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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the current Navy and DOD policies regarding the
Navy Family Housing and Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) programs. The
study involed; (1) a comparison of civilian and Navy standards of adequacy for
family housing, (2) an examination of the VHA rate production process, and (3) an
analysis of Navy standards of adequacy for family housing and the ability of VHA
to provide service members the opportunity to obtain civilian housing which meets
those standards of adequacy. This study concludes that the VHA program does not
ensure that service members relying on the civilian community have the
opportunity to obtain family housing that meets the Navy’s standards of adequacy.
Recommendations are made to change this condition and ,thereby, create equal

housing opportunities for families living both on- and off-base.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

This thesis is a study of the current Navy and DOD policies regarding
Navy family housing and the Variable Housing Allowance process. The
relationship between these two programs is important in the fulfillment of
one DOD goal: to provide all military members and their families with
adequate and economical housing. Adequacy of housing applies to both on-
base and off-base housing, but the way in which it is defined varies
between the military and the civilian community. By comparing the two
definitions it becomes evident that the level of adequacy achieved in on-
base military housing varies from the level that is readily available in
the community. If a service member is entitled to a specific standard of
on-base housing, is he then entitled to that same level if he must live
off-base? MWritten policy says yes, but the current method of compensation
doesn't allow for this. This issue is addressed by reviewing the
assignment of the Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) and determining if the
policy ensures that service members obtain off-base housing that meets the

Navy's idea of adequate.

B. LIMITATIONS

Policies relating to military housing and housing allowances are quite
extensive due to the different dependency status' and locations of
operations. The scope of this thesis is limited to consideration of Navy
family housing within the continental United States (CONUS). Family
housing issues apply only to those service members who receive basic
allowance for quarters (BAQ) with dependents. No consideration is given
to housing standards or allowances for those service members who are
single and have no spouse or children. Additionally, policies relating to

overseas locations are beyond the scope of this thesis.




C. CHAPTER OUTLINE

1. Chapter II contains a history of military family housing and
compensation. It examines the development of attitudes, policies,
and public laws which resulted in various approaches to military
family housing and housing allowances.

2. A discussion of how housing adequacy became an issue is contained in
Chapter 1III. It also looks at the importance of defining the
standard and details the various attributes that make up the overall
definition of adequacy within the civilian community.

3. By comparison to the civilian community standards, Chapter 1IV
details the many attributes that define or set the minimum standards
of adequacy in Navy family housing.

4. Chapter V outlines the VHA program by providing background con the
policy development and explaining the current method by which VHA
rates are established.

5. Chapter VI provides an assessment of the current military standards
of adequacy, both their usefulness and their relationship to
civilian standards. Additionally, it contains an assessment of the
current method of determining compensation for service members who
rely on private sector housing thereby questions whether the policy
is equitable for all service members.

6. Conclusions drawn about the effectiveness and usefulness of current

housing policies are presented in Chapter VII along with
recommendations for possible improvements.

D. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Hhile detailed explanations can be found in Chapter VII, a brief
summary of findings and recommendations is provided here.
1. There is no military control over the quality of civilian housing in
which a service member lives.
2. VHA rate determination does not consider issues of adequacy.

3. Modifications to the variable housing allowance survey should be
made to allow for consideration of adequacy.

6. Change the VHA rate equation to eliminate mandatory absorption of
costs by the service member.

5. Change the fair market value calculation for county cost groups to
ensure consistency with VHA rate calculations.




II. A HISTORY OF MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING AND COMPENSATION

A. EARLY HISTORY

Since the early days of this country's existence, provisions for food
and shelter have been granted to military personnel. Initially, when the
military was a part time militia of farmers and merchants, service members
lived at home. As the military grew from a revolutionary militia to an
established army mobilized over an ever increasing geographic area, the
Government recognized the need to establish some form of organized
facilities, including housing, from which the Army could operate. That
need was first formal’y addressed in 1782, when Congress passed
legislation that authorized a Major General to be provided one four horse
drawn covered wagon and one two horse drawn covered wagon [Ref. 11.

