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return on invested capital is As a result com-
paratively few adequate struc erected in certain
areas except by private owners. Structures erected by land-
lords often represent a capital investment that is relatively
small and built in expectation of a speedy return. Con-
stuction in the past, in many cases, was of the boom-type,
jerry-built sort. h quickly deteriorated, thus adding
greatly to the housing problem. For all these reasons. the
shortage of adequate housing facilities for urban populations
become increasingly acute.
The informed person who will argue that his city
not suffer to some extent from slum and inadequate housing
conditions is comparatively rare. Various local, state, and
federal social :1<:vm‘ic.<< private social research institutes, the
motion picture. and the creative artist have joined in direct-
ing the public’s attention so forcefully to the situation that
a large body of public opinion is demanding better
housing facilities, especially for low income groups.
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were completed, insofar as field work was concerned. To-
ward the mvm‘lumn of the field work, the office staff of
the project was augmented as the field ]‘U\UIHKI of enumer-
diminished. The entire field work covered a
5 to September 15, 1939. The prepara-

] showing the results of initial
from the project’s inception

ators Ww
period of from May
tion of presentation
tabulati i
until

In conjuncti

with the prescribed enumeration an
additional question was asked to determine the number of
coal-stokers in use within the bounds of 3 “his
done as the request of the city in connection with its
w on smoke abatement, a special problem for Asheville
because of its geographic location.

Coding and tabulating of the results, both of the real
pro serty survey proper and of the low income hou area
were completed February 7, 1940. In addition, the
r ~\1l‘.< of the Salisbury Real Pr (\put\ Survey and the Reid
Real Property Survey were coded and tabulated in
eville office concurrently with the Asheville Real

Property Survey.

k Y S 4 . s

A preliminary, informal report on some of the more
conspicuous result -vealed by the Survey was made by

and

the State g\l]ur\' r of the project to the City Council 2
appeared in the local newspapers February 9, 1940.

The culmination of interest in the housing ation in
Asheville resulted in t bointment of a housing authority
for the city of Asheville in June 1940. This step toward
the eventual elimination of slums was only taken after 1 ong
and thorough investigation by the City Council, an investi-
gation which included for t]c most part the results of the
low income area section of the Real Property Survey. In
fact, the prime motivation for the city of Asheville’s request-
ing that the survey be made, was to determine the extent
of bad housing conditions so that an intelligent "mpmndl
could be made as to the most satisfactory method of reach-
ing a solution of the housing problem.

The general method of )‘rOLcdurc employed by the Ashe-
\illc Real Property Survey was that of the Tr(/zmquf for a

2eal Property Survey, prepared jointly by the Coordinating
Committee of the Central Statistical Board, the Works
Progress Administration. and the Division of Economics and
Statistics of the Federal Housing Administration published
at Washington, D. C., July 19. 1935. In '1ddmon to this
manual there was available the Supplement to the Technique,
prepared jointly by the Division of Social Research of the
Works Progress Administration. the Division of Research
and Information of the United States Housing Authority
and the Division of Economics and Statistics of the Federal
Housing Administration and published at Washington. D. C.,
August 15. 1938: and Low Income Housing Area Survey,
prepared and published by the Division of Social search
of the Works Progress Administration at Washington, D. C.,
February 2. 1939. With certain minor modifications advised
by the state office of the Survey, the techniques outlined
in these three works were explicitly followed.

It must be borne in mind that complete accuracy in a
survey of this type is impossible. In addition to the element
of normal human fallibility, several other extenuating cir-
cumstances must be considered, including speed as a factor
of pressure on the enumerators. However, it is believed
that the accuracy of these workers will compare very faver-
ably with that of similar survey work. A compilation of
error (1‘11 on the basis of the five per cent spot check
enumeration, shows an average error of slightly more than
3 per cent for the entire survey. As a whole and in anal
the statistical information is accurate to as great a degree
as practicable, and should be readily susceptible to a pertin-
ent, workable interpretation.

.

el

co-sponsor of the Asheville Real lm,ml\ Survey,
y of Asheville has rendered most generot monetary
and other ance, without which the operation of the
)‘Inlul could not possibly have been successful. In addition
to placing the stamp of official approval on the project,
thus greatly facilitating operating relations with the general
public, the city rendered material aid in a variety of other
ways, unhesitatingly meeting all reque made by the pro-
ject for necessary supplies and furnishing generous office
pace in the City Hall. Typewriters, adding and calculat
machines, map-making supplies, and general office supy
were also furnished as needed. A great deal of help was
obtained from city enginee the city smoke abatement
it and others. It was as much the readiness with
this large amount of assistance was given as its
lance that was encouraging and made for efficient

hc importance of pul bic interest in and public under-
a survey of this type can hardly be overestima-
tion of persons interviewed is much more
s obtained when such persons have some understanding
is going on. The Asheville Real Property
fortunate in having the survey pl
mind through several different and efficacious

means.

Newspaper publicity in itself was considerable. A
ville newspapers showed themselves extremely ready to co-
operate with the survey by introducing surv news to the

pl’h,n through their columns at all times. local radio
station was equally co-operative in presenting the survey to
the pubic, twelve survey-sponsored, fifteen- minute radio
programs being presented over its facilities. Another source
of public re elations not to be overlooked was Ihv excellent
reception given the survey by the local Ch amber of Cc om-
merce, the local Real Estate Board, and the various lo
civic clubs.

An important phase of survey public relations was that
with the Negro population of the city. At the outset of the
irvey a group of substantial Negro citizens formed a
\olun.nr\' committee to act in the capacity of \[n\ﬂsrvrs for
the Negro. unit of the survey and to act as a liaison

ment between the Survey in gene and the local \w.u
population. Such was the general response by the public
both races to actual enumeration tl two minor
laints were received by the City Manager in regard
Real Property Survey enumeration.

The materials and results of the survey will be distributed
and filed as follows: General tabulations, block tabulations,
the basic data cards and a set of correlation tables derived
from the iul:x] results will be turned over to the city. In-
formation relative to low income families such as basic
schedules, mnuhtmnc and summary tables will be filed with
the Housing Authority. Copies of the final report will be
filed with the State Planning Board, Work Pm]uts Adminis-
tration, colleges, libraries, and proper city departments.
In addition, the Federal Housing Administration and the
United States Housing Authority will be furnished with
copies of the results.

Credit must be given to Mrs. Robert Russell, City
Director of the Asheville Real l’mpcrly Survey, for the
excellent work done by this unit of the survey as well as to
her equally competent office manager, Mr. W. A. Wright,
who mn[r\but(d greatly to this report. Credit is also due
to Miss Mary Paschal, District Director of the Professional
and Service Dl\mr)n of the Work Projects Adminis ration.
The fine co~ r)p( ation shown by hL office in the selection of
the staff and guiding the work insured a competent survey
from the outset.
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quently the various primitive valley trails were developed,
connecting one settlement with another. Most of the
earlier sessions of the County Court related to the working
and laying out of these roads. All these trails converged
near Asheville and were finally connected with the Post
Road. Carried over these roads the products of the moun-
tains were exchanged for the manufactured goods of the
larger cities and towns. At the same time many of the
early settle

thrown upon their own resources, became
skillful manufacturers, weaving their garments from the
wool of home-raised sheep, cultivating flax, and manufact-
uring linen. As the commerce with the outside world in-
creased, local manufacturers, utilizing the natural resources
of the reglon, grew.

Among the most important industries in and around
Asheville, employing local labor. are those involving the
manufacture and processing of textiles. The largest of
the textile concerns include the American Enka Corporation,
situated a few miles west of Asheville, the rles-Biltmore
Bleachery, close to the city’s eastern boundaries, the Beacon
Manufacturing Company at Swannanoa, a few miles east
of Asheville, and the Biltmore Industries. Also important
is the hosiery industry, including such companies as the
Asheville Hosiery Company, the Black Mountain Hosiery
Mills, the Mount Mitchell Hosiery Mills, and the Biltmore
Hosiery Company. The dairy industry, using the natu
advantages of the region, is represented by the Biltmore Dairy
Farms and the Southern Dairies. Among the other industrial
establishments of importance are a tannery buying from
and selling to all parts of the country, the sheville Mica
Company, located at Biltmore, meat packing companies, and
stone quarries. Most recently a large mill for the manu-
facture of cigarette paper has been built at Pisgah Forest,

near Brevard in Transylvania County.

7]

Concomitant with the development of commerce and
industry has been that of transportation and communication
facilities. The city is serviced by the Southern Railway,
which first came to Asheville in 1880. Local and inter-urban
transportation was once furnished by one of the earliest
electric street railways to be established in the country.
begun in 1889. This line was replaced in 1934 by motor
buses.

In the ante-bellum days of Asheville the segregation of
races was an accepted fact. In those far-off days the slave
owners built and maintained separate quarters for the slaves,
setting aside a definite section of the plantations for the
“field hands” who occupied cabins or cottages, especially
built for the families of the slaves. Nearer to the residences
of the owners were better built and better maintained quar-
ters for the “house servants”. A few of these old buildings
still exist in Asheville.

After the freeing of the slaves, the Negroes were left more

or less to their own devices, but generally clung to their ac-
customed abodes on the lands of the former slave owners,
who employed them in reconstruction work incident to the
Civil War. In many case: groes have acquired parts of
the lands of the former slaveholders, and the districts they
now occupy have become segregation districts by natural
evolution. Among the older segreg ted areas are the tracts
immediately east of Biltmore Avenue, extending across
Valley Street and up towards Beaucatcher Mountain. Ad-
joining this section is the Eagle Street it
istrict. Here are found the offices of Ne
barber shops, drug s
tion building.

d
men, as well as theatre
and a community recre:

Other segregated Negro districts are the
ville” section near Kenilworth, the Shiloh district near
Biltmore, and a few scattered Negro settlements on the
hills north of Haw Creek. There is a large Negro settle-
ment just west of Swannanoa, founded by the former slaves
of the Davidson and Alexander families, who settled the
entire Swannanoa Valley contiguous to the present town of
Swannanoa.

With the growth of Asheville as a resort center, la
and pretentious houses were constructed, and the growing
Negro population, confined in too small an tended
to spread toward these sites. Following the pattern of
Southern cities, attempts were made to restrict Negroes
from making homes or acquiring lands in the more choice
residential centers. This was accomplished temporarily
by placing restrictions in deeds of conveyance, and by fcr-
bidding grantees to dispose of the land to Negroes for a
certain number of years. Nevertheless, there was such
pressure upon the Negro population within its crowded area
that many “islands” of Negro population have sprung up
in the city. Today there is no particular portion of the
y set aside for the Negro race, although delineations of
districts are sharp. As the city develops, certain s tions
ar their function and there are to be found m
ions that formerly were occupied exclusively by whi
jents now tending toward the de f

sec

mation of “mixed.

The Florida real estate boom of the middle 1920’s spread
to Asheville and the city experienced an unparalleled period
of speculation and over tpansion with the inevitable crash
and period of retrenchment. The houses erected during that
time naturally still stand and have been part of the steady
erowth of the city into the nearby areas.

There are several new developments in and surrounding
Asheville, such as Grove Park, Beaver Lake, Norwood Park,
Biltmore Forest, Beverly Hills, and the development near
the Asheville School in West Asheville known as Malvern
Hills. The tendency is for the better r 2sidential homes to
move toward the periphery of the city, in many cases out-
side the corporate limits.
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CHAPTER II

[L.and Use
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Table I
AREA OF LAND BY USE

Area (in square feet)
or percent

o ; 527,459,300

230,077,750

Land
Land coverage of major structures

iy Sl R s
land in permanent use

Land covered by major structures as percent of

Tz
DISTRIBUTION OF

Percent distribution
of area

1000

230,077.750 162

SRR AR R
17

Type of Use

Land in permanent use
Temporary business uses 880,860 3
353,400 07

Parking and used car lots

296,147,290

Unused and vacant land

Table III
NUMBER AND AREA OF STRUCTURES BY TYPE

tructure  Average area
of structures

ibution (sq. feet)

Number of structures
INUmMBEIFOIRSL- 2~
Percent

Number ribution (s

B 3 1000 25919 1000 1
10015 767 190 604 1
1427 109 1,926,098 87




00.0

43.62

07
56.14

e

e S
Average area
»f structures
(sq. feet)

1,695

1,335




-

DA\

.

