expenditure direotéd townrds rehousing in slum
areas would only amount to between 70 to 80% of the past residentinl cone
strustion vélume, in the year 1923, Furthermore, an annual rehousing ex=
penditure of $80,000,000, which seems at first inspection & prodigious sum,
would amount to a progressively smaller percent of the total New Jersey re-
sidentinl onmnstruoti~n volume for the years frllewing 1923 and up to 1928,

when suoch expenditure for rehousing in slum areas would ~nly amount to

_about 50% of the total New Jersey residential senstrueti~n volume,

(2) Without going into ~ny lingthy onalysis ~f the present large
number of mnsens, brisklayers, carpenters, roofers and many nther types of

artisons and oraftsmen who are now unemployed within the State of New Jersey,

4t is believed that these figures shrw without mush danger of ocrutraversy

the'preaent deplorable and unprecedented ornditirns of unempleoyment in this
branoh nf New Jersey industry.

(3) Furthermore, based upon these figures it ean be readily seen
that if private oapital does not immediately step in and launoh ormstruoce
tion work on a large soale, there can be ne question whatever but that the

number of oartisans and eraftsmen in the eonstructicn industry oan be very
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readily recrulted for a rehrusing oonstructi~n pregrom within the State,
sinoe this tentatively propnsed annual rehousing volume wruld ~nly
amount te between 50 and 80% ~f the estimated residential censtruction
volumes between the years of 1923-1928.

(4) The propnsed total replocement program ~f approximately
100,000 dwelling units in the State of New Jorsey over a five year period
~r ot the rote of 20,000 dwelling units per year is ~nly equal ta'u total
nf about 10% of the dwelling units in the State, and approximates, there-
fore, only o rotc of 2% per ennum.*

‘Furthermore, since the total assessed valuation of residential
property in New Jersey is tnrday approximately six billirn dollors
{$6,000,000,000) it may be rendily assumed that their normal velue is in
the neighbnrhood of eight billion dellars ($8,000,000,000), The reploace=
ment of substandard dwelling units invelving over a total of $400,000,000
is therefr~re only o very small part of the total value of residential
properties, to wit:- approximntely 8%, On either basis, the erntemplated
replocement is s~ small that a grodual ohange would be effected without
sausing any undue dislroation of the real estate or the finanocial struc=-
ture of the State.

Immediately following this portion of the reprrt, Graph I has
been prepared te illustrate the Valuation of Crnstruction Work in New
Jersey, between 1923 and 1933, as obtained through the eourtesies of the

F.N, Dodge Cerporatinn,

#Ncte:~ The total number of femilies in New Jersey is 985,636 and with al=
lowances for voconcies, doubled-up or "extra" families, the totel
number of dwelling units probably exceeds & millirn (1,000,000),
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TABLE VII

AWALYSIS OF
CONSTRUCTION VOLUME FOR 1929
IN NEW JERSEY AD THE UNITED STATES
(Values expressed in thousands of dollars)

Type of Construction United States ew Jersey %in V. J.
PRIVATE
RESIDENTIAL $ szo,,zlg $ uu,ﬁ 5,?ﬁ
COMMERCIAL 862,56 29, ko 3.4
FACTORIES 407,763 30,377 7,43
SOCIAL, RECREATIONAL,
RELIGIOUS & MEMORIAL 177,377 8,028 4,53
MISC. 567,340 26,160 4,61
Sub-Total, PRIVATE 2,865,759 138, 746 4.83
MISCL, UTILITIES
RAILROADS 89,519 1,875 2.09
ELECTRIC POVER 152, 865 12,881 8.u3
TELEPHONE, CONST. 3,205 43l 13.50
WATERWORKS 92,635 11,222 12,10
SEWAGE DISPOSAL 92,376 6,192 6,70
HIGHWAYS & MISC. 878, ool 25,926 2.93
Sub~Total, MISC. UTIL, 1,308, 604 58,530 4,49
PUBLIC
MUNICIPAL 669, 260 32,168 4.81
COUNTY 238,079 17,122 7.20
STATE u68,2§3 19,406 4,15
FEDERAL 113,2 1,170 6,32
Sub-Total, PUBLIC 1,488,872 75, 866 5.10
NOT CLASSIFIED R87,031 19,033 3.24
GRAND TOTAL $6, 250, 266 $292,175 L.68%

Note: The above statlistics are taken from the 1930 census of constru-
ction in the United States as published by the Bureau of the Census, Since
it was compiled from information received only from firms doing more than
$25,000 worth of business a year and since all of these firms did not re~
port, it is not an accurate statement of the value of construction taking
place during the year 1929 but it 1s an accurate cross-section of the
industry and will serve adequately for the purpose of comparison and obtain-
ing percentages. '
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CONSTRUCTION VALUES
IN NEW JERSEY

BASED ON FIGURES FROM F.W.DODGE GORP.
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Part 11, =~ Effeot of Such a Propesed Prrgrom if Inougurated
Through~ut the U, S.