Military family housing was apparently not an issue in these early
days of the military. MWhen troops were mobilized to the field, tents and
other temporary shelter provided housing. As well, the Army often relied
upon a practice of "requisitioning™ local community housing. Servicemen
were expected to be separated from their families while performing their
military service, but if they chose to have family members accompany thenm,
then family housing was up to the individual soldier.

By the early 1800's, on-station family quarters began to be
constructed as new military posts were built throughout the expanding
United States. Quarters were built specifically for commanding and other
key officers who, because of the importance of their positions, were
required to reside on-base. These quarters were built for the benefit of
the Government as an essential element of military discipline and
protection rather than for the convenience and comfort of the occupant
[(Ref. 2].

The first Navy family residence was constructed in 1802 for Captain

Thomas Tingey, the first Commandant of the Washington Navy Yard. Other



similar housing soon followed at shipyards and naval bases in Norfolk,
Philadelphia, Brooklyn, Boston, and Portsmouth; and many are still in use

as housing or historical exhibits [Ref. 31].

B. EARLY HOUSING COMPENSATION

As early as 1813 the Army authorized a quarters allowance for its
personnel. This action is seen as a response to a need generated by an
increase in Army strength from 6,686 men in 1812 to 19,036 men in 1813.
Though congress had authorized an end strength of 35,603 for the War of
1812, efforts to recruit to that level were unsuccessful. Congress
responded by creating incentives such as increased pay and reduced
enlistment terms, and by providing allowances for quarters. These
measures resulted in increased recruitment, and an end strength of 27,000
men was eventually reached and subsequently maintained until the outbreak
of the Civil War [Ref., 2:p. 131].

During the Civil War the Union Army and Navy rose to over one million
men, but subsequently decreased to 76,000 in 1866. It was during this
period that military family housing and housing compensation needs became
an important consideration for congress. Military end strength was at a
new high, the Army and Navy were continuously increasing their geographic
boundaries of responsibility, and military installations began to grow
more permanent. By legislation of 1866, congress repealed an act of 1835
which had eliminated the allowance for quarters, heat and light previously
available to naval officers. To implement this legislation, Secretary of
the Navy Gideon Hells issued General Order 75 which established a family
quartars allowance equal to one third of pay for officers who could not be
provided with family quarters on shore stations. This order was a
significant departure from precedent, as quarters allowances were now
related to base pay, while they had previously been set at a specified

"going rate™ for an area. [Ref. l:p. 35)




General Order 75 remained in effect until 1899, when regulations were
revised by 30 Statute 1007 which for the first time, provided an allowance
for family housing with rates that varied to match rents at various
geographic locations throughout the country. 1In addition to the housing
allowance, allowances for heat and light were provided which again,
responded to local rates. One notable provision of the law was an
authorization for a specific number of rooms for each grade of officer.
The uniqueness of 30 Statute 1007 was that officers could choose community
housing with the number of rooms authorized for their grade, and be
compensated for the rent paid, regardless of geographic location [Ref.
l:p. 351.

As new Navy shore stations were constructed, more permanent family
housing was built on-base for commanders and other key officers. All
remaining personnel lived off-base and the reliance on community housing
was confirmed as the primary practice of housing military families. It
was not until 1915 that the government began to recognize the family
housing needs of enlisted men. In March 1915 an act was passed that
allowed enlisted men a commutation for quarters at a rate of $15 per month
with heat and light allowances also provided at varying rates, similar to

that of officers [Ref. l:p. 351.

c. FAMILY HOUSING, WORLD WAR ONE TO WORLD WAR THWO

The policy of providing on-station quarters for only key personnel
continued into the early 1900's. In fact, up until the beginning of the
first World War, records show that the Navy inventory consisted of only
289 houses, all of which were designated for Commissioned and Harrant
Officers. Adequacy was apparently not a major consideration in the
construction of these units. Though no records exist which address issues
of adequacy, the continued existence of many of these units is evidence
that, in terms of size and quality of construction, even by today's

standards, those houses were sufficiently adequate when they were built.