_

-

.

W

-

N

N

g

.

.

/.
N

Y

4////%////////////////
o

.

g mﬂ,:L.LO»m;S,ﬂLHTLWi _

N\

LAND COVERAGE MAP

V.C.

T VI,

AS

REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY, SEPTEMBER 1939.

0.P. 65-1-32-148







o]

bbbl

CHAPTER II1

Real Property

information collected by

field enumerators, the Real Property Survey attempts

IN BRINGING together the

to present the most uxmpxdmm\( data available on a
wn\idu'll»k number of the physical characteristics of
Asheville’s dwelling The (Hl.tl‘ sis which follows represents

X-

an *Ile]I to interpret the findings as revealed in the
tensive tabulations made of the assemble .d data on dwelling
structures and units.

At the time of the survey,
Asheville, containing 14,985 dwelling mm
uctures were under construction, 24 of
y dwellings, and one a five-unit
ompanying Table V indicates,
ting structures, 9931, are of
pe. 'l"hc next large zroup,
52 ing units,
and include
homes which,
now

he there were 11,886 structures
Twenty-five
hich were single-
rtment house. As
eatest number

single-family
656 structures
as “other non-
artments Zl“d

}

artment house
structures wmlw ning bu with
1t of tl e city’s total. Other t
percent of all structures.

5

Converted Structures
ion of structures to new uses generally occurs
3 priences a luumm us, adual
. and very frequently when economic
vents investment in the necessary new cons
in wu. growt Converted properties alr
eterious effect on the neighborhoods

on surrounding property values.

rather than

£r0\

changes in use should be mv\~§dcch

irable condition. Table VI s 1at 11%

perce Asheville’s structures, involving 352, 2
cent of dwelling units, were converted from their mrxmml

v Over 94 percent of these conversions, involving 111
structures, were made from residential structures originally
intended for the housing needs of one family group. Of
these, 39 now contain two dwellings, 57 contain th
more dwellings, and 15 were converted into structures
combining business w ith residential uses. The remaining 7
conversions were originally store '\1”\.1“'\ or
adapted to residential uses.

h the presence of converted structures is not
very striking factor in Asheville’s housing situation. 1
significant that the tendency toward such changes in
seems to be increasing. More than a third of thu- exi
conversions were made in the five-year period from
1939 .over three-fifths in the past ten years, and nearly
or 924 pecent, in the years since 1920.
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SURVEYS

. BY CONDITION OF STRUCTURES

Total structures

1934 Real

Inventor 1939 R

Property

Total reports on condition

100.0

Structures in good condition 27.6
Structures in need of minor repairs 458
\Umluus in need of major repairs 2231
Structures unfit for use 3.9




Table V

NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF STRUCTURE

FOR ALL STRUCTURES AND ALL DWELLIN

G UNITS

Number of S
Percent
Number Distrib

Type of structure

uctures

Number of Dwelling Units

Number

'l'nuﬂ reports on type 11886 717111),11 14985 lnnmr
Single-family detached SRR 7L T e o01 IRERCE
Single-family ;zrﬂ‘\\!n'd 20 7(1_,’ } i 77j\| R 0.1
2-family side-by-side 207 1.7 SR
2-family 2-decker £ 491 l,i i 77‘%’\'_’ T .6
jfamily 3-decker L 21
4 double 2-decker T S 108
Apartment—total : RS 1717_:77 IT‘;’ TR R R 914 i 6.1

AT ;‘() l]”i].\' 7&“’&\'" 7 0.7 ST TR % ::1 3 ;77

10-19 units T e G o RN e S0
20-39 units : 7577 R RS R 133 7“."

" 40/ or more \1:v;7!\77 0 0.0 2 o o

77’; 1€ v dwelling units ! 242 TR l)” TN R e 1[)3\: =z _777

7 r nwn—mn\'ur';cd structures 65 5.5 b 10.2

ly converted structures G 0.6 e i 167 Il
Completely converted structures 52 7”;1 192 13

Percent
Distrib.

* Less than 0.1 percent

NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBU

le VI
)N BY TYPE OF CONVERSION FOR ALL

PARTIALLY CONVERTED AND COMPLETELY CONVERTED STRUCTURES

Partially and

Completely
1

completely conv. conve
Type of conversion structures structures structur
Percent Percent Per
Number Distrib. Number Distrib. Number Distrib.
Total conv. str. 118 100.0 66 100.0 52 100.0
Conv. from 1-fam. str.—total 111 94.1 62 93.9 49 94.2
Conv. to 2 D. units, no bus. unit 39 sl 31 47.0 8
3 D. units or more, no bus. unit 57 48.3 27 40.9 30
1 D. unit with bus. units 14 11.9 3 4.5 11
2 D. units with bus. units 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 A TRIA
3 D. units or more, with bus. units 1 0.8 1 1.5 0 0.0 S
: : 7 7 : TR = b AP
Conv. from other than 1-family str. 7 ) + 6.1 3 5.6 & N
To str. with no bus. units 7 510, + 6.1 577 5.8 DO
To str. with bus. units 0 0.0 0 0.0 W 0.0
12
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Table VII

NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY CONDITION OF STRUCTURE

FOR ALL STRUCTURES AND ALL

DWELLING

UNITS

Structu

Condition

Table VI
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF ALL DWELLING UNITS
(IN NEED OF MAJOR REPAIRS OR UNFIT FOR USE) BY

[T
AND DWELLI
MONTHLY |

POOR CONDITION
ANCY STATUS.

A

All EEE——
Dwelling Units Ow

100.0

$ 499 or less 10.0

100.0

100.0

100.0 100.0

SR o R R D 452
77771';1]-7; 1}_‘3"”7 I 19.3 i 222 TR 23.0
e Vl:_Ul)—Wi” S ST ii_‘) 777\7} = 74
A T T BLR YIRS T 29

0— 29.99

~3000— 39.99 10.8 12 143 3 8.7 0.7 14.2 24
T 4000— 4999 49 WG 78 18 3 0.2 72 24
50.00— 7499 43 N e Do 27 01 58 10
75.00— 99.99 1.5 * 3.0 0.2 0.7 ~ Al 0.0
]Hli_li(l; 14999 09 TrﬂiiA 7_77“ 0.0 0 7‘7 0.0 13 0.0

e e R o ey G B 0.0 ) 16 0.0
AT T s D R 5




Table IX
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPANCY ST ATUS FOR ALL
DWELLING UNITS BY YEAR BUILT.

A [ Oocupancy A
Year Built Dwelling Owner
Units Occupied ()ummd Vacant
Total_reports on_year e R TR e e e R TR
l‘) 5-1939 TR A S T el RS o ;l; \77 ;Q_‘l G
41‘?;0—1‘)34 S S e TR ?)Urlr)" e 43.5 i 51.2 R 53
TEI‘)_") e e e l\l')ll 5 7%_7 B ¥ 57.6 e 547 !
1920-1924 e s wme e D 48
T e AT
7‘ Uw 1‘ 14 T e e ey = 1(“]?'7»7 ; 3\'7.1\ o z\l.l 3 = 5%3)
S e Sewm SR St R B 1|)(|1| = T ”/‘»H : : hHV
T R 1000 S T
SR T oE o000 T im0 e
before o TR S 08 e ]1’)!’!,’!) 63.1 =

Table X
STRUCTURES IN NEED OF MAJOR REPAIRS OR UNFIT FOR USE AS PERCENT
OF ALL STRUCTURES 1\ ACH GROUP FOR 1-4 FAMILY OW?! -OCCUPIED
STRUCTURES BY PE OF STRUCTURE BY VALUE OF P ROI ERTY.

"Total 1-4 f

structures by type of structur

r’s estimate of
value of property

b e RS

Total reports on value of property

0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

500—% 999 g 1unu oy oW
T iy o 00 00
T ne y E o W 0w
7 7()\)(i E)’Vg SR 8.5 : 7.6 7 U_(l ;ﬁr -77”)7
Tgﬁfgj'—/l—T w0
T 3000— 3999 37 34 00
T 4000— 4999 19 i o
5000— 5999 3.0 32 0.0
6000— 7999 0.0 0.0 0.0
T 8000— 9999 : W6 e 00 0.0 T 00 o
lrme S eoTERT e e e R 00 0.0 o0 00
 15000— 19999 0.9 09 0.0 0.0 oW oo 00
~ 20000— 299%9 0.0 0.0 R0 00
30000 or more 0.0 0.0 0.0 Oy o o o0
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in the enumerating techni-

Allowing some differences
que and in the territory covered by each survey it is still
apparent from these figures that some degree of lmmu\umuu
has been effected in the condition of the city’s structures
The number of structures removed from ulL' categories
need for repair to the good condition group
years is probably an accurate xullullnn of
emergence from the economic slump of the
decade and an attempt to overcome the
the depression years. It is obvious
e structures, a comparatively
would effect the degree of
maintenance of housing
the consideral ble group
The need for sound

indicating a
during the last 5

the period of
half
ect engendered b

1

ol the

Nneg

that, just as was true for the

improvement
standards and

which is saill

reasonable outlay

1or

designa as i of minor repairs.

new  construction, however, is apparent irom the by no
means neg le r whose poor condition is aggrav ated
by their low value, 1. location, and their lack of such vital
i:ﬂ.;‘:'u\unn. s plumbing, heatin facilities.

and lighting
investment can
will be discuss

profitably
>d in the

d

I I';;\ ate
construction
families.

new

low income

Bge of Structure

oportion of the existing residential structures
in Asheville, little more than 8 percent, antedate the year
1\"*. About 29 percent of all structures were built between
the years 15% A«nJ 1914. and over three-fifth of the total
re of compa atively recent construction, dating from 1915.
The city’s greatest expansion took place during the period
1920 to 1930. In hu first half of that decade 2,173
structures containing 2,514 dwellings were built, represent-
an annual construction average of about 435 structures
and 503 dwelling units. During the last } half of the decade,
ille’s boom Pcrmd the city experienced the greatest
yportionate annual cons struction average of any year in
history. Almost 30 percent of all existing structures, or

g 4, 182

A small p

7 contali dwelling units, were built during that
year an average of 685 structures and 836
»'Umv units year. The effects of the economic

ression can y be seen in the drop in constructic
decade. Only 266 structures containing 299
(an average of 53 structures and 60 units
built during the years 1930-1934. During the
following five year interval, 1935-1939, an even smaller

Iber. 248 structures with 260 dwelling units, or a yearly
average of 50 structures and dwellings, were built. Dur-
ing the L‘IILHHCTLU;NH period of the survey (four mnmh<)
25 homes were under construction. If this amount of build
ing is. Lmvmicd in similar “mpmtmn\ over the next five
vear interval, approximately 375 additional structures will
be built, a total somewhat greater than the construction
during the last five years.

the last

)

v

average

A definite correlation exists between the age of structures
their condition. As structures age the percentage re-
ng repair increases. Thus, while 9.4 percent of all
structures which were built since 1920 are reported in poor
repair, 3 ent of those built prior to that year are
either in need of 1'“}'4' repairs or unfit for u The
1‘1‘(»;‘0113”:\ rises to the point where Almmt 45 percent of all
structures built before 1905 are in poor u»ndmnn as com-
pared to about 15 percent of those built since that year

per

- Although older structures report the greatest proportions
in the poor condition categories, over half of the structures
in poor condition are of more recent construction.

