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May 22, 1964 

The Honorable Henry W. Maier 
Mayor, City of Milwaukee 

| The Honorable Common Council 
City of Milwaukee 

As part of the preparation of a Community Renewal Program for the City of Milwaukee, the 

Department of City Development takes pleasure in submitting this report entitled Residential Blight 
Analysis. 

An understanding of the trends and present condition of housing and of the interrelationships 

among housing characteristics is basic to a successful program for the improvement of the quality of 

housing and residential neighborhoods. This report makes available in charts, tables, and maps summary 
information about Milwaukee's housing. It also describes the methods used in determining the relative 
degree of residential blight in the 6,300 blocks of the city, and it reports some of the relationships 
documented in the course of extensive electronic computer analysis of data for each block of the city. 

A technical appendix, published separately, contains further explanation of the procedures 
followed in the study as well as the detailed findings. Much additional information, too extensive for 

publication, is available for review in maps and tabulations on file in the library of the Department of 
City Development. 

| 

While this report presents summary information and the methods of analysis which provided 
the initial evaluation of need for renewal, the actual areas recommended for renewal action during the 

) first six-year program are shown in the report Milwaukee's Community Renewal Program: Projects and 

Objectives. 

Respectfully submitted, 

RICHARD W. E, PERRIN, Director 
Department of City Development
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i SUMMARY 

i Two basic resources were utilized in the delineation of blighted areas in Milwaukee: block 

Statistics of the U. S. Census of Housing for 1960, and exterior inspection and evaluation 
; of all structures in the city, both residential and non-residential, by the Department of 

City Development. 

f - The two evaluations were similar in their overall classification of units. The census 
classified 87.7 per cent of housing units as 'sound''. The DCD classified 85.8 per cent of 
housing units as '"'good'"'. According to the census, more than 29,000 units were in "deterio- 

a rating" or "dilapidated" structures. The local survey identified 33,000 units in "fair" or 
"pnoor'' structures. | 

; The methods described in this report are designed to be useful for an accurate first screen- 
ing of problem blocks. In addition, they serve adequately for the detailed analysis which 

accompanies Community Renewal Program definition and the selection of suggested treatment 

a areas. Since the CRP covers a period of several years in its most immediate aspects, and 
many years in its general effect, these methods are not designed to take the place of the 
necessary interior inspection and evaluation of each structure which takes place during 

: the survey-and-planning phase of project planning. 

| As a city-wide program, this initial evaluation did not concentrate upon the supposed poor- 
f est areas of the city. Instead, it included all the blocks of the city with no predeter- 

mination of problem areas. Each block was evaluated individually rather than as part of a 
larger aggregate such as census tract or quarter-section in order to arrive at preliminary 

i delineations which would be as realistic as possible. 

Although this particular report limits itself to a discussion of the evaluation of ''need", 
i or relative housing quality, many other considerations in addition to the basic element 

of ''need'' necessarily enter into the definition of projects and their scheduling as part 

of a comprehensive program of renewal. These considerations include planning goals for 
: the community, market factors, the effect of expressway scheduling and other capital im- 

provements, the strategic effect of a given project in encouraging private renewal, and 

i: others. 
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This appendix outlines briefly the various analytic methods which were part of the overall : 

examination of housing quality in Milwaukee. Also included are summary tables, the com- 

plete tables of correlation coefficients, the regression equations which were developed 

| in seeking methods for estimating housing quality and exploring the relationships among 

housing characteristics, and sample pages of the reports which pertain to individual 

blocks, the total of which would be too bulky to publish. 

The various mathematical approaches utilized in the several steps of the analysis can be 

briefly explained as to purpose and usefulness: | 

f Index | - The "best measure!" of housing quality. A concise overall expression of 

the quality of housing in each city block, combining several pertinent items from the 1960 

a census in a suitable relative form. | 

Indices A, B, C, Il, III - Alternate methods of expressing housing quality in sum- 

; mary form. 

'T'-~Score - A device for expressing a fact about any given block in terms which offer 

f direct comparison to other facts about the same block or to the facts about any or all of 

the rest of the blocks of the city -- a common scale. 

| | | Correlation Coefficients - simple linear - Values which range between zero and one to 

express relationships which vary from chance to complete dependability between two differ- 

5 ent situations, e.g., between "high percentage of dilapidation" and “low rent”. 

Correlation Coefficients - simple rank order - Similar to the above but based upon 

5 two sets of ranks rather than upon sets of measurements. | | 

Correlation Coefficients - multiple linear - Similar to the above but usually approach- 

ing closer to 1.00 (and further from .00) and, therefore, expressing a greater degree of 

f association and more dependability since combinations of more than one kind of information 

can be used to estimate or predict the unknown item. 

: Regression equation - A formula for combining kinds of information which have been 

shown by their correlation coefficients to be efficient aids in estimating some unknown | 

items, e.g., "housing quality''. The regression equation tells how to estimate; the cor- 

a | relation coefficient tells the percentage of ''success'' to expect in the resulting estimates. 
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f The goals of the blight analysis in residential areas included the following: 

a 1. A block-by-block evaluation of housing quality. 
2. A block-by-block description of housing characteristics. 

3. Block profiles relating to housing characteristics. 

f 4, A single-term index of blight. |. 
5S. <A ranking of all blocks in terms of this index. 

6. Alternate indices. 
a 7. Totals of blocks, population, housing units at each quality or "blight" level. 

8. Totals of owner-occupied and renter-occupied units at each level. 

9. Totals of rented units in low-rent categories at each level. 

a 10. Totals of dilapidated, deteriorating and deficient units at each level. 

11. Study of the association of housing characteristics as expressed by simple and 

multiple correlation coefficients. 

i 12. Estimating equations for-measurement of blight with and without current census 

data. 
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5 DATA NEEDS AND RESOURCES 

Data Needs 

i The data requirements of the CRP ditter markedly from the data requirements of a redevelop- 
ment project or a conservation project, even though these may be the most typical form of 

s activity envistoned in the Program. 

The CRP encompasses the whole gamut of corrective and protective measures which the city 
s may take to defend and improve its livability. It is concerned with all levels of housing 

quality as well as with the good health of both residential and non-residential areas. 

For CRP planning, it is important to recognize potential assets as well as liabilities in 
a residential, commercial and industrial areas. | 

The CRP is time-phased. [ts proposals will be carried out over a period of several to 
5 many years. A precise measure of current eligibility for federal aid is, therefore, not 

the primary goal of its studies. [It is equally important to develop data systems which 
can add to the technical and popular understanding of the dynamics of housing, which can 

a reflect changing conditions, can explore relationships among housing characteristics, 
population characteristics, land use patterns and socio-economic trends in the community, 

and which may even permit the testing of alternative public policies designed to preserve 
i and enhance the livability and vitality of the community. | 

The CRP data needs are similar to the overall data needs of city planning. They include 
i access to a broad range of information, including housing, land use, population, con- 

struction, assessment and other data. 

| They also include flexible and effective methods of collecting, summarizing, analyzing and 
presenting this information. Data inputs to the CRP should be comprehensive, city-wide in 
coverage, including as wide a range of pertinent data as possible, updatable, flexible so 

| that data can be considered in relation to the individual block or to a variety of larger 
areas of which the. block may be a part. These needs imply that it is necessary to take 
full advantage of electronic data processing and of newly developing analytic tools such 

i as computer graphics and operations research techniques. 

.



Data Resources 

i The chief resources which were considered for use in initial CRP development included 1960 
Census of Housing, Department of City Development survey, and data from other city depart- 
ments on assessed valuation and building construction. 

i U.S. Census of Housing, 1960 Block Statistics. This data provided the most important in- 
formation. A description of the method of analysis of block statistics data is contained 

i in the next section. 

U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1960 Tract Statistics. This data was put on punch- 
i ed cards for use In describIng the various renewal areas as they were defined. This data 

did not enter Into the orlgInal del!Ineation of areas on the basis of housing conditton, 
however. Tract data was not utIilIized to define problem areas, but rather to describe them 

i and to analyze and evaluate thelr needs after these areas had been defined on the bas!Is of 
| the block statistics data, together with DCD fleld studies of structural conditlon, land 
5 use and master plan consideration. 

DCD Fleld Survey of Structural Condition. An exterlor [nspectlon of each structure fn the 
cIlty was made by the DCD. Both residential and non-residential structures were graded on 

i a four-polnt scale from good to poor. This survey yielded the following Information: 

1. Number and proportion of structures In each block, tract, and quarter-section, 
i and for the city as a whole, by condition. (Census data Is In terms of dwelling 

units, not structures.) 

i 2. Amount and proportion of land area In each block, tract, etc., whIch Is occupled 
by structures of each cond!ttIon. 

i 3. Direct comparlson between census and DCD estimates of the condition of dwelling 
units - for testing correctness of each. 

i 4. Evaluation of the non-residential structures of the city. 

i 5. Relation between structural cond!Itlon and land use, zoning and location. 
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i DCD Fleld Survey of Land Uses. Detalled punched card records of land use and zonIng have 
also been prepared, summarlzed and analyzed. They wlll be discussed In detall In a sepa- 

i rate report. : 

Assessed Valuation Data. Assessment data provided by the Office of the Tax CommlIssloner 
was used to estimate acquisition costs In proposed redevelopment areas. . Study of the 

i possibIlIitles of also using assessment data as a means of estimating the current condIitIon 
of areas of the clty and up-dating the CRP suggests that a primary problem [n [ncorporating 
such data may be the establishment of common codes for blocks In order to |] Ink valuation 

i data with census and land use [nformatlon. In addition, it will be necessary to examine 
on a sample basis the correlation of valuation and [ndex | to confirm this data's apparent 

J usefulness. 

Housing Diviston Inspection Records. Housing inspection records maintained by the Health 
a Department constItute an Important resource In the analysis of the selected areas where 
= these inspectlons have been carried out. They were not used In the present study of com- 

parative housIng quality, however, because they do not provide comprehensive coverage of 
f the entire city. 

Construction Records. The Bullding Inspector maintains a record, in punch card form, of 
i new construction, converslons, remodelings, and demolitions authorized by bullding permits. 

When [It becomes possible to Include a census tract as an area Identification code, this 
data will add significantly to the city's ability to keep the CRP up-to-date. 
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E ANALYSIS OF THE 1960 BLOCK STATISTICS 

i Goals for Analysts 

Z The DCD's analysts of block statistics and related data was designed to achleve the fol low- 
Ing goals: 

a 1.  Informatfon for each block In the cIty on the percentage of housing units affected 
by each reported characterIstic - dilapIdation, overcrowding, owner-occupancy, etc. 

a 2. A method of describing the relative strong polInts and deficiencies of each block. 
An at-a-glance profile for each block showIng how [t compared with all of the 
other blocks of the clty with respect to each reported characterIstic. 

i 3. One single measure, If possible, that would tell enough about the quality of 
houstng In each block to permit a ranking on the basis of need for renewal action. 

i 4. A ranking of all the blocks In the clty from the worst to best housIng condItIon. 
A report groupIng the blocks of the city according to this ranking. 

a S. A serles of alternative Indices of housing quality to provide a comparison to 
the one Index [InIitlally judged most dependable In advance of a test of this judg- 

| ment. 

6. Summary tables showing the number of blocks In each housIng condition class. 
i (City-wide summarles of housIng unfts by condition are avallable In the census, 

but no such summary of blocks by level of need for renewal existed. ) 

i 7. A summary of the number of housing units In low-rated blocks, and In each qua- 
lity level. 

i 8. A summary, at each quality level, of the number of owner-occupled and renter- 

occupied units, and also (on the basIs of present rents) an estimate of the 
, number of households which might be eligible for publIe housIng. 
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i 9. A summary of the number of dilapidated, deteriorating and deficlent housIng unIts 
Included at each quality level. 

i 10. Increased tnformation on the way In which various houstIng characteristics are 

associated with one another. 

i ll. Investigation, through the calculation of regression equations and multiple cor- 
relations, of the possIbIl[ty of developing predictive formulae sufficiently 

i valld and reliable to screen areas for eligibility for various types of renewal 
actlon. Such formulae should offer significant Improvements over the prel [min- 
ary Indices devlsed at the outset of the study. 

i 12. A serfes of maps depicting the geographic distribution of housing characterlstics 
and quality levels detalled to show Individual blocks. 

i 13. <A second serles of maps depicting the geographic distribution of housing charac- 
terfstics and quality levels summarized to approximately 400 quarter-section 

i areas for simplIifled display and analysls. 

14. Flexible records to facilitate recombinIng of block data Into specifically 

i de] Ineated renewal areas, or [nto alternative speclal-purpose planning areas 
for summary and analysls. 

i 15. Supporting data from the census tract statistics In suftable form for mapping 
or tabular summarlizatlIon [In relation to dellneated renewal areas. 

i 16. Compartson of census Information and local agency data to provide a check on 

each source, a test of the DCD windshield survey, and [mproved estimates of 

quality based on the combined sources. 

i The achievement of the foregolIng goals rested largely upon extensive use of electronic 

: data processing. 
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i The 1960 Census of Housing Block Statistics - Description 

Several major improvements made the 1960 census of housing a much more useful tool for re- 

; newal studles than the 1950 census. 

(1) An tntermedtate category, "deterlorating'" unlts, was Identifled where formerly only 

i dilapidated units and standard unlts were. As a result, the classification of blocks accord- 

ing to the condition of housing became much more discriminating. (2) DtilaplIdated units 

were separated from unlits which lacked plumbIng facIlIitles, thus permitting these two con- 

a ditions to be distIngulshed from one another, something whIch was not possible In 1950. 

(3) A more complete reporting of living unlts, especfally in close-In areas, was achleved 

by the Incluston of many sIngle-room living quarters not considered dwelling units In 1950, 
i with a consequent truer appralsal of some poor lIlving conditions formerly undetected. (4) 

Population In housIng unlts and population not In housIng unlts were reported for each 

: block. | 

Table 1 Indicates the data which was avallable for each block from the "Block Statistics 

Edited Output Record" (a magnetic tape record). This tape record was purchased by the 

i Clty of Milwaukee from the Bureau of the Census and used as the source for analyses of 
hous Ing condIitlons. 

i In place of the very useful added data on structure and environment that the American Pub- 

lic Health Assoclation or similar survey techniques would provide, considerable use was 

i made of contract rent and the average value of owner-occupled single-family homes. Rent 
and value were assumed to represent the Intangible "package" of characteristics assocla- 
ted with the dwelling unlt, such significant, but unreported, Items as the esthetic values 

i of the structure and environment, lot width, room size, IIfght and air, location with res- 

pect to schools, churches, transportatlon, shopping, utilities, employment, nulsances and 

hazards, etc. 

i The task of surveying for these and other Important factors of housing qualfty and then of 

welghing them properly In an overall] evaluation was judged too costly, tlme consuming, and 

i difficult. Any analysis of such Items would therefore be restricted to areas already se- 
lected, on the basIs of census and other criteria, as treatment areas. Therefore, to 
compensate for the limIlted range of variables available in the census block statistics 

: 3



i | that would have to represent the whole of the concept "quality of housing", It was believed | 

that rent and value as "dollar symbols" would be useful in distingulshing levels of housing 

: satisfaction. 

These "dollar symbols" would, of course, be limited In thelr abIility to represent housIng 

satisfaction If the purchaser did not have an opportunIty to exerclse cholce among compet- 

a Ing housing accommodations. 

The fact that the housIng supply In Ml lwaukee was relatively adequate by 1960, as Indicated 

i by vacancy rates which rose from less than one per cent In 1950 to 3.3 per cent In 1960 

(1.1 per cent In vacancy rate In sales housing and 5.6 per cent vacancy rate In rental 

s housing), and also by a drop In the percentage of married couples without thelr own house- 

hold (from 7.7 per cent In 1950 to 1.7 per cent In 1960), made It reasonable to assume a 

- falr amount of cholce of hous!Ing accommodations for most familles. This competitive sItua- 

f tion was expected to assure reasonable correspondence between levels of rent or value and 

the quality of the housIng assoclated with them. 
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TABLE | 

a BLOCK STATISTICS EDITED OUTPUT RECORD (20 WORD) 

Attachment 
DCD Technical Memorandum No. 34 

(Supplement No. 1) 
October 20, 196] 

i Word Bit Language ltem 

A 0 35-0 X$3 ED No. 

B I 35-18 XS3 Preflx area 

a C 17-0 XS3 City block no. 

D 2 35-0 X$3 Serlal No. 

i E 3 35-18 Binary Household population 
| F 17-0 " Group quarters population 

G 4 35-0 tl Sound units with all facllltles 

i H 5 35-0 " Sound unlts lacking facllItles 

| 6 35-0 " Deterlorating unf{ts with all facIlitles 

a J 7 35-0 " Deterlorating unlts lacking facilities, wlth flush tollet 

K 8 35-0 " Deterlorating unIts lacking facilities, with no flush 
f tollet 

L 9 35-0 " Total dilapidated unlts 

i M 10 35-0 " Total owner occupled unlts 

| | N 11 35-0 i. Total owner occupled reporting value 

] 
, 0 12 35-0 " Total value reported (dollars - 250 of actual value) 

P 13 35-0 " Owner occupled total rooms 

Q 14 35-0 iM Total renter occupled units 

f : R 15 85-0 " Renter occupled total rooms 

S 16 35-0 i Total rent reported (dollars) 

4 T 17 35-24 " Renter occupled unIts reporting rent 
U 23-12 " Total nonwhite unfts 

V 11-0 " Units with 1.01 or more persens per room 
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a METHOD OF ANALYSIS OF CENSUS BLOCK STATISTICS 

i Summary 

The following Ifst describes very briefly the varfous elements of the analysIs of the 
i block statIstics which were devised to accomplish the goals for analysIs listed on pages’ 

7 and 8. The numbers followIng each [tem Indicate the goals for which that particular 
s Item Is pertinent. 

