


A PORTLAND RESIDENT!AL BLIGHT ANALYSIS

The information contained in this report was compiled by and in»
tended for use by the staff of the City Planning Commission and the
Port land Development Commission. |If provides an initial survey of the
enfire City, using a composite scoring method of nine indices, and sat-
isfies the need for & quick appraisel of the City's residential needs.
In addition, the survey provides valuable informetion for estimating
and allotting time on a possible Community Renewal! Program.

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Table | and the following map depict the reiative degree of blight
within each census tract of the City. The highest penalty point score
indicates the greastest relative presence of a blight index within that
census tract. Congruently, the iower the score, the lesser the relative
degres of blight.

The penalty ranges shown on the map ere similar to those defined
for each index in the following section. On the map, the total scores
of the census tracts are grouped into six categories of increasing pen-
alty range velues. On the besis of acreage,® the map of tofta! score
discicses thats

!. 3L4.7 per cent of the City ares is comprised of census tracts
which are in the lowest one~third of the penalty scores,
indiceting relatively good residentiel status.

2. L7.! per cent of the City area is comprised of census fracts
wnich are in the middle one-third of the penaity scores,
indicating living conditions that range from slightly above
stendard fo slightly substandard,

3. 18.2 par cent of the City area is comprised of census tracts
which are in the highest one-third of the penalty scores,
indicating generally blighted residential conditions where
existing circumstences limit residential livability.

The highest penalty point scores were recorded near the center of
the City on both sides of the Willemeite River. Within the downtown
area on the west side of the river, the value score is inflated due to
the limited, but blighted, residential use. East of the river, very
high penalty point scores band the river from NE Fremont Street to SE
Division Street.

=g:‘Aﬁnc:rezaige, excluding the Willemette River, of tracts established at the
time of the 1950 Census, April 1, 1950,
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A tight ring of generaily substandard area surrounds the highly
blighted sections in the cenfer. Three outlying substandard areas can
also be noted: one on each side of the Wiliamette River in the northern-
most part of fthe City, and one large area in the extreme southeast.

It is encouraging to find that the major portions of the City have
relatively low penalty point scores. Specifically, the lowest scores
were recorded in the Laurelhurst-Alameda, Eastmorelend, and King's-
Cardinel! Heights residential areas.

THE METHOD AND ITS APPLICATION

Selection of the Indiges

The most critical consideration of this study was the selection of
the indices to be used. The relevence and availability of esch index
required careful examination in terms of actual uftility as an indicator
of blight.

Since the Planning Commission's work is relefed fo urban land units,
it cennot help but become conscious of apparent blighted areas within
the City. This e priori" determinetion is primarily based on building
and site characteristics. To apply & possible index with the objective
of reaffirming preconceived blight is obviously & pitfall in determining
the reievance of the index, However, this probiem of relevant index
selection mey be overcome, in part, by gathering e large assortment of
blight indices used in other cities, adding any others of possible value,
end ob jectively questioning each index in light of its real utility as
a blight indicator in this or any other city. Using this technique on
a2 "rew list™ of L8 accumulated indices, the staff arrived at a list of
22 blight indicators which appeered useful.

Availability then became the major consideretion in selection from
the 22 remeining indices. Two questions were asked concerning index
availsbility. First, could the information be found? Second, could the
informat ion be ftrensilated within & ressonable length of time to & com=
mon land unit of sufficient size fo be consistent with the scope of the
study (i.e., neighborhood, census fract, etc.)? Of 22, only 2 were
readily available in terms of access and time.

The steff then re-exsmined and contacted various city-wide egencies
to ascertain the relevence of the remaining 12 indices. The list of 12
wes narrowed to 9 indices, fhree being eliminated for the foliowing
reasons:

t. Tuberculosis rate: Occurrence is concentrated in oniy one
smal!l area with the rest of the City almost uniform in
percentege. Since the object of the study is not only to
lccate blight but to find the degree of blight, the TB rate
would not produce a significant pattern,
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2. Traffic accidenis: The pattern reflected the through
streets principally used by vehicles rether than the
routes used by pedestrians of the locality.