Therefore, the obsolescence of structures is only one of
the factors contributing to Asheville’s housing problems.
Other causes, such as the quality of structures, particularly
those built during the boom yvears, and the extent to which

standards in housing have

signi

modern

equally ficant.

Other Structural Factors

Other physical characteristics of structures
in the survey are exterior material, number of
the presence or absence of ix ements and garages.
structures prevai Ashevill ing for 80.4
of the total. materi
orted in 10.4 in 5
and the remaining
f exterior I!llxlt‘r.ul
structures

Wooden
percent

stucco 1n

stone or
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Over
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and about 41

w

two stories

two stor in hci:m. Houses
constitute less than 2 percent of

111 structures with two and one-ha stories, 99
stories, > sidential structures excee
stories izx height.

Owner Occupancy

In terms of housing and its rela

he extent of home owner
':iuhur proportionate occurrence,
elements considered desirable.
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and values and the resultant de
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rability of
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
OWNER-OCCUPIED

Table XI
BY VALUE OF PROPERTY FOR 1-4 FAMILY
STRUCTURES BY TYPE OF STRUCTURE

Owner’s estimate of

Total 1-4 family owner-occupied structures by type of structure

1-4 Single-

Single-

4-family

value of property family family family 2-family 2-family 3-family double
structures detached attached side-by-side 2-decker 3-decker 2-decker

Total reports on value of property 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

% 499 or less 2.5 2.5 0.0 —::\: 1.6 0.0 0.0
500—% 999 10.0 10.2 .;3‘.‘;4‘ 1“).()’ S 7::7 %5 7(1’_7“ YR WOV.U 4
1000— 1499 95 9.6 33.3 e e e
1500— 1999 10.7 10.7 0.0 19.0 SRR 55
2000— 2499 9.1 9.1 0.0 A 0.0 00
2500— 2999 8.1 8.1 33.3 9.6 T
3000— 3999 137 13.6 0.0 19.0 Rl 00 176
4000— 4999 8.2 8.0 0.0 7.1 Gy 0.0
5000— 5999 6.6 6.5 0.0 24 9.1 Dl0T T
6000— 7999 69 68 0.0 4.8 9.1 (e
8000— 9999 36 35 0.0 24 5.0 0.0 118
10000— 14999 45 46 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 BE

15000— 19999 25 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8
20000— 29999 0% 27 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
30000 or more 1.5 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wik el o e $3.00000 $2.50000 $1,000.00 $2,000.00 $3,000.00 $2,500.00 £6.000.00

$3,999.00 $2,999.00

$1,499.00

$2,499.00 $3,999.00 $2,999.00 $7,999.00

Table XII

DWELLING UNITS IN NEED OF MAJOR REPAIRS OR UNFIT FOR USE AS PERCENT OF ALL
DWELLING UNITS BY OCCUPANCY STATUS by MONTHLY RENTAL OR RENTAL VALUE

All Occupancy status

Monthly rental or rental value dwelling Owner- Tenant-
units occupied occupied Vacant
Total reports on rental 2253 11.2 278 254
$ 499 or less 70.7 69.2 69.5 83.5
5.00—% 9.99 52.0 47.5 52.6 59.8
10.00— 14.99 259 18.2 29.1 13.5
15.00— 19.99 13.4 83 14.6 30.3
20.00— 24.99 8.3 69 8.8 129
25.00— 2999 4.1 29 4.2 12.2
30.00— 39.99 245 2.6 21 4.3
40.00— 49.99 2.8 247 2.0 8.5
50.00— 74.99 0.9 0.3 152 4.2
75.00— 9999 09 0.7 1.5 0.0
100.00— 149.99 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
150.00 or more 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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only 3.2 percent of the structures valued over $2,000 are in
<he same condition categories.

There are more Six room homes among owner-occupied
structures of the single-family type than any other size. It
i median size for those structures valued between
000 and $4.999, which includes more than one-third of

owners. Five rooms is the median size for structures
lued between $1,000 and $1999, and four rooms for
owner-occupied structures valued under $1,000. Seven
rooms is the median size for structures valued between
¢5.000 and $7,999, and eight or more rooms is the median
all values exceeding the latter. Almost half of all owner-
ccupied single-family stuctures with four or five rooms
1 a reported valuation under $1,000 and $2,000 re-
ctively. Over half the owners whose dwellings contain
seven, or eight or more rooms are valued at over $3,000,
$4.000, or $6,000, respectively.
Of the 4,528 owner-occupants of one to four-family
uctures, 1,898, or 41.9 percent, report the existence of
mortgages on their properties. The highest proportion of
mortgages occurs among that 39 percent of owner-occupied
tructures of these types which are valued between $2,000
$4.999. These report almost 50 percent of their number
v encumbrances. The lowest proportionate incidence of
mortgaged structures occurs among those valued under
¢1.000, which represent little more than 12 percent of all
occupied structures of these types, and also among
valued over $8,000, which represent 14.7 percent of
total.
Owner-occupied structures built during the five year
| 1925-1929, the period in which the greatest number
eville’s existing structures were built, report a higher
n of their number with mortgages, 51.5 percent,
uctures built in any other five year interval. In
however, houses of more recent construction show
mortg incidence than older structures. Of all
tures built since 1920, 47.8 percent are mortgaged,
for those built prior to that time the proportion is
343 percent. A slightly higher proportion of unencumbered
ccupied structures are in poor repair, 12.5 percent,
those with mortgages, 9.4 percent, which is possibly
attributable to the poor loan risk of properties seriously in
need of repairs.

(<

e

Duration of Occupancy

The tendency of owners to occupy their homes for longer
iods than tenants is important as a factor which influences
the stability of population and contributes to the desirability
f home-ownership. The comparative differences between
duration of owner and tenant occupancy are striking.
While 67.3 percent of owners have occupied the same
dwelling for five years or more, the same is true of only 20.4
percent of the tenants. Noteworthy too is the fact that
348 percent of the tenants in Asheville have occupied their
present dwellings for less than one year, with 22.4 percent
reporting an occupancy duration of less than 6 months.
On the other hand. over half of all owners have occupied
their dwellings for from ten to twenty years or more, while
the largest part of all tenants, about 45 percent, have oc-
cupied their present homes between one and five years.
The median duration of occupancy for the city as a whole
is from three to five years, for owners it is from ten to
twenty vyears, but that for tenants falls to from one to two
year:

There is little indication of differences in duration of
occupancy by rent groups, nor do the differences in length
of occupancy among the different types of structures seem
to warrant the drawing of any conclusions. Among tenants
there appears to be greater mobility in those units of from
one to three rooms, which report median occupancy dura-
tions of less than two years, while tenant occupied units with
four or more rooms report median durations of from two to
three years. The proportion of structures in poor repair

rises somewhat among both owners and tenants as the
duration of occupancy increases.
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Rental and Rental Value

Although rent prices are determined by a number of
factors, including demand, minimum costs for the construc-
tion of adequate houses, and the rents which they should
profitably command, can more or less be established. Since
minimum rents can be determined, an analysis is attemptec
in the section on low income housing, of such minima and
the market for them in Asheville; that is, the number of
families now inadequately housed whose incomes would
permit them to pay the rental price of adequacy. irst,
however. it is essential to examine existing rentals in the
city and the housing conditions which prevail among the
different rent groups.

Over half of all dwelling units in Asheville report a
rental value of less than $20 a month, 439 percent a
rental value of less than $15 a month, and close to on -fourth
have a rental value of less than $10 a month. The pro-
portion of owners reporting low rental values is much
smaller than that for tenants. While 39.7 percent of all
owners report rental values of less than $20 a month, tl
same is true of 67.8 percent of the tenants. Only
percent of the owners report rental values of less tl
a month as compared with 53.7 percent of the tenan
rental values of less than $10 a month account for 109
percent of all owners in contrast with 31.7 percent of
tenants. Owners show a hi proportion (60.3 percent)
having rental values in ex of $20 a month than do
tenants (32.2 percent), and actually report a gr r num-
ber having rental values in excess of $40 a month (1,087
owners and 655 tenants), in spite of the fact that tenants
are almost twice as numerous as owners in Asheville.

o1

ille is from
from $20 to

The median rental for all dwellings in
to $20 a month, that for owners ran
a month, while for tenants it is from $10 to $15 a

month. For the 1,077 furnished units in the city rent

price is undoubtedly affected by the inclusion of i

These units represent about 10 percent of all ter

and vacant units. They occur much more

however, in the high rental groups than in the I

groups. Thus the rental value of 6.2 percent of

occupied and vacant uni renting for less than $20 a month
is that high because of the inclusion of furniture in rent,
while the same is true for 19.3 percent of all tenant-occup

and vacant units with a rental in excess of $20 .

Owner-occupied structures built since 1935 report the
highest median rent, $40 to $50, for that type of tenure.

The median rental value declines as structures i in

age. Among tenants, those units built between

1929 report the highest median rental, which falls between

$20 and $25 a month. Of the 29 dwelling units under

construction at the time of the survey, the rental values
of five were estimated at between $50 and $75 a month,
six between $30 and $50 a month, seven between $20 and

$30. two between $15 and $20, four between $10 and 315,

four between $5 and $10, and one at less than 85

2 month. The median rental value for all these is from

420 to $25 a month, which is lower than the 830 to 240

median for all dwellings built during the last five years.

The relationship which the condition of structures bears
to the rents they command has been discussed above. Stated
in terms of rent returns, the survey reveals that of all
dwellings which rent for less than $10 a month. 56.5 percent
are in poor condition categories, as are 259 percent of
those which rent for from £10 to $15 a month, rent groups
which include about 44 percent of all dwellings in Asheville.

Other interesting conclusions may be drawn from an
analysis of the dwellings in the various rent groups and
the families living in them. Dwelling reporting low
rentals show a greater proportion of families with children
under 15 years of age than those reporting higher rentals.

Of all occupied dwellings in the city 46.7 percent report

the presence of children. Duwelling units renting for less

than $20 a month report children in 51.5 percent of their
number. while children are present in 40 percent of the
units renting for $20 or more a month.