During the WHWI period, two important legislative additions supporting
the military housing program were enacted. First, in August 1916 congress
passed an appropriation which provided $2,000,000 to the military to
support the families of enlisted men recruited or drafted into the
service. This appropriation was a response to the fact that many men were
asked to give up higher paying jobs to join the pre-war military build-up,
a commitment which in many cases left families financially burdened and
unable to pay mortgages and rents. Compensation for families was limited
to not more than $50 per month, and not more than the difference between
a serviceman's pay and what he had been contributing to the family at the
time of his recruitment or draft [(Ref. 4]. The second notable legislation
of the war period was enacted in 1918 and required the government to
provide on-base quarters for the dependents of commissioned officers who
were "over there™ in Europe or other overseas locations. If on-base
housing was not available, families were to be paid a commutation for
quarters [Ref. 4:p. 20].

The end of the system in which compensation covered rent, heat and
light at varying rates came in 1935. The Senate Subcommittee for Pay and
Allowances for Fiscal Year (FY) 1936 appropriations saw the existing
uncapped rates as being too expensive, and coﬁsequently voted to change
housing compensation to a "fixed™ allowance system. Regardless of fair
market rates, the new allowances had a ceiling of $20 per month with rates
adjusted downward for different locations. Gone were the independent
allowances for heat and light, servicemen were now expected to keep
utility expenses within the limit of their housing allowance, or to pay
the difference "out of pocket.® This marked the end of market responsive
allowances until the introduction of the Variable Housing Allowance
program in 1980.

Immediately prior to World HWar Two, construction of government
quarters continued modestly, aided by the Work Progress Administration

(WPA) and Federal Works Agency (FWA) programs. By 1939, the total armed




forces housing inventory was 25,000 units [Ref. 5]. The military was now
providing housing for more than just commanding and other key officers.
With the onset of the national defense build up of 1940, quarters to house
increasing numbers of military personnel and their families as well as
civilians entering the defense industry became an important consideration.
To meet new requirements, the first "Defense Housing™ was authorized by
Public Llaw 76-671 of 28 June 1940 which provided rental housing for
persons in the military and defense activities. This housing was to be
constructed by civilian contractors and leased to and operated by the Navy
and War Departments, with the title remaining with the U.S. Housing
Authority. The Bureau of Yards and Docks was designated by the Secretary
of the Navy as responsible for the development and operation of all
defense housing facilities under Navy cognizance [Ref. G:p. 22].

The defense housing constructed during this period was simple in
nature, essentially built to be temporary, not to exceed $3,500 per unit,
and after the war was to be sold as salvage. By the end of 1940, the Navy
had been appropriated a total of $56,822,500 to construct defense housing.
In 1941, additional ﬁublic laws 7, 73, and 352 were passed authorizing the
Navy to acquire land and construct housing at military installations and

near defense plants [Ref. 6].

D. HOUSING DEMANDS DURING WORLD WAR TWO

In 1942, after the U.S5. entered WHWII, critical shortages of materials
and manpower occurred. Because the emphasis of material and labor needed
to be focused on ships, aircraft, and other military equipment and
hardware, the Navy and War Departments essentially stopped the
construction of defense housing. The housing that was constructed was
primarily quarters for officers and barracks for enlisted men training to
go to the war theater; families were encouraged to remain at home.

To illustrate the tremendous change in the size of the military during

WHII, consider that the Army and Navy stood at 335,000 in 1939, with a




total military housing inventory of about 25,000 units. By 1945 the
military strength had grown to 12 million.

As the war progressed, a serious morale problem developed for
servicemen who wanted their families with them when they returned to the
states for leave. Regulations allowed Navy servicemen 30 days furlough
before returning to the war theater, but while they were in the states, no
quarters on or near base were available for them and their families [Ref.
7). The only option servicemen had was to spend much of their leave time
travelling by train or bus to and from their families. The Navy's
response to this problem was to develop the "Homoja™ program. Enacted on
27 September 1943 with the approval of the Secretary of the Navy, the
first 1,000 units of transient quarters were to be constructed on naval
bases throughout the U.5. for Navy personnel and their families. Homoja
units were 960 square feet metal Quonset Huts with living room, kitchen,
bath, and bedrooms, and were completely furnished for light housekeeping.'
Because of their spartan nature, Homoja units were not considered suitable
for permanent occupancy, so residence in these units was limited to 60
days. A total of 6285 Quonset Huts were built before the war's end.