As a further rationnlization of the estimates made in Chapter I,
and summarigzed in part IV of this report, it is perhaps reasasmable to oom-
pare the amnual residentiel oemstruction volume which would result im the
United States, if all other states had rehousing programs similars to the
tentative cne proposed for New Jersey.

It is nnt possible to obtain complete figures onvering all
branches of eonstruction in New Jersey, ond over a perind of years whioch
would correlate its crnstruction with that in the entire United Statese
Hewaver, the cemstruction census for 19%¢, whioch wos published by the
Unifed States Bureau of the Census, as a part of their 1930 data, goave highe~
ly significant figures for both New Jersey, and the other Staotes of the
Unirn, based up~n returns receoived frem firms in the constructinn industry
d~ing a business of over $25,000, per annum, While, ~f crurse, these fig=
ures are in no senseo crmplete, nevertheless they present a fairly adequate
erngs seotion of the omnstruotion industry for general purpcses n»f comporie
son, As may be seen in Table Nel.VII set up opprsite, construction in the
State of New Jersey totals about 4.7% of the aggrogate U.S. oonstruotien,
based upen the returns of firms doing an annual business of $25,000, or <,
However, in the field of private rosidential censtruetircn, construotinn in
New Jersey in 1929 was 537 ~f the total U.Sa. private residential congtruo-
Yion. Although probably o great mony firms did not report t~ the U.S,Bureau
~f the Census, and althrugh o vest amount of construction was corried on by
firms doing on annual business of less than $25,000, a year, it is believed

reasonable for purprses ~f a very approximate estimate, t~ assume that

* Note:= Based on o pro-rot® relationship of New Jerseyts trtal past residen~

tial construotion tn totel U.S, past residential construotion,
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New Jersey wruld probobly ropresent abeut. 1/20th of construstion in the
United Stated.

On the basis of this assumption, it may be roughly estimated that
if rehousing constructi~n were carried on in the State ~f Now Jersey ot
the rate nf about §$80,000,000, per annum, the total U.S. ormstruotion nn
equivnlont basis might total approximately one billion, six hundred mile
lion dnllars (§1,600,000,000). Alth~igh this total, admittedly arrived
at on a vory rough and approximato basis of ostimate, may appear stagger-
ing in mognitude, novertheless it is most signifiocont te compare this with
an analysis of estimnted comstruction which wns cnmpiled in the year 1933
by the Federal Employmont Stabilization Board. Theso figures for osti-
moted tntal oonstruction are included herowith as Table VIII, of this ro=-
"~ porte Reference tr the first line in this table, nomoly residential oone
struction as o part of tntal private construction, shows thot private
residentinl oonstruetion hovered olosely arnund three billion dellars
($3;OO0,000,000.) for 1925 t~ 1928, droppod te about twe billion dollars
($2,000,000,000) in 1929, and finally rocchod slightly over twr hundred
million dollars ($200,000,000) in tho yoar 1933, This dooroase involved a
shrinkage dmwm to approximately 7% of the private residentinl construction
mointained in the four yoars between 1925 and 1928, Although figuros for
the year 1934 are not yot available, tho changes roprrted weuld not indi-
oatc that any tremendous incroase may bo expectod for 1934 over and abnve
the 1933 figures, For instanocc, the Engincering News Recﬁrd oonstruction
show that although 1934 oxcoeded 1933 with o slight margin from Fobruary
through and until the end of Septomber, tho reports for Ootober and Nove
ember sonstruotinn volume have faollen belew the 1933 figures. Even if the

1934 privato rosidential o~nstructinrn volumo should total $400,000,000, a8
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TABLE VIT

ZSTIHATED CONSIRUCTION
(In millions of dollars)

1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

Residential 3050 2965 2856 3095 2127 1222 900 311 232
Commercial 968 1022 1035 962 1021 684 3h5 136 103
Factories 363 523 17 565 606 285 129 Ug 140