1
2

HA

5
5




Table XIII
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY MONTHLY RENTAL OR RENTAL VALUE FOR
OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN UNIT

fPotal Number of persons in dwelling unit -
reports 3 - : 11 "
Monthly rental or rental value on 1-2 3-4 5-€ 7-8 9-10 persons
E"L‘I’SDHS ]K’rgt\]lﬁ persons persons persons persons or more
Total reports on rental 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000  100.0 im
$ 499 or less 57 9.2 41 45 34 38 16 ‘
5008 99 19.0 193 172 198 241 20
T 1000— 1499 19.7 17.1 196 213 269 DR
15.00— 1999 139 12.8 142 15.0 13.7 16.0 14.7
2000— 2499 10.0 95 10.5 10.1 9.3 10.2 93 '
25.00— 29.99 838 8.3 97 8.7 7 6.1 47 .
30.00— 39.99 10.6 11.3 7 9.8 5.1 Sl 8.5 G
40.00— 4999 48 553 Sl 3.8 43 29 39,
50.00— 7499 42 42 45 38 27 42 116
75.00— 99.99 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 101} 1.0 47
100.00— 149.99 09 0.7 1.0 09 0.5 0.6 78 l
150.00 ory more 0.9 0.8 09 0.8 1.2 0.3 39 2
Median monthly rental or rental value $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $10.00 $10.00  $20.00 I
$19.99  $1999  $1999  $1999  $1499  $1499 $24.99 !
Table XIV ll
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY MONTHLY RENTAL OR RENTAL VALUE ;
FOR ALL DWELLING UNITS BY NUMBER OF ROOMS \ \l
Total : :
Monthly rental or reports Number of rooms in unit
rental value on e o e R e T S_r«i<>:11s ‘I
numoer room 4 rooms J rooms rooms J rooms D rooms / rooms or more \
Total reports on rental 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 :
$ 499 or less 59 55.8 227 10.1 7 0.9 0.5 0.4 02
5.00—% 9.99 18.7 27.0 324 37.1 346 12.3 6.1 34 %7
1000— 1499 19.3 115 165 178 339 264 16.2 72 5.0
15.00— 19.99 139 19 102 9.1 98 264 16.5 132 7.1
20.00— 2499 10.1 19 7.3 6.4 44 13.4 174 129 8.2
25.00— 29.99 8.8 1.1 5.5 585 34 8.9 16.5 132 10.2
30.00— 39.99 10.8 0.0 48 94 5.3 6.5 174 23.0 15.6
40.00— 49.99 49 0.4 0.4 4.0 22 2.3 5.2 12.3 12.6
50.00— 74.99 43 0.0 0.2 05 09 2.1 32 O oT
 75.00— 99.99 15 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.7 2.5 8.3
100.00— 149.99 09 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.1 0.2 1.6 5.8
000 o e TG 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 08 68
* Less than 0.1 percent
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The problems of adequacy assume even greater signifi-
cance when examined in terms of the number of individuals
rather than dwelling units affected. It is interesting to
note, for example, that the larger groups in the city show
the greatest proportions living in units of low rental value,
thus spreading the greater degree of m.(dcqu.u\ implicit in
these low renting units to a larger number of people. While
56.6 percent of all groups containing from one to four
people live in units which rent for less than $20 a month,
60.6 percent of those groups with five or people, 68.1
percent of those with seven or eight people, and 69.6 per-
cent of those with nine or ten people occupy units in these
low rent categories. The median rent for units occupied
by from one to ;wnplc is from $15 to $20 a month,
while for groups with from seven to ten people it drops
to from $10 to $15 a month. Groups containing eleven
people or more report a higher median rent ($20 to $25)
and a smaller proportion (45.6 percent) in units renting
for less than $20 a month than groups of any other size.
This is probably due to the fact that most of the units
housing these large groups are especially equipped and run
as rooming hou and their rental value is undoubtedly
based on estimates of their returns as business establish-
ments.

It is manifest that Asheville’s greatest housing problem
is to be found among that largest part of its tenant
population which lives in low-renting units. From this
large proportionate occurrence of undesirable characteristics
among these low-renting dwellings, two conclusions can be
drawn: fi that low rentals are maintained in Asheville
by the ,u)un‘.xun of inadequate conditions, and second,
that adequate conditions are tolerated because of an
inability to pay the higher rentals which adequa must
command.

Size of Dwellings

The five-room dwelling predominates in Asheville, ac-
counting for 19.0 percent of all unit The four and six-
room units are next in order of frequency, each size
representing about 17 percent of the total. About 25 per-
cent of all units contain from one to three rooms, and
about 20 percent contain seven rooms or more.

The proportionate occurrence of the different size
groups varies owner and tenant occupan Thus,
while the greatest number of owners, amounting to over
one-fourth of the total, live in six room units, the largest
group of tenants, representing over 20 pcrum of their total,
occupy units of four rooms in size. More than 83 percent
of all owners occupy dwellings of five or more rooms, as
compared with little more than 44 percent of all tenants, and
while only 5 percent of all owners live in units of from cne
to three rooms, about 34 percent of all tenants occupy
dwellings of this size. The median size for all dwellings in
the city is five rooms, that for owners is six, while for
tenants it is four rooms. Although owners occupy ozly
32.3 percent of all dwellings, they account for 55.7 percent
of all units of seven or more rooms.

The size of dwelling units varies considerably with che
type of structure. Although the five-room unit predomi-
nates in the city as a whole, there are more six-room units
among the single-family detached structures than any other
The three-room unit is most prevalent in all other
types except the two-family, two-decker structures, where
there are about as many four-room as there are three-room
units. In addition, the apartment house and those structures
listed as “other non-converted” types report more two-room
dwellings than any other size.

Units with four rooms or less show a greater proportion
in the poor condition categories than larger units. Although
for the city as a whole 22.3 percent are in poor repair, over
40 percent of the one and two-room units, and 33 percent
of the three and four-room units are in ronr repair, as
compared with 12.9 percent of those units with five rooms
or more. Although the units of from one to four rooms in
size represent about 43 percent of all dwellings in the city,
they constitute 67 percent of all units in need of major
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repairs or unfit for use. While about 64 percent of all white
groups live in dwellings consisting of five or more rooms,

about 62 percent of all Negro groups live in dwellings of
one to four rooms in size.
Over half of the 270 one-room dwelling units in Ashe-

ville rent for less than $5 a month. O the
two-room units, 47 percent of the t} units, and
about 40 percent of the four-room units report rental vaiues
of less than $10 a month.

Physical Equipment

Household equipment may be classed

“desirable.” Proper cooking and refriger
is desirable in every household, but proper lighting, ;
plumbing, and heating facilities are essential to any dwelling
11 it is to be considered adequate in terms of health, safety,
morals, and general welfare.

In Asheville 89.7 percent of all dwellings
electric lights. The remaining 10.3 percent
lamps and other lighting dc‘ ices. f the o
units 277, or 5.7 percent, are without insta
ighting, 2 ent of all tena
units. Of all dwel units renting for |
month, which comprise about one-fourth of the tot:
in the city, 36.5 percent are not wired for electric
one-third of all dwellings which rent for between $10 and
$20 a month report 4 percent of ir number without
electric lighting. For all other higher rent groups the
proportion without adequate lighti han one per-
cent in every cas
ixty-two dwelling
heating facilities of any
furnace heating equipm
units, 8.692, or 58 perc
installed” facilities,

instal'ed
number of
on “other
ers, wood
and coal stoves, etc. more than one percent
of the numerous dwel rent for less n $10

month, and bout 10 percent of those that ren r between
$10 and a month have furnace he
{\mﬂonmn of dwellings so equipped ris
sively higher rent group to the point where ove
of those units renting for lmt\\ccn $25
and over 90 percent of those renting more a
month have furnace heat. L is ther y, on the
basis of other lacks in adequate housing among these
same low rent groups, that the mildness of the southern
climate is not factor responsible for the absence
f equipment.

of modern heating
At the request of the city’s Smoke Abat
the Real Property Survey m\c\tmtcu the extent to which
stoker-firing is employed in the operation of furnace heating
systems in Ashev 11lc l‘hc principal purpose in gathering
these additional data was to aid the Smoke Abatement
Division in its (’fTort to dc’al with the problem of removing
the pall of \.nokc which at times hangs over the central
"ortmn of the particularly during the winter season.
It is the opinion of many perts and smoke-abatement
engineers that the smoke ance is largely caused by
the improper firing of heating systems, which leads to the
mmmpu combustion of the bituminous coal JVU' used in
this vicinity. An analysis was made, ler ore, in the
form of three maps of the city. of the tota mxmlwcr of
heating systems, the number of hot air and steam or hot
water heating systems, and the percentage of stoker-fired
heating tems on each block.
The presence of plumbing facilities one of the most
controvertible standards of adequacy in housing. The
fact that 5.025, or percent, of all dwelling units in
Asheville lack the minimum of at least one private indoor
flush toilet and one bath, represents a serious problem in
terms of the health and general welfare of the city. In-
cluded in the third of all dwellings that do not meet
minimum plumbing standards are 1462, or almost ten
percent of IhL city’s total dwellings, \\'hl(h have a toilet
but no bath: 1.882 units. or 1" 6 percent, which share toilet
facilities with others; 769 units, or 5.1 pgr;unh which have




Table XV
DWELLING UNITS IN NEED OF MAJOR REPAIRS OR UNFIT FOR LTSE‘;\S PERCENT
OF ALL DWELLING UNITS BY OCCUPANCY STATUS BY PLUMBING EQUIPMENT

All Occupancy status
Plumbing equipment dwelling Owner- Tenant- 8
units occupied occupied Vacant
pled i SOCCUPICC R ENE G

T R s e e

=~

Total reports on plumbing equipment 223 11.2 27.8 25 4
2 bathing units 3.2 1.1 5.7 9.4
ST SRS T et B RIS e

e e D e

B e R e

1 toilet and at least 1 bathing unit d 6.1 13.8

At least 1 toilet, less than 1 bathing unit

ed toiled, with running water

ed toilet, no running water

e R A s LRl I e g
No toilet, with running water 599 479 64.3 70.0
NI S It e SR SRR e e e RASOR R  DREE E I  E
No toilet, no running water 76.3 58.7 80.7 80.0

Table XVI
RACE OF HOUSEHOLD BY OCCUPANCY STATUS

All-occupied Owner-occupied Tenant-occupied
dwelling units 1 dwelling units
Race of household Percent Percent
No. distrib. No. distrib.
SEh ot
Total 65.8

rts on color or race 14,162 100.0

e : s
d other 10,897 100.0 6, 62.6

LA e et T O e B R e R R e T e T T T S e R O e

2,499 76,5

299

O

Table XVII
NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF ALL OCCUPIED DWELLING
UNITS BY CONDITION BY OCCUPANCY STATUS

) Condition of dwelling units
Total reports i In need c
Good condition minor

In need of
major ai

No. P

Occupancy status Unfit for use

No. Percent

No. Pe

100.0 5306

e o hoits PR T C T R 567 4.0

1000 4912 ST 406 1367 18
B B0l T o o e
G e s L b0, zes WL o T
Eon R o e 0o B0 1000 5 T s
" Negro owners i o B Y }
vll«:(:;n:?:ug\:ci \mii 7()7'\31 7i(ill_f)7 j/:ﬂg IS B 1035 :
TR TRE Y TR
Negro, tenants TnoL o T e e A
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running water but do not extend that utility for toilet and
bathing purposes; and 912 units, or 6.1 percent of the
city’s total, which have neither running water nor access to
indoor toilets and baths.

The distribution of sanitary facilities by occupancy re-
veals that among owners 18.4 percent report less than the
minimum standards, while among tenants 41.3 percent are
inadequately equipped. That other factors have to be dealt
with when consider any one aspect of inadequacy in
housing is attested to by the fact that almost half the
plumbing inadequacies in Asheville (47.8 percent) occur in
units which are either in need of major repairs or unfit

for use.

As with other undesirable aspects of housing, the lack
of adequate sanitary facilities is preponderant among the
units with low rental values. Thus over 96 percent of those
dwellings which rent for less than $5 a month are ill-equipped,
80.6 percent of those renting for between 5 and $10, and
40 percent of those renting for between $10 and $15 a
month are similarly without proper facilities. Here again,
as rent values rise, the incidence of dwellings inadequately
equipped declines sharply

s far as “desirable” facilities are concerned, 38.5 per-
cent of all dwelling units are equipped for electric refriger-
ation, and 1.5 percent for gas, a total of 40.0 percent,
representing 5,993 dwellings, with mechanical refrigeration,
a greater proportion than the 32.0 percent which are
equipped with modern cooking facilities. The use of
electricity is about as extensive as gas for cooking, the
former occurring in 15.6 percent of all units, and the latter
i Among owners, 58.8 percent report me-
i and 44.0 percent electric and gas
while 32.5 percent of all tenants report
.ration, and little more than one-fourth
report the nodern cooking facilities. Over three-
h of Ashe dwellings still use oil, coal, or wood
for cooking, and 427 percent still use ice for re-
ation. Tenants show a greater proportionate use of

modern equipment, with over 49 percent of that
tenure group reporting the use of ice and 72.6 percent the
use of other installed cooking facilities, as compared with
about 35 percent of the owners who 1l use ice and 55
percent who cook without gas or electricity. A little more
than 6 percent of Ashevi owners and 18.2 percent of
its tenants manage without any refrigeration equipment
whatsoever, while less than one percent of each group re-
ports no installed cooking facilities.