After the end of the war in the European theater, thousands of
civilian and military personnel were transferred to the west coast of the
U.S. to help execute the war with Japan. At the time, many west coast
installations such as Bremerton, Washington and Port Hueneme, California
were not within well developed areas that could offer adequate family
housing. With funding and materials once again available for
construction, an program, the Navy-Federal Public Housing Agency's Defense
Housing Construction Program was started in late 1944 to provide over
10,000 family housing units at 70 locations in California, Oregon, and

Washington [Ref. 2:p. 221]. These units were "standard design houses

'The name Quonset Hut was taken from the Naval Construction Battalion
Center at Quonset Point, Rhode Island where Civil Engineers developed the
barrel shaped corrugated shells.




consistent with best livability, low cost, and construction speed™ built

at an average cost of $3,750 per unit.

E. NAVY FAMILY HOUSING AFTER WORLD WAR TwO

The immediate years following World War Two were relatively inactive
in terms of family housing construction. The war had brought about
however, several changes in the personnel force making up the Navy.
Numerous technical innovations developed during the war required the
retention of specially trained personnel, and the occupation of Japan and
several European countries required a navy larger than pre-HWWII levels.
Additionally, the Navy was now made up of a much higher percentage of
married men. Consequently, despite large overall cutbacks, the Navy
maintained a post-war manning level of about 1.5 million men, about four
times its pre-war strength. However, it wasn't until 1949 that the "dust
settled™ and the Navy realized it was plagued with an acute shortage of
family housing.

Before the war, the relative insignificance of the MNavy's family
housing program was attributed to "the relative stability in the level of
military personnel, their longer tenure of assignment at an installation,
and the smaller ratio of married personnel in the Navy...with a Jless
frequent relocation of families™ [Ref. 2:p. 23]. To meet the post-war
demand for family housing, congress passed Public Law 81-211 in August
1949 as an amendment to the National Housing Act of 1937. The Wherry-
Spence Act as it was called, authorized 60,000 units of family housing in
its first year. Of these, the Navy was authorized 15,000 at 23 shore
installations. The Wherry program was unique in that it authorized
privately financed housing projects to be constructed on government owned
land on or near military installations. The land was to be provided to
private project sponsors who would arrange financing (under FHA insured
mortgages); construct and then operate the projects. The Military then

leased the projects back from the sponsors. Though the program was




originally enacted for one vear, it was extended several times until, by
1954, 83,000 units had been constructed at an average cost of $9000 each.

Although the Wherry Act was viewed by many as a successful solution
to the military's acute housing problem, projects completed under this act
were often of questionable quality, and more frequently, were inadequately
maintained. None the less, the Wherry program survived until 1955 when it
was abandoned for a successor program under the Capehart Act. By this
time, the military family housing inventory had grown to approximately
226,000 units. Of these units, 47,000 were Defense Housing units and were
considered inadequate, 48,500 were temporary, 87,500 were Wherry units,
and the remainder were other permanent units [Ref. 2:p. 281,

The Capehart Housing Act, made public law in 1955, was similar to the
Wherry program in that it authorized the construction of military family
housing on government owned land by contractors who obtained FHA insured
private financing. The Capehart program was different in that the
government took title and assumed the mortgages and operation of the
projects upon completion of construction. It was originally a one year
authorization of 106,000 units to be constructed over a five year period
at an average cost of $13,500 per unit. The program was later amended to
extend to 1963. During its first three vears, about 56,900 Capehart units
were constructed. However, budget constraints in the programs later years
allowed DOD to construct only an additional 58,000 units out of 85,500
requested. The program was terminated on 1 October 1962 because of its
apparent high cost (due to high mortgage interest rates being assumed by
the ogovernment) as compared with housing that could be built with
appropriated funds.

In 1963, minor adjustments were once again made to regulations
governing housing allowances. Allowances for officers and enlisted were
still set according to paygrade, but now, additional delineation in rates
was made to provide members additional compensation for each of their

dependents, up to three. Though BAQ rates were adjusted annually as

10




required for cost of living increases, the system essentially did not
change again until 1980 when the VHA program was introduced. The VHA

program is discussed at length in Chapter V.