Theatres, Clubs
Lodges, Religious

& Memorial 86 385 393 311 ook 188 129 L7 25
Farm Construction 10 L0 u73 b6z L63 367 258 125 75
TOTAL PRIVATE | 5237 5365 5175 5416 ulis1i 2746 1751 667 575
Railroads 122 1371 1339 1280 1370 1230 787 h784 395
Electric Power Co. 88 g23 glly 813 906 968 65U 322 75
Telephone Co. 502 534  sl5 613 795 g17 604 sy 3m2
Electric R.R. Co. ebip 207 205 194 194 189 1% 98 80
Sub-Totals 2851 2935 2933 2900 3265 3204 2200 1332 902
Pipe Line Co. 515 L69 165 35
Gas Co, A Data 226 167 96 35
Telegraph Co. not 13 37 21 9
Waterworks Co. Available i 25 15 g
TOTAL R.R. & PUB. U. bos52 2598 1629 989
Cities 1283 1302 14g2 1l4e2 1339 1495 1302 797 400
Counties . 778 676 385 829 556 709 329 137 100
. States (Excl., Fed,
A1d) 411 Lol 438 502 576 706 786 551 300

Federal (Incl. Fsd,
Aid, Excluding D.C.) 245 230 240 270 205 390 510 580 5”00

TOTAL PUBLIC 2717 2612 3045 3027 2776 3300 2927 2065 1300
Sub-Totals 10,805 10,912 11,153 11,339 10,492 9250 6888 Los4 2777
GRAND TOTAL 10,108 7588 U361 2864

This table for the years 1925-1932 was compiled by the Federal Employment Stabiliza-
tion Board based on reports to the F. W. Dodge Corporation, to the Department of
Agriculture, the Bureau of the Census and the Federal Employment Stabilization Board,
1933 was estimated from the same sources by the Division of Economic Research and
Planning of the National Recovery Administration,
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against a total of §232,000,000, for 1933, it mny be secn that tho addi-
tion of one billion six hundred million dellars ($1,600,000,000.) to o
hypothetioal 1934 velumo of four hundred millien dnllars ($400,000,000.,)
would only bring tho total private rosidontinl oonstruction back to approxi-
matoly two billien dellars ($2,000,000,000) or in round figuros to about
2/3rds of the private rosidential construetion volume maintaining in tho
four years botwoen 1925 and 1928, Although unquestionably comstruotion vols
ume in theéo four years, namely 1925 tn 1928, oxcoedod tho reasrnable noeds
of the country and followed the acute hrusing shortago in the iattor yoors
of the World War period amd in the opening yoars ~f the postwar peried,
nevertheloss, it should be borne in mind that practiocally all types ~f oon-
strustion 1n the United States have beon at an exceedingly low obb for the
four yoars from 1931 to date, ond was alse subnermal in 1930, Thus, ale
theugh t@o sountry has not had the general stimulus t~ business activity,
coocasicned by tho Werld War, ond in faot, has had influences which wore
quito the revorse, nevertholess therc is overy roason te bolicve that an
aoute housing shortago has boen developing during tho lest yoars.

Evidonces nf o potontial hrusing shortoge aro unquestionably shown
by an analysis of real prrperty inventory figures for the 64 U.S. oitles
surveyod jointly by the Bureau ~f Frreign and Domestic Commeroo and by the
Bureau of the Census, A somowhat parallol cstimate made in this repnrt as
Part III of this Chapter II, likowise indicates this. An estimate by the
U.Se Deportment of Commorce in Washingten, dated August 30, 1934, and based
uprn Real Property Inventery data, is includod heroinafter os an oxhibit of
possible intorpretation of these invontnry findings, although this particue

lar estimnte is belioved somowhat over-nptimistic,
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CHPATER 11
ANALYSIS OF THE POTENTIAL HOUSING MARKET IN NEW JERSEY

Port 111,

A, - Future Influonce of "Extrn Fomilios".

It is of intorost to investigoto nnd analyze the prosont hruge
Ing condition in Now Jorsoy, using Tronton as an indox for the Stato, as
to total struoturos and dwelling units, those unfit frr cocupanoy, those
nocuplod and vacant against tho total numbers of families in tho Stato;
oonsidoring both families which ncoupy dwelling units in tho normal manner
and families whioh are "extra® or doubled-up with other families within a
dwelling unit designed for onec fomily undor more usual oonditinrmse

Of oourse, at the outsot it is promised that any housing progrom
is basod upon the oonception that it is preferablo to demrlish and replace
opproximately equoal numbers of dwolling units and that these ﬁporatinns
will be condustod in substondard nr slum areas. Nevortheless, it is nof
interest to test in a preliminary way (using dato available at present)
tho prtential market for housing in the State,.

