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This study examines the question of whether there is a
role for the single room occupancy (SRO) hotel as a form of
housing for a select group of low-income, urban elderly
persons. Such a focus was selected because it is the single
room type of housing, with neither individual kitchen nor
bath, which HUD defines as substandard. This definition is
viewed as problematic for several reasons. First, it has

been a major barrier to the use of Federal funds to support



such housing either through rehabilitation or rent subsidy,
and second, it has been a major incentive to the use of
Federal funds to remove such housing through programs 1like
urban renewal.

The study question is examined from several perspec-
tives. One perspective looks at the hotel resident, his
preferences and lifestyle, and compares these findings with a
similar analysis of Section 8 apartment residents who previ-
ously resided in SRO hotels. Another perspective examines
the cest of living for an SRO hotel resident in downtown and
several other neighborhoods located throughout the City
(Portland). A final perspective compares the cost to operate
and maintain, rehabilitate, construct new, and subsidize SRO
hotels and Section 8 apartments. This final perspective also
compares the rate of return an owner receives from investing
in the two forms of housing.

. Analysis of the study data confirms that: a) there
are preferential and lifestyle differences between the pre-
sent and past hotel residents which reflect their differing
housing choices, b) the cost of living for an SRC lifestyle
is least expensive in the downtown neighborhood, and c) SRO
hotels are less costly than Section 8 apartment to produce
and operate from the standpoint of overall cost and amount of
subsidy required, and SRO hotels can provide a reasonable
return on investment.

In conclusion, the study proposes that SRO hotels
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provide an appropriate setting for a select group of elderly
persons, can be decent, safe, and sanitary, and as such,
should be made the object of an intense Federal effort to

facilitate their rehabilitation as single room housing

units.



To Bob Nash --

for it was he who taught me
that 1life in an SRO hotel could be dignified
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The downtown of almost every major city in the United
States contains a number of old, frequently rundown hotels.
In some, the hotels are interspersed with new retail and
office development. In others, they are clustered in small
enclaves around the downtown. In either case, these hotels
are home to their residents, many of whom have lived in the
same hotel for years. It is on these hotels and their older
residents that this study will focus.

The old hotels vary widely in size and type of
accommodations, but the most common is referred to as the
single room occupancy hotel. In such a hotel, one room is
occupied by a single tenant., There are occasions where
several persons occupy a single room but this 1is not the
norm. Thus the name single room occupancy refers to the
amount of space occupied by a resident.

A typical single room occupant hotel room, or SRO
hotel room, is sparsely furnished with a bed, dresser,
closet, chair, and wash basin. Bathrooms are shared, usually
by several persons per floor, depending on the number of
rooms on each floor. Cooking facilities are almost never

available and are shared when they are, thus local
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restaurants and/or illegal hot plates in the resident's
private room provide the alternatives for food preparation
and eating. Some maid service and a weekly change of linen
is generally included as part of the rent. Though the rents
tend to vary, they are frequently the lowest unsubsidized
rents available anywhere in a city.

Congress drafted and approved 1legislation in 1949
which set as a national goal the "decent, safe, and
sanitary"” housing of the American people. The SRO hotels
were not the type of housing they foresaw as meeting that
goal. More likely, many viewed the 1legislation as a step
toward replacing such indecent, unsafe, and unsanitary
housing. In order to direct the development of decent
housing, criteria specifying minimum standards for an
acceptable dwelling unit were approved. Those <criteria,
known as the minimum property standards, defined an
acceptable unit as being self-contained, 1i.e., one which
included a complete bathroom and kitchen. Also addressed in
those standards were the size of the unit, the amount of
window space, and other design features; but it was the
designation of units without complete bathroom and kitchen
as substandard which most affected the SRO hotel.

By using the self-contained unit as the criterion for
a standard unit, all SRO hotels were classified as
substandard housing. What this meant was that the agency

responsible for achieving the national goal of decent, safe,
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and sanitary housing, the Housing and Home Finance Agency
(HHFA), would not be interested in spending their resources
on maintaining such substandard units as SRO hotels., 1In
fact, many urban renewal projects removed SRO hotels.

But HHFA and its successor, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), has not been the only force
which precipitated the removal of SRO hotels. The increased
value of land in the downtowns of nearly all major cities
has caused a change in uses of select parcels of land. These
changes are most pronounced in inflationary times. Most
affected are those parcels which, in their existing use, are
seen to be an underutilization of the site's full
development potential., This could mean that the present
structures do not contain the maximum number of square feet
allowed by current zoning codes and thus are not producing
their maximum potential rent or that the rent derived from
the existing use is 1lower than the rent which could be
garnered if the use were changed. Both definitions of
underutilization assume that the ideal condition for any
given parcel of land is for it to earn its maximum potential
dollar return, i.e., be utilized for its highest and best
use. Because SRO hotels typically have a 1lower square
footage than that allowed on a site and may have a lower
rent capacity than some other uses, they are often selected
for razing or conversion to another use.

Yet another situation that tends to influence an SRO
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hotel's likelihood of continued operation 1is its physical
condition. Periodic maintenance of the hotels is sometimes
neglected and as a result both exterior and interior
portions of a building may be in need of repair. An obvious
state of disrepair tends to encourage neighboring property
owners and businesses or local elected officials to view the
SRO hotel as an undesirable element. Given such a
perspective, removal of the o0ld, run-down hotels is seen as
a step toward improving or upgrading the downtown by making
it more attractive to shoppers, business persons; convention
goers, and the like.

Because of his appearance and behavior, the SRO hotel
resident is not seen as a necessarily desirable or pleasant
element of downtown but rather as a potential detriment to
its development, Two general characteristics which describe
nearly all the SRO hotel residents are that they live alone
and they are poor. Additionally, the vast majority are male
and a large number are elderly pensioners. Beyond those
similarities the residents tend to differ. Some are
long-term residents of their hotel while others are
transient. Some drink excessively, almost constantly. Others
do not drink. Because most residents are not employed,
especially the elderly pensioners, they have little to Kkeep
them busy and thus tend to do such things as gathering in
the hotel's lobby which is visible to the street, hanging

around outside local businesses talking and watching
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passersby, appearing on the street when drunk, dressing in
old clothes, and patronizing the less expensive restaurants
and "seedy" establishments such as card rooms. Local elected
officials, business persons, and property owners sometimes
feel that attracting new investors and businesses to a
downtown is easier without a noticeable contingent of SRO
residents. Thus, plans, policies, and actions are frequently
adopted which discourage the retention of SRO hotels in
downtown locations.