1. A 5,500 lIne report (one IlIne for each block with flve or more housing units) 
converting the housing data for each city block Into a serfles of derlved percentages, 

j averages, Indices, etc., for easler Interpretation. Report One Is In order by tract and 
block. (1) (5) (See Table 14) 

i 2. A 5,500 line report converting the computed percentages, averages and Indices 
to standard scores having a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10, and also present- 
Ing additional [ndIces. Report Two Is In order by housIng quality from poorest In clty 

i to best as judged by Index |.(2) (3) (4) (5) (See Table 15) 

f | 3. Report Three contains the same Information as Report Two but [t I[s In order 
by tract and block. (2) (5) 

f 4. A 5,500 card deck of IBM 80-column punch cards carrylIng the original data 
from the magnetic tape - essentially the data contalned in the published block statis- 
tics but with some additions Including mapping coordinates. (12) (13) (14) (See 

f Table 12) 

5. A 5,500 card deck of IBM 80-column punch cards carryl!ng the standard scores 
f and Indices, Including mappIng coordinates. (12) (14) (See Table 13) | 

_ 6. Ten reports summarizing clty-wide totals for the blocks In each of about 50 
f quality levels as measured by the sIx Indices of housing qual!ty and four additional 

significant variables - vacancy, overcrowdIng, percentage of unlts which are sound with 
all facllftles, and average value of single-family,.owner-occupled unIts. These reports | 
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fe present the totals for dwelling unlts, population, number of rented unlts, low-rent units, 
dilapidated unlts, deterforating units and unlts lacking facilities. (6) (7) (8) (9) 

: (See Table 17) 

7. <A report on the correlation coefficlents observed between 100 pairs of varlables 
including original census characterfstIcs and the composite indices. (10) (11) (See 

i Table 18) 

8. Computer-printed maps of the city at 2640' scale (one-half mile to the Inch) 
i Identifying the poorest ranking blocks of the city. (12) 

9. Computer-prInted maps of the city at 2640' scale summarizing various housIng 
5 characterIstics In each of approximately 400 quarter-sections of the city. (13) (See 

Maps Sectlon for drafted verstons of some of these.) 

i | 10. Correlation coefficients between the DCD structural condition rating and the 

census Information. (16) (See Table 19) 

é 11. Maps compartIng houstng unIt counts by block based on DCD and census enumera- 
tions. (16) 

i [tems 1 and 2, and 4 through 7 were completed by RemIngton-Rand Corporation to the 

specifications out] Ined by the planning staff. Item 8 utilflzed the computer graphlc 

| techniques developed at the UnlversIty of Washington and published by the H.M.F.A. as 

CRP Guide |; Using Computer Graphics In Community Renewal . Approximately 50 maps were 

prepared which provided part of the determination of renewal treatment areas. Item 9 

i utilized a different mapping program developed by the City of MIlwaukee before the 

University of Washington techniques became known. | 

f Multiple regression analysis of the punch card records named [n Item 5, to which 

Informatlon galned from the DCD fleld surveys had been added, ylelded additional corre- 

lation matrices and some potentially useful regression equations. (See Table 21) 
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i Development of Indices of HousIng Quality 

5 Because each of the Individual census varlables Is subject to IlImItatlons as well as In- 
accuracies If used alone as a measure of blight, attempts were made to construct IndIces 
from the census data that would reflect the pertinent available varfables [In one conclIse 

i rating. A primary difficulty In developing a good measure of blight Is that there Is no 

| [Independent criterla against which these experlmental measures can be readily validated. 
Even the most authorItatIive and detalled of avallable measures, such as the Amertcan 

i Public Housing Association scale, are favorite targets for critical articles polnting 
out thelr InabI]l ity to measure what they set out to measure.* In splte of the difficul- 
tles, however, it Is necessary to make an attempt at as good an Index as possIble [n 

i order to Identify the degree of need for renewal actIon In each block. (It Is no real 
help to suggest that no composite Index be devised at all and that the separate census 
Items be used. At some polnt, whether [t Is done conscfously or unconsclously, the 

i separate /|tems are brought together with some system of weighting, usually not defined, 
and specific combInatfons of factors are relied upon even though they may never be 
specified. ) 

i Since detalled,in-the-bullding surveys wlll be required In the process of carrying out 
any given project, and sInce not all projects could be accompl!shed within even a perlod 

| | of several to many years, [It was not belleved appropriate or necessary that the CRP It- 
self should attempt any detalled Interlor surveys. However, the CRP would requIre 
better Indices than the simple count of dilapidated or deficlent housfng unlts. 

i Several Indices were suggested, of varying difficulty to compute and of [nitlally un- 
known efficacy. One of the purposes of the study would be to test these measures so 

i that they could be Interpreted with greater confldence,and these or better Indices re- 
fined for further use. An addit!lonal purpose, after defining a "best measure’ from 
the census data, would be to Identify types of fnformation which would elther be contIn- 

i uously avallable locally, such as assessed valuation, housing Inspection and construction 
and remodeling data, or could be obtalned with reasonable effort, such as DCD surveys of 

i *A.1.P. Journal, May,. 1963, "Use. and MIs-Use of Measurement Scales In City Planning", 
| Gerald Hodge . 
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i | the conditIon of structures as Judged by exterfor [nspectlon, which would correlate wel] 
enough with this "best measure" to provide continuIng dependable InformatlIon between the 

i decennial censuses. : 

Accordingly, several logical-seeming Indices were suggested which combIned and welghted 
E the avallable factors from the census. These are described [n turn. | 
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Index A. Index A Is a welghted sum of the percentages of housing unIts In each block 
i which are dilapidated, deterloratIng or deficient In facllItles, modifled by the aver- 

age rent per room as IndIcated In the following formula: | 

i A* 10.(20 + 3 (% dilapidated) + % deterlorating + % deficient) 
10 + average rent per room. 

i The welghts which were assIigned to each of the three condIt!lon ftems resulted [n the 
| following total contributions to Index A considering all of the blocks of the clty: 

| Number Total Percent of 
i Factor Wel ght of Units Weight Total Weight 

Dilaptdattion 3 4,170 12,510 22% 
i Deterloratlion ] 25,354 25,354 43% 

Deficiency In facllIitles 1 20 493 20 493 35% 
Total 50,017 58,357 100% 

i The largest contribution to Index A Is made by deterlorating unlts because of thelr 
large numbers. The next most significant effect Is exerted by unIts deflIclent tn facl- 

i | litles. Even though dilapidatlon was welghted three times more heavily than the others, 
It contributes only 22 per cent to the total score. The weights were assigned arbItra- 
rily on the basis that the distinctlon between deterlorating and dilapidated hous!Ing 

| un|ts was not a sharp one, It belng suspected that some unIts classed as dllapidated 
In 1950 were now classed as deterlorating. Nevertheless, It seemed Important to welght 
dilapidation considerably heavier than any other Item. Equal welghts were assigned to 

| deterloration and defictency for the practical reason that [t was difficult to make a 
judgment as to which condItlion should receive the heaviest penalty. 

i As a further means of distingulshIng the relative quallty of blocks, rent per room was 
Introduced Into the denom[nator of the term so that quality varles Inversely with rent. 
A constant was Introduced [nto the denominator In order that thls effect not overrlde | 

i the condition Items, and a compensating constant was Introduced into the numerator to 
create a whole-number Index whIch would vary between 1 and 150. The combIned effect 
of changes [In rent and condition Is shown for hypothetical blocks In Table A. (See 

i Table 17-D) : 
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i Index B. Index B [Is the unwelghted sum of the percentages of housIng un!ts which are 
overcrowded, IackIing In exclusIlve use of plumbing facilities, or vacant. 

a This very simple [ndex attempts to consIider only occupancy factors In order to contrast 
these to factors pertalning to the structures themselves. For this Index, lack of faclI- 
litles Is Interpreted to mean over-use of facllItles rather than the absolute lack of 

i them. It Is assumed that most structures which contaln unlts that are classed as lack- 

Ing facil Itles could serve a smaller number of households adequately, but have been sub- 
divided to accommodate too many households. SImple reduction In the number of households 

; occupying the structure might be sufficient to remove such defictencles. 

Since overcrowding and shared facIlItles are not mutually exclustve conditions, the total 
| | percentage of affected units might concelvably exceed 100 per cent. In order to conserve 

card capacity and because It was not believed necessary to dIistInguIsh scores so extreme, 
the maximum score recorded was 99.9 per cent. In spite of the shortcomings Involved In 

i combining the few avallable measures of over and under-occupancy, It was believed desIr- 
able to observe the behavior of an Index based solely on occupancy characterIstics. 

i No use was made of data on non-white occupancy, nor on renter-occupancy sInce, even 
though associations among owner-occupancy, renter-occupancy, race, value and condition 

of housing might be observable, these Items appear Inappropriate at thIs stage as part 
i of a definition of a housIng problem. At another stage, as part of a predictive formu- 

la, this difficulty would largely disappear. (See Table 17-E) 
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i Index C. Index C Is a welghted sum of the percentages of housIng unlts which are dilapI- 
dated, deterlorating or deficient [In facilities, modified by the average value per room 
of siIngle-famIlly, owner-occupled hous!Ing unlts, as Indicated In the following formula: 

i C = 2000(20 + 3(% dilapidated) + % deterlorating + % deficlent) 
500 + average value per room 

i Index C Is In all respects Identical with Index A except that value per room [s used In 
the denominator [nstead of rent per room so that [t Is Indicative of the quallty of 

, blocks with flve or more owner-occupled unIts, whereas [|ndex A covers blocks with five 
or more renter-occupled unlts, thereby giving coverage of a largely overlappIng, but 
somewhat different group of blocks. Of MIlwaukee blocks, 3,157 are rated by both Index 

a A and Index C. An addit!ional 1,393 blocks are rated by Index C only, there belng too 
few rented units’ (under five) to evaluate In these blocks. Conversely, 826 blocks have 

, only Index A computed. Tables 1 and 2 [Indicate that, because of the constants used, 
; Index C Is more responsIlve to varlations In owner-value than Is Index A to varfations 

in rental value. [ndex C would have been made more directly comparable to [Index A had 
: a constant of 1000 been used [n both numerator and denominator. (See Table 17-F) 
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Table 2 

a Sample Values of Index A 

A ™ 10(20 + 3(% dilap.) + % deter. + % defic. 

f 10 + rent per room 

| Per Cent of Units Which Are: Rent Per Room 
Dilapidated - Deterlorating - Deficient $10 o17 $20 $23 $30 

i Index A 

0 0 0 10 7 7 6 5 

a 5 0 0 18 13 12 10 9 
5 5 5 22 17 15 14 1] 

10 10 10 35 26 23 21 18 

i 20 20 20 60 Lh LO 36 30 

20 50 50 90 67 60 54 ks 

| 50 30 30 115 85 76 69 58 

i The value of Index A for the entire cIty Is 16. 

: Table 3 | 

Sample Values of [Index C 

i C = 2000(20 + 3 (% dilap.) + % deter. + % defic. 

500 + value per room 

| Per Cent of Units WhIch Are: Value Per Room 

| Dilaptdated Deterlorating Deficlent 9500 $1000 91500 92000 $2500 $3000 $3500 

| Index C 

i 0 0 0 Ry 27 20 16 13 | 10 
5 0 0 70 L7 35 28 23 20 18 | 

7 | 5 5 5 90 60 AS 36 30 26 22 

| 10 10 10 140 93 70 56 47 ko 35 

20 20 20 240 160 120 96 80 69 60 

| 20 50 50 360 240 180 144 120 103 90 

a 50 30 30 460 306 230 184 153 131 115 

| | The value of Index C for the entIre city Is 27 
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: Index |. Index | Is a welghted average of the relative standings (T-scores) of each block 
as compared to the other blocks of the clty according to the following formula: 

: | = 3T art ZT uet +1 2T aoe + To + T. + Ty 

fj 10 

where | = Index | 
: Tg1] 7 dilapidation T-score 

Tdet = deterloratlion T-score 

: Tuer ~ deflclency T-score 

Ty = overcrowding T-score 

Ty = rent per room T-score 

i Ty = value per room T-score 

f In those blocks for whIch rented unlts or owner-occupled unlts are mlIsstng the divisor be- 
comes 9 rather than 10. 

i Index |, by combInIng different types of data [In the form of standard scores, avoids the 
problem which occurs with the attempted combination of non-standardIized data - the problem 
of unintentional mIswefghtIng. Al] attempts to combine different kinds of data Into a 

5 single Index suffer from the major problem of non-comparabi lity and the difficulty of 
equating different kinds of Information. Just how should differences of $5 In rent, 
$1,000 In value, flve per cent In overcrowding, one-half room In the average size of a 

f housing unlt, 10 per cent vacancy, and so forth, be related most meaningfully to each 
other? And do these absolute differences In rent, value, unlit size, etc., have the same 

meaning at all levels of value or do they differ as they occur higher or lower on a scale? 

E | The sImplest method of removing this difficulty of combining different kinds of data Is 
to standardize each scale so that all observations are [n common terms. The computation 

i of these standard scores Is explalned under’T-scores on page 18. Once scores have been 
standardized they may be compared with one another, added, or otherwlse manIpulated with 
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| confidence that differences mean approximately what they appear to mean. The problem of 
welghting is thereby simplIiffed through the elimination of unrecognized sources of con- 

f fuslon and miswelghtIng. 

The true welghtIng problem, the decIsion as to the relative Importance of varltables, re- 
malns, of course, and this may be resolved only by expert judgment or, where possible, 

a through regression analysis and the development of predictive equations. 

s In |ndex |, welghts have been assigned so that 50 per cent of the final score [Is contrIbu- 
ted by Items formally accepted as defining substandardness (dilapidation and deficient | 
Facilities). An additlonal 20 per cent Is contributed by another measure of poor condition 

: (deterloration). The remaining 30 per cent Is based upon rent, value of sIngle-famlly 
homes, and overcrowding. 

5 As indicated In Table 17-A, the flve per cent of blocks which rank hIlghest on [Index | con- 
taln 60 per cent of the dilapldated units of the city, 29 per cent of the deteriorating 

units and 18 per cent of the deficient unlts. The 20 per cent of blocks which rank hligh- 
§ est on Index | contaln 90 per cent of the dilapidated unlts, 76 per cent of the deterlora- 

ting units and 68 per cent. of the deficlent unlIts of the city. 

i Index II. Index I] Is an estimate of the relative value of housIng In each block computed 
from the block's relative standing (T-score) wlth respect to rent per unit, welghted 
according to the percentage of unlts which are renter-occupled, plus Its relative stand- 

| Ing wlth respect to value per unit, welghted according to the percentage of units which 
are owner-occupled, according to the followIng formula: | 

7 Il = Tyx Pp + Ty & Py 

where: I1 = Index II 
5 T, = rent per unlt T-score for block 

P, = percentage of occupied unlts which are renter-occupled 

Ty = value per unlt T-score for block | 

i P, = percentage of occupled units which are owner-occupied | 
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i This Index Is concerned with predicting the quality of housIng from value and rent alone. 

If these "dollar symbols'' can be found to IdentIfy the same blocks as are Identifled by 

f the cond!ition varlables and by eventual selection of problem areas, they suggest that 

such locally avallable measures as assessed valuation also could be used to predict the 

need for renewal. A logical error Inherent In this Index [Is the equating of rent and 

owner value on the assumption that blocks with the lowest rents are similar [n quallty 
to the blocks with the lowest owner values, and blocks with the highest rents are simlI- 
lar In quallty to the blocks with the highest owner values. In general, of course, 

a the houstng which Is renter-occupled [Is of somewhat lower quallty than housing which Is 
owner-occupled. [t was not known, however, Just how great this difference might be and 

whether It has a significant effect upon the usefulness of this Index. (See Table 17-B) 

: As shown there, the highest ranking blocks, contalInIng 7 per cent of the city's housIng 

unlts, Include 28 per cent of the dilapidated units, 19 per cent of the deterlorating 

i units and 26 per cent of the deficlent unlts. 

Index II11. Index II[1 Is an estimate of per capIta housing expenditures wlthIn each 

a block, computed by adding total estimated monthly contract rent pald In the block and 

one per cent of total estimated value of owned homes within the block and dividing the 

sum by the total population In houstng unIts In that block according to the followting 

| formula: 

Vv 
I11 = R_+ 100 

i P 
where: III = Index [1] 

i R = total rent pald In block 
V = total valuation of owner-occupled housing unlIts In block 
P = total populatlton [In households In block 

G R was estimated by multiplying the total rent reported by the ratio of total renter- 
occupled unIlts to renter-occupied unlts reporting rent. 

a V was estimated by multIplying the total value reported by the ratio of total owner- 
occupied unlts to owner-occupled unlts reporting value. 
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i Index I] ]| uses rent and owner value, but assumes a different relatlonshIp between them 

than does Index ||. Whereas In Index || the two distrIbutlons, rented units and owner- 

occupfed unIts, are assumed to cover the same range of quality so that equal T-scores 

i or relative positlons within the two distrIbutIlons are assumed to be equal, no such 

assumption [Is used In Index II|1. Instead, It Is assumed that there Is a constant ratlo 
between the dollar amounts Irrespective of thelr posItlon in the total range of rents 

i or values. The basic assumption In |ndex |]11 [s that monthly contract rent varles 

around one per cent of the cap!tallzed value of a housing unlt. Thus an $80 rent would 

f be equated with a value of $8,000 and a $160 rent with a value of $16,000. 