F. APPROPRIATED FUND HOUSING

Secretary of Defense McNamara requested from congress authorization
for 12,100 units of family housing in the FY64 Military Construction
Program request, and 12,500 units each year from FY65 through FY68. As
justification, Secretary McNamara pointed out that 49,000 military were
involuntarily separated from their families because adequate family
housing was not available to them, 32,000 families were living in what was
then considered substandard government quarters, and 106,000 families
were living off-station in what was considered to be inadequate quarters.
Congress however, only partially supported the secretary's request,
authorizing only 7,500 units each in FY64 and FY65 [Ref. 2:p. 331.

Housing constructed with appropriated funds has continued from the
1960's to the present. The number of units constructed with appropriated
funds remained steady throughout the 1970's, but then declined in the
1980's when alternatives to appropriated funding became more desirable.
Despite military cutbacks following the Vietnam War, the construction of
new housing in the 1970's was seen as necessary, partly due to an existing
national housing shortage, but more importantly as an incentive for
retention in the new All-Volunteer force. By 1978, the DOD family housing

inventory had grown to over 350,000 units [Ref. 2:p. 351].

G. RECENT ALTERNATIVES TO APPROPRIATED FUND HOUSING

In recent years, changes in Congressional and Executive department
priorities have forced significant cutbacks in DOD spending. As a result,
military construction, including navy family housing, has been greatly
reduced. Through the early 1980's, the Navy experienced a general growth
in the appropriated funds authorized for new family housing construction.

This growth trend continued until 1988 when Congressional actions forced

11




reduction in the federal deficit, and consequently, a reduction in
military construction appropriations (see Table I).

Table I: APPROPRIATIONS AND AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE 1980°'S
L e

PERCENT CHANGE NUMBER OF

FISCAL APPROPRIATED FROM PREVIOUS UNITS
YEAR AMOUNT ($000) YEAR DOLLARS CONSTRUCTED
1981 73,625 N/A N7A
1982 59,990 -18% N/A
1983 64,370 + 7% N/A
1984 105,521 +39% N/A
1985 99,627 ~ 6% N/A
1986 98,858 -.7% 1,227
1987 120,812 +22% 1,468
1988 192,666 +59% 2,264
1989 186,866 - 3% 2,008
1990 129,773 ~31x 952

From FY88 to FY90, navy family housing new construction appropriations
have been reduced over 30%. A continued reduction in appropriated funds
for new construction is anticipated as congressional and executive branch
priorities focus on budget deficit reduction.

In efforts to maintain the growth and reduce the deficit of adequate
family housing in lean vyears, the Navy has explored a number of
alternatives to spending appropriated funds for housing construction.
Specifically, these alternatives are Public/Private ventures that were
first authorized by the 1986 Military Construction Authorization Act
(Public Law 98-115).

Section 801 of Public Law 98-115 authorized DOD to lease newly
constructed housing projects from private developers. Similar to the

Wherry and Capehart programs of the 1950's, under the 801 program a
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private contractor finances, builds, and maintains a housing project for
a specific military installation. 801 projects can be constructed on or
off base, and are initially leased by the Government for 20 vyears.
Following the initial lease, the Government has the option of renewing the
lease for an additional 20 years, or purchasing the land and/or buildings
from the contractor at their fair market value. Presently, a total of
9,000 family housing units have been constructed, and another 10,500
authorized by the Section 801 program [Ref. 81].

A second alternative to spending appropriated funds for family housing
was provided by Section 802 of the 1985 Military Construction
Authorization. As in the Section 801 program, housing is authorized to be
built and operated by private contractors, but the 802 program is
different in that the Government does not lease the housing units, they
are instead rented directly to eligible military families. Under this
program the military is obligated to ensure a 97% occupancy rate for 25
years, the life of the rental guarantee. The Section 802 program has not
been as popular as the 801 Build-to-Lease program, and to date only one
project has been undertaken. It is located at the Marine Corps Air
Station, Kaneohe, Hawaii. However, a total of 5,400 units have been
authorized for construction by Congress [Ref. é:p. 521.