To summarize, there are at least four forces currently
working to reduce the number of SRO hotels in the downtown
of most major cities across the nation. Those forces are:
1) a determination by HHFA and HUD that SRO hotels are
substandard dwelling units, 2) an increase in the value of
downtown land, 3) the extent of physical deterioration of
the SRO hotels; and 4) the level of social unacceptability
of the SRO hotel residents.

It is assumed in this study that a reduction in the
lowest~-cost housing stock is, in and of itself, problematic.
With the current high cost of new construction and
substantial rehabilitation, the present inability of public
housing programs to satisfy the existing demand for low-cost
housing, and the increasing number of persons in this
country who are aging, low-income elderly face an
increasingly difficult task of locating affordable housing.

Based on this understanding, the following study examines
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SRO hotels as a form of housing for at least a portion of

the low-income urban elderly.
STUDY DEFINITIONS

There are three terms used throughout this study for
which early clarification of meaning is important. The
reader may or may not have some familiarity with the terms.
Presentation of the definitions at this point is an attempt
to prevent misinterpretations, especially by those who use

the terms differently than does this study.

Single Room Occupancy (SRQ) Hotel

Various studies have addressed different aspects of
single room occupancy hotels. Albeit description was
provided in the preceding section, the £following 1list of
characteristics summarizes the typical SRO hote!l and was
constructed from the available 1literature on the subject
(Eckert, 1978; Ehrlich, 1976; Fielding, 1972; Lawton 1976;
Niebanck,1970; Plutchik, McCarthy, Hall, & Silverberg, 1974;
Plutchik, McCarthy, & Hall, 1975; Silverberg, 1976;

Stephens, 1976):

The typical SRO hotel is an older building, locatea
in the downtown commercial area of a city. Most were
originally constructed as hotels but some may have
been converted from other uses, such as a

multifamily apartments.
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The room size is small, generally about 9 feet by 12
feet, and is furnished with bed, bureau drawers,

chair, sink, and small closet or wardrobe.

The toilet and shower facilities are shared,
sometimes between two rooms, but more typically
shared by the residents on each floor. If cooking
facilities exist, they are also shared, i.e., one

per floor or an illegal hot plate in the room.

The services of a maid and clean linen (once per
week) are nearly always provided and a hotel clerk
is usually present at the front desk. However, no
formal support services such as meals or

recreational programs are provided.

The SRO hotel is neither federally subsidized nor

licensed for institutional care.

A hotel in which each unit contains its own bath
facilities is not an SRO hotel according to this definition.
Neither is an apartment house in which each unit contains a
kitchen but the bath facilities are shared. Additionally, a
room and board arrangement, even though it occurred in a
hotel structure would not be classed as an SRO hotel due to
the provision of meals. Such dwelling units are similar to
an SRO hotel 1in selected ways but are not classified as a

"true™ SRO hotel.



Section 8 Apartment

Section 8 refers to that portion of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 in which the rent subsidy
program for low-income and elderly persons was created. The
program is one in which a rent supplement is paid by HUD to
the owner of an apartment building. The supplement is the
difference betwsen the rent paid by the tenant and the
actual rent for the unit. The apartment building must meet
certain specifications in order to qualify and the
regulation most pertinent to this study is the need for all
units to be self-contained. This means SRO hotels do not
qualify for the rent subsidy program.

The way the program generally works is as follows: An
existing structure is rehabilitated or a new structure is
constructed to meet building specifications for the program.
The new tenants of the building, who must satisfy certain
criterion, pay no more than 25 percent of their monthly
income for rent. The remainder of the tenant's rent, which
is established by HUD based on fair market rents, is paid by
HUD. The program enables those with low incomes to afford
decent, safe, and sanitary housing without paying an
exhorbitant portion of their income for rent.

The specific Section 8 program relevant to this study
is that which serves elderly persons, i.e., those who are,
a) low income and 62 years of age and over, or b) low income

and disabled or handicapped. The phrase "Section 8
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apartment" will be used to denote a dwelling unit in which a
"subsidized" elderly tenant resides.

(Note: There is another Section 8 program known as
"existing Section 8", which is operated through the 1local
housing authority. In this program, a qualified recipient is
responsible for 1locating his/her own housing unit from the
existing stock of privately operated rental housing. Once
that unit is approved by the housing authority, the resident
pays no more than 25 percent of his/her income for rent and
HUD, through the auspices of the housing authority, pays the
remainder of the rent which is based on a fair market rental
agreement.

With this program there is generally no substantial
rehabilitation to a wunit. If a unit does not meet the
required standards for decency, safety, and sanitation, the
recipient is encouraged to locate another unit or the
landlord 1is encouraged to make the necessary repairs.
Typically, recipients are not eager to wait the time
required for a landlord to make substantial repairs to a
unit and as a result select units which need little or no
repair. Because there is little rehabilitation involved the
fair market rents established £for this program are lower
than for the other Section 8 program described above.

Though this program provides housing to the low-~income
at less cost to HUD, it is not wused in this study's

comparisons. The primary reason is the program depends upon
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the existing stock without the generation of major
rehabilitation. Given that almost all SRO hotels would need
some level of rehabilitation in order to make them into
decent, safe, and sanitary housing, comparisons are limited

to the program which could facilitate such rehabilitation.)

Upper Skid Row

Rather vague references have been made in the
literature on skid row to "better" areas, areas where the
population appears to be less alcoholic and more stable in
terms of tenure at one location. It is one of these areas,
here defined as "upper skid row", upon which this study
focuses. This was the term used by residents of the area tb
distinguish "their"™ portion of downtown from what they
described as the "less desirable" portion of downtown, i.e.,
the skid row area.

A similar distinction may not exist in all downtowns
which contain SRO hotels. The downtown examined in this
study (Portland, Oregon) contains a prominent physical
separation between upper skid row and skid row, i.e., a six
lane boulevard. The differences between the two areas are
apparent even to the outsider. SRO hotels are more expensive
in the upper skid row area usually by $20 to $30 per month
or by about 30 percent more. The tenants of the upper skid
row hotels tend to appear more socially acceptable in that
they generally do not gather on the streets, drinking or

just hanging about. The upper skid row residents view
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themselves as a cut above the skid row residents. They
indicate skid row is a place where they do not wish to go.

The distinction between the two skid rows is important
for twe major reasons. First, it puts the reader on notice
that comparison of this study's findings with those of other
skid row populations may vary to some degree. Secondly, it
will hopefully encourage researchers to examine similar
differences in other locations.

To summarize, the intent of this section 1is to
eliminate any confusion about this study's use of the terms
single room occupancy hotel, Section 8 apartment, and upper

skid row.
STUDY LIMITATIONS

Several parameters of this study should be noted
before proceeding further. The first relates to the type of
SRO hotel structure and the second, to the type of SRO

resident that is examined in the study.