Indexes || and I!1 will both erroneously Identify publIe housIng areas as problem areas 

i because of thelr low rents. ThIis type of mistake Is easIlly spotted, however, since 

| public housIng areas are known. | 

i A more serlous disadvantage Is thelr Inabllity to adjust for possible changes In the 

relationship between rent or value and condition of housing between white and non-whlIte 

households. ThlIs problem can be handled better after the correlation analyses and re- 

i gression equation development are completed. (See Table 17-C) As shown there, the 

five per cent of blocks whlch have the lowest per capIlta housing expenditures as compu- 

| ted In Index I!! Include 6 per cent of all houstng unlts and 30 per cent of the dllap!l- 

B dated units, 16 per cent of the deterlorating unlts,and 8 per cent of the deficient 
unIts In the clty. 
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: 
i - Table 4 | | 

ComparlIson Of [Index Scores DescrIbIng Blocks | 

E Ranked In Groups From Worst To Best 

In Order | l | [1] A B C 

i 4001-5452 4O.0-46.3 20.0-44.0  $99.90-$46.00 0-4 0.0-6.4 4-9 

i 3001-4000 K6.4-47.7  hh.1-49.0 -45.90- 38.70 5-7 6.5-10.9 10-12 

2001-3000 47.8-49.5 49.1-53.2  38.60- 30.50 8-1] 11.0-19.0 13-17 

~ 1001-2000 49.6-53.4 53.3-57.4  30.40- 24.30 12-20 19.1-29.6 18-31 

i 501-1000 53.5-58.6 57.5-59.6 24.20- 20.40 21-33 29.7-41.9 32-53 

401-500 58.7-59.6 59.7-60.4  20.30- 19.60 34-38 42.0-46.6 54.6] 

E 301-400 59.7-61.4  60.5-61.0 19.50- 18.40 39-4h 46.7-53.3 62-73 

i 201-300 61.5-63.9  61.1-61.7. 18.30- 16.50 45-51 53.4-63.0 74-89 

| 101-200 64.0-69.5 61.8-63.0 16.40- 15.10 52-66 63.1-80.4 90-111 

Worst 100 69.6-83.0 63.1-75.0. 15.00- 6.00 67-150 80.5-99.9 112-234 

i 

i -2h-
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i Table 5 

| Comparlson Of Percentage Scores Describing Blocks 

i Ranked [n Groups From Worse To Best | 

[n_ Order Vacant Crowded Sound-Al | Per Unit 

i 4001-5452 0- .9% 0.0- 2.9% 100.0% $19,500 up | 

i 3001-4000 1.0- 1.8% 3.0- 5.9% 100.0-98.1% 16,500-19, 499 

2001-3000 1.9- 3.7% 6.0- 9.5%. 98.0-91.1% 14,000-16, 499 

i 1001-2000 3.8- 6.9% 9.6-15.0% 91.0-71.0% 11,500-13,999 

i | 501-1000 7-0- 10.4% 15.1-20.0% 70.9-46.5% 10,000-11,499 

401-500 10.5- 11.5% 20.1-21.3% 46.4-40.1% 9,500- 9,999 

i 301-400 11.6- 13.8% 21 .4-22.9% 40.0-32.0% 9,000- 9,499 

i 201-300 13.9- 17.0% 23 .0-25.5% 31.9-21.2% 8,500- 8,999 
101-200 17.1 22.2% 25.6-31.0% 21.1- 8.0% 8 000- 8.499 

: Worst 100 - | 22.3- 90.0% 31.1-63.9% 7.9- 0.0% 0000- 7,999 

i 
i | 

i 
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5 City-Wide Summarl zation 

Therefore, summary statements of the number of blocks, number of persons, households, renter~ 

occupied or owner~occupled, average rent, number of low=rent unlts, etc. within each level 

i of blight as measured by the Index scores should be useful] In establishing the criteria, jn 

terms of Index scores, which will be used to suggest the need for various types of renewal 

actlon. 

a (See Table 17) 

Table 4 compares the Index values which describe the poorest 100 blocks in the clty, the 

i successIlvely better ]00=block groups and the best blocks as measured in turn by each in- 

dex, HIgh scores Indicate poor blocks and low scores Indicate good blocks in all Indices 

: except Index I11 whlch can be read as dollars per month housing expenditure per caplta. 

Table 5 compares percentage scores which describe the poorest 100 blocks [fn the city, 

the successIvely better 100-block groups and the best blocks as measured by selected census 

i variables, 

i 'T''=Scores (Profile Scores) 

All of the census data for blocks were converted to ''T'"=scores. The '"T''=scores used in 

Report Two, Map Series D, and Indexes | and || were developed for each census~reported 

i variable such as dilapidation, owner=occupancy, etc., In the following manner: 

i 1. The mean (average) for each variable was calculated by summing the observed values 
In all the blocks and dividing by the number of blocks for which the variable was 

pertinent. 

i M = a where: M = mean 
X = an observed value in a block for a given variable 

f SX = the sum of the observed values in al] the blocks for that 

variable 
N = the number of blocks 
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i 2. The standard deviation from the mean was calculated by computing the square root of 

| the sum of all the squared deviations from the mean divided by the number of blocks. 

2 
i SD = ySacny* where: SD = standard deviation 

N X-M = deviation from the mean In a given block 

f (X-M) 3 = the square of each deviation from the mean 

S(X-M)“ = the sum of the squares | 
N = the number of blocks 

i 3. A standard score was computed for each block by dividing the deviation of that block 

from the mean by the standard deviation. 

i Zy > X-M where: Z,= the standard score of a given block 

$D ¥-M = deviation from the mean [In a given block 

i SD = standard deviation 

h. A "T'-score was computed for each block by multiplying the standard score by 10 and 

f adding 50. This modification Is solely for convenience and does not change the re- 

latlonshIps among the standard scores. (The range of unmodIfled standard scores would 

theoretically be from about -3.00 through .00 to 3.00. The range of ''T''-scores would 

: therefore be from about 30 to about 80. Thus the conversion eliminates negative 

amounts and decimal fractions.) 

| T,= 50 + 10(z,) where: Ty = the T-score for a given block 

Z, = the standard score for the same block 

i An advantage of the conversion of data to ''T''-score form Is that one can then see at a 

glance the preclse standing of each block fn relation to each other block, or to all the 

f blocks In the clty, wlth respect to each varlable. Also, the ''T''-scores can be read as a 

series of block profiles showing the particular strengths and weaknesses of a glven block 

or group of blocks. Table 16 summarizes the Individual ''T''-scores and shows the number 

i of blocks scoring at each level for each of these separate factors. All of the '"T''-scores 

are constructed so that the larger scores signify the poorer conditions and the smaller 

scores represent the better conditions. 
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i "Blight" Is deflned In both absolute and relative terms [In thls analysIs. Indexes A, 
| B, C and ||| are composIite scores based on absolute values. Thelr value [In any given 

j block Is [Independent of their value [n other blocks. [ndexes | and || are composIte 
scores based on the relative standing of an Individual block with respect to all of 
the other blocks of the city. 

é It Is possible to translate any of the relative terms back Into more readily under- 
Standable equivalents, however. Any ''T''-score for any block can also be read as the 

i actual percentage or value by referring to the same tract and block In Report One. 

The specific conditions which caused a block to rank hIgh or low on I[ndex | or || 
can also be Interpreted by reference to Report One. 

In general, the absolute scores (Indexes A, B, C and I|I| and percentages and averages) 
and the relative scores (Indexes | and || and the ''T''-scores) have contrasting attrIi- 

f butes. The absolute scores provide comparison between cltles or between periods of 

time. They are also probably more easily understood or explained. The relative scores 
allow more meantIngful combinations of varlous kinds of information into composite in- 

i dices for a given city at a given time. They are also unaffected by such complicating 

factors as Inflatlon or the contrast between high-rent and low-rent cities. For exam- 

ple, If a given block were scored at two different census dates, the absolute score 
i might Indicate an Increase [In rent while the relative score Indicated a decline In 

rent in comparison with an even more rapid increase In the rest of the city. 

: Computer Mapping 

In the course of the development of the Milwaukee CRP over 100 computer maps have been 
if produced. These have contributed to the delineation of renewal treatment areas and to 

the general understanding of the structure of the city. They represent the beginning 
of what will probably be an extensive use of mapping to Interpret and display Informa- 

i tlon now [n sufltable punch card form for such analysIs, Including land use, zoning, 

population and housing data. With some additional work much of the data which other 
city departments now prepare [In punch card form such as new construction, remodelings, 

i demolitions, assessed valuation of land and structures, housing Inspections, vital 
statistics, and many other items can also be mapped and analyzed. 
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Two basIc mapping approaches were used, The first, with which Map Serles A, B and C 

f were produced (examples In residential blight report, I!st of titles avallable from 
Department of City Development), was devised specifically for use wlth IBM Card One 
which carrled the orlginal census block statistics data from the magnetic tape. It 

| Is used to position data at regular one=Inch intervals which, at the 2640! scale 
adopted for city-wide maps, represent half-mile Intervals or quarter=sectlion areas, 
At the same time that data Is printed, an outline map (resolution 80 polnts to the 

i square Inch) of the city and boundaries of the quarter=sections may optionally be 
printed also. 

i Th!ls mappIng program was developed’ to complement the translation of the census magnetlc 

tapes for display and analysis of census block statistics data. The program Is not | 

completely generallzed; therefore, variations In fleld sIlze from the Card One format 

a would requlre modifications In the program. The only fixed limItatfon on the output 

Is that It must be to regularly spaced Intervals. The partIcular map outlIne may be 

varled to sult the user. The program Is wrltten for an 8K IBM 1401 computer with tape 

i drive. 

The second mappIng approach, wlth which Map Serles D was prepared, Is described In the 

f Urban Renewal AdmInIstration's CRP Guide No. 1 together with other mappIng and graphic 

display programs. The programs presented in the manual are far more powerful and more 

general than the mapping program first described. However, for certain purposes the 

| Milwaukee program has advantages over the others. [t can both compute (add, subtract, 

multiply and divide) and print the results of these computations. The other mapping 

programs can elther print numeric data or compute but do not do both. Use of the 

a programs presented In the Guide has the further dIlsadvantage of requiring access to 

the IBM 7090 computer which [s often not avallable. For a planning agency which can 

design Its data gathering with the ultimate use of these mappIng and graphic display 

i programs In mind and can arrange access to the IBM 709, 7090, or the new 360, these 

programs provide extremely powerful, flexible and potentially effective methods of 

: data handling. 
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: A FIELD STUDY OF CONDITION OF STRUCTURES 

§ Survey Method | 

As a supplement to census findings, the Department of City Development conducted a sur- 
vey of structural condition which Included an evaluation of every structure [In the city 

a ThIs evaluation was based upon external inspection only. The inspection was carried 
out by two-man crews working from an automobile In residentlialareas and on foot In 

: commercial areas. CondItion was Interpreted almost entirely in terms of malntenance. 
Intrinsic value, as such, was not considered. : 

s A rating, on a four-polnt scale, was assigned to each structure after [!t had been viewed 
both from the street and from the alley, If there was an alley. If no alley existed and 
there was reason to suspect the structure was not In good condition, or the possible pre- 

p sence of rear dwellings, the survey crew would examine the rear of the properties on foot. 

All structures, both residential and non-residential, were rated with the exception of 
s accessory bulldings such as residential garages. The rating scale which was used In 

classifyIng structures Is shown In Table 6. (See Table 11-A and 23-B for a summary of 
survey flndiIngs) An average condItion was determined for each block utilizing the fol- 

i lowing arithmetic welghts: good = 1, fair + = 2, fair = = 3, poor = 4, 
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5 Table 6 | 

Structure Condition Classtficatton 
Instructions to Enumerators 

(Only the structure proper will be considered; landscaping, littered yards, conditions 
of auxflfary bulldings, etc. wlll be disregarded) 

1. Good (G) (Conservation) : | 
Structure Is sound and requires only normal malntenance, e.g., | 

i 1) siding - elther wood or artificial - Is tn very good cond!] tion, although wood 
sIding may require palnting. : 

| 2) very IImfted porch repalrs - spindle or stalr tread replacement, gutter or down- 
i spout replacement, etc. may be necessary. 

i Generally, structure glves Impression of good, timely malntenance. 

2. Falr plus (F+) (RehabI1ftatIon) 
Structure Is basically sound, but shows sIgns of minor neglect 

i 1) siding - spot replacement of siding may be requIred 
2) replacement of a sash and/or casing may be necessary; porch may require consI- 

derable repairs (but condition Is short of complete replacement) 
i 3) foundation - must be free of cracks (bricks must not show slgns of deterlorattion) 

f 3. Falr minus (F-) (Rehabilitation possible, but very expensive) | 
structure gives Impresslfon of neglect over a protracted perlod of tIme 

| 1) stding - Is In poor condition or shows signs of extreme weathering 
i 2) porches - virtual replacement Is necessary 

3) foundation - may have minor cracks 
4) chimney and roof - need major repalrs 

i 4. Poor (P) (Redevelopment) | 
Structurally unsound and probably should be demol fshed | i ]1) structure out of plumb 
2) wood foundatlon | 
3) substantial foundation cracks 
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i | Comparison of Fleld Survey and Census Data - Number of Units | | | 

The DCD fleld survey In 1962 Identified only 95 per cent as many housIng unlts as did | 
i the census In 1960. The census enumerated 240,934 housing units; the field survey 

enumerated 229,093. The followIng table summarizes changes which are estImated to 
have taken place between the census date and the planning survey dates. | 

i | Table 7 : 

i Changes to Housing Unit Count, 1960-1962 

Aprtl 1, 1960 | 

i U. S. Census 240,934 

| New Construction 
i 7 1960-1961 ¥*. | 7,601 

| Conversions, 1960-1961** 185 — 

i Demol Itlons, 1960-196] ** -2,041 

i Annexat lon a 500 

5 | 'Deconversion'' ? 

Estimated total, | : | ~  2h7,000 : 
5 April, 1962 

* 1962 cIty limits a 
** Bullding Permit data, Annual Reports of the 

i | Superintendent of Bulldings. | : 
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i Nearly 18,000 fewer unIts, a seven per cent difference, were identified In the fleld 
survey than would have been expected from 1960 census counts plus new construction 
since 1960. A major source of discrepancy appears to be In the treatment of rooming 

i houses and hotels. While the census Included some single rooms, including permanent 
occupancles In hotels, In the count of dwelling unIts, the MI lwaukee DCD survey IdentI- 
fled each rooming house or hotel as one establishment. The total number of rooming 

i houses thus [dentifled was 2,189. In addItfon, 70 motels and hotels were counted. An 
average of 8 or 9 rooms In each rooming house or hotel would be required to provide a 
full accounting for the observed difference. (A check of blocks near the downtown 

i | area Indicates that the under-enumeration was concentrated [n these areas, with many 
permanent residences classIfled as hotels and rooming houses.) 

i [t Is probable, also, that a considerable number of unIts ceased to exist through un- 
reported ''deconversions" In which second-class dwellings (Jacking Individual plumbIng 
facil {tles) and others were withdrawn from the market as the housIng supply became 

i more adequate and vacancy rates Increased. 

i Comparison _of Fleld Survey and Census Data - Condition of Structures 

A direct comparison of the ratings for structural condition assigned by the census [In 
i 1960 and by the DCD In 1962 can be made. The table below summarizes the number of | 

housing unIts [In structures classifled as sound, deterlorating or dflapIdated by the 
| census and good, falr or poor on a four-point scale by the DCD. : 
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j Table 8 

| Condition of Structures, U. S. Census 
| of 1960 and DCD Survey, 1962 

enna SS SSeS SSS SSS ess ss lee? 

| Condition of © | Number of Percentage of 
Source | Structures Housing Units HousIng Units 

i 1960 Census Total | 240,934 100.0% 

5 Sound 211,410 87.7 

Deterlorating 25,354 10.5 

i Di lapIdated 4,170 1.7 

i 1962 DCD Survey Total 229,093 100. 0% 

Falr + 13,229 5.8 

i Falr - 9,340 | 

r Poor 10,020 ae 

i The two surveys classiffed very sImllar proportions of houlng unIts as good or sound, 88 
per cent of units according to the census, 86 per cent of unlts according to the DCD sur- 
vey. The category "poor'' Is more than twice as large as the category "dilapidated! IndI- 

i cating that a good many structures classified as deterloratiIng by the census were Judged 
as poor by the DCD. 
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: _ The correlation between the DCD fleld survey and census blocks ranked according to the 
per cent of unlts dilapidated [Is .50, with blocks ranked according to the per ‘cent of 

i units deterlorating Is .49, and with both dilapidated and deterforating Is .59. These 
correlations are not higher because the coefficients are based on a comparlson between 
average structure condition (DCD survey) and average housing unit by condItIon of struc- 

i ture (census). For technical reasons, It was not possible at this tIme to test the 

more logical association between DCD housIng units and census housIng units even though 
5 the data Is available for this type of comparlson. 
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: ASSOCIATIONS OBSERVED AMONG HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

| An analys!Is of the assoclations among census variables and between census data and local - , 

ly avallable data such as the DCD field survey of structural condition was carried out [n 

| two phases. I[nitlally, a set of rank difference correlations was developed as part of the 

first RemIngton-Rand processing of the census magnetic tapes. Subsequently, product mo- 

; ment correlations were obtalned for purposes of comparison. : 

Rank Difference Correlations ~ | | 

& Twenty varlables were selected from the avallable census data and Indices for correlation 
analysis. One hundred palred-comparl!sons were selected for completion as shown In Table 

' 18. 

Each of the 100 correlation coefficients was computed by means of the Spearman Rank- | 

5 Difference method as follows: 
2 . 

| R= 1 - _6SD°_ where; R #® rank difference correlation coefficient | 

| N(N2-1) D = the difference between a glven block's rank with 

i | respect to varlable 1 and its rank with respect 
to varfable 2 

| p* = the square of the difference _— 

i sp* = the sum of the squares : 
N = the number of blocks for which both varlable | 

f 7 and vartfable 2 are avallable. 

Correlation coefficients can vary from 1.00 (perfect correlation: A Is always accompanied 

by B and as A Increases, B Increases also) through .00 (no apparent relattonshIip other 

E than chance, A may or may not be accompanied by B) to -1.00 (perfect negative correlation: 

A fs never accompanted by B, or as A Increases, B decreases). If a high correlation Is 

: observed (one which approaches elther 1.00 or -].00), it Is possible to predict B If A 

is known, or A {tf B Is known. If Ifttle or no correlation Is observed (approaching .00) 

knowledge of elther A or B does nothing to improve the ability to predict the other. 

i The correlations ylelded by the rank-difference method appear to indicate a high degree 

of predictabIllIty of certain varfables on the basIs of knowledge of other variables, 
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B particularly If multiple correlations are derived so that the knowledge of more than 
one Independent varlable can be utI]Ized In attempting to predict a third varlable. 
(See Table 19 for the reported values) However, the distribution of housIng charac~ 

i teristics throughout the clty does not follow the normal distribution assumed by 
statistIclans as the basis for most statements of relfabililty. A large proportion of 
the blocks have zero per cent of unlts dilapidated, deterlforated or lacking facilities, 

i resulting In a very large number of blocks with tled scores, 

Rank difference correlations should be adjusted for tied scores. Two formulae* are 
a avallable for use [n making thls adjustment. Rhog assumes that one set of ranks Is a 

factual, objective representation of a true sIltuation and that a second set of ranks 
is a Judge's estimate, or an approximation of a true situatlon. Rho, assumes that 

i both sets of ranks are approximations or judgments and that correlation between them 
measures only agreement and not validity. The two formulae are glven below; 

2 ho. = 1 = 6(S(DA)+T'+U') ho. = 1 - S(D*) 
§ RNa nd - n RNOb 1/6(n> -n)-(T'4U') 

a where: S$(D2) = the sum of the squared deviations between ranks 
T'o™ S(t3-t)/12 
U' = s(ue-u)/12 , 

a t ~ number of cases Involved In a tle In one set of ranks 
u = number of cases [Involved [In a tle In the other set of ranks 

| The result of making elther of these corrections [fs shown [n Table 9 for a limited 
number of the 100 rank-difference correlations. The degree to which those correla- 
tlons are reduced Is dependent both upon the proportion of tles In the distributton 

i of a given variable and upon the strength of the assoclatlon as orlginally computed. 