Finally, a third alternative to using appropriated funds to acquire
military family housing has been authorized by Title 10 U.S.C. Section
2667. The "Land Lease™ program allows DOD to lease government owned land
to private contractors who in turn are authorized to construct family
housing or other commercial projects such as fast food restaurants or
banks. Under the Section 2667 program, military families rent units from
the contractor at rates set below or equal to the fair market value for
that area. Title to the units remains with the lessee for the duration of
the lease. The program is unique in that the Government can terminate the
lease with the contractor whenever it's in the Government's best interest

to do so. Upon expiration of the lease, the Government and the lessee can
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negotiate to (1) renew the lease, (2) sell the facility to the Government,
or (3) pass the title to the Government through abandonment or other
agreement. The Section 2667 program has been used to produce only two
military family housing projects, most notably "Thorson Village™ at Fort

Ord, California [Ref. 8:p. 561.
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III. DEVELOPMENT OF CIVILIAN ADEQUACY STANDARDS

A. INTRODUCTION

As early as the 19th century, Americans in general were concerned with
the poor quality of housing in which many people were living. The issue
came to light primarily with the increasing immigrant population and the
resulting growth of slums in the Northeastern part of the U.S. It was
some time, however, before there was any strong political involvement or
movement toward resolution of the problem. In fact, only after the
situation was exacerbated by the 1930's Depression was the issue formally
confronted in the form of the 1936 Democratic presidential platform which
contained the goal of "decent, adequate housing at affordable prices for
all Americans™ [Ref. 91. Later, during the post WWII period, public
attention was drawn again toward overcrowding. Servicemen returning from
the war and their families were faced with limited available housing and
were forced to share accommodations with other families. Finally,
Congress addressed the problem which now involved both civilian and
military personnel with the enactment of the 1949 Housing Act which
stated:

The congress hereby declares that the general welfare and security
of the nation and the health and living standards of its people
require housing production and related community development
sufficient to remedy the serious housing shortage, the elimination of
substandard and other inadequate housing through the clearance of
slums and blighted areas, and the realization as soon as feasible of
the goal of a decent home and suitable living environment for every
american family. [Ref. 101]

Decent and suitable living conditions, on the surface, sound like

worthy goals, but neither the 1936 presidential platform nor the 1949
Housing Act defined these terms. Without a specific definition it is

impossible to consistently measure the quality of housing and, therefore,

it can never be determined if the goal has been met. After 40 vyears,
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there still is not a single universally accepted definition of adequate
housing. Even so, much work has been done toward this objective, both in
the civilian community and within DOD (see Chapter IV). In the civilian
sector the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), and the Congressional Budget 0ffice (CBO) helped
to define adequate housing in terms of physical condition. At the same
time, professional societies and associations urged by government
officials developed minimum standards of structural adequacy stated in
terms of method of construction and material used. Further, studies were
undertaken to review the effects of available space and neighborhood
conditions on housing adequacy.

To prevent confusion and allow for consistency, the following
definitions are provided:

1. Room: Any room meeting requirements for sleeping, living, cooking,
or dining purposes; excluding such enclosed spaces as closets,
pantries, bath or toilet rooms, hallways, laundries, storage spaces,
utility rooms, and other similar spaces.

2. Net Area: The space inside the exterior and party walls, excluding:;
(a) exterior and party walls
(b) 1/2 the thickness of interior walls adjacent to

excluded areas
(c) wutility and laundry rooms
(d) washer and dryver closets
(e) furnace and domestic water heater spaces
(f) interior and exterior bulk storage
(g) stair wells
(h) landings
(i) weather vestibules sheltering the main entry
(3) unfinished attics and basements

(k) patios, balconies and terraces
(1) porch areas not considered rooms

B. PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

The U.S. Bureau of the Census began collecting information on housing
with the decennial census in 1940. Information was collected on occupancy
characteristics (tenure, vacancy status, number of persons), structural
characteristics (rooms, year built, condition of the unit), equipment and

facilities (water supply, toilets, bathing facilities, heating equipment),
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and financial characteristics (value, rent). A 1948 Congressional Joint
Committee on Housing held special hearings on the state of housing and
used the testimony in conjunction with census data to tentatively define
a substandard condition in a residence as a "™...non-farm unit...in need of
major repair, together with all units in urban areas which lack private
inside bath and toilets.™ [Ref. 111 Hhile this definition lacked the
detail and scope required in an acceptable standard, it did indicate the
importance that physical attributes should play in the determination of
adequacy.