SRO Hotel Structure

Only those structures originally constructed as hotels
are examined in the present study. In the definition of SRO
hotels, it was nbted that some SRO structures were created
through the conversion of buildings from other uses. Usually
such conversions were from multifamily apartments houses. In
such cases, the various rooms of the apartments were

separated through the use of partitions. This process allows
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for the rental of each room as a single unit. In some
locales, this type of single room housing comprises a
substantial portion of the city's single room stock. This is
more likely to be the case in eastern cities where a stock
of older walk-up apartments was available for conversion.
However, in Portland, no converted units existed in the
downtown area; thus SRO units created though the subdivision
of larger units are not included as part of the sample of

SRO hotels examined in this study.

Iype of SRO Resident

For the purpose of this study, only single residents
occupying a single room will be considered. This parameter
is noted in an attempt to avoid any confusion with the
situation of an eantire family residing in a single room.
This is a circumstance which has occurred in the past and
will no doubt continue to occur, especially as the cost of
housing increases. It 1is not a situation this study
addresses,

In addition to one person per room, this study
examines only the elderly male SRO population., Previous
studies of skid row or SRO residents have reported a high
proportion of the population to be male and elderly (Bogue,
1963; Vander Kooi, 1967; and Eckert, 1978). It has also been
noted that men tend to have higher incomes than their female
counterparts (Ehrlich, 1976). Given the 1likelihood of

finding relatively few female SRO residents and the
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differing circumstances under which they must subsist, women
were not included in this study's sample. It was thought
that elderly, female SRO residents or simply female SRO
residents should be the subject of a future study.
Similarly, it was thought that the younger, male SRO
population, i.e., those under 55 years of age, would best be
examined in a separate study.

By establishing the above parameters for the study, it
was felt the findings would be less encumbered by factors

which could only introduce extraneous variance.
NATURE AND COMPONENTS OF THE STUDY

This is a policy study. In it a problem is examined,
the impact of the problem is assessed based on empirical
findings, and recommendations are proposed as a means of
resolving the problem. To properly examine the various
facets of the problem, several perspectives are considered.
These facets can be seen as the different perspectives of
interested parties. In addition to considering various
perspectives, the components of the problem are identified
and each 1is examined empirically. Findings from the
empirical analysis are interpreted and synthesized with

respect to the various perspectives.

A Policy Study
In a policy study, there is the assumption that a

condition exists which is either currently problematic or
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has the potential of becoming so. In the case of this study,
it is assumed that the loss of SRO hotels, some of the
lowest-cost, unsubsidized rental housing in existence today,
is currently a problem and has the potential to become
increasingly severe. The foundation for this assumption is
based on the writings of housing experts, economists,
gerontologists, and government officials. They suggest that
the low production of rental housing, the on-going
inflation, the increasing number of elderly persons, their
dependence upon fixed incomes, and the government's
inability to satisfy current demands for low-cost housing
all point toward a continuing problem of housing the
low-income elderly.

Given the basic understanding of the issue, it is then
necessary in a policy study to examine the problem from the
perspective of different interests. As noted earlier, there
are a number of forces which have the impact of reducing the
number of SRO hotels. From the perspective of the resident,
he is a renter and as such no doubt wishes to see his hotel
remain open and the rents to remain 1low. The owner of a
hotel may have a different view though; he may be holding a
property for speculative purposes. If an offer is made, the
owner may be more than willing to break the manager's lease
in order to sell the property. Local officials might be
delighted to see an SRO hotel replaced or rehabilitated into

a structure which will pay a higher property tax. On the
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other hand, local officials might not welcome the need to
provide social services to displaced residents in addition
to assisting their move to another 1location. From the
perspective of federal housing officials, they may be
pleased that a portion of the "substandard" housing stock is
being removed, but on the other hand, increased perssure may
be placed on them to provide additional 1low-cost units
despite little or no adjustment to their program budget.

The consideration of these differing interests is
necessary if the proposed resolution is to incorporate major
elements of the problem. This process can be seen as
establishing the "gestalt" of the problem. Once the context
of the situation is known, the empirical analysis can draw

from that background.

Based on the different perspectives regarding the loss
of SRO hotels, three components are identified as essential
to this study. They are the housing unit, its 1location or
neighborhood, and the resident of the housing unit. Cost is
a fourth component and is integrally related to the other
three.

The Housing Unit. The major focus of this study is a
particular type of housing unit, the SRO hotel. Because this
investigation addresses the impact of loss of such housing
units, it is necessary to examine not only the SRO hotel but

alternative housing as well. The hotel units are low-cost
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rental units and thus any alternative housing would need to
be similar in cost. Section 8 rent subsidized apartments are
low-cost and that program is currently the major impetus for
the creation of 1low-cost rental housing. Based on Section
8's major role in providing new low=-cost housing, it is the
alternative type of housing with which SRO hotels are
compared in this study.

The two types of housing are examined using a modified
pre- and post-test format. For the SRO hotel, current
residents as well as previous residents are interviewed. The
previous residents are those who moved to Section 8
apartments from an SRO hotel. Both groups are asked to
evaluate the SRO hotel on a number of criterion. For the
Section 8 apartments, current residents and potential
residents are interviewed. The current apartment residents
are the previous SRO hotel residents. The potential
residents are the current hotel residents who could qualify
for Section 8 apartments. Again, both groups are asked to
evaluate the Section 8 apartments, the former from their
experience as a resident and the latter from their
expectations. This allows the study to address questions of
preference for and satisfaction with the two types of
low-cost housing, as well as to compare objective factors
such as the percent of income paid toward rent.

The Location or Neighborhood. The consideration of

policy matters regarding housing, especially housing for the
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elderly, cannot be divorced from an examination of the
environmental setting. For this reason, neighborhood is also
a major component of this study. In any examination of the
SRO hotel, downtown is an obvious neighborhood which must be
considered. Based on the premise that a continued loss of
SRO hotels would lead to a reduction of low-cost housing in
downtown, there is an equally obvious need to consider
neighborhoods outside the central area.

In this study, investigation of several neighborhoods,
outside downtown, in addition to downtown, allows an
analysis of the "fit" between person and his environmental
setting. The environments are neighborhoods recognized by
local housing experts as "good"™ 1locations for elderly
persons due to availability of stores and services nearby.
Comparison of the neighborhoods is based on such essential
elements as the level of rents in the area, the price of
selected commodities and services, and access to or
availability of facilities. In addition to comparing
neighborhoods in terms of ability to meet various needs of
low-income elderly, the study also addresses the hotel
resident's preference for a residential 1location and
satisfaction with his current neighborhood.