Table 9 compares the orlginal and corrected rank-difference correlations with the 

f product-moment correlation coefficients obtained from a sample population generally 

similar to the first. (The sample population lacked blocks In which elfther renter- 

occupled unIlts or owner-occupled unIts did not equal at least five.) In general, 

5 these product-moment correlations seem most consistent with Rhog. 

*Rank Correlation Methods, Maurice G. Kendall, M.A., London, 

| Charles Griffin & Company Limited, 42 Drury Lane, 1948 
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a Table 9 

Comparison of Corrected and Uncorrected Rank-DIifference Correlations 
5 WIth Product-Moment Correlations from a 

SImllar* Group of Blocks 

Observed h h Product -Moment 
5 [tems Correlated Rho RNOD, RNo, | R 

Per cent Sound Value per Unit . 66 .60 ~55 5] 
f Renter Occupfed NonwhIite Occupled 254 .38 . 28 . 30 

Sound Index | -.]77 -.66 -.73 -.92 
DeterloratIng Index | .76 .73 . 66 . 80 

5 Sound Index I] -.57 -.47 -.52 -.54 
Sound Renter Occupled -.50 - Ah -.46 ~.42 
Deficlent Index | .72 . 68 . 6] ~57 

f Di lapItdated Deterlorating .65 . 20 .08 . 39 
Overcrowded Di lapIdated JAS .20 14 234 
Nonwhite DilapIidated ./0 .30 .13 29 

i Value per Room Sound . 69 . 66 6] 5] 
Rent per Unit Sound . 64 59 52 47 
Deterlorating Deficlent . 6] 47 42 . 38 

j Rhog and Rhob have been corrected for the presence of large numbers of tied scores. No 

such correction {ts required for the product-moment R. 

f *SImilar - a random 10 per cent sample of the unlverse from whIch Rho was computed, ex- 
cept that nearly 40 per cent of the sample was deleted (blocks having fewer than 5 

| owner-occupled unlts and blocks having fewer than 5 renter-occupled units) for technical 
reasons associated with the IImIitatlons of the computer program which was ut!I1Ized. 
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i Product-Moment Correlations 

When It became possIble to carry out a product-moment correlation coefficfent analyslIs 
i as a recheck on the rank-difference correlations originally utIilIlzed, thls was done. 

A matrix of the coefficients Is Included In Table 20. The coefficients are defined by 
J the followIng formula. 

(SX) (SY) 
M12 = SXY ” N 

i (Sx2 - (Sx)2) (SY2 - (SY)2) 
N N 

i where: fry 9> product-moment correlation coefficient for varlable, and var lable, 

X = the value of variable; In each block 

Y = the value of varfableg In each block 

a SX = the total value of varlable; [In all blocks 

SY = the total value of variable, in all blocks 
p N = the number of blocks 

The significance of the correlation coefficients obtalned by elther the rank-difference 
(corrected for tles) or the product-moment method can be evaluated generally as Indica- 

i ted below: 

Correlation Varlance Qual ItatIive 
i Coefficient Explalned Evaluation 

r r 

.90-1.00 .81-1.00 very hlIgh 
i .78- .89 .61- .80 high 

.64- .77 -41- .60 moderate 
H6- .63 .21- .40 low 

i .00- .45 .00- .20 very low 

(Even low correlations Indicate useful relationshIps for practical use In thls Imprecise 
i soctal-sclence app] ication. For example, although the correlation between |ndex | and 

the proportion of dilapidated units Is only .76 In 900 renter-occupied blocks, .67 In 
3100 blocks wlth both owners and renters, and .46 In 1460 owner-occupled blocks, the 

poorest 20 per cent of blocks according to Index | contain houstIng units which are 28 

i times more |Ikely, proportionally, to be dllapidated as units In the other 80 per cent 
of the city's blocks.) 
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a Multiple Regression Analysts | 

i The ability to predict or estimate an unknown factor Is often Increased If more than one 
type of Informatlon can be applled to the problem. SImple correlations, such as were 
carrled out both by the rank difference method and the product-moment method, descrIbe 

i the assoclation between a dependent variable (the one beIng estimated) and an [Independent 
varlable (the known factor). MultIple correlations descrIibe the assoclatlon between a 
dependent varlable and two or more Independent varlables. 

i Multiple correlation coefficients were computed according to the follow!ng formulae: 

Ry.23h = Wl - ((1-r212) (1-r273.2) (V-r71823)) or 

i = YT = C-R2y 93) (-r244.93)) 

E where: | 

- : 2 r-1h. 232 14.2 13.2 ' 34.2 and r*y 5 3 7 "12 7 "13 "23 

i ‘iz - 13.2 F - 34.2 ry - r713 1 - ro 

i R].234 = the multiple correlation coefficient of the estimated (dependent) variable | 
9 and the known (Independent) varfables 2, 3 and 4 

r'14.237 the partial coefficlent of determination of the estimated (dependent) variable 
i ] and the known (Independent) variables 2 and 3 when the additional known varta- 

ble 4 Is held constant 
re 3 = the partial coefficient of determinatlon (square of the correlation coefficlent) 

i ° of the estimated (dependent) variable 1 and the known (Independent) varlable 3 
when the addit!fonal known varlable 2 Is held constant 

: ria = the simple I Inear correlatton between varlable 1 and varlable 2 

Regresslon equations (predictive formulae) were computed based upon a ten per cent random 
sample of blocks divided Into three groups; 

f 1) blocks for which both owner-value and rent are reported 
2) blocks [fn whIch only owner values were avallable 
3) blocks In whIch only rental data were aval lable 

i These are shown [In Table 21. 
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E FEASIBILITY OF USING NON-CENSUS DATA IN INTER-CENSAL PERIODS 

i Table 11 reports the multiple correlations between Index 1 and sIx selected Independent 

vartables. The varlables used were selected as bel.ng those Items which would be most 

avallable on a contInuIng basis and therefore most sultable for use In an up-dating pro- 

i gram. They did not Include Items that would require Interlor Inspection of dwellings. 

The variables Included: the DCD condIitfon-of-structures survey data, the percentage of 

vacancy, the percentage of renter occupancy, the percentage of nonwhite occupancy, the 

a average rent per unlt,and the average value per unlt. 

Between census dates, average rent and average value can be approximated from city re- 

i cords such as assessed valuation or the records of real estate sales. Vacancy data can 

be obtained from secondary sources such as the clty directory. Renter occupancy data can 

be sImilarly obtained. The percentage of nonwhite occupancy can be estimated from school 

| enrollment data or from fleld surveys. The condIitlon-of-structures survey can be repeat- 

ed from time to time wlth reasonable expenditure of staff time and budget. 

i An examination of the product-moment correlations In a ten per cent sample of the 3157 

blocks of the clty which contained five or more of both owner-occupied and renter-occu- 

pled structures Indicates that the field survey of structural conditlon carrfled out by 

i the DCD correlated equally well with Index | (considered the best measure of housing 

quality) as any of the data reported [In the census with the exceptlon of sound unlts and 

: deterforating unlfts. 
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; Table 10 

Correlation of Selected 
i Varfables wlth [Index | 

f Correlation 
[tem Coefficient. 

a DCD fleld survey .68 
Sound with all factlItles .92 
DeterloratIng .82 

i Lacking facilites 57 
Di lapidated .67 
Rent per unlt . 63 

. Value per unlft .67 
Rent per room .56 
Value per room . 68 

i Renter occupancy AL 
Vacancy -35 
Overcrowding . 60 

i NonwhIi te occupancy 43 
Rooms per unlt -07 

i Persons per room . 36 
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f Table [| 

Predictive Value of Data Avallable for Updating 

eee eer ar cere eee ars eeaeenacencc ee cceaeecee ee ccc ene aeeneccee  a SOA  aassrsanrs 

Possible Avallable Predictors Coefficient of Coefficient of 
i Vartable | Variable 2 Multiple Determ!Ination Multiple Correlation 

R? R 

s DCD CondItion Survey Vacancy 47 .69 
. . . Renter Occupancy 48 . 69 
. . . NonwhIite Occupancy 47 . 68 

: - " " Rent per Unit .59 77 

. i . Value per Unit . 60 .78 
Vacancy Renter Occupancy 24 49 

f i" Nonwhite Occupancy 24 49 
. Value per Unit 49 .70 
/ Rent per UnIt 245 .67 

f Renter Occupancy Nonwhite Occupancy 29 54 

‘ . Value per Unit 48 .70 
‘ . Rent per Unit 45 .67 

| Nonwhite Occupancy Value per Unft 49 -/0 

. i Rent per Unit 49 .70 
' Value per Unlt Rent per Unit 31 .56 

The coefficients of multIple correlation and multIple determination [In Table 11 were com- 
: puted according to the follow!Ing simplified formula: 

R} 23 = r*19 * r243 ~ 2F19°13°23 

i l= r%93 

: where; 

Ry 93 = the coefficient of multiple correlation of the dependent (estimated) varlable] 
i and the Independent (known) variables, ands , 

ryo° the simple correlation between varlable] and variable? . 
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RELATED STUDIES 

i Based upon DCD field studies, detailed reports on the relation of Jand uses, condition of 

structures and zoning have been prepared. While these have been important In the analyslIs 

f of residential treatment areas, they are discussed in other publications. Some of the 

study topics Include: resIdential density for residential structures and mixed use struc- 

tures as well as for total residential units, the condition of structures In each of ten 

s major land use classes for the non-residential areas analyses, the use of residentially- 

zoned land, the land use zoning of the city and the relatlonshIip.of existing uses to | 

zoning, the condition of structures according to their classification as residential, non- 

; residential or mixed. These studles are generally detailed to the block level as well as 

summar!zed to census tracts, quarter-sectlions and the cIty as a whole. 

; Census of population tract data has been related to treatment areas for description of the 

population characteristics of the areas. 
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THE ROLE OF OTHER DEPARTMENTS IN THE BLIGHT ANALYSIS 

i A great deal of the analysis involved [n the development of the Community Renewal Program 
would not have been possible without the use of electronic data processing methods. Both 

a of the clty departments with general service computer centers were very helpful In their 

explanation of computer capabilIitles and the provision of some programming assIstance, as 
well as the actual production of computer analyses and reports. 

e Mr. Albert Bethke, Director of the Tabulating Section of the Comptroller's Office, orltgIna- 
ted the basic concepts of the Milwaukee mapping program subsequently developed and utIlfzed 

f for the Department of CIty Development. In addition, he was most generous with his counsel 
In the orfgInal design of [Input records for the DCD land use and condition survey. His de- 
partment, under the supervision of Mr. Gilbert BehlIng, performed many of the actual com- 

: puter runs and related card processing. He also advised in the development of the DCD con- 
tract with RemIngton-Rand, Univac Service Center, for analysIs of the block statistics data. 

a Mr. Peter Waal, Director of the Tabulating Section of the Office of the Tax CommIssloner, 
devised the program for analysis of the DCD field survey of structural condition and 
assisted In desIgning other applications. HIs department also performed many of the actual 

i computer runs and related card processIng. In additlon, he provided summaries and analyses 
of tax assessment data for selected potential treatment areas within the clty. 
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a DATA BANK 

The data needs and resources avallable for a continuing Community Renewal Program wi1] 
probably be re~evaluated as technological progress and increased awareness of the value 

i of shared=-data systems make more and better Information avallable. The Department of 
City Development Is currently making studies to determine the advantages of and the 

feasibility of a Data Bank for the City of Milwaukee Into which all pertinent Informa~ 
a tlon could come for jolnt use regardless of the originating department. The resulting 

economfes through avoldance of duplicate data gathering and analysis, together with the 

Increased range of Information avallable to each department, recommend thls area as one 
j for careful Joint study and action within the very near future, 
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i Table 12 Table 13 

Content of IBM Card One: Content of IBM Card Two: "T'' Scores and Indices 

i Original Census Data and Indices 

Card Columns Data Card Columns Data 

i ] =4 census tract ] -4 census tract 
5=7 census block 5=7 census block 

, 8~]] household populatton 8-1] household population 
12-15 population [fn group 12-15 hash total 

quarters 16-18 Index A 
i 16-22 hash cross foot check 19-20 Index B 

total 21-23 Index C 
2325 sound unlts with all 24-25 Index | 

i facilities 26-27 Index || 
26-28 sound units lacking 28-30 Index I 11 

facIllities 31-32 sound, all facilities 

i 29-31 deterlorating units 33-34 sound, lacking facilities 
with all facilities 35~36 deterforating, all facilities 

32-34 deterforating units 37-38 deterlorating, lacking facilities 
i lacking facilities 39-40 total deterlforating 

35~37 dilapidated units 4] 42 total lacking facIlItles 
38-40 owner occupled unlts 43-44 dilapidated 

if 4] =4.3 owner-occupled units 45 46 rent per unit 
reporting value 47 =L8 rent per room 

hh SO total value reported 49-50 value per unlit 

af 51-54 owner=occupled rooms 51-52 value per room 
55-57 renter=occupled unlts 53-54 per cent renter occupancy 

58~60 renter=occupled unlts 55-56 per cent vacant 
a reporting rent 57-58 overcrowding 

61-64 renter=occupled rooms 59-60 per cent non-white occupancy 
65 =67 non-white units 61-62 rooms per unlt 

i 6870 units more than one 63-64 persons per room 
person per room 65-67 renter occupled unlts 

71=75 total rent reported 68~70 total deterforating, dilapidated, 

i 7679 quarter section grids and lacking unlts 

80 card Identification 71-73 total housIng units | 

74=75 population per household 
| 76-79 quarter section grid 

80 card Identification 

i | “47 -



i TABLE 14 
REPORT ONE: SELECTED HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND INDICES FOR CITY BLOCKS 

(SAMPLE PAGE) 

| CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

BLIGHT TOTAL TOTAL eww==ePERCENTAGES OF TOTAL HOUSING UNI TSeneeton/an% OF OCCUPIED UnITS== VALUE RENT 

i CENSUS wan IND ICESan POPULATION HOUSING « y SND & 4 DET g& LACK x DET %  & OWN &RENT » NON gOVER BER PER 
TRacT BLOCK 4 5 © HOUSEHOLD GROUP UNITS SOUND LaCKG DETER LacKG OILaP TOTaglL TOTaL VacNT OccUP OccUP WHITE CROWD ROOM ROOM 

( & 36 4 6e? 28 € 10000 6.3 100¢e 78268 
i 4 34 5 8.3 6 865 129 sho 33°35 2,4 a2 2,4 2 3,4 2,5 39°38 ~4 = «2, 5 - 6673 34.15 

TRACT TOTAL 12 26,3 34 3920 299 2378 77,9 14.4 2,1 4,2 1,4 18,6 6,3 4,8 6,7 93,3 ot )«=—- 2,9 2430 33,07 

| § i 24 38.6 58 349 164 6426 1905 4e3 le2 1004 2007 55 928 3906 8604 2e0 Bel 2191 2326) 

5 2 U6 2502 88 135 41 48e8 2903 204 1905 2eH 3107 409 3805 6405 Sei 1709 2053 14053 
i 5 3 39 2105 77 408 142 3509 208 5209 4e2 Uo2 FeO S70 Ho2 1609 G3e0l 07 1003 1996 14063 

5 ¥ 19 tie G42 374 160 7205 2109 25 Sel 2e5 2404 Get 3900 6140 e7 Ue6 2206 20208 

5 5 32 4904 70 186 73 3804 17068 2199 2005 104 3803 U2eh 104 260e4 7306 907 2488 22248 

5 6 16 1606 535 244 146 6969 802 41300 Be9 Ba2 1320 602 1309 8601 202 1972 3x 044 
i 5 7 38 26e0 78 273 6 182 5Sie4 ySel 509 2726 50D 2120 9e2 605 9345 1009 2829 24e10 

5 8 5 1507 303 195 9308 4et  2ei Wel Bel 8-2 3eh 9605 243 30h 38018 
5 9 31 2306 275 136 6407 8.8 606 Sel 11308 1609 {he7 Hol Bel 96e9 203 203 18015 
8 1d 21 2620 243 16 144 68e1 506 8e3S 100¢e4 706 1600 1807 eG Yeh 95e6 306 Sel 26476 

i 5 ii 412 2307 38 336 212 84¢7 Fell 9 “a2 308 1346 Sei Ge2 7e4 926 120 509 2116 3156 
§ 42 21 396 53 U2) 296 81404 608 5 eG 2103 Set 28e1 2607 50 5Se4 Gu4e6 tei 603 2929 33486 
§ 13 6 13-3 8 492 52 B4Ui 89e1 10¢9 109 1te2 ieS 9825 6 4e2 7000 3853 

i TRACT TOTAL 18 2402 ug 4936 74 2202 6946 7e5 3005 6el Se4 $306 1605 5el Ged 9007 lel 505 2309 272485 

i 6 i 30 2207 76 137 54 Ube’ U6e3 = Fads 903 5506 506 3703 6207 509 798 1724 18013 
rs 2 32 3603 168 56 5305 16 2608 160} 1907 4209 306 3502 6408 £300 15093 
6 3 28 2906 197 13 72 58e4 009 2604 Sez 1502 Bue? 6099 2609 73el 725 15041 
6 5 50 9563 162 8& 1983 1408 6509 6509 80607 1205 20e«8 79e2 led 1609 23450 
6 6 23 45e6 35 163 $4 6407 24ei 704 24el 7eh 1300 34eQ 6600 2ei 8e5 2478 12476 