The proportion of dwellings with mechanical refrigeration
and modern cooking facilities increases with the
rental values of dwelling While 16.6 percent of all dwel-
lings which rent for less than $20 a month report mechanical
refrigeration, 72.1 percent of those renting for $20 or more
are so equipped; and only 6.7 percent of those dwellings
which rent for less than $20, in contrast with 66.6 percent
of those renting for $20 or more, report the presence of
electric or gas cooking equipment. Obviously, the greatest
lack. as in the case of other perhaps more vital equipment,
exists in those rent groups below $20 a month, which in-
clude the greatest number of Asheville’s dwelling units.

cooking equij

mechanical refrig

the

2

Race Distribution

While the Real Property Survey in no way approximates
a census of the total number of people in the it does
obtain an adequate idea of population proportions by race.
The distribution of the races by occupancy is shown in
Table XVI.

The proportion of ownership among Negroes is con-
siderably smaller than among whites, and the differences
between the races in the degree of structural inadequacies,
as well as other undesirable housing characteristics. are
even more marked. both for owners and tenants. As Table
XVIT idicates, while for the city as a whole 22.2 percent
of all occupied dwellings are in the poor condition categories,
483 percent of the Negro dwellings fall into these groups.
as compared with only 14.3 percent of the white. Although
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the white occupancies in the city exceed those of Negroes
by 7,632 units, Negro dwellings not only show a greater
proportion in poor repair, but they actually out number
those occupied by whites in such condition groups. A
olance at the owner and tenant columns of Table XVII
reveals the consistent differences in condition between the
race groups for both types of tenure. While 7.5 percent of
white owners live in dwellings in poor condition, 30.5 percent
of the Negro owners live under similar circumstances.
White tenants report 184 percent of their number in the
poor condition groups, as compared with 53.7 percent of
the Negro tenants.

A far greater proportion of Negroes occupy dwellings of
low rental value than do white groups. While 18.2 percent
of the latter occupy units with a rental value of 1 than
$10 a month, the same for 459 percent of
Negro population. An additional third of the
Asheville pay between $10 and $15 a
making a total of 79.1 percent of all Neg
with a rental value of less than $15 a month
with 33.8 percent of hite groups. /

percent of all Negroes pay from $15 tc month for
rent, 6.3 percent pay from $20 to $25 a 2.2 percent
5 1

pay from $25 to $30 a month, and less than two percent
per month.

live in units with a rental value of $30 or more
Although Negroes occupy about 23 percent of a
in the city, fully 43 percent of the units ren
than $10 2 month, and 39 percent of those ren
$10 to $15 a month are occupied by Negroes.
renting for more than $15 a mo
of Negro occupancy decr 1
While Negro owners occupy 15.8 percent
pied units, t py 3 I f
units with a re

tenants constitute
and occupy 42.8 1
rent for less than $

values rise.
owner occu-

OWner-occ

the

The average numbe
gs in /
3.7 pe

occupied dwelli
groups averaging
greatest number of unit c
people and comprise 479 percen C
About 30 percent of the city’s dw re
oups of four and five persons, and 11 percent
of six or seven persons. Single persons and I
eight or more persons, respectively, occupy about five per-
cent of all dwellir

Groups consisting of from one to five persons are some-
what more prevalent among owners (85. percent) than
among tenants (82.6 percent), who in turn report a larger
proportionate occurrence of groups witl persons or more
than do owners. About 22 percent of the city’s Negro-
occupied units contain groups of six or more pe wh
is true of only 14.8 percent of units occupied by wl
groups.

The standard used by the Real Property Survey for
determining the adequacy of dwelling unit space is
and one-half persons per room. The 248 one-room units in
Asheville aver. two persons per room and are the only
size-of-dwelling group which averages more than one 2 nd
one-half persons per room. Although the average number
of persons for all dwelling units. except those of one roor
does not exceed the standard of one and one-h
per room, actually, 1.050 units, or 7.4 percent of the city’s
number
over-

ity contain tw
t of all i

e
Ci

persons

total, report the presence of more than the stand
t proportion of

¢ tenants, who report 10.2 percent of
e of their groups com-

of persons per room. The greates
crowding exists amo
their units inadequate for

pared with 2.1 percent of the owner-occupied ur In
both types of tenure Negroes report ater proportions of
overcrowding than white occupants Table XX illustrates.

These 1.050 dwellings house, in inadequate space, 12:5
percent of all individuz enumerated by the survey. Here

|




Table XVIII
DWELLING UNITS OCCUPIED BY NEGROES AND “OTHER” RACE AS PERCENT OF ALL OCCUPIED
DWELLING UNITS IN EACH GROUP BY OCCUPANCY STATUS BY MONTHLY RENTAL

Tenant-occupied

All-occupied Owner-occupied
dwelling units

Monthly r r units dwelling units

Tot

231 158 268

G e ' 482 346 49.7

500—s 999 414 33.0 431
5 39.0 359 40.1

1000— 14

15.00— 1999 Z 185 220 1638

20.00— 2499 14.5 174 12.4

25.00— 2999 58 9.2 32
T 3000— 3999 18 33 0.5
*rv:.w_m\— ,pynﬁ 5 12 16 0.7
T 5000— 7499 03 0.3 0.4

75.00— 9999 0.0 0.0 0.0

U"UJ"“”; 14999 0.0 0.0 0.0

15000 or more 0.0 0.0 0.0

Ta XI2
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN DWELLING UNITS
FOR OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS BY RACE OF HOUSEHOLD

Race of household

White Negro “Other” race

ber of persons 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
55 47 8.2 0.0
55 259 243 0.0
37 179 0.0
& persons : 184 19.1 16.2 0.0

5 persons 118 118 11.5 0.0

R 7.1 69 747 0.0
7 persons 39 3%5 54 0.0

N 54 44 8.8 0.0

PERSONS PER ROOM AS PERCENT OF
BY OCCUPANCY BY RACE

DWEIL

Owner-occupied

Tenant-occupied

Ra dwelling units dwelling units
Total reports om color or race 2.0 10.1
" White = 53 18 75
e 35 17.2
@ re obtained fn bulated results.
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DWELLING UNITS WITH
DWELLING

Table XXI

MORE THAN 174 PERSONS PER ROOM AS PERCENT OF ALL OCCUPIED
UNITS BY OCCUPANCY STATUS BY NUMBER OF CHILDREN

Number of children in dwellin

Total reports on children

No children

5 children or more

With chi
1 child
)
3-4 children

All-occupied

g unit dwelling units
= = e 7]7‘ 2
e e R
e g : 14.0 5
e e e e - SR
Sy S R R 477,,];\‘,,
S Eme 300
o e T

PERCENT OF ALL

Table XXII
PERSONS IN UNITS WITH MORE THAN 1%z PERSONS PER ROOM
BY OCCUPANCY STATUS BY AGE OF PERSONS

Age of persons

All-occupied Owner-occupied Tena
dwelling units dwelling units ds

Total reports on ag

Under 1 year

20-64 years

65 years or over

125 44
273 120

26.6 109

254 109

207 90

154 67

7 R 27

39 12 7.1




Table XXIII
DWELLING UNITS WITH MORE THAN 1% PERSONS PER ROOM AS PERCENT OF ALL OCCUPIED
DWELLING UNITS BY OCCUPANCY STATUS BY NUMBER OF EXTRA FAMILIES

All-occupied Owner-occupied Tenant-occupied
Number of extra families in dwelling unit dwelling units dwelling units dwelling units
Total reports on extra families 74 231 10.2
No extra families 7.2 2.0 919,
With extra families 13.8 59 19.8
1 extra family 13.1 59 18.6
2 extra families or more 20.5 59 29.6

Table XXIV
VACANT UNITS WITH STRUCTURAL INADEQUACIES AS PERCENT
OF ALL VACANT UNITS BY MONTHLY RENT

Total In need of major Inadequate Inadequate

Monthly rent inadequacy repairs or unfit plumbing lighting

for use facilities facilities
Total reports on monthly rent 40.7 254 sJatl 10.2
$ 499 or less 98.7 83.5 96.2 46.8
5.00—% 9.99 84.1 59.8 7557 35.5
10.00— 14.99 469 13.5 41.7 2
T 1500— 1999 2.4 303 450 28
T 2000— 2499 312 129 215 0.0
25.00— 29.99 16.2 12.2 54 0.0
30.00— 39.99 6.0 43 2.6 0.0
40.00— 49.99 6.8 8.5 0.0 0.0
T 5000— 7499 42 42 0.0 42
T 7500— 9999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100.00— 149.99 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
——IT(E(‘) or more 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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again tenants show the greatest proportion of overcrowding,
with 16.6 percent of all persons, as compared with 4.4 per-
cent of those in owner-occupied dwellings, living in units
which house more than one and one-half persons per room.

Since one-room units average more than the standard
number of persons per room, it is not surprising that units
of this size should show a higher proportion of overcrowding
than units of any other size. In general, however, smaller
dwellings report a greater degree of overcrowding than
larger units. About 55 percent of all one-room units, 15.8
percent of all two-room, and 16.2 percent of all three-room
units in the city house more than one and one-half persons
per room, whereas only 3.6 percent of those units exceeding
three rooms in size report overcrowding. On the other
hand, the proportion of overcrowding mounts strikingly as
the size of group increas to the point where about 40
percent of those units which house eight or nine persons
and over half of those housing ten persons have inadequate
space.

That the different factors which constitute housing
problems tend to occur in the same places or structures is
further evidenced by the fact that although little more than
7 percent of the dwellings in Asheville are overcrowded,
almost 17 ]‘U‘(Llll of those in need of major repairs, and 25
percent of those unfit for use are overcrowded. Inadequate
dwelling space also occurs more frequently in low-renting
units than in others. Over 29 percent of those units which
rent for less than $5 a month, 18 percent of those which
rent for between $5 and $10 a month, and 8 percent of
those renting for between $10 and $15 a month are over-
Lxl)\\d(’d while all other and higher rent groups show de-
creasing proportions of overcrowding, none of which exceed
three percent.

About 47 percent of the occupied dwelling units in Ashe-
ville report the presence of children. Of these units, 14
percent have inadequate dwelling space, while those without

children report only 1.6 percent of the number overcrowded.
Almost one- third of all the people enumerated were under

20 years of age at IllL time of the survey. With 12.5 per-
cent of all persons in the enumerated area living under
crowded cmd'tiom 21.7 percent of those under 20 years
old, in contrast with 7.9 percent of those 20 or more yecars
of age, were found in overcrowded homes, and almost one-
fourth of all children under 15 years of age were similarly
situated. More than 57 percent of those people living in
dwellings which are too small for their groups are under 20
years old; 464 percent of them are children under 15
years of age.

Overcrowding in itself; that is, the presence of more
than one and one-half persons per room, is not the only
factor to be considered in examining the adequacy of a
dwelling for its particular occupants. Frequently rental
payments can only be met by “doubling up” and taking
in roomers, with the subsequent undesirable effects of such
action on the familial organization with the home.

For the purposes of the d\\'c]ling survey only those
families who reported “doubling up” for economic reasons
were considered extra families. Within the limits of this
definition, 434, or 3.1 percent of all occupied units report
the presence of 485 extra families; 44 units report the
presence of more than one extra family. Owners show a

slightly greater proportion sharing their dwellings with extra
ﬂumhcs than do tenants. Only 28, or 5.8 percent of these
extra families, are composed of single persons; 311, or 64.1
percent, are two-person families; 104, or 214 percent,
consist of three persons; and 42, or 8.7 percent of all extra
families, consist of four or more persons. In 13.8 percent
of the dwellings reporting the presence of extra families, the
latter are the cause of overcrowding in the dwelling. This
is more true of tenant- occupied units than those occupied
by owners. In the latter instance only 5.9 percent of the
dwellings with extra families are overcrowded, whereas
among tenants with extra families 19.8 percent are over-
crowded. In any event, dwellings with no extra families
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show a much smaller proportion of overcrowding (7.2
percent) than those with extra families (13.8 percent).