3. Renter cccupancy: This index would tend to overweight
occupancy characteristics since penalty scores were as-
signed. The patterns of renter occupancy concentrafion
reflect not only poor rental areas but stable end high-
quality apartment ereas.

Evaluation of the Indices

The following pages include a detailed breakdown.of the nine in-
dices used in the study. Each index is individually discussed in terms
of source, maximum penality score, and penalty renge. In each case, the
penalty scoring includes six ranges roughly dividing the scores of eech
of the 61 census ftracts into six units of ten census fracts. In this
way, all penalty scores are relative to other penalty scores in the City.

A. Building Cheracteristics

l. Dilapidation of dwellings

Residential dilapidetion is & principal indicator of residential
deterioration and btight. The data used is derived from the 1350 U.S.

Census and, becsuse of the relative accuracy and lack of bias of this
index, a8 meximum penalty score of 20 points was assigned.

Pena ity Rsnge

% Dilapidated Penality Score
0.0 - 2.4 0
2.5 - 3.9 L
L.o - 6., 8
6.5 - 10.9 i2
11.0 = 24.9 16
25.0 + 20

2. Age of dwellings

The degree of blight of a dwelling is not necessarily related to
age, but age does teke on significence when related to the date of the
esteblishment of housing regulation. The Housing Code was first enacted
in Portland in 1919 and the U.S. Census has tabuleted the number of
dwellings built prior to 1920. For this reason, pre-i920 dwellings were
selected and the index was assigned a maximum penalty of 15 points,
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Penalty Range

% of Dwellings _
Built Prior to 1920 Penalty Score

0.0 - 22.9
23.0 - 31.9
32.0 - 43.9
LL.0 - 59.9
60.0 -~ 79.9
80.0 +

U1 O\ v ©

3. Value of dwellings

The value of a dwelling reflects not only the condition of the
structure but the lot size, nearby recreational and institutionsl fa-
cilities, and the surrounding socio-economic environment. Through in-
terview, the F.H.A. reported that 1950 dwellings valued below $7,000
were generally considered poor loan risks. Using 1950 date from fhe
U.S. Census, low-value housing was rather arbitrerily considered as
housing vaelued below $5,000. Since the Census recognized only single~
family dwellings, the value index was not &ssigned the highest maximum
penalty score, but given & maximum penalfy of 17.5.

Penalty Range

% of One-Family Dwellings

~ Valued Below $5,000 Penalty Score”
_0.0 - th 0
5.0 - 7.9 5.5
8.0 - 13.9 7.0
4.0 - 21.9 10.5
22.0 - 29.9 4.0
30.0 + 17.5

*In three census tracts (5!, 53, and S4) in the lower downtown
srea, no single-family dwellings were recognized. To obtain
& uniform total penaity, these three tracts were assigned a
factor score of value based on the percentage of meximum re-
ceived in the eight other categories:

% of Maximum Score Assumed
Census Tract For All Other indices Penalty
51 96.0 17

53 86. i5
5L 98.0 07
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B. Environmental Characteristics

. Land use mixture

Commercial and industrial uses produce undesirable traffic, noise,
odors, and space utilization when inftermixed with residential use. From
1956-57 land use maps, three staff members utilized penalty points to
evaluaste the land use mixture within each census ftract. The penaity
points, individually assigned by each staff member, were averaged for

final weight.

Because of the direct bearing on blight and relative free-

dom from prejudice, the index wes assigned the maximum penalty score of

20 points.

Weight

0

L

16

Penalty Range

Character of Pattern

Orderly pattern of lend use; minimum amount of mixture with
residential area clearly defined.

Mixture noticeable, located principally along ma jor peripheral
streets with littie effect on residential areas.