6 7 48 43e7? 32 246 109 6908 27058 18 9 26e4 ae? Fe2 3301 8609 6e4, 2720 18053 

6 8 32 7202 239 135 4307 3303 ialet 3109 U5e2 “43ec 11S 500 9500 a5e% 23042 
i é 9 16 5920 164 14 594 55,3 43,6 Lei UU.7 = ded = 900-90 8 by? 24,17 

3 10 30 6546 82 120 75 4504 3303 5e3 Se3 607 Uee6 1406 a2he® 15¢3 GUe7 8e5 197 1869 22266 
6 ii 27 6628 44 280 204 3767 26¢5 4ed 25,5 5.4 52,0 3024 6,4 307 96e- eo Be4 4900 33,25 

6 12 19 WBei 133 31 90 6202 2809 tet 708 3607 809 7098 4eB GS5ei 600 326 25012 
46 i4 16 56.0 255 19 189 58e7 41,3 41,5 Liel 108 9802 206 29240 

6 15 26 8203 215 144 3ie2 63-8 o7 Ue2 68.0 ed Ged 2eds 9707 eh 503 25051 

6 i6 17 45e8 130 54 79 6303 3607 3607 308 309 960i 5a 23295 

i 6 47 5 23-3 18 235 160 83061 1603 06 16.5 e6 208 5e2 D4ed8 Se2 3524 57264 

TRACT TOTAL 21 5508 75 2844 128 1603 5205 2704 609 1202 100 3906 1901 6809 1004 8906 108 790 1687 28045 
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TABLE 15 

i REPORT TWO: COMPARATIVE "T" SCORES AND INDICES FOR CITY BLOCKS 

(SAMPLE PAGE) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

CENSUS BLIGHT INDICES ALL ALL DETER SNO DETER RNT/Z RNT/ VAL/Z VAL/ RENT VACe CROW NON@ s0vivi UTAL ASSOL 
TRACT BLOCK I II II! DILAP OET DEFIC &DEF DEF NONDF UNIT ROOM UNIT ROUM OCCe ANCY DING WHTE NUNUEF POPULATION UNITS 

a 7 13 6900 6O0el 14012 4706 GDeF 7206 GW7eD UOel FVO04 6O0l 5704 O2el1 O7e6 T5ed HOeD SOe7 65> 20 

i 22 3 OFel 6006 16044 9909 5305 4505 4703 4Oel 5507 6006 5609 5606 V2e7 6609 8904 Sbe7 29 13 
22 14 6926 5B8e4 15094 S204 680} 6303 Siel Oje Be 626 : b6e0 & L 

| 30 3 6903 5603 2 ° 98eF 6209 4703 SO06 Hei 6506 5528 9 5T7es OF Se ef @408 9GeG eeu bs | 

30 & (—C OD aD 6608 15492 39e3 7O0e2 51¢5 5108 S007 THed 5100 6008 OOO 62e5 CZel 4Gel Hed 9909 Te7 259 o5 

i 36 i2 6903 6Cel 14¢e26 6008 9304 6702 B5e6 4706 Bel 6001 S605 6508 O00] 6709 BWDeD Bed e242 68 

i 37 24 69e5 5504 21044 IFoD 5809 4705 4Foy U7eH 6103 5208 5300 O5e3 C409 O3e2 5200 Obed BF0O TUeDrD 255 77 

a 48 29 69.3 58.6 21,76 35,2 385.1 48,7 53,3 46,1 9126 55.4 5508 Clee 5708 5009 5609 5SOee2 SieD SH,e a> 24 

i 52 22 S903 6Oe1 15268 3703 The, 4505 4703 460d BOF 5500 5705 O80 C804 S604 4509 6505 Gee 770d 2Ye T2 

434 il O9el 8700 20009 S503 8305 9909 99D 6705 S20] 6700 4ue7 ©6606 7003 5007 4707 OSe4 125 78 
& i9 6903 636 866 85 66€ 64e9 8305 UE e7_ & 6 x > 50 Ube? 7c : . 

i | Y 69e7 59e 00 9 89 59eh UE Bg 60 920 5 B69 5905 beS Ube BE rt - 

a 4130 2 O9e2 6102 22052 TGe2 8004 6502 7701 5008 7308 6506 5995 O20) S105 5504 5808 S203 409 Bed — 3( 5 

2 2 68e9 65¢7 24097 4706 9001 9909 BDeDd 5105 4607 6507 - 6909 6205 S200 ue 5002 2 200 
a 2 23 68e7 T7ie3 28200 4706 GDed GDeF GGeD Ubel 44eD FieS 3706 7005 3009 3905 460d Shes 2i 22 
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Table 16 , 

i Clty Summary of Block Distributions According to ''T" Scores 

(S!unber of Blocks) 

rere rp el cA SSS fe SS 

Sound, Sound, Deterlor- Deterlor- Deterfor- Rent Rent Value Value Rooms Persons 
T-Score All LackI ng ating, All ating, Lack ating, Facilities Dilapi=< Per Per Per Per Renter Over-= Non-Whi te Per Per 

i Value Facilities Facillittes Facilities Facilities Total Total dated Unit Room Unit Room Occupied Vacant. Crowded Occupied Unit Room 

01-3) 112 125 159 105 109 124 

32 16 19 29 4S 16 

33 22 15 26 42 
34 23 29 29 58 23 

i 35 29 19 42 63 — 46] 22 
36 42 3] 50 76 193 ks 
37 42 38 50 139 4g 738 

38 2 35 83 117 160 
39 72 hg 79 118 136 1009 56 

i ko 60 6] 102 146 147 8 103 
4] 56 62 96 153 142 — 69 122 
42 76 82 116 182 129 200 170 

43 152 99 162 124 304 198 
ky 2417 93 108 122 19] 143 2266 255 
ks 447 3072 2995 96 102 144 192 143 15 272 2571 1715 
46 324 3549 200 326 3238 165 126 124 204 129 181 257 369 
47 253 68 322 4353 270 266 118 124. 202 183 169 302 238 KAS 42] 

48 187 246 22] 9 224 262 4652 143 152 212 177 174 346 246 265 491 

4g 147 212 156 110 172 232 28 218 156 172 156 329 221 133 

50 147 195 154 93 149 17] 72 133 160 207 167 177 231 228 46 516 
5] 114 171 142 106 107 128 75 160 161 197 133 192 237 213 39 43 
52 97 111 85 94 88 143 68 254 191 182 171 158 18] 186 35 42] 
53 95 98 85 79 72 102 5] 192 242 8219 208 254 177 168 19 332 1560 
54 92 91 72 54 78 96 53 196 273 162 195 213 144 142 15 29] 
55 65 74 59 59 63 62 35 313 296 146 193 203 115 157 16 

56 8] 66 53 48 67 67 3] 208 311 192 192 124 123 14 183 

57 76 6] 62 24 51 6] 27 187 294 147 186 186 97 122 6 153 

58 62 37 48 35 48 57 23 252 273 197 192 168 91 98 6 125 

59 57 43 50 42 55 h] 20 128 167 134 179 166 66 76 VW 70 
60 38 26 37 23 36 38 19 88 10] 126 188 132 72 109 1] 908 

61 46 28 53 24 47 36 26 lis 54 155 182 113 5] 76 1] 62 
62 4] 16 53 22 43 36 2] 52 19 109 104 26 84 2 48 

: 63 47 25 25 28 36 37 18 48 5 92 164 98 38 67 4 47 

64 36 18 3] 12 33 23 1] 27 4 110 12] 69 47 79 12 25 

65 38 24 39 19 25 24 15 7 2 59 91 78 17 50 10 20 
66 39 21 25 10 37 19 19 9 48 60 69 10 48 13 

67 2/7 25 2] 1] 26 20 k 12 30 ko 52 33 39 8 15 

68 4] 18 . 35 17 3] 5 9 5 18 13 57 13 37 8 12 296 

69 32 12 21 5 29 17 12 2 9 70 19 25 13 13 

70 34 6 18 20 19 13 4 2 5 14 62 29 50 1 15 
7] 3] 9 21 10 26 19 8 7 ] 4 4 94 12 HW 6 
72 3) 1 16 5 13 10 6 2 ] 8 5 8 19 
73 22 10 21 5 18 8 7 2 l I 17 27 7 15 
74 19 6 20 9 13 14 3 ] I 1] 7 13 10 

75 23 12 16 6 20 9 9 2 24 6 9 

76 24 6 17 6 15 1S 6 15 9 9 15 80 

77 15 9 15 6 25 9 5 13 9 10 

78 23 7 10 3 9 6 4 13 6 12 13 

79 22 8 10 2 18 10 k 9 12 6 10 

80 16 5 19 6 19 8 3 h 2 10 10 

81 19 7 13 6 1] 8 2 8 23 13 10 

82 15 7 9 4 6 9 5 4 3 13 
83 17 h 10 ] 10 5 2 4 16 12 

84 18 5 9 5 10 10 2 6 2 10 21 

85 22 1 8 ] 10 3 8 2 7 13 6 

86 14 5 9 4 h 6 ] 3 4 7 9 

87 kt 4 8 2 8 5 3 4 20 k 

88 J 2 3 9 k 2 2 3 8 

i 89 h 10 5 10 3 8 10 20 h 
90 2 5 9 ] 3 2 5 7 
91 4 4 3 8 2 6 3 ] 1 5 
92 4 7 ] 2 5 1 ] 2 8 5 5 
93 ] 2 3 5 4 3 5 3 10 

94 4 3 9 3 2 2 1 1 2 

95 3 3 ] 5 2 ] 9 6 

96 3 3 4 8 3 J ] 3 13 3 

97 1 4 5 1 7 6 7 
98 5 5 4 2 2 5 1 11 VW 
99 57 33 48 27 60 52 32 12 42 2 3 

i Total 99 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 3983 3986 4550 454 5452 5452 5452 5452 5439 5450 

No report 1469 1466 902 898 13 2 

Count = 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 5452 
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TABLE 17-A 

a CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO INDEX | 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U.S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

i VALUE OF TOTaL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOW RENT DILaPo pDETER= 

INDEX I BLOCKS UNITS TOTAL HOUSING UNITS RENT UNITS JDATEOD IOQRATED DEFICIENT 

0020-399 NO DATA 

— 400¢0e40e9 i asesaeT—( i 0SK TH SKS OHS BQ BCC 
4p 0974109 13 38} 813 813 217 133 «68 3 

i 20084209 = ss ak iS OS 2B eR CBC 
B3eQud3e9D 124 332i 43122 13069 2846 10938 36 8 Ta 

thrones __343_44529__ 33070 __3ag6@__4433_@4eT3__2g@_-_@_ag_ 
45 0-45 ,9 609 20500 61630 605351 7144 89,24 569 ii 90 188 

i U600~4609 = = 770 28227 87702 86780 10104 2024 691 13 299 278 
U7 eQ0H47 69D 797 30836 98760 97553 113061 76026 940 as6 425 333 

48 0948.9 S74 = =24023) Ss 789030—_— 78804) =—_— 300673055 HG (<< SSC( COQ 
492094909  jj||#######370 °&«+3£8652 58060 57562 9231 70039 1126 54 a60 979 

a 5020-5009 291 13947 43567 43140 7AT77 64222 979 45 31003 948i 

eGesied 9 1 20 g 10896 8067 635034 041 78 1207 4375 

S200"52e9 = 208 11503 35151 34286 6928 66e80 i437 322 =6d43200006 6453 
i $3 0005309 165 9430 28799 28277 3742 63-37 1915 107 41531 41390 

5400-5409 134 §uu? 24494 24201 5387 63091 2212 123 166) 1673 
55290-5509 97 5882 16488 16121 3934 62e73 1595 $14 11352 1348 

5600-5609 9 $416 17879 $196 62200 : 7¢ 

a 57 2005709 73 HH 24 12562 12253 2980 60¢39 1602 136 1124 41286 

__ $BeQnS58.9 == OC“ (Ci OOF a CS? ot S82  ___1643_____987-__ 
59 20-5909 56 2983 8503 8128 1990 6002 1149 142 1007 897 

60 «0-60 29 f ¢ SEO 7 ere aC) ao 

a 6120-6129 us 2626 7908 7696 1670 59.45 1016 167 1072 669 

622026209 46 2567 7372 7287 1718 59040 836 187 1295 659 
6320-6309 a7 1354 3951 3658 935 54.263 67} £146 794 3203 

64 20-6409 18 6ai 2099 2062 442 58299 222 Pd 3990 @ #7 & #388356 

i 6526-659 22 1446 4003 3967 1042 $5019 761 150 800 844 

6620-6609 i5 767 2406 2406 5905 60299 309)——=w 138 474 114 

6720-6769 13 799 223i 2204 591 540395 488 154 360 587 
68 00-68 09 a9 1447 3564 3533 1003 49.76 867 2ia 922 564 ; 

a 69 20-6909 i4 666 2144 2109 4397 55266 316 i142 386i 153 

70 e0=70 69 20 933 2106 2095 698 50253 669 31} 335 335 

7100-7109 ii 493 1688 1598 354 56206 229 i174 251 79 

—_72e0r7209____ 204042 __2788 _2739_@98__$30a9 ___547__gyy_Ste _aee_— 
| e0@73 69 43 748 2639 2639 $35 $$e12 406 277 3356 66 

| 78 eG=74 69 9 310 925 697 236 55426 228 193 155 84 

$20=-75 60 @ 104 199 199 Ti 39284 63 ao 66 63 

a 7620°76¢9 2 6} a4 64 a8 43256 28 28 31 26 
e0@77 09 2 58 ait 2ii &9 47-85 49 a2 a0 12 

78 20-7869 i 29 90 90 22 $3200 22 6 20 is 

20879 «9 2 26 98 96 ai 37073 ai 9 i2 9 

i 8020-8069 4 158 518 494 418 48032 114 53 95 52 
Si 5-G1 09 | NO DATA 

0220-82 09 i 5 ii ai 3 200 3 a 3 i 

63.0 & UP | | - NO OATA 
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i TABLE 17-B 
CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO INDEX II 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

i VALUE OF TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOW RENT UILAP= DETER= 

INDEX II BLOCKS _—sUNITS TOTAL —__ HOUSING UNITS | _—- KENT _—_—suNITS 1DATED JURATED OEFIJCZENT 

ee 
i 00-0209 194 2711 8477 7353 1153 131-06 425 28 179 107 

__ 22eQe22e9 0c kw SLU a aS OS OQ 
2300a2309 5 91 275 275 8 139029 i i 

24007249 #38... S24 §goo 9450 = 4B R377 Bo 

i 2500~2509 5 166 469 469 63 123037 4 44 1 

| 2620—2609 8 148 Sil Si} 19 13.589 

2700"2709 14 4a4 1305 1305 256 Ledel3 10 4 i 

280092809 = i “<a< ( gOtti(‘é SS AG 9045 oho. —“( SAB eM CU 

i 2900-2909 9 343 1ii7 1117 1i3 132092 9 i i3 4 

3000-3009 ssi“ “(iss ST MOM Oe 
3ie0—31 09 32 1083 3304 3225 45 126053 Z0 1U 719 L2 

3200-3209 36 1037 342} 3386 363 Lige3d8 23 7 26 3 

a 3300n33e09 44 2006 Sait §282 1004 113097 L4 24 16 

54 e0~S409 si “aes BSC BB ODF ee a 
35 00=3509 57 1775 S440 5297 757 10709} 31 i 22 14 

360093609 =i (“aie TBS CTTSQ CA TSG CYC 

i 3700-3709 74 2567 7946 7946 965 10409 27 2 25 13 
Py om Sh - pi 4590 SaO7Y mC) ; - ~16 4 d 

39 00=3909 107 3499 11407 11397 1223 99292 50 5 77 28 

__ b0eOne40e9 ——“( iC CGT SG2D TS eT a“ 
| HL eOehs oD 134 4815 15239 15198 1759 95050 69 10 8s 49 

20094209 =—S—(assia RCC USOT C23905 SS OD I C“‘ 
USe04369 157 6128 19843 19220 2387 89043 101 16 105 44 
UU e0~44e9 153 5362 417122 17068 1706 90032 95 la 116 58 

45 eQuhSe9 13) 7077 22178 22046 2717 86056 a3 16 164 126 
i W600—-4609 204 7578 24903 24585 2504  85e3t 124 18 205 123 

470-4769 239 9926 31013 30580 3718 81 e4u 158 2i 276 325 
4800-4809 240 —-40220 31911 31594 3954 81076 121 45 ud2 254 

U9 20-4909 214 8943 2962) 26663 “39904 75208 113 110 466 %95 

i 5000-509 246 10203 31738 31354 “O47 70.99 142 66 558 368 

5100=54 09 247 11374 33548 33252 3399 74201 136 84 742 768 

520095209 =—s— as a ——“(i OLD = 29680 9SH Se BBC ( OCC 

5300-5309 223 10152 31436 33177 5147 70030 105 134 1072 591 
i 54e0—5409 =i“ sa2—“(‘S™sCéi SS 37370 36774 6929 68070 109i (as 0G OG 

55e0=$509 26a 14008 40563 39949 8275 65074 614 213 1531 1565 
5600-5609 247 13303 41072 40398 7528 65203 346 227 2108 1358 

5700=5709 222 12209 38337 37759 6996 63016 904 254 2074 1239 

5800=-5809 250 433973 42543 42003 8387 59093 4228 u1o 2617 20a) 
a 5900-5909 186 10717 32682 32389 6626 57.99 4569 S10 2610 1722 

6000-6009 aa 3260 25572 25209 5089 56021 4056 430 2090 1520 > 
6100—6109 133 8356 24716 23906 5651 52056 5487 601 1947 4820 
6200"6209 73 4265 12366 12234 2886 49075 2835 306 1173 41138 

a 630096309 40 ~ 4923 5948 5208 1254 46938 1254 61 513 529 

64 0096409 20 986 2299 2192s 6B2-——— is HO (682 131 378 419 

6520-6509 il 791 1523 1439 607 41042 607 20 279 504 
6620-6609 5 356 452 452 246 39079 246 8 197 273 

i 6700=6709 i5 553 926 926 u17 36085 417 io 180 386 
6820-6869 2 56 98 a9 ry 34015 4} 2 36 
6900-6909 NO DATA 
700e0 & UP 15 263 331 320 210 27077 210 43 102 220



i TABLE 17-C 
CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO INDEX III 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

i VALUE OF TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOW RENT O]LAP@ DETER= 
INDEX IIIT _—BLOCKs _—sNI ts TOTAL HOUSING UNITS RENT UNITS LOATEV JORATED DEFICIENT 

a 
i 0000-0109 129 933 3697 2797 306 200 368 28 129 55 

—0209~0309 ee NAT 
O08 60-0509 NO DATA 

a 06epnQ7e® = a rti—<C~SsCi“‘(‘“‘é‘QLULhLlLhLmhm™hUML UT 
08 0920909 1 46 224 224 35 53266 35 a2 26 7 