The Resident. Though the major focus of this study is
the housing unit, any consideration of policy would be
decidedly inadequate without an examination of the resident.

In this case, the sample is a select portion of all current
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SRO hotel residents, i.e., only the elderly male residents.
Additionally, as noted above, a second sample of residents
is considered in a portion of the study. These are previous
SRO hotel residents who moved to Section 8 apartments
located in the downtown area.

As the reduction in the number of SRO hotel units is a
nation-wide occurrence, the sample of Portland's elderly SRO
residents is compared with samples from other cities. Such a
comparison helps to determine the similarities and
differences among SRO populations in various cities. These
results have implications for generalizing findings based on
the Portland sample. Comparison of the current and past SRO
hotel populations is helpful in attempting to distinguish
any differences between those who chose to move to Section 8
apartments and those who remain SRO hotel residents. Given
that Section 8 apartments are currently the primary mode of
replacing lost low-cost units, the identification of
variation between SRO and Section 8 residents could be
particularly noteworthy if there were some indication that
it reflected fundamentally different lifestyles.

Cost. To this point, the description of study
components has addressed the matter of cost from the
perspective of the resident of the housing unit. How much is
the rent? How much does it cost to live in the neighborhood?
The other perspective considered in the study is the cost of

providing housing as opposed to the cost of affording
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providing housing as opposed to the cost of affording
housing. From the perspective of the provider, the cost of
housing includes such elements as the price of land,
construction, operation, maintenance, taxes, and debt
service. If the housing provided is an SRO hotel, costs of
provision are based on either maintaining an existing hotel
or constructing a new one. If the housing provided is a
Section 8 apartment, costs of provision are based on new
construction or converting a building from another use to an
apartment house.

Comparison of these  costs provides a partial
assessment of the economic viability of the various modes of
generating low-cost housing. In conjunction with situational
factors, such as government subsidies, tax incentives, and
economic constraints, the reasonableness of one mode of
provision over another can be assessed.

Thus, these four components, the housing unit, the
location or neighborhood, the resident, and costs are the
basic elements to be examined in this study. Stated another
way, they are the matters on which data is to be collected.
The policy recommendations, which are the ultimate product
of this study, are a synthesis of the findings from these

data.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study examines the elderly SRO resident, his
housing, his neighborhood, and the concomitant question of
policy.

The review of the literature notes that overall, the
cost of housing is a significant factor for a majority of
the elderly population. This is so because the elderly are,
on the whole, a 1lower income group; most 1live on a
relatively fixed income. Ability to pay the price for
uousing is therefore of paramount concern, and as such, a
parameter which guides the elderly's selection of their
housing.

Cost, though, is by no means the only consideration.
Given that the elderly's ability to cope with their
environment generally tends to decrease with increasing
years, the concept of congruence between person and his
environment is particularly relevant to the study of an
older population. Theoretical models of person-environment
interaction suggest that a "match" or "fit" between a person
and his environment can result in an ability to obtain
needed resources and an ability to deal with "press" or

forces from the environment. Thus, the individuals' need or
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preference for particular amenities relative to a housing
unit or neighborhood and his capacity to respond to
- environmental press also influence the selection of housing.

The selection of a particular housing unit and
neighborhood is a means to satisfy some personal needs and
preferences. Any assessment of a person's success at
satisfying those needs and preferences, or achieving
congruence between individual capacities and environment,
must first determine the categories to be examined. Relative
to housing and neighborhood there are a number of "basic
functions"™ which such environmental considerations can be
expected to satisfy. Those "basic functions” include
provision of shelter from the elements, privacy from other
individuals, access to neighborhood amenities and access to
transportation--all at an affordable cost. They represent
the primary functions the housing unit and its surrounding
environment are expected to satisfy.

Needs, preferences, and competencies are not fixed
conditions; they vary with the individual and his personal
situation. The elderly, as a dgroup, are noted for their
diversity rather than for their homogeneity. As such,
different subgroups of the elderly population tend to select
certain housing and neighborhood amenities over others. When
compared with other elderly persons, on the basis of
demographics, social characteristics, use of neighborhood

facilities, preference for housing and the like, SRO hotel
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residents are quite different. Such a diversity implies the
need for equally diverse environments. With the ideal of a
match between the person and his environment and the given
diversity among the elderly population, consideration of the
person's needs, preferences, and competencies is of utmost
importance in any attempt to plan an environment for the
elderly.

The implication for the SRO resident and his hotel is
that prior to the adoption of any policy, both the housing
unit and its surrounding environment must be examined
relative to its congruence with the inhabitants., The need
for such a review is made timely by the ongoing loss of SRO
hotels in most major cities. If the downtown neighborhoods
~with their SRO hotels provide a congruence between person
and environment then their 1loss may alter the hotel
residents ability to satisfy personal needs and preferences
given individual competencies.

The review of the literature which follows is divided
into five parts: the functions of housing; housing and the
elderly; neighborhood and the elderly; SRO hotels and their

elderly residents, and policy considerations.
PART A: THE FUNCTIONS OF HOUSING

When households consume "housing," they purchase
or rent more than the dwelling unit and its
characteristics. They are also concerned with such
diverse factors as health, security, privacy,
neighborhood, and social relations, community
facilities and service, access to jobs, and control
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over the environment (Pynoos, Schafer & Hartman ,
1973, p.l).

The term "housing" is commonly described by way of
reference to a particular function or set of functions which
a dwelling unit is expected to fulfill. This section
explores the basic functions of a dwelling unit. These
functions are examined from the perspective that in addition
to an objective measure of the unit's functioning, there is
an equally important consideration, i.e., the perspective of
the individual occupant of the housing wunit and the
expectations he holds for fulfillment of a unit's
functioning. In this context, fulfillment of a function is
similar to the provision of a service and it is from this
standpoint that the basic functions of housing are examined
in relation to their importance for a low income, urban
elderly population.

In his book Housing: The Social and Economic
Elements, Wallace Smith (1970) identifies five basic
functions of a dwelling unit: the provision of shelter, the
provision of privacy, the provision of access to other
locations, the provision of environmental amenities, and the
provision of an investment. He describes ghelter, or the
protection of dwellers from the elements and enemies, as
only a portion of what constitutes housing. In fact, he sees
shelter as a "relatively minor aspect," of housing. Privacy
is characterized as a social concept though its attainment

is primarily through physical or architectural solutions. An
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assessment of what is private and what is not is dependent
upon such things as an individual's cultural background and
personal preferences. Access Lo other locations refers to
some means of travel and the distances which must be
traveled. Housing is typically selected with some awareness
of available modes of transit and the proximity of desired
resources and activities such as employment and shopping
locations. Smith notes that there are practical 1limits to
the dispersion of housing based on a "...desire to economize
on the time and cost of transportation.” The environmental
amenities are described as "...the characteristics of the
surrounding area which affect the desirability of the
residence." Such amenities as quality of schools, £fire and
police bureaus, availiability of parks, hospitals, and
physical appearance of the neighborhood (trees, cleanliness)
are mentioned as contributing to the desirability of a
neighborhood. Smith's last function, investment, is directed
toward those who own their place of residence as opposed to
those who rent.