Minor land use mixture along bisecting traffic routes or iso=
lated mixture within residential areas.

Definite mixture both along bisecting traffic routes and
pockets within residential areas.

Very aspparent land use mixture; few self-contained residen-
tial areas with land use pattern becoming erratic.

Land use pattern completely disordered; meximum of mixture
with isolated residential uses.

2. Peark erea

The amount of park aree per person gives some indication of the
recreational fecilities avaiiable end the amount of public open space
in residential eress. Each census tract touching a park.received full

credift for

the orea of that park. This inflated value, plus the lack

of differentiation between developed and undeveloped park, led the staff
to essign the index only 5 points as a meximum penalty score.

Peark
1,000

Penalty Range

Acres Per
Populat ion Penalty Score

0.0

¢

O\O\0V\O
O - W En

0 0 81
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3. Crime rate

A large number of crimes occurring in an erea is an indicefor of
inadequacies in the social environment. Although imporfant and compiled
without bias from 1958 police records, the data indicates only the place
where the crime was committed and not the residence of the offender.
Accordingly, the crime rate index was assigned a maximum penalty score
of 10.

Penaity Range

Felonies and Misdemeanors
Per 1,000 Population Penalty Score

0.0 - 28.9
29.0 - 37.L
37.5 = L1.9
L2.o - Lo.9
50.0 - 89.9
90.0 +

VIEWN —- O

C. Occupancy Characteristics

le HKonthly rent

This index reistes directly to living desirability in terms of lo-
cation and structural condition. The data was derived from the 1950
Census at a time in which rent confrols were in effect and several low-
rent war housing projects were still in use. The penalty scores were
not corrected for these irregularities since time would not permit fthe
extensive research that such correction would entail. Because of these
end other inadequacies in the index, the maximum penaity score was lowered
te 12.5 points.

Penalty Range

% of Rentals Below
$L,0.00 Per Month Penalty Score

0.0 - 26.9 0.0
27.0 - 35.9 2.5
36.0 - L1.9 5.0
L2.0 - 56.9 75
57.0 - 69.9 10.0
70.0 + 2.5

2. Family income
Inadequate family income will, in the mejority of cases, not pro-

vide for building and yard maintenance nor for the betterment of all-
around living conditions. Low incomes, in part, reflect seasonal
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emp loyment and a general mobility of the population which increases the
presence of vacancy. Family income does not, however, take into account
the size of the family or the efficiency of income use. The 1950 U.S.
Census placed the average annual income in the City at $3,05i. Accord-
ingly, the staff recognized those incomes below $3,000 as substendard
and assigned a maximum penalty score of 12.5 to the index.

Pena ity Range

% of Femilies With Annual
Incomes Below $%,000 Penalty Score

0.0 - 33.9 0
3L4.0 - 37.9 2
38.0 - LL4.9 5.
L5.0 - 9.9 7
50.0 - 61.9 10
62.0 + i2

3« Persons per room

Overcrowding is prevalent in blighted aress, particularly in older
spsrtments end conversions. Yet, the number of persons per room cannot
be fully equated with the degree of crowding since room size varies con-
siderably from dwelling to dwelling. Being limited to the categories
of the 1950 U.S. Census, the staff assigned & maximum penalty of 7.5 to
the index.

Fenalty Range

% of Dwellings With More
Than One Person Per Room Penalty Score

o
i
L3

]
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Dot Pettern of Low-Value and Dilspidated Dwellings

¥nile penalty weighting compares statisticaliy the degree of blight
between census fracts, it does not convey e picture of actual btighted
areas or "trouble spots". Beceuse of this lack of refinement, an entire.
census tract couid be assigned a relatively high penalty score resulting
from a single blight concentration within the ftract. For this reason,
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the staff combined & dot map of the actual pattern of two principal in-
dices with the qualitative breakdown by census tract. Di.apidation and
value of housing which received the maximum weight of those indices
available by block were selected and mapped by block. One dot was as-
signed to each biock in which 20 per cent or more of the dwe!!lings were
di lapidated and to each block in which the average value of single-
family dwe!lings wes below $5,000.