1000—1109 il 9a2 3627 3627 779 47087 771 98 vr 54 
L2eQw1 309 uu 1862 7857 7367 1469 53eO) 1289 247 517 167 

140001509 =o (COS 16448 18037 3759 56064 2714 465 1549 546 
a 1600°1709 128 6100 23613 23257 4159 59289 2076 4YQ2d 1939 771 

180091909 =A ~—ss« OD 29295 28497 5567 60018 2535 600 2451 4229 
2000-2109 245 13300. +43142 42383 8197 60296 3836 397 2792 13892 
2200=2309 275 14710 46612 46048 8659 63207 3147 406 3071 2030 

| —h.0-25.9.”~”~—”—S«Soa97~<“—«~< HS Q-~—~—~—~SBHON~—~C~C~S~STISC~“‘“ UCOCNTOCOC;C‘i HG 2340 287 2950 1908 
2600-2709 = 273s 8 4108 43120 42693 8010 68057 1593 226 1862 1378 
2800-2909 280 13895 42225 41654 7519 70017 1164 131 1446 1130 

30009310 =—— —“<“a“as 236i SKS S54S45S 0 ORO SDCC7HC“‘iM(UULULUNHC(‘iOSO 
i 3200-3309 266 LL 746 36788 36334 5517 715076 368 134 1045 803 

3400=35.9 9: 648 40496 9946 : 204 8c Ous : 
3600=3709 285 12791 414636 40548 5113 77.84 536 106 531 793 
380023909 = (<< “(ss 27H 36389 36050 4956 (80029 240 5Q 437 _ 5490 

a 400094409 293 12739 37304 36882 53768 7609) 858 33 452 951 
20094309 = (“<s 2BO—‘zaBL HID 352942 (SC 7H0D—“( TOC CST HC“‘i 
44 00=4509 234 9957 28743 28250 3936 83206 225 40 274 460 
462094709 209 3705 25603 25157 3119 80095 155 17 177 382 
4800-4909 190 7732 21768 21428 3134 85284 412 26 173 515 

a 5000-5109 167 6332 1750) 17438 2685 61047 333 32 2i2 377 
$2 00-5309 129 4095 11945 11754 1287 85019 171 3 44 206 

— S4e095509 8:16 ahu9 12201 11940. 1712 83028 109 3 39 110 
5600-5709 “80 2603 7281 7219 “1091 835.84 127 a 54 107 

i 5800-5909 71 2982 7347 7320 1360 89083 53 35 87 231 
6000-6109 70 2983 6926 6858 1500 87003 59 3 il 283 
6200=6309 «54 4668 4763 4707 395 92021 47 2 14 5 
64 00-6509 a4 1160 3349 3275 34) 94017 26 i g 3 

i 6600-6709 | $34 4464 2929 2910 453 9e034 26 l 6 24 
6820-6909 24 878 2548 2204 325 89016 29 i ‘3 35 
7000-7109 26 657 1819 1819 173 97038 20 5 z 
7200-7309 17 480 1217 1217 166 90093 22 4 4 
7400-7509 18 448 1413 1266 97 10170 23 6 i 

| 760007709 13 602 1364 1302 360 101097 21 3 37 
780097909 —— “<a atk OB THOM CHS OH “a 
8020-819 9 522 1097 1087 367 134266 7 1l2 
6220-8369 5 72 205 205 14 76079 3 i 

i “8400-85099, —~C~—~—C“C—~SCSCS~S 185 597 597 17 105286 8 5 
8620-8709 5  _104 319 319 40 00 10 | 1 , | 
88 e0—8909 5 155 502 602 15 48067 9 
9000-9109 4 a6 249 249 14 40200 9 2 

a 9200-9309 “2 46 1i2 Ll2 7 84000 
94 00-9509 2 35 107 107 NO DATA 

——960099709—SOS~S a 66 L72 i729 §06038 i | 
96209909 28 961 1840 1790 615 163020 15 | 21 38 

i 53



TABLE 17-D 
CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO INDEX A 

f CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

a VALUE OF TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOw RENT DILAP=  O&TERe 
_. INDEX A —_—S BLOCKS UNITS  TOTaL HOUSING UNITS RENT UNITS JU0DaTED JORATED DOEFICIENT 

i 000-004 1495 33756 119129 117752 3496 39262 2552 109 594 213 
005-009 —_—ss$743———s a 592) 42862 239870 — (39515 4S te a OD GH 
010-014 744 woSii 123930 122199 21207 70006 2533 97 1792 2327 

f _ @i5e019 (RR? 25094 = 74667 = 09663 S407 ss TMT OSS OAS 
020-024 278 16727 43363 47580 10475 64,37 3444 252 2005 S312 
025=029 183 11680 33154 32502 7649 61025 3742 259 2412 2899 
0300034 120 6696 19579 18699 4309 61283 1939 196 1835 1715 

Bo ooss-030 995336 e071 18966 3544S 18525 
000-044 36 4909 15802 13327 3307 50021 2260 299 2109 1344 

085-049 “ke 75 OK ROTH CN RTHQ COR SUS KOT 
B 080-054 49 2308 7016 6855 1447 57052 829 tai 1487 554 

055-959 39 2499 6891 6802 1733 51076 La76 242 1545 786 
060-964 23 1043 2942 2842 75} 55062 566 193 529 255 
065-069 20 £3879 °}°&»&882835 #2745 5835  #S@e#O = =64680060h0h0)6™6UU9G00hlh06™6™6UOURUHMmULUULULULULULULUADS 

i 070-074 18 1016 3315 3315 655 56019 500 236 615 146 
_ 075-079 #36 86@3 2424 #2428 }8§$353 #SSe20  S2Q 233 #3x§2 #$.Q73R 

080-084 10 489 1506 1486 356 55017 276 166 248 60 
DS Oe OES Jel- > y % & OG > o 27 Ok 

i 090-094 8 389 1194 1188 248 $4209 168 145 172 60 
__ 0950999 gf .°.}.»&=&4+zbgY $86 °° °&#&328¥§956 °° °»=—47 ~ ~©=§=6hmddr me d6™6™6™6™6™6™6™6hUmUPFULULULhUQLULULULUUam.hLULUUULUGQ 

100<104 3 103 380 330 75 53092 5) uy 45 168 
ee a 2 

1100314 3 96 290 290 31 4904} 8} 64 28 2 
o - 310 $10 9 4920 ; , : a 

120-324 4 222 684 684 157 51260 157 153 63 13 
Be rzserz9 lk at 

130—4 34 1 18 62 62 15 47033 15 13 4 2 
135-139 2 6} 86 86 19 4432 19 38 21 l2 
1400444 | NO DATA 

150 & UP i 8 27 27 5 46000 5 7 1 
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a TABLE 17-E 
CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO INDEX B 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

E VALUE OF TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOW RENT DILAP= DETER= | 
INDEX B BLOCKS UNITS TOTAL HOUSING UNITS RENT _—sCUNITS IDATEU JURATEO OEFICIENT 

ce 
5 0000=0109 501 14609 41890 43627 5400 84 e90 498 17 229 3 

0220-0309 364 14923 43866 43382 5745 85.55 216 34 347 23 
04 e0-0509 aul 17580 51594 51062 7249 82066 269 9 575 79 
0620-0709 4905 15649 48137 47170 6388 64001 415 ss HeLLC<C HY ‘;eC“(‘<te RQ 

| 0820-0909 409 17575 53642 53248 7445 Stell 738 ou 706 226 
1000-3409 369 14239 45053 44919 5606 77.08 433 Te 654 224 
120¢0=1309 327 14853 86040 45648 6353 7901 408 80 810 363 
LueQ—{5e9 296 _—«44 2438 40732 409598 5174 7553 559 96 855 34g 

£ 1600-1709 254 11487 36653 36012 5187 72e83 756 137 1007 437 
1820~1909 230-2089 40055 39929 54 36 T1077 997 146 1155 ai4 
200092109 226 9110 31071 30323 4374 69024 922 239 1288 461 
2200-2309 179 9852 28053 27729 4756 75026 566 166 1202 552 

a 2400-2509 165 7297 24580 26374 3575 69022 825 171 895 465 
2600-2709 444 7656 24254 24106 4124 73083. 972 218 12358 604 
2800-2909 123 6459 20050 19845 3709 60043 bold 230 1052 ©20 
3000=3109 110 8972 19710 19284 3316 63590 1192 1606 L205 604 

' 3200=3309 104 4430 44300 14232 2441 62063 1142 202 981 515 
3400-3509 70 4083 13321 12886 2706 69039 882 186 958 517 

36003709 72 3693 10955 10871 2309 62067 857 178 589 580 
___3ae0830.9 SB 3286 95;8 424 2360 65063 649 93 639 053 

80 e0~41 09 ou 3259 10349 10081 2175 59097 1205 134 632 517 
i 200-4309 “(3 SOD —COGC“(CTDC TSS SRST 

44 60—45e09 37 1865 $800 5608 1306 66038 456 97 508 361 
46004709 38 2220 6340 6182 1541 5909) 705 125 907 532 
4B 20-4909 a2 1293 3407 3318 863 62062 348 59 286 273 

a 5000-5109 35 2059 5995 3687 1341 58.31 825 51 542 536 
5200-5309 2u 1580 4926 4480 1134 65069 34) 123 257 428 
54 00-5509 27 1678 $142 4350 1129 59016 595 179 304 486 
5600-5709 26 1929 4776 4731 1420 606TH 677 64 306 663 

| 580095909 19 1253 3401 3380 1044 65034 376, 39 292 ui8 
6000~61e9 16 1101 2501 241) Bo2 66025 342 73 274 452 
6200-6309 10 734 1857 1852, 4k eB CH DC“‘i CT 
6 00=6509 22 1929 3284 5228 1432 56013 988 73 316 585 

i 6600-6709 13 1007 2269 2050 845 59282 41) 25 205 “74 
6820-6909 9 358 928 915 256 60 087 151 34 139 134 
7020-97109 § Suu 893 889 459 53255 459 2o 89 a7o 

720027309 16 80S 1571 1512 623 53072 544 32 307 407 
7400-7509 li 607 1522 1344 447 53.36 398 10 107 304 

i 1600-7709 8 507 1232 1175 357 64 068 147 18 172 194 
7820=7909 9 510 1093 1036 390 57025 227 13 405 27, 

— 8000—84e9 10 600 1082 1045 436 59058 238 52 149 304 
82 20=83.9 Fi 678 1423 1304 570 55,49 366 15 401 436 

f “8 00-8509 6 164 466 373 110 42034 110 7 59 a9 
8600-8709 6 348 645 602 273 54033 223 5 133 2u7 
8820-8909 7 304 777 177 216 51078 170 35 140 156 
9000-91409 5 406 780 630 342 514015 332 2 26 286 

s 9200-9309 3 94 233 233 53 44034 53 20 71 33 
94 60=9509 4 244 458 446 190 53938 116 106 168 
9600-9709 5 281 631 “ou 212 52062 212 G 106 164 
9800-9909 46 3091 4346 8004 2303 45045 2269 123 634 2424 

a -55-



TABLE 17-F 
CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO INDEX C 

E CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

VALUE OF - TOTaL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOy RENT OlLaPe DETER. 
i _INDEX CC —-—s«—« BLOCKS UNITS TOTal HOUSING UNITS  #§$RENT °}&3zXUNITS £éIpaTeD J9RaTED DEFICIENT 

000-004 892 38086 97874 89339 29684 69-50 10701 1229 5748 8272 
005-009 889 35673 £§S80957 #47838 S030 94,5) j836 i i.j.j.j.x."_ 353 °° +&£&£+4x32Q 
010-014 1815 66287 21542) 214430 20224 84009 1919 16 375 371 
0152919 631 28546 )—s 888pS 83543368 eNT OK CTH (TQ 
020-924 340 16902 52973 5253) 8221 T0073 676 u2 790 655 
0254029 215 1183; 36385 35813 6211 68044 789 56 762 847 

f 030-034 168 9310 26869 28667 5025 68016 854 57 904 80a 
035039 433 7256  _—s-23006 22743 3975 66033 1159 72 979 684 
040m048 141 8072 24592 23806 4786 65075 1403 139 1252 1243 
085-049 9. ST 16910 16530 3462 65.80 10448 128 909 1034 
080-034 64 4208 12725 12661 2617 62036 998 73 909 700 

a 055-059 67 4794 14195 13917 2974 65033 893 105 1096 939 
060-0646, # 46 265i — 6437 S2ai 1620 64095 a92 98 639 624 

___065-069 57  # +2053 #6651 6634 £3’226 8 8 67083 2312 808 #759 °}»#»#4§95 
070-074 a4 24e3 7767 7574 1463 66034. 526 77 943 360” 

| 075-079 _ 3i ss: BHO 5608 5544 1174 63260 343 116 717 315 
080-084 26 1395 4129 6129 816 63036 357 66 564 297 
085-989 37 1983 6282 6223 1169 56,8} 630 134 855 358 
090-094 27 1910 5643 $599 1196 61034 604 123 922 427 

a 0954999 1997 6303 6274 1283 61269 693 129 962 369 
100-104 18 870 2781 2749 430 60025 302 66 $04 117 
1050109 ll isi 2112 2076 829 61013 162 38 436 104 
110—314 47 1070 3540 3477 720 60029 a24 os 528 220 
115319 6 375 i319 1268 234 60.90 96 42 199 58 

a 1200124 8 405 1417 1366 253 63046 67 19 304 36 
125-1329 6 448 4332 1325 309 55022 244 96 i772 71 
1300134 7 402 1171 1160 231 54007 128 46 234 103 
135-139 4 256 973 973 177 59002 115 38 155 39 

i 1400144 8 306 977 964 190 5507S 138 55 204 55 
1450149 4 189 576 $6} 13} 61098 39 19 130 50 

| 180-158 3 237 831 831 158 5410 158 17 PTS 32 
1550159 6 ~— 387 1223 1219 276 59292 156 57 248 76 
160=164 4 220 739 739 147 61069 52 57 126 18 

i : 165-169 23s 493 493 92 56210 92 26 95 13 
170<374 5 198 642 642 138 56.88 421 71 82 25 
1750379 2 157 472 472 99 51052 99 a3 115 16 
1804384 4 269 651 85) 189 56-37 146 74 156 42 

a _ 195"389 8 360 989 989 203 56026 142 123 176 41 
190-394 i 64 276 276 46 60280 25 16 rm 
195=199 3 see 525 $25 103 57.93 71 61 a6 9 
200-204 3 227 755 755 160 65061 43 104 143 13 

| 205209 2 106 409 8O9 72 55025 72 37 46 9 
2106214 NO DATA 
2150219 i 67 247 24; 45 61210 3a 33 2. 

 g20—228 \ 63 210 202 41 58063 41 27 26 7 

e229 E : 230-234 4 170 615 615 116 61095 92 74 68 19 
235-239 NO OATA 

| 240-245 NO DATA 

285 BUR NO AT 
a -56-



TABLE 17-G 
CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO PER CENT OF VACANCY 

a CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U.S. CENSUS OF HOUSING | 

G TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOw RENT DILAPq DE TERe 
RANGE  ~—s gh. QcKS  ~=—soUNITS = =—_—§s sTOTglL = HOUSING =—COUUNITS  =—s_—C§$aMPRKNT. “(COUNTS UD aTeD —CTORaTED DEFICIENT 

a 

a 00°0-0109 2548 87730 28939; 284925 34154 74073 643} 620 4347 ~555 
0260-0309 4001 ss 53814 63617 161132 26817 76°56 3905 556 43088 3347 
04 20-0509 672 35427 103354 102015 19770 72045 443 65 U371 3452 

____ 06 0909709 497 22116 =6 64935) 6398532792) e200 CGH ISTH BD 
a 05 00-0909 276 16119 UR776 43732 30228 64037 3002 576 2053 2034 

10°0~1109 101 3942 24247 23427 5767 63048 2016 332 1907 207} 
L2e«Qal3se9 95 3212 14264 14962 3001 60256 1470 1989 1183 1065 

a 1420-1509 63 ——s SON 6867 6856 1313 62007 615 108 519 484 
16.0-17.9 53 2067 6148 §508 1171 63,04 519 8s 384 38} 
1800-1909 = (“<A 06D 4948 4795 1201 81094 _ 427 104 343 343 
2000—2109 a) 1580 4243 8044 900 57296 625 157 456 498 

a 220092309 22 937 3154 2633 574 50032 496 32 204 124 
——“Bie0n-2509+~—Ct(CKR””~<C~«~COOSSC~‘<‘<‘<‘(<‘<i<aC—CSSSC‘(N#(R(G ‘C‘CONGSS 235 61282 166 16 150 92 
_ -2600@27eF  —— —is—“(‘éi SCC” 700 700 122 56015 105 30 108 42 | 

| 28 00-2909 12 233 593 593 a3 UGe26 64 2 FO 34 
a 3oe0~w3ie9 = ss80—“‘itsést RW 767 746 109 52073 7 70 02 35 

32003309 9 215 526 482 a7 53259 53 ig 53 24 
34 60=3509 34 56 f ; 3908 2 | 
3600-3709 3 224 282 282 123 4Be43 108 148 156 

| 380093909 HB BQ 
4000-4309 7 191 315 315 93 45075 93 a0 33 105 
B2eOe4329  # #$#;§ uu 64 64 13 27023 13 & 19 

U4 20=55e9 5 dil 217 217 32 — 80097 4k 12 8 2 
i 460094709 i 28 52 52 il 98070 2 8 