Of the 1,140 dwelling units, which report the presence
of roomers, 842, or 5.9 percent of all units in the city,
indicate the presence of one or two roomers, and 298 units,
or 2.1 percent of the city’s total, report from three to
eleven or more roomers. A slightly higher proportion of
roomers is evident among those dwellings in the poor
condition categories than among those d\\'d]inm in good
repair. Units with a larger number of people in them chd
more to attain their group size by virtue uf the presence of
roomers than do units with a smaller number of people.
Thus, while 1.7 percent of all units with two persons, and
5.8 percent of those with three persons living in them re-
port the presence of roomers, about one-fourth of the units
with eight or nine persons, 35 percent of those with ten
persons, and 55.8 percent of those with eleven or more
persons living in them are of these group sizes because of
the presence of roomers. However, an anurazm“ aspect
of the rooming situation in terms of family life is the fact
that groups which originally consist of one person show
the greatest proportion renting to roomers

In general, inadequate occupancy factors are not a
serious problem in Asheville. To the extent that they do
exist, however, the above analys ttamrud to show
that each occurs along with mhu factors of inadequacy,
particularly structural ones, and must th erefore be cons sidered
an element contributing to the city’s housing problems.

Vacant Units

Of Asheville’s 14,985 dwelling units, 823, or 5.5 percent
of the total, were vacant at the time of the survey.
these can scarcely be considered in terms of the s
dwellings available for an e i ince two-
them are inadequate either because of their poor condition,
their lack of standard "hmlhin:. heating, and xx;hting
facilities, or because of a combination of several of these
factors. About one- Iounh. or 209 of the vacant units,
in the poor condition categories, with 111 of these clas
as “unfit for use”. One- Lxrd of all vacancies Ihu» ﬂquL&L(.
plumbing facilities, 10.2 percent are not wired for electric
lighting, and 4.6 percent have no installed heating equip-
ment.

Two hundred and twenty-eight, or 27.7 percent of all
vacancies, have been unoccupied for one year or longer;
113, or 13.7 percent, have been vacant for three years or
longer. Half of all vacancies in poor condition have been
unoccupied. for more than one year. The units which have
been vacant for one year or more indicate a far greater
incidence of undesirable structural conditions than do units
vacant for shorter periods. While only 17.5 percent of
those units vacant less than one year are in poor condition,
about one-third of those vacant for from one to three years,
and 59.3 percent of those vacant for three years or more
are in need of major repairs or unfit for use. The high
proportion of inadequacy coupled with the lengthy dlr‘mon
of vacancy reported for 228 of these vacant units indicates
their virtual abandonment as unrentable properties.

Almost 23 percent of all vacancies, 186 units, have a rental
value of less than $10 a month. Of these 168, or fully 90.3
percent, are inadequate to some degree. About 70 percent
of them are in the poor condition categories, 84.4 percent
lack adequate plumbing facilities, and 40.3 percent are not
equipped for electric lighting.

About one-fourth of all vacant units rent for between
$10 and $20 a month. Of these, 55.1 percent, or well over
half are inadequate; 43.4 percent lack adequate plumbing
facilities, and 22.4 percent are in the poor condition groups.

Over half of all vacant units have a rental value of less
than $25 a month. Of this half, 64 percent are inadequate,
whereas for the 339 units, or 41.2 pcrucnt of all vacancies,
which rent for $25 or more per month, only 7.4 percent are
structurally inadequate to some degree.
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Low Income Housing

HILE the housing problem cannot be confined within

a city to any one group, distinct aspects of the
problem exist for different income levels. Problems of
plummu construction, and encumbrance apply to all groups,
but the pile-up of “lacks” in inadequate housing falls within
the limits of low income groups. A housing authority was
recently appointed by the city of Asheville to investigate
the needs and to make provisions for housing these groups
now living in kub\L.mdurd dwellings and unable, because
of insufficient income, to better their conditions. It was
the task of the Real Property Survey to make a study of
these groups and to determine the number of substandard
units \\n}.:n the city, the income levels of the families
living in them, and other pertinent information relative to
a planned housing program.

he concept of adequacy for dwelling units cannot be
defined very rigidly, since too many factors, a number of
them subjective, enter into any consideration of the term.
However, minimum standards were set up for determining
adequacy, covering the most objective factors involved.
As a result. a house was designated as “substandard” if
any one of the folowing conditions was found to exist:
(1) among the physical factors—need of major rep: or
unfitness for use, of a private, indoor flush mllc’. lack
of a private bath, of running water piped inside, lack
of in.m,hcd heating, or lack of installed lighting facilities
(gas ity); (2) among the occupancy factors—an
average of more than one and a half persons per room,
two or more ilies in the same dwelling unit; provided
monthly rent is less than $30.00 per month should only one
> above occupancy factors exist.

or electr

presented here are those found during the
rvey and, while conditions may have changed
enumeration, hardly enough reconstru
s taken place to affect the authenticity of the results.
Of a of 14,985 units, 5473 occupied units con-
taining yups were found to be substandard on the
basis of at le one of the factors listed above. Many of
the units listed substandard are so because of a single
factor. By repairing a roof here, installing electricity there,
or piping water into a house, some of the substandard units
might be ru\nimcd for standard and healthful usage.
Nevertheless, it was found that well over 30 percent of all
the substand fa

on

rd units were so for more than one factor.
It is this group of houses that largely constitutes the city
slums. Many of these houses were poorly built at 11
outset. Some have outlived their usefulness, and others
have been deteriorating for too long a period to be reclaimed.
Patchwork and repairs on these houses will only tend to
forestall their inevitable classification as unfit for use. A
large number of these houses should be demolished.

In terms of community life it is of little moment for a
family to live in a standard home in the midst of squalor
and poor housing conditions. The effect of a neighborhood
upon the family group is as definite as that of the dwelling
itself. The housing program, therefore, is far more exten-
sive than the effort to replace unsafe and insanitary dwellings.

Slum conditions are costly to a city. Actually, for
many degressi slum areas, a program of subsidization
necessarily e Tax returns from these areas are at a
minimum, tax delinquency is common, and the per capita
tax return is far below that of other sections of the city.
On the other hand, all city services and facilities must be
accentuated within these areas. Police costs are often in

excess of thrice that found for other areas. Costs for fire
protection are naturally excessive. Public health nurses find
practically all their work within the boundarlcs of slum
sections. Many studies have shown irrefutable evidence of
the high incidence of crime and delinquency in slum areas.
The removal of slums will not, of course, cntircl)’ eliminate
the conditions of poverty which i
their rise. It will, however, help Ixmlmtc those decidedly
undesirable social conditions dttcndant upon this poverty
which are directly traceable to inadequate housing and slum
districts.

The establishment of a housing authority for the city
of Asheville is the first step towards the eventual elimination
of some of the worst slum sections. Action of the newly
appointed housing authority will be conditi by the
heville and the direction of any effort

needs of the city of
will, at least, be toward a planned solution. Much work,
beyond what the hrm\mu authority can duomp remains

to be done and can be done with pri
operative efforts of owners and tenants in
through the furtherance of a public housing |
The total substandard units occupied by t
revealed by the Low Income Housing Are
follows:

Total Owne
Total all races 5.473% 1,121
White race 3,228 718
Negro race 2,245 403

*In addition to this total there were 673 substandard
dwelling units either vacant or not interviewed.
Of these units, merely 177, or slightly more th
percent, were substan because of occupancy |
alone defined abo e., mmuwu‘i:w or the presence
f ex families. The great number, 4,129 units, were
L:xH_\' substandard. The contrast between overcrowding
ity in gener about ten percent, and that for
“nh.xrd dwellings, over twenty percent, i t
'm Aduvwm al conditi

to of
by low income families, attention must
serious problem of overcrowding its rela

incomes. Little difference was found between size of
families living in standard and substandard hom
average size of family for the whole city was 3.6 persons,
that for standard units being 3.6 persons, and for substandard
3.7 persons. Overcrowded conditions among substandard
units, therefore, cannot be attributed to any prepon derance
large families among the low income groups, but is rather
e result of doubling up or the limitation of living space
to an unhealthy degree in order to reduce rent payments to
sums within the nmuxl reach of the family
income. Table XXV shows the number of
substandard category 1\) occupancy and race.
The incidence of those physical factors which are used
to designate a unit substandard and the proportion that
n of each occupancy group is shown in Table

£
h

(@)
t

From these percentages it can be seen that owners
show the smallest proportion of units to be in physically
substandard condition. Owners account for about one fifth
of all substandard units, with white owners claiming thirteen
percent of the total substandard count. It is quite likely
that a good number of these units can be m:uh adequate
through improvements and repairs either privately or with
the a ance of existing lending agencies. Vacant units, as
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Table XXV—ADEQUACY BY OCCUPANCY STATUS AND RACE OF HOUSEHOLD

Total occupied

Adequacy units
e e s T W T
Total units substandard 5473

Wl ity eS8

Physically substandard 4,129

Occupancy substandard

Ph

cally and occupancy substandard 1,167

get e S T
177 57 46 21 110 7 39

Tenants
Total White Negro

1121 718 403 4352 2510 1842
3270 1964 1306

Owners
Total White Negro

859 563 296

195 109 86 g7z 475 497

Table

BY OCCUPAN

XXVI
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF INADEQUATE UNITS

CY STATUS

#* Less than 0.1 percent

Units needing inadequate Units with Units with
Occupancy status Total major repairs, sanitary no installed no installed
units unfit for use facilities _heating _lighting
No. Pet. No. Pect. No. Rets INGHERCE:
All units 14,985 3,349 22.3 510258883845
Owners 4,841 542 1152 891 184
Tenants 91821 2,598 278 3,861 413
K 3
Vacant 823 209 254 2738331

Units with

occurrence of

the above table indicates, show a very
usion may be

each adequacy factor, from which the
drawn that many of these vacancies
condition of the structure rather than by
for housing facilities.

The major problem in regard to su
in the field of tenant groups. Part of it
found in a study of the facts concerning t
units and the tenants’ abi
assure adequate dwellin
and rentals is, therefore, neces
to which private car be economic
vide low income housing of an
data are also necessary to find the
levels which a public bod
Authority, should reach in order to
rehousing without ing upon the pr 1 legitimate
private investment market. The data rvey were
gathered with the object in mind o yroviding such an analy-
sis both for public and private housing.

Without emphasis upon proximity to employment centers
or to city services and the function of this factor as regards
construction expense, a minimum cost of $2,000.00 would
be required to buy land, pay taxes, construct, and main-
tain a standard unit of four rooms. To insure a ten per-
cent investment return $200.00 a year, or better than
$17.00 a month, would be the minimum rental on such
properties. Since the accepted criterion for rent expenditure
is a maximum of one-fifth of the total income (one-sixth in
cases of more than six dependents), only families whose
tal income is In ex of $1,000.00 a year can be housed
quately by pri apital with any assurance of an
nd, however, that

the extent
ilized to pro-
These
ower income
Housing

I

e
economic return. It must be borne in m
these cheaply constructed units will have a shorter “life

span” and, consequently, present the possibility through
ranid deterioration of becoming substandard in a few years.
f excludes houses already built which could
up to adequacy standards, many of which wouald
have a similar short life.

In the group of substandard tenant units occupied by
single families of from two to seven persons (excluding units
of two or more families), 76.1 pe t reported incomes of
less than one thousand dollars a year. Nearly three-fourths
of the white tenants, 72.2 percent, fell under the $1,000.00

income level, and over four-fifths, 82.3 percent of the Negro

30

tenants did likewise. Less than 24 percent of these tenants
living in substandard units, therefore, can possibly be ade-
quately rehoused by private ital.