The resultant map (Plate 1) shows both the relative degree of
blight by census tract and indicates & more accurate distribufion pat-
tern for low-vaiue and dilapidated dwe!lings.

KAE : Imk
PCPC
8/60
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CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENT (AL BLIGHT

Port iand, 1960

index Penalty Scores
Penalty Census Tract
Range i 2 3 5 6 7 8
Total Score 0-120 65.0 LL.5 6.0 L5.0 77.5 76.0 36.0 LL.0
Building Characteristics 0-52.5 35.0 2.5 7.5 20.5 35.0 38.5 17.5 17.0
Dilapidation of Dwe!lings 0-20 12.0 8.0 L.0 L.o 2.0 12.0 4.0 L.o
Age of Dwellings 0-15 9.0 6.0 0.0 6.0 9.0 9.0 3.0 6.0
Value of Dwellings 0-17.5 1.0 10.5 3.5 10.5 ih.0 17.5 10.5 7.0
Environmental Cheracteristics 0-35 12.0 11.0 2.0 10.0 19.0 10.0 G.0 5.0
Land Use Mixture 0-20 8.0 L.o 0.0 7.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 11.0
Park Area 05 0.0 i.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 2.0
Crime 0-10 L.o 6.0 2.0 0.0 8.0 L.o 2.0 2.0
Occupancy Characteristics 0-32.5 18.0. 9.0 6.5 4.5 2%.5 27.5 9.5 12,0
Monthly Rent 0-12.5 7.5 50 5.0 7.5 10.0 10.0 5.0 2.5
Family Income 0-12.5 7.5 2.5 0.0 2.5 7.5 10.0 0.0 5.0
Persons per Rcom 0-7.5 3.0 1.5 1.6 L.5 6.0 7.5 L.s L.5
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CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Portland, 1960

Index Penalty Scores
Penalty Census Tract
Range 9 10 N 12 13 il 15 16
Tota!l Score 0-120 52.5 87.0 106.5 62.0 78.0 71.0 %, 33.5
3 f——————— =] -~ p-— =]
Building Characteristics 0-52.5 21.0 38.0 L6.0 24.5 38.5 35.0 0.0 4.0
Dilapidation of Dwe!lings 0-20 8.0 12.0  20.0 12.0 16.0 16.0 0.0 L.o
Age of Dwellings 0-15 6.0 12.0 12.0 9.0 12.0 12.0 0.0 3.0
Value of Dwellings 0-17.5 7.0 14.0 4.0 3.5 10.5 7.0 0.0 7.0
Environmenta! Characteristics 0=-35 21.0 23%.0 32.0 22.0 19.0 22.0 5.0 9.0
Land Use Mixture 0-20 ih.0 4.0 18.0 ih.0 1.0 11,0 0.0 5.0
Park Area 0-5 3.0 3.0 4.0 k.0 L.0 5.0 5.0 0.0
Crime 0-10 L.o 6.0 10.0 L.0 4.0 6.0 0.0 L.o
Occupancy Characteristics 0-32.5 10.5 26.0 28.5 15.5 20.5 4.0 2.5 10.5
Monthly Rent 0-12.5 2.5 10.0 10.0 5.0 7.5 5.0 2.5 2.5
Femily Income 0-12.5 5.0 10.0 12.5 7.5 10.0 75 0.0 5.0
Persons per Room 0-7.5 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 3.0
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CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Port land, 1960