During this same period, provisions made through uniform building and
plumbing codes virtually assured that newly constructed housing would have
hot and cold water, and flush toilets. [Ref. 9:p. 381 These legally
enforceable codes limited the usefulness of the 1948 definition in guiding
new construction as the lack of complete plumbing was no longer a major
concern. It is important to note that while codes greatly improved the
situation, they have not eliminated the problem. Codes are fairly easy to
enforce during construction of housing, but violations that result from
deterioration often go uncorrected. No studies were found to document the
extent of the problem, however, deficiencies such as holes in the walls
and lack of facilities were still being reportéd in recent surveys. Hith
the controls over new construction and given that the median housing unit
in 1987 was 25 vears old [Ref. 12], one can assume that the defects are
found primarily in the older units. Continued reporting of defects
implies that, on the whole, little is being done to prevent or correct
deficiencies, possibly due to a lack of code enforcement after completion
of the construction phase.

The new measure of quality used in the 1950 census was simply
restricted to the issue of a unit being "in need of major repairs,"™ and
enumerators classified housing as either Mdilapidated™ or "not
dilapidated.®™ The latter was further reduced into classifications of

"sound™ and "deteriorating™ for the 1960 census. These classifications
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were used until 1970, and even though they are quite extensively defined
(see Table II), the final determination of the units quality still was
based on observation by the¢ enumerator. This subjectivity resulted in a
lack of consistency in the identification of adequate housing.

In an attempt to eliminate inconsistencies and subjectivity found in
the census, HUD and the Census Bureau created the Anrual Housing Survey
(AHS) which began in 1973.? This survey expanded the questioning of the
decennial census and collected data on over 25 specific possible
deficiencies relating to a dwelling's physical condition and operation of
equipment. The AHS did not stop with the simple presence or absence of a
system; Do you have complete plumbing? Do you have a heating system?
Questions on the AHS went further to ask about the operational status of
those systems; Has it broken down in the last year? If so, how often? For
how long? Additionally, the survey was concerned with the structure
itself specifically asking about leaky roofs; damp basements; holes in the
walls, floors, and ceilings; broken plaster, and peeling paint. Such
extensive and detailed information on structural flaws and system
attributes was thought to be useful in measuring the quality of hous.ng.

Researchers, thousgh, could not find any single attribute or small
group of attributes from the collected information that could be directly
translated into a definition of adequate. It was necessary then, to
develop a more complex system of definitions. Both HUD and CBO have
established such systems and while the details of the different
definitions vary substantially, due to the subjectivity of the analysts,
the overall frameworks are the same. Attributes are grouped into
categories such as plumbing, heating, and upkeep. For each category a
criterion of adequacy is formulated, for example, criterion within the
kitchen category require a dwelling to bhave a range, sink, and

refrigerator. A unit is deemed inadequate if it fails to meet the

HUD used this survey until 1981 and again in 1983. 1In 1985 it was
replaced with the biennial American Housing Survey (AHS).

18




Table II: U.S. BUREAU OF CENSUS DEFINITIONS

SOUND

A dwelling with no defects, or slight defects which are normally
corrected during the course of regular maintenance.

Examples of slight defects:

Lack of paint; slight damage to porch or steps: small cracks in walls,
plaster, or chimney; broken gutters or downspouts; slight wear on
floors or door sills.

DETERIORATION

A dwelling that needs more repairs than would be provided in the
course of regular maintenance. It has one or more defects of an
intermediate nature that must be corrected if the unit is to continue
to provide safe and adequate shelter.

Examples of intermediate defects:

Shaky or unsafe porch or steps; holes, open cracks, or missing
materials over a small area of the floors, walls, or door sills;
broken or loose stair treads or missing balusters. Such defects are
signs of neglect which lead to serious structural deterioration or
damage if not corrected.

DILAPIDATED

A dwelling that does not provide safe and adequate shelter. It has
one or more critical defects; or has a combination of intermediate
defects in sufficient number +to require extensive repair or
rebuilding; or is of inadequate original construction. Critical
defects result from continued neglect