Because the present research focuses on SRO hotel
residents who do not own their places of residence and are
unlikely to be able to do so in the future, Smith's
descriptions of the functions of housing are re-examined.
The description of shelter, privacy, and access to other
locations are general enough that they would apply to nearly

any population. However, for the purpose of this study, the
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description of environmental amenities needs some
modification. As is noted in a later part of this chapter
(Neighborhood and the Elderly), the characteristics of a
neighborhood which affect its desirability are to some
degree dependent upon the perspective of the indiviaual,
i.e., personal tastes and needs (Campbell, Converse, &
Rodgers, 1976; Hamovitch & Peterson, 1969). Some of the
characteristics Smith lists, such as the quality of schoois
and police protection and the availability of parks and
playgrounds, might best describe the tastes and needs of a
family with children. For the 1low-income elderly, such
amenities are rated as 1less important when compared with
basic services such as a 1local shopping center and easy
access to transit (Golant, 1972; Regnier, 1975). Golant
(1972) noted in his study of the -elderly's behavior in
selecting a residential location, that ratings of importance
of neighborhood chracteristics tended to vary between those
of different income groups. Drawing from Kahana's (1975} and
Lawton's (1977) theoretical perspective of congruence
between person and environment, personal needs and
capabilities are suggested as a more accurate basis for
determining the characteristics which would constitute their
particular environmental amenities.

Smith's notion of housing as an investment also needs
some modification. Renters do not receive an investment from

their dollars spent on housing as do homeowners. Instead,
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they receive a fixed amount of services such as an apartment
for one month with all the utilities paid. Consequently, for
the renter, especially the low-income renter, a measure of
affordability is a more appropriate description of the
economic function of housing for its occupant. Given the
modest, relatively fixed-income of most low-income elderly,
successful fulfillment of this economic function of housing
is imperative. With these modifications then, 4the five
functional categories of housing examined in this study are:
(a) shelter, (b) privacy, (c) access fo other locations, (d)
neighborhood amenities, and (e) affcrdability.

The underlying purpose for investigating the functions
of housing is based on the assumption that through
examination of the various functions which a dwelling unit
is expected to fulfill, an assessment of the unit's
usefulness to a selected population can be determined. It is
thus postulated that the 1level of usefulness is an
appropriate criterion for assessing the acceptability or
unacceptability of a particular style of housing for a
particular population. The discussion which follows examines
each function of housing from the perspective of its
importance to a low=-income elderly population. It also
addresses the matter of identifying components of each
function which can be measured either objectively or

subjectively.
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Shelterx

A very basic function of a dwelling unit is to provide
shelter to its occupants both from the weather and from
those with criminal interests. For an elderly person
adequate shelter can mean the difference between health and
illness. With increasing age, extremes of temperature tend
to be more difficult to tolerate (Kart, Metress, & Metress,
1978). It has been reported that low temperatures tolerable
to a younger person may, in fact, bring on hypothermia in an
older person.

Adequate shelter can also help reduce an elderly
person's chances of being victimized. Secure doors and
windows, and monitored entrances to multifamily buildings
help to assure a safe dwelling unit. As an elderly person
ages and experiences a reduction in muscle tone, strength,
and response rate, the need for a secure dwelling unit
increases (Harris, 1978). The current rate of crime
perpetrated against elderly persons adds to the importance
of this type of protection. For an elderly occupant, shelter
provided by a dwelling unit can aid in the preservation of
health and safety.

To measure a dwelling unit's level of functioning
relative to provision of shelter, several approaches are
possible. Objectively, a unit's temperature can be measured,
inspection for water and wind leaks can be made; doors and

windows can be checked for security of 1locks. Another
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approach is to survey the occupant for his views relative to
security. Is there adequate heat? Does he worry about
someone breaking into his dwelling? Both approaches would
provide information with which to judge a wunit's 1level of
functioning: the first, an objective measure which could be
compared to some standard 1limits of acceptability or
unacceptability; the second, a subjective assessment, based
on the tenant's own perspective. The latter would reflect
how well matched were the resident's personal needs and

competencies, and his present living environment.

Privacy

Smith (1970) describes privacy as having both physical
and psychological components. As a function which housing is
expected to fulfill, the physical aspect of privacy is
associated with the notion of actual separation.
Traditionally in the United States this means one family per
dwelling unit and a buffer from sounds emanating from inside
neighboring units. The psychological component 1is not
directly dependent upon physical separation and tends to be
influenced by an individual's cultural background,
expectations, and past experiences (Altman, 1975). For the
elderly, privacy in housing takes on a special meaning.
Frequently, reliance on teetering legs and failing eyesight
in one's own home is seen as preferable to a less
independent, 1less private environment of living with

relatives or in a home for the aged (Lawton, 1970). This
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protection of independence reflects both the physical and
psychological aspects of privacy. the desire for a separate
unit as well as the desire for a sense of separateness.

The physical aspect of privacy lends itself to a
degree of objective analysis. A survey of dwelling units and
their inhabitants can ascertain such information as the
number of persons per housing unit and persons per acre.
This would not, however, address the auditory component of
physical privacy, i.e., whether sound, and how much sound,
was audible from neighboring units. One means of measuring
such sound would be the use of specialized equipment.
Another would be to interview the unit's occupants. Given
that many elderly persons have reduced auditory capacity,
equipment may report "excessive" levels of noise even though
the elderly resident may report hearing no noise at all.
This distinction is noted in order to highlight the role of
the occupant in assessing a housing unit's ability to
fulfill various functions,

Regarding the psychological aspect of housing privacy,
the occupant's personal history and expectations are a major
factor in any assessment of a unit's functioning. A dwelling
unit which is seen as providing ample privacy f£for one
individual may be far too intimate for another. Eliciting
the residents satisfaction or dissatisfaction with his
current dwelling unit relative to the level of privacy and

separation it provides 1is the most direct method of
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assessing the unit's functioning.