Index Penality Scores

Penaity Census Tract
Range 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2L
Total Score 0-120 55.0 L7.0 L.0 66.0 107.0 116.0 105.0 37.0
Building Characteristics 0-52.5 28.5 21.0 0.0 31.5 L9.0 52.5 L8.5 17.0
Dilapidetion of Dwellings 0-20 2.0 8.0 0.0 12.0 20.0 20.0 16.0 8.0
Age of Dwellings 0-15 6.0 6.0 0.0 9.0 5.0 5.0 i5.0 9.0
Value of Dwellings 0-17.5 10.5 7.0 0.0 10.5 14.0 17.5 17.5 0.0
Environmentatl Characteristics 0-35 12,0 I7.0 L.o 23.0 32.0 3i.0 28.0 15.0
Land Use Mixture 0-20 5.0 i12.0 3.0 14.0 20.0 18.0 4.0 9.0
Park Area 0-5 3.0 5.0 i.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 2.0
Crime 0-10 L.o 0.0 0.0 8.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 L.0
Occupancy Characteristics 0-32.5 .5 9.0 0.0 1.5 26.0 32.5 28.5 5.0
Monthly Rent 0-12.5 T 2.5 0.0 2.5 10.0 12.5 10.0 0.0
Family Income 0-12.5 2.5 5.0 0.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 2.5 5.0
Persons per Room 0-7.5 L.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 6.0 7.5 6.0 0.0
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CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Port iand, 1960

Penalty Scores

(-

Penalty Census Tract
Range 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
Total Score 0-120 15.0 11.0 16.0 1.0 12.0 10.0 30.5 34.0
Building Cheracteristics 0-52.5 3.0 0.0 2.0 3.0 3.5 3.5 16.0 17.0
Dilapidation of Dwellings 0-20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0
Age of Dwellings 0-15 3.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 6.0
Value of Dwellings 0-17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 3.5 7.0 7.0
Environmental Characteristics 0-35 12.0 1.0 13.0 1.0 7.0 5.0 12.0 12.0
Ltand Use Mixture 0-20 5.0 2.0 5.0 8.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 5.0
Pal'k Al’ea 0"5 5-0 ‘.0 1.]..0 5.0 ‘00 2-0 5-0 5.0
Cf‘ime 0-'0 2.0 8-0 14.0 0.0 2.0 0-0 200 2.0
Occupancy Cheracteristics 0-32.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 1e5 2.5 5.0
#Monthly Rent 0-12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 2.5
Family Income 0-12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5
Persons per Room 0-7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 0.0

¥
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CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Portiand, 1960

Index Penaity Scores

Penalty Census Tract

Range 23 2l 35 36 37

Total Score 0-120 79.5 8i.5 57.0 38.5 38.5
Building Characteristics 0-52.5 37.5 38.0 27.5 1L,.0 1.0
Dilapidation of Dwellings 0-20 8.0 12.0 8.0 L.o 8.0
Age of Dwellings 0-15 12.0 12.0 9.0 3.0 3.0
Vaiue of Dwellings 0-17.5 17.5 4.0 10.5 7.0 0.0
Environmenta! Characteristics 0-35 20.0 26.0 15.0 4.0 16.0
Land Use Mixture 0-20 7.0 1%.0 9.0 6.0 7.0
Park Area -5 5.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 t.0
Crime 0-10 8.0 8.0 L.o 6.0 8.0
Occupency Characteristics 0-32.5 22.0 17.0 1.5 10.5 1.5
Family Income 0-12.5 10,0 75 5.0 2.5 2.5
Persons per Room 0-7.5 L.5 L.5 L.5 3.0 1.5