482034929 NO DATA 
5000951409 i j.@2 34 60 60 8 58200 3 6 i 
52200-5309 NO DATA 

a __ S¥e0-559 2 #@2od9 Ty 32 i. 33 £+%.47,78 = ==4S 4+  ° #+#&32zx42 86d L8Q 
5620-5709 NO VATA 

| 5820-5909 i 79 82 | 62 24 52286 a4 33 23 190 

a 6020-6169 NO DATA 
6200-6309 #3 °° °&#&8 8 8 2 200 2 7 7 
64 00-6509 NO VATA 

__ 6600-6709 16 16 3 se 00 3 2 7 
a 6800-6909 NO DATA | 

7020=7909 2 161 188 188 ii 34036 il 26 43 15 
80 20=89e9 NO DATA 

9020—10000 2 10 90 22 : NO VATA | es 
| -57-



f TABLE 17-H 

CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO PER CENT OF OVERCROWDING 

r CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOw RENT OILAP} OETER@ 
a RANGE BLOCKS UNITS TOTAL HOUSING UNITS RENT UNITS LOATEL JORATED OEFICIENT 

. 00¢0 1009 28550 78969 77109 11907 Sieil 1643 97 947 919 

002190129 | $33 10435 23028 24332 6770 62249 765 33 500 4105} 

a 0200-0399 645 33348 92639 69328 16943 80¢30 1428 171 1483 2070 
0429-0509 642 30176 65465 63117 15359 72046 2615 258 2435 2606 

06 e007 ¢9 591 30085 88276 87302 15155 71046 2966 354 3057 3023 

0820-90909 518 24896 75474 74568 12234 67023 4165 322 2876 3012 
LOeG—-1109 442 19657 63676 63011 8954 68-03 2614 374 2922 1796 

a 1209-1309 328 14707 48995 48413 6614 67203 4,879 26} 1665 {347 

1420-1509 262 11634 40499 29718 5305 66012 2081 337 1758 1045 

1600-1709 22i 40775 36836 36211 559) 64090 2862 45j 1845 139) 
1820-1909 351 7188 26193 25949 3375 67057 1015 244 41420 538 
20 2O"21 09 170 6574 23672 235467 3417 65.95 1369 S44 1278 653 

2220-23509 84 3860 44015 13917 1927 62208 932 233 972 395 

24 290-2509 72 23:18 9016 897} 1063 65023 &40 189 §10 189 
26 200"2749 36 1329 4892 48a4 692 65098 270 166 353 105 

__ -2800"949-9 = “aka tS LCOS C OSHS SSC HSC THC<COKC ;L hULQLULULUCMC eS 
a 30 00-3409 23 905 3506 3506 503 70027 157 30 149 $0 

38 0093509 8 344 1475 1469 222 70009 130 7 24 s 

__3600~3709 342 |. 222 9389 936 °&°&#&«#4»49$38  Su.69  @3 1° °+;>X© Sy °° °.}.}»#&#£zH7  §=§©=©=6h6mrumqmr 
f 3800-3909 3 369 1785 1629 348 57078 311 8 5 

—___40e0943.9 46 399 4794 °° ®°+#&«5°894767 ®#©=8=©=686hp27306h6m™m™h6U§UGmlmOBRLULULULUL™hUuULQQLULULU™€™€6US6LDFU™€™hUmLDLULUULUhULULhUuGL 
82 20-4369 5 433 41483 1483 341 4559 Jil 3 42 7 
48 00-4529 ¥ 78 415 378 435 86236 6 2 4 i 

a 4620-4749 i 79 360 360 74 68.57 3 

48 20-4929 NO DATA 
5020-5109 5 62 a9a 230 —46 46236 38 2 9 2 
520095309 __f 107 495 495 99 69070 3 
540-5509 NO DATA | 

| 5600-5709 3 246 1236 1236 220 75050 35 22 26 7 
56 20-5909 NO DATA 
60 20"61 09 NO DATA 
6220-6309 2 17 94 91 12 43075 4 i 3 i 
649065 eo NT 

a 66 00-67 69 NO VATA 

68 00-6969 NO DATA 
70200-7109 NO OATA 
7200273¢9 NO DATA 

a 74 07509 i 6 20 20 i e900 i 
762097709 NO DATA | 

7820-7929 | NO VATA 
80 20"84 09 NO OATA 
8220-8349 NO DATA 
84.0-85.9 | NO DATA |. oe 
8620-8769 | NO VATA 
68 .0-89 29 _ NO DATA 

90 «0-91 09 . NO DATA 
a 92 20=9369 NO DATA 

94 20-9509 : NO DATA 
9620"10020 NO DATA 

a -58- |



TABLE 17-1 | 
i CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO PER CENT OF SOUND UNITS WITH ALL FACILITIES 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

i Be 
TOTaL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOW RENT DILaPeq OETER= 

RANGE Blocks _syNI TS TOTAL HOUSING UNITS RENT UNITS LDATEU IONATED DEFICIENT 

i nn 
0000-0309 62 2613 6933 6818 1926 55095 1293 5138. 1095 BOS 

Q4e¢9~9509 = ek 1230 2784 2705 913 52037 6609 195 794 $50 

0660"0709 16 649 1743 1727 461 5357 302 116 374 237 

0809-0909 = 669 1651 1645 465 55072 349 76 496 217 
Ld09e0e11 09 14 672 1949 1866 497 69 e609 353 98 453 188 

L29Quyde9 13 993 1958 1828 796 49068 647 60 384 513 
14.,0-15,9 13 84} 1822 1766 624 52,47 498 49 457 456 

a 1600-1709 35 633. 2273 2264 573 53037 408 135 303 274 
18091909 17 956 2695 2575 675 53009 614 109 40 346 
2020-2 1090S ( si C(t KOTO 9H OF 55S OC OSC“(‘“(‘COOOTUUGOGCC 
220092309 14 820 2605 2584 578 60039 310 102 398 168 
240092509 22 1285 3467 3408 907 $6017 546 410 609 416 

i 26 e0~2709 18 1214 “3213 3009 813 57203 6368 12) 468 409 

___ 2800-29 oo = (ss ti TTC SOO +$ BO KC AC eH 
300093109 20 1079 3082 2959 744 58047. 540 a3 506 291 
320093309 = i asCiSZ_ TVA ZO 952 60071 493 90 439 675 

i 3400-3509 19 1052 2794 2761 729 59033 343 73 487 245 
3600-3709 as 1545 4077 —sss—«3875 1140 61045 65} 116 643 459 
3800-3909 23 1669 4053 4018 1180 59020 625 72 483 586 
$0009 = =—— (ae 8K CCC OSC BCS CCOS TCC‘: KFCUOUUC‘SO CCS 

| | 420098309 33 1734 S455 5426 1106 SueT71 655 136 715 286 
eRe —— (  s—“(‘i A CSCS SC CCC 
4620-4769 a7 1730 8664 e314 1179 61207 461 59 359 608 
4800-4909 30 41703 4706 4686 107! 6106} 611 92 599 804 
50e0=5169 39 2142 6668 6469 1416 64097 274 147 646 399 
$2.0°953.9 29 3426 4199 4057 961 61074 523 60 394 287 

54 00-5509 4 2427 7059 6824 1645 62015 a38 ae 615 551 
5600-57-99 33 2347 6629 _ 6908 1609 64047. 643 82 501i 506 

$8 00=5909 ~ 36 2294 6232 5974 1527 670rd 251 42 529 S76 | 
| 600096109 39 2659 6835 6852 1829 65096 371 83 574 $19 

6200-6309 42 2772 7688 7461 1838 “65049 703 38 586 538 
__OUe0"65e9 = “as t—i“‘iéiéC 8940 8803 2099 66069 299 ao 576 $79 

66 00-6709 53 2903 8990 8721 1716 64063 710 46 490 521 
a 6B 00-6909 = (9S 803578 10138 2580, eH 477 go 99 096 

7000°7109 71 357} 10621 1057) 2124 64023 560 62 509 48) 
720007309 62 3390 10589 1044} 2041 64048 742 a4 534 392 
7000-7509 16 3975 12475 12028 2344 66074 77 a3 607 346 
160097709 =, (“ss 67? ss SSB 10323 10069 2336 66052 440 45 428 __ 439 

a 7840-7909 76 4212 12817 12740 2513 60018 567 58 445 649 

800098509 ik SF HR 05H THD 2087 69043 436 8 8§8§=8©8d 0 —=—6—6hUSBQULULULULULULhLhUMM 
| 6200-8309 98 4554 14376 14341 2470 79062 555 42 420 372 

84 20-8509 126 6304 19357 19012 3365 69.76 575 30 560 448 

i | | 8600-8709 108 5608 17700 17532 3001 79046 405 30 400 400 , 
88 4098909 147. 1907 23451 23387 4374 73018 555 25 433 456 
9000-9109 138 3554 26321 25950 4036 74020 206 40 393 377 

| 9200-9309 | #226 10755 31726 31595 5047 79089 425 33 408 356 
B “Fa 00-9509 279 13579 82364 81996. 5898 75029 590 40 335 332 

9620=9709 402 19317 $9653 59342 8222 83072 525 24 312 256 
58 00-9909 135 10972 33852 33426 $730 79048 4120 9 66 76 

200004772904 = 237500) a5H47S 24035 Beate M29 
a | | _59_



TABLE 17-J 
| CITY SUMMARY ACCORDING TO VALUE PER SINGLE FAMILY, OWNER-OCCUPIED UNIT 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 1960 U. S. CENSUS OF HOUSING 

i TOTAL HOUSING POPULATION RENTED AVERAGE LOW RENT DILAP@ DETER} 
RANGE BLOCKS UNITS TOTAL HOUSING UNITS RENT UNITS JOATED JORATED DEFICIENT 

| $0000-4999 894 38139 #97632 60497 29717 69249 10701 1233 5769 8279 
5900-5499 1 $0 148 148 32 63265 4 43 6 
850005999 4 248 880 a74 173 57034 136 14 145 a4 

____ ©000~6899 8 8=©650——ULCUSQ2—“( te RBC eC OC ec st LLC QQ 
i 6500-6999 ii 672 2068 2066 421 55017 364 al 297 112 

79000-7499 24 13132 4510 8504 aaa $9.54 457 126 505 131 
| 7300-7999 51 3122 10473 10816 1955 62200 1019 164 826 “13 

8000-8499 63 3762 12292 12143 2327 62092 1014 226 1057 548 
i : 8500-8999 98 $112 16434 16360 42919 60267 1462 275 1273 530 

___ 9000+9u99 = aaD ss 708 RUTH RSM OH G7 C92 SSC 
9500-9999 132 7332 23239 23177 4125 62070 1387 243 1398 760 

10000-0499 173 9870 31506 31302 5359 65203 1260 176 1919 982 
10500-0999 165 9993 31063 30794 5577 67042 1403 292 1503 11a6 

i 11000-1499 176 10606 33158 32962 6139 66013 1796 196 1534 es7 
11500-1999 187 10302 31100 30425 5621 66063 1002 191 1313 983 

___ 42000-2499 196 9987 39321 30109 4888 690356  @23 $7 + + + + +©&3«&950 }#4ea2 
12500-2999 «477 8186 24649 2438) 4024 71059 553 82 88) aaa 
10008 k ° a9 AV OG : ‘ — . 

i 13500-3999 223 10108 31686 31262 4323 74068 600 i144 812 613 : 

| 14500-4999 224 9223 29483 29270 3068 78016 249 42 428 ais 
UUs y 7 e “Ie "4 [0 on Se iM ‘Ye 7 . Lie ; Oe , 

i 15500-5999 a5 8701 28292 26184 26351 61007 261 30 250 214 | 
16000°6499 4 777 3103¢ 3096 § Be G ¢ C 48 

16500-6999 151 $610 18627 16560 1592 86023 92 23 125 102 
| | 17000-7499 142 $353 17773 176548 1461 83,08 115 12 89 106 

17500-7999 160 5346 17652 17357 4413 83-86 130 14 67 as 
i 1800008499 165 6070 _ 20525 20104 3735 84045 ‘yas 24 320 92 

18500~8999 uai 4427 13530 13458 1487 61032 274 is 408 206 
19000-9499 107 3045 12683 126480 3083 92033 63 10 51 9 
19500-9999 99 3186 10272 10175 902 $2¢88 97 17 33 a9 

i 20000-0899 760 vy. 8430 34076. aC 9 9 
20800-0999 62 2320 6940 6686 9148 61088 31 47 190 143 
21000-4499 60 1637 5326 5.250 533_ 92075 48 3 29 5 
21500-1999 36 1272 3730 3676 45). 93e73 14 20 a6 

i 22000-2499 34 3038 3090 3090 264 ———s-940 08 15 2 5 2 : 
22500-2999 33 9u7 2855 2855 304 —s_s« 103204 27 2 i i 
230003899 26 862 2602 2560 277 97037 is 6 
23500-3999 23 773 2334 2317 2385 97073 6 6 i 
24000-4499 ai 334 1088 1068 77 96037 12 2 3 | 

i ~ 28500-8099 °° ®°®&#&12 ~ @68  #£«»ad% 603 48 683026 10 i2 2 
| 25000-9499 as 2508 e453 8308 40 97087 a | 

+ 28500-9999 = == “<a M”C*~*~‘“i;é‘CSS”U™~« azs)0—6~™~C~« Sase)0606U™~« SSUC~« 7 dle kGtehmDm”m”™”™~<«mSDTUD”D””™”™UC~«é ; e””””””C~«CSSS”C”C”:C RSS 
26000-6499 8 aug 864 864 $9 90.09 7 7 i i 26500-6999 8 239 68% 684 97 ‘tiged2 3 4 i 
2700007499 9 280 613 913 32 Q9e15 42 2 
27500-7999 2 32 107 107 7 200 7 OO 

___ 28000 & UP 54 3094 6853 6410 2145 89091 340 156 367 | 

i “oo



i Table 18-A 
Rank Order Correlations: Composite Indices* 

i (Selected Pairs) 

i First Index Second Index Rho Rho* 

i | A 95 .90 
B ./2 52 

l | ./7 09 
i | TI -.79 . 62 

| | A 78 58 
i C 8] . 66 

| ./7 09 
Lt ~,69 . 62 

i ITI A -,/70 J49 
B ~,59 34 

i | -./9 . 62 
[| -,69 47 

5 A C 95 .90 
| .95 .90 
| .78 .58 

i Lt -,/0 J49 

B | 12 .52 
[| 

i It -,59 .35 

i C A .95 .90 
L | 8] , 66 

i *Uncorrected for tie scores 

i -6]-



i ‘Table- 18=B 
Rank Order Correlations: ComposIte Indices and Selected Varlables* 

i Variable Index Rho Rho2 

% Dilapidation A 64 Al 
B 25] . 26 

i c 62 , 38 
| .62 . 38 
itd .10 .Ol 

a % Deterlorating A 82 . 67 
B 49 24 
C 82 67 

| .76 58 
| .56 31 
Pit ~,40 ~.16 

% Deficient A 74 255 
B . 68 46 

i Cc 75 .56 
| 72 .52 

| 11 . 64 / A 
i Idd -,34 -,12 

% Overcrowded A . 38 .12 
B 1/2 .52 

a % Vacancy | ~40 .16 
11 =, 30 -,09 

% Renter Occupancy | 25] . 26 
i | Il -.56 -.3) 

| % Non-Hous!Ing Unit Populatlon | 48 . 23 

% Non-WhIi te Occupancy A 25] . 26 
| ~55 . 30 
Pil -.0] -,00 

i Rent per Unit | ~.76 -.58 

Value per Unit | -,80 =, 64 

i Rent per Room 1 -, 60 -, 36 

Value per Room B -,39 -,15 
| -,82 =, 67 

a Rooms per Unit A ~.03 ~.00 
| =-.07 -,00 
[| -.16 ~,03 

i (it -.08 ~-.0] 

*uncorrected for tle scores 

i -62~



Table 18-C 
Rank Order Correlations; “Selected Census Variables* 

First Variable Second Variable Rho Rho First Vartable Second Variable Rho Rho 

% sound, all Facilities % Overcrowded -~.19 =, 04 % Non=Housing Unit % Sound, All Facilities 35 .12 
a % Vacancy -. 30 -.09 Populatton % Deterlorating 54 .29 

% Renter Occupancy -.50 -.25 % Deficient .59 .35 

% Non-Houstng Population 35 .12 % Overcrowded 242 .18 
% Non-White Population 03 . 00 % Non-White Occupancy .70 49 

Rent per Unit . 64 JA 
Value per Unit . 66 4G % Non-WhI te Occupancy % Sound, All Facilities 03 . 00 
Rent per Room 41 .17 % Dilapidated .70 /49 
Value per Room . 69 48 % Deterlorating .58 34 

% Defictent .56 31 
% Dilapidated % Deterlorating .65 42 % Overcrowded 46 .2) 

i % Deficient .58 34 % Vacancy 48 .23 
% Overcrowded L445 .20 % Renter Occupancy 254 .29 
% Vacancy .50 .25 % Non-Housing Population .70 ~49 

% Non-White Occupancy .70 J49 Rent per Unit -.04 ~.00 
Rent per Unit .05 .00 Value per Unit .02 .00 

Value per Unit .13 .Ol Rent per Room .0] -.00 

i Rent per Room .10 .0] Rooms per Unit .19 04 
Value per Room .13 .O] 

Rent Per Unit % Sound, All Facilities . 64 4 

% DeterloratIing % Dilapidated .65 42 % Dilapidated .05 .00 
% Deficient .61 .37 Rent per Unit .70 .49 
% Overcrowded 32 .10 % Deterforating ~ 42 -.18 
% Vacancy Al .17 % Deficient -.53 -.28 
% Renter Occupancy /48 .23 % Overcrowded -.30 =.09 
% Non-Housing Population 54 .29 % Vacant ~.27 -.07 
% Non-White Occupancy .58 34 % Non-White Occupancy ~.04 ~,00 

Rent per Unit -.42 -.18 
i Value per Unit - 43 | -.18 Value Per Unit % Sound, All Facilities . 66 JAY 

| % Di lapidated 13 02 
% Deficient % Dilapidated .58 34 % Deterlorating - 43 -.18 

% Deteriorating 61 .37 % Vacancy -,26 -.07 
% Non=Housing Population .59 .35 % Non-White Occupancy .02 .00 

i % Non-White Occupancy .56 31 Rent per Unit .70 J49 

Rent per Unit -.53 ~,28 
Rent per Room -,24 -.06 Rent Per Room % Sound, All Facilities ~4] _17 

Rooms per Unit =, 12 ~.0] % Dilapidated .10 _0] 
% Deficient ~. 24 -.06 

% Overcrowded % Sound, All Facilities -.19 ~.04 % Overcrowded -.25 -.06 

| % Di lapidated 245 . 20 % Non-White Occupancy Ol _00 
% Deteriorating .32 .10 Rent per Unit 76 58 