Access to Other Locations

Much of a later section in this literature review will
address the importance of access to other locations for
low~-income elderly persons (see Neighborhood and the
Elderly). It 1is noted that physical capabilities tend to
decrease as age increases and that one consequence of this
reduction is increased difficultly with mobility (Kart, et
al., 1978). Driving an automobile after dark may become
impossible due to poor night vision; or driving altogether
may become dangerous due to restricted movement of an
arthritic arm or hip. Boarding or leaving a bus may become
too difficult due to the height of the initial step. For
these and similar reasons, access to other locations may be
restricted to either walking or being driven by a friend or
relative. Proximity to necessay "other locations" via
footpath or sidewalk is a minimal requirement for the
assurance of some degree of access. This is especially
important for the low-income as they tend to have only
limited resources which can be set aside for the purchase of
transportation services. Person-environment theories suggest
individuals select 1living arrangements which complement
their needs and preferences, be those physical or econbmic.
Having the best bus service in town means nothing to those
who cannot board a bus; neither does it have meaning for

those who cannot afford it.
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In terms of measuring access to other locations, the
availability of public transit, highways, sidewalks, bicycle
paths, and the like can be tabulated with their presence or
absence representing an objective measure of access. It is
imperative, though, that a person's own capabilities for
using such a means of access also be considered. The
question of access to other locations then becomes, is there

a means of transportation available when it is needed?

Neighborhood 2 i

This function is closely related to the function of
access to other locations. The primary need is for access to
the various neighborhood amenities such as grocery store,
church, pharmacy, and restaurant. For the elderly, the
existence of these amenities in the neighborhood can mean
the difference between self-sufficiency and dependence
especially for the impaired or deprived (Lawton, 1980). For
the low-income elderly, the existence of facilities which
carry modestly priced goods is extremely important. That the
elderly use neighborhood amenities and report satisfaction
with a neighborhood which contains amenities and
dissatisfaction with one which does not is well documented
(Golant,; 1972; Lawton, Kleban & Carlson, 1973; Regnier,
1973).

In order to measure how well a dwelling unit fulfills
the provision of proximity to amenities for its residents,

some assessment of the preferred or necessary amenities is
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paramount. Based upon the residents' preferences and needs,
a survey of the surrounding area can be used as a means for

rating a dwelling unit's fulfillment of the function.

Affordabilif

To the low-income elderly who live on fixed incomes,
the matter of affordable housing is wuppermost in their
minds. Not only does affordable mean paying less than some
set amount of rent per month, it also means that other costs
associated with housing either directly or indirectly are
kept as low as possible. If the rent for one unit is
slightly higher, but there is little need for public transit
due to the unit's convenient 1location, then such a unit
would be comparable, at least in some respects, to a unit
which was slightly cheaper but required more use of public
transit. One cost can be traded for another in an attempt to
minimize total expenditures.

Traditionally, affordability of housing has been
measured as the portion of rent and other housing costs paid
out relative to the amount of income (Milgram, 1979). For
many years, 25 percent of the household income has been used
as the standard for calculating the maximum amount a family
should pay for housing (Milgram, 1980). In addition to the
percent of income paid for housing, any measure of
affordability for 1low-income elderly would be incomplete
without consideration of other economic costs such as

transportation, groceries or meals, personal items, and
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recreation.

An assessment of these housing functions forms the
basis for measuring the adequacy of a dwelling unit,
Consideration of the occupant's perspective rather than a
simply objective assessment allows for varying
interpretations of the same conditions. Such variation is
related to the congruence between person and environment in

a later review section.,



34
PART B: HOUSING AND THE ELDERLY

Housing is an indispensible essential for human
life. Programs of nutrition, physical and mental
health care, income maintenance, transportation,
retraining for employment, involvement as a
volunteer, continuing education, and 1leisure and
recreational activities are ineffective if the
"right home", in terms of location, adequacy and
safety, is not available at reasonable cost for the
older adult. (Mathieu, 1976, p.154)

Housing is the number one financial expenditure
for the elderly, and, on the average, it accounts
for over one-third of their budget. The task of
providing adequate housing throughout o0ld age on a
relatively fixed income and in the face of rising
costs is becoming increasingly impossible for a
large segment of the older pcpulation. (Harris,
1976, p.176)

It has been estimated that 16 percent or about 3.9
million elderly persons in the United States had incomes
below the poverty line in 1980 (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
198la). For this group and for those with incomes only
slightly above the poverty level, the price paid for housing
becomes a major consideration as they attempt to balance
expenditures with available resources. The current condition
of spiraling inflation only tends to exacerbate the
difficulty many of these low-income elderly persons have as
they search for affordable housing. The cost of utilities,
maintenance, labor, and money all contribute to the
increasing cost of housing. As these costs increase, the
range of housing choices which are attendable to those with

the lowest income tends to decrease.
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The Elderly's Economic Condition

Two factors which affect the elderly person's income
following retirement are the source(s) of that income and
any periodic adjustment of that income. Sources of income
might range from public programs, such as Social Security
and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) to private sources
such as pension plans or return on investments. Periodic
adjustments might include such things as cost-of-living
increases added to social security payments or returns from
equity from increasing value of property investments. An
important consideration in this discussion of the elderly's
economic situation is whether individuals have sufficient
resources to meet their needs, especially given the
continuing inflationary trend. The typical SRO hotel
resident is in the precarious position of being among the
poorest of the elderly and as such is ill-prepared to handle
increased economic burdens.

In his Fact Book on Aging, Harris (1978) describes the
economic situation of the elderly population of the United
States. The median income for families with heads 65 years
of age or over was $8,057 in 1975. For households composed
of unrelated individuals or those 1living alone or with
non-relatives the median income for the older population was
$3,311. Of those with below median incomes, Harris notes
that there are two subpopulations, the "poor" and the "near

poor"”, The poor are those who fall below the poverty line,
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which in 1975 was $3,232 for two-person elderly families,
and $2,791 for unrelated elderly persons.1 The near poor are
those with incomes of 125 percent of the poverty level. For
those with heads 65 years of age or over, the near poor were
defined as two-person families with incomes of at least
$4,040 in 1975 or unrelated persons with incomes of $3,215
or less. Using these guidelines, one quarter (5.5 million)
elderly households in the United States were classified as
near poor and one-half (3.3 million) of the unrelated
elderly households were classified as near poor.
Additionally, of the unrelated elderly households, almost
one-third (2.1 million) had incomes below the poverty line
and were thus classed as poor.