Reforring to Table II inserted previrusly in this report, it may
bo seen that in the City of Trenton thore are 14,841 structures, and of
theso 1,592, or 10,7% roquire major or struotural repairs, while 211 or
144% ore deemed unfit for habitation, Thus o total of 1,803, nr 12,1% of
Trenton's 14,841 strusctures are in bad conditinn.

| If 1t were assumed that the 211 struotures ugfit for habitation
wore oliminated from the housing market by crndomnation or demrlition, the
number of struotures romaining, or 14,630, wruld be in a habitable eondie

tion, Thus this apparent present surplus of dwelling units would change
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to a shertago ~f approximetely 643. In other-words there wruld be about
three oxtra familics as pntential tenants for every two vacant habitable
dwelling or famlly units within the City ~f Trenten,

While this repnrrt and analysis hnlds no brief for anything but roe
housing of those now accommrdated in substandard quarters, nevertheless it
is highly significant that Trenton, as an indicative sample ~f state-wide
New Jersey conditirns, gives every indicatirn that if housing aetivity is
onmmenced in the State, the very reempleyment and restrorati~n ~f purchasing
power that this will afford will have a direct offect upon lowering vaocane
oies and nther econrmic lnssos now maintaining within the Stato.

By~ Crnsidering Normal Vaconcies,

‘The foregring basic figures giving an indicati~n of the rosidon=
tial real estato market in Tronten might be recast in an~ther manner whieh
would have a great deal of significance in illustrating tho prtential mor«
ko* in this City for new home constructirn, Although this is not germane
te a discﬁssiﬂn of slum clearance, nevertheless, it might readily have ine
terestin® implications in the ovent that at least s~me rohousing ~f the
populatien sheould be attemtped outside ~f arcas which are definitely slums
in character, The salionﬁ features illustrating conditi~ns in Trenten
which have been proviously sot‘up in Table II nf this reprrt, reveal that
there are 1,675 vacant dwolling units within the City ~f Trenton, Hrwever,
this opparent vacancy which amrunts te 5,9% is offsot by the numbor ~f exw
tra families amounting to a tetal »f 1,918, sc that the aoctual net shortage
which will mointain as sonrn as economic conditirns better themselves is
243 fomily units, This not shortage, however, w~uld be increased tr a total
of 643 in the event that the cstimated dwelling units which are unfit for
habitation,tetaling apprrximately 400%, arc semchow removed from tho pre=-

sont housing markotq It is not definitely pu'.lished h~w many dwelling units

*Nrto:~ This figure ~f 400 is arrived ot by multiplying 211 structures in une
inhabitable onnditicn by 1.6, the average number of dwelling units
por structurc in the City of Tronten, thus giving the approximate os-
timate of tho number ~f uninhabitable dwolling unitss
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are situatod within structurcs rated as unfit for habitati"p, h”WEVﬁr;
inasmuch as Trenten in particﬁlar and New Jerscy in general, is nect groat-
ly given to &partmenté, tenements, or multi-family dwellings (r~nly about
6% of the total family ~r dwelling units in Trenton are lncated in struc=
tures with three or more families) and sincc crngostion and over~crowding
is synonymous with slum areas, ié may be safoly assumed that at least the
same relatirnship between dwelling units and struotures will prevail in
ﬁhe prnrest areas as prevails for the city as o whnrle. On this basis it
can be conservatively assumed that if 1.4% of total struetures are in an
uninhobitable condition, at least the same percent nf ﬁwelling units are in
this ¢lass by conditirn, Thus it may be assumed that approximntely 400
dwelling units in Trenton are unfit for nccuponcy. This would leave the re-
meinder, or about 28,076, habitable, although of these some 1,600 would fe
subject tr major repairsse

The eliminatirm by condemnaticn nr demrlitirn ~f 400 dwelling units
in Tronton would reduce the present number of vacant dwelling units from
1,675f§r'5.9% dewn tn 1,275 or to slightly less than 4.,5%. Since o vaocancy
nf 5% is gemerally crnsidered quite usual in most U.S, cities even in nor-
- mal times, ernditions in Trenton are really not very abnermal even in the
present ﬁimeg.