To live in an adequate dwelling unit furnished by private
capital on the basis of the above figures, a tenant would neces-
; pay a minimum gross rent of about $20.00 per month.
\is rental includes an allowance of from two to three

ars per month for utilities in addition to rent. In

ville 80.1 percent of all white tenants in substandard
ing units paid a gross rent of less than $20.00 per
1. Among Negro tenants in substandard units 94.1
percent paid a_gross rent of less than $20.00 per month.
Since it is possible that adequate dwellings for Negroes can
be constructed profitably by private capital for a return of
$15.00 per month, as compared to the $20.00 minimum for
White occupants, due to lower land costs, it is still apparent
that a good many Negro families cannot even afford ihis
minimum, since over 70 percent of the Negro tenants sur-
veyed reported annual incomes of less than $800.00, the
minimum annual income for which a $15.00 monthly ex-
penditure represents one-fifth.

Nearly 29 percent of all Negro tenants, 361 families,
living in substandard units reported annual incomes of
less than $400.00, while 694, or 54.9 percent, earned less
than $600.00 a year. It is doubtful whether the groups
with incomes below $400.00, which comprise nearly 24
percent of all the groups now poorly housed, could be reached
even by public housing programs. It would probably be
only a little less difficult to service the additional 775 groups,
which represent 23.5 percent of the occupants of all sub-
standard units, whose income is between $400.00 and $600.00
annually. In effect, it is obvious that slum conditions can-
not be wiped out without increases in family incomes for
a considerable group now resident there. However, for the
major part of that portion of the occupants of substandard
homes which cannot be economically serviced by private
construction with minimum housing standards, public hous-
ing programs can effectively operate.

In general, through the co-operative and planned effort
of private investors, individual owners, and public agencies
lengthy strides could be made toward the eventual elimi-
nation of slums and the establishment of standards of
comfort, sanitation, and safety for the major part of today’
inhabitants of substandard homes.
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Glossary

I. REAL

entire surv Vi

PROPERTY SURVEY OR RPS—in general,
procedure; specifically, that division of
work required to gather and tabulate the
exhaustive house-to-house enumeration.
ome of the special terms employed in the RPS are:

ENUMERATION DISTRICTS—divisions of the city,
with separate boundary lines, made to facilitate the handlm“
of field and office work.

the
the field and of
results of the initial,

BLOCK—that area of land entirely enclosed by one or
more passable thoroughfares, all (1\\(_””1}.’ units on such land
being enumerated as of that block. Blocks were numbered
serially in each enumeration district.

MAJOR STRUCTURE—every building in each block,
with the exception of such appurtenant structures as barns,
outbuildir sheds, and private garages WITHOUT dwel-
ling units.

RESIDENTIAL
taining dwelling units,
other additional uses
structures,
l\l]—xhc living quarters intended for
family of one or more persons and con-
installed cooking facilities, or, lacking
s, being completely closed off from the

STRUCTURE — any structure con-
even though there are business units
in the same structure; excepting
hotels, school dormitories, etc.

or

institutional

DWELLING

\mh cooking

rest of the .~n'ucmrc.
TYPES OF RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES, including
mixed business and residential use

1—SINGLE FAMILY-DETACHED—unattached
singl house containing one dwelling unit.

TYPE 2—SINGLE F! AMILY-ATTACHED—a single-
ilv house containing one dwelling unit, being a separate

. but having wall construction adjoining that of
structure or another structure used for
Row houses are included in this type.
MILY-SIDE BY SIDE—a structure
containing two separate dwelling units, each under the
same roof and each .nding from basement to roof.

TYPE 4—TWO FAMILY-TWO DECKER—a two-story

RY.PE;

business
ial purposes.

TYPE 3—TWO F!

house, each y ring ONE complete dwelling unit.
TYPE 5— THREE FAMILY-THREE DECKER —
three-story house, each story containing ONE camplctc

dwelling unit.

TYPE 6—FOUR FAMILY-DOUBLE TWO-DECKER—
a two-story house, each story containing TWO complete
dwelling units.

TYPE 7 — APARTMENT — any other non-converted
structure, primarily residential in character and containing

FIVE OR MORE dwelling units.

TYPE 8—BUSINESS WITH DWELLING UNITS—a
structure, primarily business in character but containing
ONE OR MORE dwelling units.

TYPE 9 —OTHER NON-CONVERTED — any other
non-converted residential structure, excluding types 1-8,
inclusive.

TYPE 10 —PARTIALLY CONVERTED —a house

altered to provide a different number of dwelling units than
that provided by its original type of construction or to
provide the addition of a business unit, but so slightly
altered that a small expenditure of time and money wouald
restore it to its original form.

TYPE 11—COMPLETELY CONVERTED—a structure
converted from its original type to such an extent that a
considerable expenditure of time and money would have to
be made to restore it to its original type, such conversion

w

[

either changing the number of dwelling
a business unit into the structure.
UNDER CONSTRUCTION—residential structures on
which construction was so far incomplete as to be unready
for occupancy. Except for such items as refer to occupancy
such houses were enumera

units or introducing

of
minor re-

ical condition
as in need
: s, or unfit for use.
EXTERIOR MATERI/ \L—dc incipal
in the exterior walls, brick veneer being

STORIES—total number of
ments; full stories being those
and having full ceiling hei

BASEMENT—the

good, of

dvnli(xi structures,

al used
brick.

ma:cri

co!

tories, not mc‘udm" bas
inished off as living quarte
ht over their entire areas.
the

underneath fir

floor of the structure, ex ing under at le }‘ 1
and being high enough for a person to stand in, with en-
closed walls of some kind.

GARAGE—any private garage on the same parcel o

land as the residential
or attached to the res
I)L‘R:\’I‘ION—IhC 1cn‘;th
at each i
rellers or 1a< h(Ln va
MONTHLY Rl\l-—m the case of tenant
the actual contract rent paid for the use of
unit; in the case of owner occupancy, as

an estimate of such rental value, l‘Nad on ren
similar quarters in the same or a similar neighbo:

INSTALLED HEATING—a

structure

whether a separate buil

and months
by the present

of time in years
been occur

occupa

the dwe

manently installed, including stoves,
RUNNING WATER—water actually

residential structure in question.
EXTRA FAMILY—each family in

cupying a dwelling unit.

t portion of
urement the ar
devoted to va ach block in the city
actual street foot-frontage consumed by each
in each block of the city.
TYPES OF NON-RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES:
COMMERCIAL—buildings devoted to the uses of trade

wholesale or retail.

the

and
bU\.ﬂ

the

parcel

or commerce,
INDUSTRIAL—building devoted to light or heavy
manufacturing and other industrial uses; such as factories,

railway shops and yards, etc.

PUBLIC BUILDINGS—buildings of a public or institu-

tional character; such as city buildin county, state, and
federal buildings, YMCA’s, schools, jails, etc.

UNUSED LAND—land trcc of all use, permanent or
temporary.

PERMANENT OPEN SPACE—land containing no
major structures but devoted to some permanent use; such

as parks, playgrounds, cemeteries, etc.

TEMPORARY BUSINESS USE—land devoted to such
temporary business uses as temporary vegetable stands and
markets, temporary fruit stands, offices of temporary
character, parking lots, etc.

BUSINESS UNIT—a portion of a residential structure
devoted to a business use and having a SEPARATE out-
door entrance. Exception: office of a doctor or dentist in
his own home.

a

[II. LOW INCOME HOUSING SURVEY—that

ditional part of the Real Property Survey conducted for the

1
ad-




,
5
|
!
1

ion on housing

purpose of obtaining special, detailed, inforr
dwelling units.

conditions among people living in inadequ

SUBSTANDARD—below in predetermined stand-
ards, deemed essential to safe, sanitary, healthful living
conditions. A dwelling unit may be substandard because of
physical condition, occupancy, or both.

PHY SIL ALLY SUBSTANDARD—inadequacy due to
any one e following conditions:
Poor strmtuml conditions, being
unfit for use;

Lack of a private flush toilet;

Lack of a private bathing unit, either shower or tub;
Lack of running water;

Lack of installed heating;
Lack of electric or z
OCCUPANCY SUB NDARD—inadequacy due to
any one o following conditions:

More than 1.5 persons per room;

TWO OR \IORE families livi

(note: both
more than $30 a moml)

PHYSICALLY AND OCCUPANCY SUBSTANDARD
—inadequacy from both a physical and an occupancy stand-
pomt.

FAMILY GROUP-
with or without unmarried cl
either parent with one or
or without other related pe

INCOME OF DWELLING UNIT—the annual income
(cxc]mive of lump sum nts received) of all persons
living in the dwelling unit ‘\Ho are in any way related to
the head of the dwel ) any member of the
group of which the
the year preceding the \,atu.Jn} prLceng enumeration.

in need of major repairs
o

1

in the dwelling unit.
sent when the rent is

ng of man and wife
ldren living with them, or
e unmarried children, with
ns.

GROUP INCOME—the total income for the period
defined above of all actual members of any particular group.

EMPLOYMENT “[ TUS—that obtaining during the
week ending with the Saturday preceding the day of enum-
eration, each person being classified as being one of the
following:

GAINFULLY EMPLOYED—a worker in private in-
dustry, government agenc or on Works Program projects
at an occupation by which the worker earns money or a
money equivalent, including self employed persons in pro-
fessions and business.

NON-PAID FAMILY WORKER—a relative working
without wages or salary, in some business operated by a
member of the family, which busin contributes to the
family income.

SEEKING RE-EMPLOYMENT—a person w ho has been
employed at some time in the past nud is now seeking re-
L.nplo} ment.

SEEKING EMPLOYMENT FOR THE FIRST TIME—
a person who has never been employed but who is now
seriously looking for work.

NO: a person who is not gainfully employed and is
not seeking work.

EMPLOYABLES—all persons either gainfully employed,
working without pay in a family-operated establishment,
seeking re-employment, or seeking employment for the first
time.

NET-RENT—the actual contract monthly rent paid for
a dwelling unit, in cases of tenant occupancy; or an estimate
of such rent, in cases of owner occupancy.

GROSS RENT—the net rent plus expenditures for
water, gas, electricity, fuel, refrigeration, and garage facilities.

-




BLOCK-DATA-MAP
ASHIEVILLE,N.C.

REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY, SEPTEMBER 1939.

0. P. 65-1-32-148

1000 3000 5000

oSCALE IN FEETo

LEGEND.

BLOCK DATA FIGURES ARE LISTED IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER
FROM TOP TO BOTTOM.

AVERAGE MONTHLY RENTAL OF ALL DWELLING UNITS.

2. TOTAL NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS.

3. PERCENT OF ALL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES BUILT IN 1919
OR BEFORE.

4. PERCENT OF TOTAL NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS OCCUPIED
BY OWNERS

5. PERCENT OF ALL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES NEEDING MAJOR
REPAIRS OR UNFIT FOR USE

6. TOTAL NUMBER OF STRUCTURES USED FOR BUSINESS OR
COMMERCIAL PURPOSES .

7. PERCENT OF TOTAL NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS WITH NO
PRIVATE TOILET OR BATH.

8. PERCENT OF TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS OF A RACE
OTHER THAN WHITE
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Il APPENDIX— SUMMARY TABLES

“ I. Structure Data :
[
i |
Total Owners Non-Owners !