As for elderly SRO hotel residents, Ehrlich (1976)
reported that the median monthly income for her St. Louis
sample was $231 or an annual income of $2,772. Ehrlich

collected her data in early 1975 which means it is directly

Iin 1980, the poverty level for a two-person elderly
household was $4,983 and $3,949 for a one-person elderly
household. Since 1975, the percentage of elderly persons
with incomes below the poverty level has remained virtually
unchanged; it was 15.3 percent in 1975 and 15.7 percent in
1980, However, the rate has decreased since the early 70s
when Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, and
some Veterans Pensions were linked to the Consumer Price
Index. 1In 1970, 24.5 percent of the elderly had incomes
below the poverty level. It should be noted that the income
figures used to calculate the number of persons who have
poverty level or lower incomes does not inc!'ide the value
of transfer payments from such sources as food stamps, rent
subsidies, and medicare payments. If the value of these
payments were included in the calculation of income the
number of persons below the poverty level would be
decreased.
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comparable to Harris' figures. It can be seen that the
annual median income for the St. Louis SRO resident is just
below the poverty line for unrelated individuals or those
living alone or with non-relatives. Eckert's (1978) sample
of elderly San Diego SRO residents had a median income of
$289 per month., Though this represents a slightly higher
income, it must be noted that Eckert's data was collected in
early 1976. Thus, it can be concluded that SRO residents are
definitely among the low-income elderly.

The sources from which the elderly draw their
retirement incomes are varied but the most important is
Social Security. In 1975, 90 percent of the unrelated
individuals or those living alone or with non-relatives who
were 65 years of age or over received Social Security
(Harris, 1978). PFifty-four percent received the next most
frequent source of income, i.e., property incomes such as
interest and dividents. Only 23 percent had any income from
private pension plans. Fourteen percent received SSI. By
comparison, 84 ©percent of the St. Louis SRO residents
received Social Security payments (Ehrlich, 1976) .
Twenty-two percent received income from SSI and fourteen
percent received some wages. No mention was made of whether
any received income from private pensions. It is difficult
to compare these two sets of data because some individuals
tend to have more than one source of income. It is probably

safe, though, to presume that SRO residents are at least
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equally if not more dependent upon public sources for
retirement income than is the general elderly population of
those 1living alone or with non-relatives. (See Table IV for
additional information on the sources of SRO  hotels
residents' income),

There are several reasons why the SRO residents tend
to be dependent upon public sources of income after
retirement. During their working years, they generally held
semi-skilled or wunskilled positions (Rubenstein, 1977;
Eckert, 1978). Historically, those positions have been
associated with low wages and a high Jjob turnover rate,
Research has confirmed that the SRO resident received low
wages during his working years (Ehrlich, 1976; Eckert, 1978;
Rubenstein, Howell, & Rosenberg, 1977) and had a tendency to
hold a series of different jobs (Stephens, 1976). With such
a work history, it is not surprising that few receive
private pensions. Kolodrubetz (1973) notes that those in
full-time, low paying positions (below $5,000) are only half
as 1likely to be covered by a private pension plan as those
in higher paying ($5,000-$9,999), full-time positions. In
addition to low=-paying positions not offering pension plans,
those pensions which are offered often require a minimum
period of employment. Those who change jobs frequently are
less likely to be vested in a pension plan (Clark, 1977).
Thus, even with the growing number of businesses offering

private pension plans, the semi-skilled or unskilled laborer



39
who changes jobs may not benefit. This suggests that those
with work histories similar to current SRO residents may not
increase their potential retirement income through a private
pension plan (Thompson, 1978; Seidman, 1975). This is
important in light of the emphasis being placed on the role
of private pension plans in improving the economic condition
of future elderly generations,

For those primarily dependent upon public sources of
retirement income the past decade has brought significant
increases, though prospects for the future may not be as
promising (Kreps, 1976). In 1572, Congress tied increases in
Social Security, SSI, and some veteran pensions to the
Bureau of Labor's Cost-of-Living Index (CPI) (Schulz, 1976).
This meant the public portion of the elderly*s income would
advance along with increasing prices. With the continuing
high rate of inflation, and a dgeneral downturn in the
economic growth of the nation, Kreps (1976) suggests the
elderly could be hard hit. Depending on such national
policies as mandatory retirement age, acceptable levels of
" unemployment, and acceptable rates of economic growth the
impact on the elderly's income would vary, but the general
trend could be toward less improvement in retirement incomes
or less opportunity to build a retirement income due to a
constricted worklife. In either case, current dependence on
public retirement income sources probably means modest

increases in pension payments as the cost of 1living
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advances. For future generations who are dependent on public
retirement incomes, the prospect for improvement relative to
other income groups is low, especially given the current
status of the Social Security Fund (Newsweek, 1981).

That current increases for Social Security, SSI, and
Veterans are tied to the CPI is one example of why those
dependent on public retirement income may see little
improvement in their economic situation. This is because the
..commodities on which the elderly tend to spend the greatest
share of their income have been increasing at faster rates
than other commodities (Gionet, 1978; Lamale, 1978). Those
commodities which have increased most are food, housing, and
medical care (Harris, 1978; Gionet, 1978). It has been
recommended that, based on this differential impact of
inflation on the elderly, a special cost-of-living index be
calculated, a CPI-Elderly (Alexander, Dobra, & Qayum, 1977;
Lamale, 1978, Gionet, 1978). Another concern with the
current method of adjusting public pensions 1is that the
recipient achieves parity only once each year during the
month in which the increase is first added (Gionet, 1978).
This means that during the other eleven months, as inflation
continues, the adequacy of the pension decreases.

This discussion of the elderly's current economic
condition and the prospects for those dependent upon public
retirement income suggests that the lower-income elderly, as

a group, will not soon become a thing of the past. Even if
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some reduction in the percentage of the elderly who are 1low
income were to occur due to public and private pension
increases, the total number of low-income elderly would not
necessarily decrease because of projected increases in the
total elderly population.2 The implication for the current
study is that the total amount of income available to cover
housing cost will no doubt continue to be limited for many
elderly persons, especially those who are currently
dependent upon public retirement incomes and those who have
little opportunity of altering the prospect of such

dependence.

The Elderly's Housing

There is a distinct relationship between the elderly's
economic situation and their housing. Lower-income elderly
are far more 1likely to be renters than homeowners. As
renters, the lower-income elderly have a choice between
private market housing and public market housing. Whichever
type of housing they select, the renter is faced with two
conditions. The first is the obvious necessity of being able
to pay the rent. The second condition is equally obvious and
that is 1locating a vacant unit within the elderly renter's

"price-range." In the private market, few new rental units

21n 1970, the percent of the U.S. population 65 and
over was 9.8 percent or about 20 million persons. By 2020,
it is expected that about 14.6 percent of the population
will be 65 an over; that would be 42.8 million people
(Harris, 1978).
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are being constructed and some existing units are being
converted to other uses. In the public market, the demand
for housing units far exceeds the current level of
production. The combination of continuing inflation which
pushes up the price of rents and the low level of production
which reduces vacancies in existing units given the
increased rate of household formation means those on fixed
incomes, like the low-income elderly, will f£find it
increasingly difficult to compete for private-market rental
housing units.