However, nne very vital factor shruld bo ornsidered which, while 1t
is o product of the present depressed times, would rapidly crente a tre=-
mendous ochange in Trentrn's Housing Market aos som as times improves This
is the factrr of extra ~r doubled-up families now totaling 1918 in the City
nf trentrn, It can be readily prophesied that as soen as business condie-
tirns grow better these extra families, or certainly the great majority of
them, will seek their mwn individual and éeparate quartefs or dwelling un-
its. As soon as this happens, the present apparent surplus of dwelling
units (the 1275% vacant habitable dwelling units) would be oompletely abe

sorbed by Trenton's doubled-up families numbering 1918,

*Note:~This figure is arrived at by subtracting from the trtal ﬂf l 875
Xugagttiwelllng units an estimate of 400 such units unfit f
abitatien,
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While this tetal shertago thus indicated is an oxtremoly signifi-
oont reversal of the apparent surplus which tho Trentom f jures revealoed
boefore they were given srme detailed analysis, nevortheless, thoro 1s
annther highly impertont fagtnr which shruld be considerod, Evon in times
which areo ocnsidered nrrmal, it has boen guite usual te find a vaconcy ~f
substontially 5% maintaining in most cities of tho country, This vacanoy
may be explained by various mnladjustments which are bound te necur, As m
illustration of these maladjustmonts, it is almost obvious that a certain
proportion of dwelling units will be either located impreperly for availe
able tenants in any given inerme class, or thoy will be unudapted as to
sige, arrangomonts and many nther factrrs to potential tonants, If a fair
ormsidorati~n is given t» normal vacancies coused by faotors similar te
thoso previmusly describod, and if thesc n~rmal veoancies are assumed at 5%
which figure is considered gquito usual, thon the total prtontial shrrtage
in the City ~f Trontrn weuld bé increasod by approximatcly 1423 dwolling
units, or tr o tntal nf abrut 2066,

On this basis of analysis and intorpretatirn ~f the Real Property
Iéfeﬁtory figures’fhr the City of Trenton, the suporficial ond apporent
housing surplus amrunting te 1875 dwelling units or appreximatoly 5.9% of
’ thé trtal might be reasonably and justifiably estimnted t~ bo a petential
shortage of 2066 nr abou” 7% bascd upon the present total of 28,476 dwel=

ling units,
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DEPARTHMENT OF COMMERCE,

WASHINGTON

fngust 30, 1934
POSSIBLE POTENTIAL MARKET FOR NEW RESIDENCE CONSTRUCTION.

Fumber of dwelling units emumerated in

R.P.I. Survey in 63 C1tie5 sevevrrsvnvuneenerrarannns 2,313,954
Occupied dwelling units in same area ........ feeeas Ceresae 1 1
Number of Vacant Units eeeeeveeseiereeceonseennacannns ceen 177,237

Less Normal vacancies in 63 cities (5% basis) vev.eevnnnos 115,682
Apparent or probable surplus .... 1,540

Extra femilies in 63 cities ...................‘...161,9&3
Lesg probable Surplus ce.ev.veiveenesursrracoraaeeo b1,540

Indicated Shortage ..av.....100,393
Plus dwelling units unfit for use .......vvev.eeees 50,917
Plus 50% o¢f crowded, overcrowded and greatly

OVETrCTOWASA vusuvenssenennansslB9, 662

Total indicated shortage .....3%0,972
~Population of 63 Cities, based on 1930 CONSUS seoevees.vsn 8,598,382
- Pcpulation of United States " M 1930 CoNSUE wuvevuenevas 122, 775, 046

The population of the 63 cities emumerated covered by
the ROP‘IQ Sul'vay 4 ¢ 8 9 85 "% s st e s s 7,9”‘2,230

Teking the actual population of the cities emumerated and of the entire
céntinental United States, it will be found tha$ the 18tter is approximately
14,2 times greater than the 63 cities. Using this ratioc then, and multiply-
ing the total indicated shortage or 340,972 by 14.2 will give a grand total
of 4,841,802, as the indicated shortage in the country as a whole. To this,
however, must be added the estimated increase in populaticn during the past
four years, or 1930 to 1933 inclusive, since the Fifteenth Deconnial Census
was taken, which would give an indicated shortage for the country of 5,115,638,
In arriving at the 5,000,000 indicated shortage, it will be noted then, that
we have dropped 115,638 from the indicated shortage total and have taken no
cognizance whatever of the buildings in need of major or structural repair
which might have to be eliminated from the calculation of structures avail-
able for use., It must be likewise borne in mind that there is a decided
tendency away from the larger units into smaller units which would further
emphasize the need of small home construction. It must also be taken into
coneideration that the entire ,000,C00 homes would not be constructed the
first year, but over a period of years, and that during this time there would
be a further demand for available living quarters, due to increase in what is
generally considered a healthy normal vacancy conditlon, based on total liv-
ing units.
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