P

Teble |

CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENT IAL BLIGHT

Portiaend, 1960

Index Penalty Scores
Penalty Census Tract
Range N L2 L3 o L5 Lé L7 Ls
Tota! Score 0-120 61.5 88.0 75.5 L9.5 9.5 8.5 57.5 71.0
Building Characteristics 0-52.5 25.5 L2.5 36.5 21.5 .0 0.0 28.5 31.5
Dilapidation of Dweliings 0-20 8.0 16.0 16.0 L.o 16,0 L.o 16.0 16.0
Age of Dwellings 0-15 0.0 9.0 3.0 0.0 9.0 6.0 9.0 i12.0
Value of Dwellings 0-17.5 7.5 7.5 17.5 17.5 1.0 0.0 3.5 3.5
Environmental Characteristics 0-35 11.0 18.0 9.0 13.0 25.0 6.0 14.0 19,0
Land Use Mixture 0-20 L.0 7.0 9.0 5.0 15.0 0.0 6.0 2.0
Park Area 0-5 1.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L.o 5.0
Crime 0-10 6.0 8.0 0.0 8.0 10.0 6.0 b,.O 6.0
Occupancy Characteristics 0-32.5 - 25.0 27.5 50.0 15.0 2]55 2.5 15.0 20.5
#onthly Rent 0-12.5 2.5 2.5 12.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 5.0 7.5
Family income 0-12.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 7.5 7.5 2.5 10.0 10.0
Persons per Room 0=7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 75 0.0 0.0 3.0
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CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Port land, 1960

Index Penalty Scores
Penaity Census Tract
Raenge Lo 50 51 52 53 5k 55 56
Total Score 0-120 85.0 98.5 115.5* 83.5 103.5% (17.5* 98.0 9L.5
Bui Iding Characterist ics 0-52.5  L2.0 L9.0 52.0* 35.5 50.0" 52.0° s52.5 L2.5
Dilapidation of Dwe!lings 0-20 16.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Age of Dwellings 0-15 2.0 15.0 5.0 (2.0 15.0,  i5.0,  15.0 2.0
Vaiue of Dwellings 0-17.5 .0 i4.0 17.0% 3.5 15.0 i17.0 17.5 10.5
Environmental Characteristics 0-35 2.0 21.0 31.0 22.0 25.0 33.0 16.0 25.0
Land Use Mixture 0-20 i1.0 16.0 17.0 9.0 13.0 19.0 5.0 13.0
Park Ares 0-5 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 L.0 5.0 4.0
Crime 0=10 8.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 16.0 10.0 6.0 8.0
Occupancy Characteristics 0-%2.5 19.0 18.5 32.5 26.0 28.5 32.5 29.5 27.0
Monthly Rent 0-12.5 7.5 2.5 12.5 7.5 10.0 12.5 12.5  10.0
Family Income 0-12.5 10.0 10.0 2.5 2.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 2.5
Persons per Room 0-7.5 1.5 6.0 7.5 6.0 6.0 7.5 4.5 L.5

*Includes factor score for value of housing.

«
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Tabie 1
CITY-WIDE ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Portiend, 1960

Index ‘ Penaity Scores

Penalty Census Tract

Range 57 58 59 60 6!

Total Score 0~120 1.5 30.5 85.5 31.0 37.0
Bui lding Characteristics 0-52.5 52.5 17.5 39.5 i.0 15.5
Dilepidation of Dwellings 0-20 20.0 8.0 16.0 L.o 2.0
Age of Dwellings 0-15 15.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 0.0
Value of Dwellings 0-17.5 17.5 3.5 17.5 7.C 5.5
Environmenta! Charecteristics 0-35 %1.0 0.0 16.0 L.0 6.0
Land Use Mixture 020 17.0 0.0 10.0 2.0 1.0
Park Area 05 L.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Cl’ime 0“‘0 lo-o 0.0 6-0 200 000
Occupancy Characteristics 0-32.5 31.0 13.0 30.0 13.0 15.5
Month'y Rent 0-.2-5 ’205 5.0 i2-5 '000 10-0
Family Income 0-12.5 12.5 5.0 10.0 0.0 2.5
Persons per Room 0-7.5 6.0 3.0 7.5 3.0 3.0

L |
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RESIDENTIAL BLIGHT

Total Penalfy Scores By 1950 Census Tracts
And Block Distribution Of Dilapidation And
Value Of Dwellings, Portland, Oregon, 1960

dilapidation of dwellings
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