'y A. TYPE OF STRUCTURE Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
i Total reports 11886 100.0 4841 100.0 7045 100.0 |

Single family detached 9931 83.7 4344 89.8 5587 794

( ; Single family attached 20 0.2 3 * 17 0.2

2-family side-by-side 207 1.7 42 09 165 23

1 2-family 2-decker 491 4.1 121 2.5 370 553

ll 3-family 3-decker 7 * 1 2 6 0.1

4-family double 2-decker 102 09 17 04 85 12

' Apartment 112 0.9 24 0.5 88 12

Business with dwelling units 242 20 45 09 197 2.8

: Other non-converted structures 656 5.5 194 4.0 462 6.6

I Partially converted structures 66 0.6 29 0.6 37 0.5
Completely converted structures 52 0.4 21 0.4 31 04 !

*  Less than 0.1 percent
B. STRUCTURES BY YEAR BUILT

Total reports 11886 100.0 4841 100.0 7045 100.0

1935-1939 248 2.1 168 35 80 1Ll

1930-1934 266 22 130 2.7 136 19
1925-1929 3427 28.8 1535 31.6 1892 27.0 |

1920-1924 2173 18.3 952 19.7 1221 17:3

1915-1919 1366 11.5 548 113 818 11.6

1905-1914 1763 14.8 691 14.3 1072 15.2

1895-1904 1651 1319 495 10.2 1156 164

1885-1894 724 6.1 217 4.5 507 72

1860-1884 245 2l 96 2.0 149 21

1859 or before 23 0.2 9 0.2 14 0.2




ENCUMBRANCE BY VALUE—
OWNER-OCCUPIED STRUC- Total Mortgaged i Unencumbered

TURES, TYPES 1-6 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total reports 4528 100.0 1898 100.0 2630 100.0

2 17 81 3.1

$ 499 or less 113 81
500—% 999 454 { 174 9.2 280

1000— 1499 428 i 173 9.1 255
1500— 1999 484 221 116 263
2000— 2499 i 10.1 220
2500— 2999 ! 9.2 191
3000— 3999 25 3 159 320
4000— 4999 3 i 7 9.0 199
5000— 5999 . 3 69 169
6000— 7999 3 7 B 170
8000— 9999 36 : 116
10000— 14999 5 . 6 141
15000— 19999 : 3 1. 7

20000— 29999 6 S 90
50

30000 or more

Total Total
D.—BASEMENTS Number Percent E. GARAGES Number Percent

Total reports 11886 100.0 Total reports 100.0
No basement 4703 39.6 No garage 55 46.8

With basement 7183 60.4 With garage 3 53.2

F.—STORIES G. EXTERIOR MATERIAL
Total reports Total reports 11886

1 story Wood 9548

1% stories 8 2 Brick 1241

2 stories Stone 145

Stucco 606

r 314 stories I Other 346

{ or 414 stories

% stories

stories or more

* Less than 0.1 percent




I1. Dwelling Unit Data

A. MONTHLY
RENT OR
RENTAL
VALUE

Total

Owner

Tenant

Number

Percent Number

Percent

Number Percent

Number

Percent

Total reports

14985

100.0 4841

100.0

9321 100.0 823

100.0

8 499 or less

884

59 78

1.6

7.8 79

9.6

5.00—% 9.99

2792

18.7 451

107

13.0

10.00— 14.99

2878

19.3 729

96

117

19.99

2083

139 664

109

13.2

15.00—
24.99

1511

10.1

93

113

20.00—
25.00 2999

1326

8.8

74

9.0

30.00— 39.99

1621

10.8

117

142

40.00— 49.99

740

49

59

50.00— 74.99

644

43

48

75.00— 99.99

229

1.5

17

100.00— 149.99

138

09

11

150.00 or more

139

09

13

* Less than 0.1 percent

B. CONDITION

Total reports

14985

100.0

Good condition

5648

37.7

In need of minor repair 5988

40.0

In need of major repairs 2671

17.8

Unfit for use

678

4.5

C. ADEQUACY

Total reports

4841

100.0

9321

Standard

3667

757

4567

Substandard—Total:

1174

243

4754

Physically only

962

19.9

3680

Occupancy only

98

2.0

194

Physically and
occupancy

114

24

880




D. ROOMS BRI N N Ownerise o 1 FTanam B s 4 s AV acAn iR s =
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total reports 14985 100.0 4841 1000 9321 100.0 823 1000
il e 270 Tae ey 0.3 Ty T R L
3 rooms 1513 10.1 54 11 B T 182
4 rooms 2581 17.2 546 113 1922 207 113 13.7
5 rooms 2857 19.0 1088 25 1671 ol s 119
7 rooms 1267 85 665 13.7 545 58 FE R OR
8 rooms or more 1868 12.5 1081 2233 652 7.0 135 16 4
E. HEATING
Total reports 14982 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 100.0 820 100.0
Central steam or s
hot water 3730 249 1410 29.1 2032 218 288 35.1
Central warm air 2498 16.7 1156 2319, 1187 1247 155 IST
Other installed 8692 580 2273 470 6080 653 339 414
None installed 62 0.4 2 . 22 0.2 38 47
# Tess than 0.1 percent o
F. LIGHTING
Total reports 14984 1000 4841 100.0 9321 100.0 822 1000
Electric 13434 89.7 4563 943 8133 873 738 89.8
Gas 9 * 1 * 6 * 2 0.2
Other 1541 103 277 57 1182 127 T 100
* Tess than 0.1 percent e
G. COOKING
Total reports 14969 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 100.0 807 1000
Electric 2334 15.6 1338 276 948 10.2 48 N
Gas 2465 164 795 164 1528 164 142 G
Other installed 9878 66.0 2699 55.8 6768 72.6 411 510
None installed 292 20 9 T o
H. REFRIGERATION
Total reports 14950 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 100.0 788 100.0
Electric 5763 385 2772 573 2887 31.0 104 1300
Gas 230 15 73 15 143 15 14 18
Tce 6372 427 1699 35.1 4591 493 82 104
None 2585 173 297 6.1 1700 182 588 746
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Total Owner Tenant Vacant

I. PLUMBING Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total reports 14985 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 100.0 823 100.0
At least 2 toilets and
2 bathing units 1258 8.4 757 15.6 405 43 96 11.7
At least 2 toilets and
1 bathing unit 629 42 326 6.7 269 29 34 4.1
1 toilet and at least 1
bathing unit 8073 539 2867 59.3 4786 51.5 420 51.1
At least 1 toilet, less
than 1 bathing unit 1462 9.8 338 7.0 1091 11.7 33 4.0
Shared toilet and
running water 1878 12.5 159 3.3 1589 17.0 130 15.8
Shared toilet, no
running water 4 > 0 0.0 4 " 0 0.0
No toilet but with
running water 769 st 215 4.4 524 5.6 30 3.6
No toilet and no
running water 912 6.1 179 3.7 653 7.0 80 97
*Less than 0.1 percent
J]. DURATION OF OCCUPANCY OR VACANCY
Total reports 14162 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 100.0 823 100.0
Less than 6 months 2238 158 159 33 2079 224 475 57.7
6 months-11 months 1308 9.2 149 3:l 1159 124 120 14.6
1 year-1 year
11 months 1902 13.4 330 6.8 1572 169 74/ 94
2 years-2 years
11 months 1516 10.7 376 7.8 1140 122 38 4.6
3 years-4 years
11 months 2035 144 568 11.7 1467 4557 113V 13.7
S years-9 years
11 months 2087 14.7 732 15.1 1355 14.5
10 years-19 years
11 months 2077 14.7 1618 334 459 49
20 years or more 999 7.1 909 18.8 90 1.0
V3 years or more
II1. Occupied Dwelling Unit Data
Total Owner Tenant
A. RACE OF HOUSEHOLD Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total reports 14162 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 100.0
White and other 10897 769 4075 84.2 6822 73.2
Negro 3265 231 766 15.8 2499 26.8
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e e e e

Tl il e Owtemig e s T
B. SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total reports 14162 1000 4341 100.0 9321 100.0
1 person 784 55 IR B0 5 58
7w 3615 RE g A e A
3 persons 3166 224 1150 B 2016 G
4 persons 2609 184 o000 ey e
R persons 1662 118 ST e
& mercans 1002 7.1 e e e
7 persons 557 3 A T jT
3 raereee 325 23 o
9 persons 196 14 771.-(:
10 persons 117 0.8 2 09
11 persons or more 129 09 TB—
C. EXTRA FAMILIES
Total reports 14162 1000 4841 100.0 9321 1000
No extra families 13728 969 4655 96.1 9073 1)?
1 extra family 390 28 169 35 221 24
2 or more extra families 44 03 17 0.4 27 03
D. PERSONS PER ROOM
Total reports 14162 1000 4841 100.0 9321 100.0
50 or less 4394 311 2301 475 2093 225
G_ 76 3444 243 1244 25 2200 236
76—1.00 3675 259 894 18.5 2781 298
1.01—1.50 1599 113 300 7, 1299 139
1,51—2.00 740 52 78 16 662 7.1
201 or more 310 22 24 0.5 286 3.1
E. CHILDREN UNDER 15 YEARS OF AGE
Total reports 14162 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 1000
" No children TR 5 2889 59.6 @
T 3154 2 e
2) children 1909 e e e W
" 3 or 4 children 1223 86 R o
5 chiﬁrcn or more :?ZS 243 67 It ﬁ
F. ROOMERS
Total reports 14162 100.0 4841 100.0 9321 1000
No roomers e e e e P e G TG
e R ;717r4.rkTss,mlm/fo
T ST R T
e e S T CoR SEEE e g
PRIl e el L e R
ll.rwinm's or more P S R 3‘)A 1054—-—‘)‘———02—7_75-_'7—&_




IV. Low Income Housing Data

A. SIZE OF Owner Tenant
FAMILY GROUP Total White Negro White Negro
No. Bct) No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Total groups 5187 100.0 712 1000 367 1000 2440 1000 1668 1000
D ern 1789 344 241 e G TR s 6060 565
T e 1296 250 188 264 75 204 654 2638 T
T A e R070N5 107 15.0 51 139 403 16.5 41 144
T Bt HE G 78 11.0 27 74 260 10.7 T 107
g persons 300 538 38 53 19 52 148 6.1 95 57
: 199 38 27 38 13 35 78 32 81 49
258 50 33 46 18 49 119 49 88 53
B. NET ANNUAL RENTAL
ot deellinoinnits . 54730 #1000 718 1000 403 1000 2510 1000 1842 1000
Less than $60 506 166 54 75 39 9.7 00 B0 o
$ 60—g119.99 o 262 Tl e s g g e
120— 179.99 1349 246 168 ZA g 5 e e . A
180— 239.99 478 87 104 145 47 117 7 51 28
240— 299.99 259 47 60 8.4 24 60 158 63 17 09
300— 359.99 98 18 35 49 8 20 53 21 2 0.1
360— 479.99 49 0.9 20 28 6 15 23 09 0 0.0
480 or more 23 04 15 2.1 2 0.5 6 02 0 0.0
C. ANNUAL INCOME
Total dwelling units 5473 100.0 718 1000 403 1000 2510 1000 1842 1000
None 297 54 60 84 38 9.4 107 43 92 50
Tesetthant #200 490 9.0 61 D 152 6.1 P20
$ 200—$ 399.99 ZP 06 66 9.2 O ol 50
400— 599.99 1111 204 101 14.1 8 119 250 20 B0 239
60— 79999 84 156 89 124 53 132 423 e A a8y
800— 999.99 a6 iz 79 11.0 38 9.4 qe. 02 196 106
1000— 1199.99 444 8.1 62 8.6 37 9.2 235 0 60
1200— 1399.99 299 55 49 68 26 65 140 56 84 46
1400— 1599.99 209 38 35 49 15 37 103 41 56 30
1600— 1799.99 127 R 26 13 32 66 26 TG
1800— 1999.99 93 % 23 32 5 12 50 20 GO
2000 or more 214 39 68 95 20 50 91 36 35 19
No reports ' T 0.4 6 0.8 3 0.7 15 0.6 0 0.0
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