% Renter-Occupancy .06 .00 Value Per Room % Sound, All Facilities . 69 ~48 

% Non=Housing Populat!lon 42 _18 % Dilapidated .13 02 
% Non-Whi te Occupancy 46 .2) 

a . Rent per Unit -,30 -~,09 Rooms Per Unit % Deficient -.12 -.01 

| | Rent per Room ~.25 -.06 % Overcrowded “ -~.16 -,02 
Rooms per Unit -.16 ~,.02 % Non-White Occupancy _19 ~, 04 

% Vacancy % Sound, All Facilities -.30 ~.09 
i % Dilapidated .50 .25 rho = rank order correlation coefficient 

% Deterlorating AN 17 
% Non=WhIi te Occupancy ~48 23 rho2 = the predictive efficiency - portion of varlation In the first varlable which Is 

Rent per Unit -,27 -.07 explained by varlations In the second vartable. 

| Value per Unit ~,26 -.07 
*uncorrected for tle scores 

i % Renter Occupancy % Sound, All Facllities ~.50 -.25 
% Deterlorating 48 .23 
% Overcrowded . 06 .00 
% Non-WhI te Occupancy 254 .29 
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a Table 19 
Rank Order Multiple Correlations: Indices and Selected Census Varlables 

a Multiple Correlation Coefficients* Correlation Code 

, Index | Percent sound, Percent 

all facilities deficient 

Rd, Oq=.9/ a. Index A 

Rd af=.97 Rg, Ip=. 65 Ry op. 76 b, Index B 
a Rd,op=.92 Rg, 1lo=.36 Ry no=- 63 c. Index C 

Rd.gs™.87  Rg.mo=.59 RY or=- 61 d. Index | 
Rd, gq=. 86 e. Index I 

i Rd. bf=.85 Percent Percent non f. Index III 

Rd.gp=.85 dilapidated whi te occupancy g. % sound, all facillties 
Rd, pq=.85 h. % dilapidated 

i Rd, 1j=.83  Rh.oq=.72 Ro hp. /0 i, % deterlorating 
| Rd or™.82 Rh, op=. 70 Ro hg™ 70 Jj. % deficlent 

Rd, gm=. 78 Ro [q™- 65 k, % overcrowded 
a Rd h!l=.78 Percent Ro. J p= 64 1. % vacancy 

Rd. ae=.77  deterlorating Ro, [p=- 62 m. % renter occupancy 
i Rd. lo™.7/7 n. % non housing unlt occupancy 

Rd, pr=.76 RI, 1o™.60 Average rent o. % non white occupancy 
Rd hj=.76 Ri, lp=.52 per unlt p. average rent per unit 

i Rd. ho™.64 RI. km=.56 ~~ q. average value of owner occupied 
Rd. h]™.63 RI. fom.70 Ry g1=- 64 r, average rent per room 
Rd. no™.57  R].mo=. 61 Ry, 17)=.43 S, average value per room 

i | — Le t. average rooms per dwelling 

Average value of 

owner occupied home 

i Rg, go™- 66 

f *uncorrected for tle scores 

a =6h-



Table 20-A 
Product Moment Correlations: Indices and Variables, Including Exterior Inspection of 

a | | Residential and Mixed Use Structures: 3100 Blocks ContalnIng Both Owners and Renters 

DCD~ResIidential ] | 1.00 
DCD-MI xed 2156 1.00 

f A 3764 48 1.00 
B 4159 43 64 1,00 

| C 5167 47 98 64 1.00 
| 6768 51 96 74 95 1.00 

a II 7451 49 59 57 59 71 + =#=1.00 | 
Pil 8 B52 -47 -56 -64 =-57 -71 -85 1.00 
Sound, all fac, 9758 47 95 64 93 92 54 -52 1.00 
Sound, lack, fac. 10 }25 33 26 60 27 33 44 -33 29 1.00 
Deter., all fac. 11749 40 83 45 83 80 43 ~45 93 O02 1.00 
Deter., lack. fac. 12 438 30 67 60 61 63 38 -35 66 17 55 1.00 
Deter., total 13 |50 40 86 50 84 82 45 -46 95 05 99 67 1.00 

| Lacking total 14138 39 54 77 51 57 52 -42 57 85 29 66 38 1.00 
Di lapi dated 15 }49 23 71 31 #71 «+67 28 -26 55 O5 40 23 39 #+%I5 1,00 
Rent/UnIt 16745 45 54 50 49 63 86 -69 47 43 36 35 38 50 25 1.00 
Rent/Room 17136 38 46 34 41 56 74 -66 36 24 32 26 33 31 416 85 1.00 

a Value/UnIt 18151 46 53 55 58 67 91 -86 51 37 43 32 4h 4h 25 63 5h 1.00 
Value/Room 19748 43 53 47 59 68 84 -83 51 33 45 29 45 39 24 63 65 89 1.00 
Renter Occupancy 20749 38 39 45 42 4H 33 -48 42 32 34 25 35 36 24 31 +17 +4O 40 1.00 

| Vacancy 21738 25 33 62 35 35 21 -28 35 17 31 31 33 28 16 19 10 23 20 33 1.00 
a Overcrowding 22151 26 47 75 48 60 42 ~62 43 #14 38 29 38 25 34 32 26 46 37 28 32 1,00 

Non-White Occ. 23158 30 35 40 42 43 31 -49 31 O2 32 %JJ1 30 06 29 22 24 37 39 30 27 55 1.00 
Rooms/ Unit 24114 09 O08 30 10 07 O9 O1 16 39 O05 15 O7 30 13 O4 -40 13 21 31 #=+2I17 «+16 -06 1.00 

i Persons/Room 254.31 15 26 59 27 36 26 -55 25 14 19 20 20 21 19 16 06 33 15 16 27 76 31 31 #=+J1.00 

—_ N ow —t wa \O ™ CO Ov’ © —_ N wy —t Ln \o ™ oe @) Ov © — ™N on —t wn 
— — — — — — — — — — N ~N N N N N 

. x 
~~ — U . . 

— U — 4) w . W U 
UG —_ © © — Oo w wv — ° UO o 

a a © — Vv Oo — . Cc Ee Oo om w rw . 
wn x “ « rw c E => ac I > c — — E 
@ — a a . ° . . — a ~ ~ L UO — — Cc oc 

ac = wO oO L L L . QO. ~ ~ @ wo @ Cc Uv = > ~ 
A I c c ) Vv w 4 © Ww W 3 3 W © = I ~ . 

CQ Q —_ J a Ww Sy Ww UO — Cc Cc — — Cc UO Oo Cc Ww L. 
O ©O _ — O Oo oO o oO © — oO wv © © o © L. Oo Ee ® 

a a a < co O — — _ 7) ”) Q OQ Q — Q ac ‘oc > > oc > oO z oc a. 
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Table 20=B 

: Product=Moment Correlations: Indices and Varlables, Including Exterior Inspection 
Of Residential and Mixed Use Structures: 1460 Blocks Contalning Owners Only 

i DCD Res 

DCD Mix 20 
B .13 .21 

| ie (37 130 .22 
[ .25 .25 .54 .79 
I | 609 .21 .34 .51 .67 

Boi ~.13=23 =56~.43 -, 68 -, 83 
Sound, al] .23 .19 .11 .91 .73 .45 =36 
Sound, lack. | =20 -06 .14 .19 .24 .22 =15 .21 

| Deter., all .16 .18 .03 .81 .62 .42 -33 .94 =03 
Deter., lack. | .52 .30 .26 .73 .47 .24-=25 .46-01 .35 

Deter., tot.] .26 .23 .08 .88 .66 .43 =35 .96=03 .98 .50 
f Lack., tot, .20 .16 .27 .65 .50 .33-28 .48 .73 .23 .67 .33 

DilapiIdated | .18 =04 .04 .41 .46 .14 413 .51 .29 .32 ,30 .2] 
Value/Unit .09 .20 .35 .51 .60 .94 =83 .44 .21 .41 1.24 42 .33 114 

i Value/Room .09 .27 .26 .63 .67 .72-62 .49 .23 .45 .33 .47 .41 114 .76 
Renter=Occ, [-.03 .23 .10 .13 .08 .14 +10 .12 .21 .10-.07 .08 .12 .08 .30 .37 
Vacant -04 .10 .63 ~04-~,01 -~09 -03 .04-04-.02-04 .01 ~02 .03 ~03 .16 

i Crowding 17.17 .80 .17 .62 .39~-63 .06-,02 .02 .21 .06 .11 .O1 .37 .28 =02 .09 
Non=-Whi te -.01 =03 -02 -03 =01 .04~07 ~04~04 -04~,02 -03 -04-03 .03 .05 .03~,05 .01 
Rooms/UnIt =O] 204 .17 +10 .01 .47 -43 ~01+.03 .01-15-.01 =09 .06 .51-—14 .07 ,08 .19 

i Persons/Rm, 17. .13 .61 .05 .36 .39=74 .05 =07 .04 .07 .05 .02 .06 .39 .05-08 .21 .68 .05 .54 

a oy | 
XY —=— 0 Bw =— DV . vn 

— 0 — © Oo 0 @ ~ £ UO aad & 
— 0 OC — rw 1 w — Oo U ® - = 
NY) — O i Cc O © mn 4 c™ 

a vn x “ - - Y UG D « I cc —- SD 
wo — « « . . . — ~ ~ L, rs) — — ~ Cc 

oc = UO UO L. L L. : 2. vo oO Oo Cc Uv = Wn O 
Cc C oO O wo a4 0 3 J Ww 0 = I & wn 

f a 2 — 3 3 V Ww 1 UO — — — Cc U 0 Cc Oo i. 
Oo oO _- — Oo 800 o Oo wo OC — Co o L O Oo @ 

0 CA mM Ob — =— = KH WH A A A A A FF > H&E FS Ob BZ eK a 
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i Table 20-C 
Product-Moment Correlations: Indices and Varfables, Including Exterlfor Inspection 

f Of ResIdentlal and Mixed Use Structures; 900 Blocks Containing Renters Only 

Res, Condition ] 
Bi'xed Condition 2 | 46 
Index A 3 148 66 
Index B 4127 43 56 

Bf! ndex | 5745 63 97 69 
Index Il 6137 59 61 64 68 
Index III 7 £34 -29 -40 -27 -47 =56 
oun: all 8741 57 87 76 90 65 ~28 
ound, lackIng 9433 25 16 70 27 40 O1 48 

Deter., all 10 136 24 57 O11 51 22 -28 57 ~13 
Peter. lacking 11 ]04 34 62 55 68 42 -=12 59 12 

otal Deter. 12115 36 73 37 72 41 -24h 76 ~13 72 «70 
Total lacking 13721 38 44 91 56 57 -~05 72 81 -09 53 30 

BP! lerideted 14 J 44 56 83 18 76 34 =32 52 -07 45 34 39 O4 
ent/Unit 15137 59 61 64 681.00 -56 65 40 22 42 41 57 34 

Rent/Room 161739 28 35 ~02 35 48 =84 13 ~13 32 17 -=16 35 48 
Renter Occ, 17102 10 14 36 16 06 41 29 32 -03 20 14 40 06 =5] 

acancy 18 110 30 26 56 31 30 -10 38 27 O3 31 25 44 oO5 30 ~-07 16 

Crowding 19723 13 35 34 4h 26 -55 20 -O4 20 O8 12 ~03 40 26 32 02 
Bhon-wnite 20]42 26 44 16 4I 31 -35 29 03 32 O4 19 45 31 36 08 -02 46 

ooms/Unit 21 FO4 21 +18 #59 24 28 43 444 50 -16 38 19 67 -~06 28 -65 72 30 -10 ~08 

ae 22705 10 26 55 37 26 -48 29 10 24 20 27 +12 #26 =O2 18 +16 +71 24 = 26 

Cc —D 
Cc o 0) Cc 

oO — Cc — mn Ww 
a — VW — Xx : c E 

W — x — U i. — UO . O 
— TU — UO — is 8) 0) 4 Y UO WH oO 

oO Cc — — © © — oe) O 1 oe & O ® —- 

f 6 86 « mo» — © 2 7 7 2, 2. §& © BS £6 f° » FP 2 SG 
O - « : . — > ac . QO = co “NS OU 

UO x x x x x oO Oo L 1. — — oO NO ON a c UO = n Oo 
. oO Y oO © Ld) ®Y Cc Cc O Oo 1c) © © ae WH 1 © = I E 4) 

Wn x TU O UO Oo OU 3 3 rw) rw) W W — c c c O Oo Cc Oo & 
wo — Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc O O Vy) o O O — Oo vo VD) ) i. oO © @ 

i oc = _ —_ — _ — Y ~Y OQ O oa - OQ oc co oc > © = cc QO. 
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s table 21 S 
Regression Equations Utilizing 5 . 9 _ 

Census Varlables and Exterlor S _ _ Ue 9 

Inspection to Predict Index © © » o . D 9° E 

E Values and Selected Varjables = v a ov - + s 5 ; o c a E , ° 

u Y SO UO — U oa vy —_ Oo Cc Oo oO Cc 

(Based upon a stepwise » 2 9 - ee > s 2 5 2 9 - > 6 7 o 
regression analysis of O o O nm .« . . 2 L L o o 2 S OS o 

a a ten per cent random ue T F w £ > D> ff — Q o oO. O. o > ao ” 

sample of MI lwaukee ° S S _ ~ 3 s 0 9 7 o o o 3 < O " 9 

blocks contalning both . a => 6UOCO 7 2 © © aa 2 S 5 = — v Zz 2 9 . 

renters (flve or more) o 0 Ss Ss ; . & fg 2 id - - > > L o ef =e * ° 
a and owners (five or more) _ ® 6 6 £ £6 6 © SX & OD oD OF o 2 & 2 F & 8 

N=310 4 oe) U0 oO 3 3 v v v O — © © © 0 c O Vv Cc ie) iis) 
Ww c O Oo oO wo wo © — i. L L, L wo © > oO L iM 
Y _ a a wn Ww oO UG v0 —_ v0 oO i) Oo a i > ° Oo Cc OD) ® 
Oo ©O ©O > > > > > > 

i DCD condi tion-residential 632 | -19.3 15 | 19 13 16 

DCD cond!ition-mixed use 397 1-31.21 .72 £28112 18 

Index A 976 | -95.2] — - 90 34 . 69 ,27 
Index B .998 +120. 3 1,3 . 647.80 

i Index C .951 FI77.9] .51 -2.1 1.4 J49 
Index | .989 8,3 - ,32 .20 1d 99 .10 
Index Il .963 42 .05 43 | 52 - ,08 

Index [1] 940 1454.0 “h.8 [-3.5 [-4.4 [-2.8 -6.1 
a % sound, all facilities 987 21.4 - 684~, 42] ~. 33 

% sound, lacking facll. 971 51.6 =2.0 -1.6 _12]-. 63 
% deterlorating, all facil. 993 30.1 -1.2 .264~.711-. 35 

% deterlorating, lack facil. 937 | -47.8 2.9 ‘2.2 $1.7 |-.90 
% deterlorating, total .980 | 30.1 ~1,4 ~ 581-.45 

i % lacking facilities, total 823 | 48.6 -1,9 -].3 ~.62 

% dilapidated 794 | 59.7} .16 -2.2 “1.5 |~.92 -5.6 
Average rent per unit .488 11.8 _)3 . 42 43 -.13 

Average rent per room (,922 39.8 74 .05 -.47 . 04 
i Average value per unit ,521 3 _1lo}- .12 AST: _17 22 

Average value per room 916 13.1] | | _15 87 2] - 50 

% renter occupancy 6352] 23.5] .45 16 16 .23- 211 
% vacancy .213 | 28.9] .22 08 J15 JW 

| _- 1% overcrowding 725 | 4.1 - 12 09 22 6h 
% non-white occupancy 487 | 36.141.0 3 ~, 38 17 49 -, 24 
Average rooms per unit 265 18.9 _29 ~ 14 33 ~ 15 28 
Average persons per room 640 7.7 ,08 -,12 77 26] | | 
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Table 22 

i Product-Moment Multiple Correlations Using Only Those Census Variables Which Could Be 

Duplicated In Intercensal Years Without Interfor Inspection of Structures 

rere A CAA A AC A TCT ATCT TD 

E Dependent Independent Varlables Coefficient of lrrelevant 

Variable Added Successively Multiple Correlation Variables 

Index | Exterlor Inspection of NonwhIi te Occupancy 

Residential Structures~DCD , 68 Renter Occupancy 
i Value per Unit .78 

Rent per Unit , 80 
Vacancy , 80 

Index I] Value per Unit .90 Residential Structures~DCD 

Rent per Unit .98 Nonwhite Occupancy 

| Renter Occupancy .98 Vacancy 

Index II! Value per Unit 86 Residential Structures-DCD 

f Rent per Unit _ 88 Vacancy 
Renter Occupancy ,89 
NonwhI te Occupancy ,89 

E Index A Restdential Structures~=DCD ,64 Nonwhite Occupancy 
Rent per Unit ./0 Renter Occupancy 

a Value per Unit 71 
Vacancy 71 

f Index B Vacancy , 62 Nonwhite Occupancy 

Value per Unit 15 Renter Occupancy 
Residential Structures~=DCD .78 

| Rent per Unit 19 

Index C Resf{dential Structures=DCD , 67 Nonwhi te Occupancy 

i Value per Unit ./3 Renter Occupancy 

Vacancy .13 
s Rent per Unit .74 

nrc I AT A A ATCT TT TTT TT A TT aD 
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i FIGURE 21 

A SOUND, PERCENT OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 
' WITH ALL PLUMBING FACILITIES 

ACTUAL T-SCORE VALUES FOR 5,452 BLOCKS 
i mt EPP TE 
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E SOURCE: TABLE 3 "For most distribution it is expected that 99.7% of all values will be included between + 3c of X.



i . FIGURE 22 

VALUE PER UNIT, ACTUAL T-SCORE 
i VALUES FOR 4,391 BLOCKS* , 

i CITY OF MILWAUKEE, 1960 
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“For most distribution it is expected that 99.7 '% of all values will be included between + 30 of x. 

i SOURCE: TABLE 3 *"3.5% of the blocks are not included.
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