The Current Housing Situation. The majority of elderly
households own the homes in which they live. Figures from .
the 1978 Annual Housing Survey reported that 61.4 percent of
those households 65 years of age and over and residing
within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) owned
their homes (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980)., That meant
approximately one-third of the elderly urban households were
renters (Struyk & Marshall, 1973; Walther & Gillespie,
1978). Lawton (1980) reports that the median income for
elderly homeownérs in 1975 was $6,800 while that for elderly
renters was only $5,000. Given these facts, it should be
clear that elderly SRO residents are neither typical elderly
homeowners nor typical elderly renters. The elderly SRO
resident has a lower income than the typical elderly renter
and also pays a lower rent than the typical elderly renter.

Harris (1978) reports the median monthly rent paid by those
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65 years of age and over was $100.50 in 1973. Ehrlich (1976)
reports the monthly median rent for elderly, St. Louis SRO
residents in 1975 was $69.09.

It was previously noted that the cost of housing has
been increasing faster than many other commodities (Harris,
1978; Gionet, 1978). Because the lower-income elderly tend
to have no other source of income but their public pensions,
they lose purchasing power as the cost of housing surpasses
their pension increases. As a group, the elderly pay a
higher proportion of their income to housing services than
does the general population (Walther & Gillespie, 1978).
This 1is partially the result of the elderly's decreased
income following retirement with no accompanying decrease in
housing costs. For the population as a whole, 38 percent of
all renters paid more than one-quarter of their income for
housing while 23 percent paid 35 percent or more for housing
(Harris, 1978). For the elderly renter though, 60 percent
paid more than one-quarter of their income for housing and
40 percent paid 35 percent or more. Generally, 25 percent is
the accepted maximum level of income that should be spent
for housing (Milgram, 1980). Some suggest 30 percent is a
more appropriate figure for the elderly population (Milgram,
1980: Struyk, 1977). Even using the 1latter figure, nearly
half the elderly renters paid excessive amounts of their
income for housing.

Single elderly renters also spend a large portion of
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their income on housing. Walter and Gillespie (1978)
analyzed the data from the 1968 Demographic and Economic
Survey of the Aged and reported that 46.4 percent of the
one-person, elderly, rented households paid 35 percent or
more for housing. Of the two-person, elderly, rented
households, only 21.3 percent paid a similar proportion for
housing.

The Private Housing Market. For the purpose of this
study, the private housing market is defined as all those
housing units, either owner or renter-occupied, which are
owned and oper;ted by private parties, i.e.,
non-governmental. This type of housing constitutes the vast
majority of the existing residential units in the United
States. During the past decade though, several conditions
have altered the private housing market. First, the rate of
household formation increased. Young adults have been
leaving home at an earlier age, the elderly have not been
sharing a home with children or relatives, and fewer people
of all ages are "doubling up" (Frieden & Solomon, 1977).3
All this has been occurring during a time when the
production of rental housing has been 1low (U.S. General

Accounting Office, 1979).

3More recent data suggests that there has been some
reversal of the trends of the earlier 70s. Persons of all
ages are beginning to seek ways to decrease their housing
costs given the continuing inflation. One observable
means of reducing these costs has been a trend toward
doubling up.



45

Because increases in rent have not matched the general
increase in prices, developers have found rental units
uneconomical to produce (Frieden & Solomon, 1977). The
current low rate of production means the price of existing
rental units will rise. As more people search for those
increasingly costly rental units, those on 1low, fixed
incomes will be least able to compete in the private housing
market.

A circumstance which compounds the impact of 1low
production of new units is the conversion or removal of some
existing rental units. When rental units are converted, it
represents a loss from the stock of existing rental units.
The units generally are converted to either condominiums or
to such non-housing uses as office or retail space. It has
been suggested that preserving the existing rental stock is
one way in which the impact of low production can be, at
least partially, mitigated,

In an age increasingly aware of resource limitation
and the need for conservation, some housing analysts
have argued that the United States can, and should,
meet a large part of its housing needs by prolonging
the 1life of existing buildings rather than building
new ones. The rising cost of new construction may
well effectively slow down the rate at which we
replace 0ld housing, a trend that has already begun.
As a result of high construction costs, market
pressures are now working in favor of housing
rehabilitation and the improvement of existing
neighborhoods to a greater extent than at any time
since the 1940s. (Frieden & Solomon, 1977, p.131)
Preservation of the 1low-cost stock could be especially

important because any replacement units would of necessity,



due to rising costs, either have higher rents or neced a
subsidization to make rents comparably low.

The Public Housing Market. The public housing market
includes housing operated or leased by local housing
authorities and, for the purposes of this study, those units
which may be privately owned but where tenants receive
governmental assistance in the form of a rent subsidy, such
as Section 8 apartments. The basic intent behind public
housing was to provide adequate housing for those were
unable to secure such housing in the private market due
primarily to an inadequate income (U.S. Congress, 1937). The
extent of the need for such housing was assessed and goals
for production were set. Those goals have not been met,

While Federally subsidized units have increased as a
share of the total 1in recent years, the absolute
numbers have fallen far short of the ten-year goal
set by Congress in 1968 of providing 6 million
Federally subsidized units for the poor. During the
same period, Congress has [sicl intended that 20
million private units be constructed. While the
private housing industry responded by providing over
17 million wunits, or 85 percent of the goal, the
Federal Government provided only 2.7 million of the
new or rehabilitated units for the low-income
group--45 percent of the ten-year goal. (u.s.
Congress, Joint Economic Committee, 1979, p.172)

It is assumed by some that there will never be
sufficient production of public housing to satisfy the need
(General Accounting Office, 1979). Testimony presented to a
subcommittee of the Senate Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs Committee (1979) noted the extensive waiting lists

for public market elderly housing,
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I should like to conclude by emphasizing again the
urgency in solving the elderly housing problem. We
feel that because of the excessive 1length of the
housing waiting 1lists, many of the 35,561 older
people in New Jersey on such lists will never live
long enough to enjoy this good housing (Vivian F.
Carlin, Supervisor, Housing and Support Services,
New Jersey Division on Aging, p.l16).
As the cost of housing in the private market increases more
lower-income elderly will be expected to seek some reliet in
the public housing market. In its current state, the public
market cannot meet its present demand, much 1less any
increase in demand.

The Choice. The choice for many lower-income elderly
is to pay an increasing proportion of their income for
housing in the private market or seek assistance 1in the
public market. Past research has noted that some elderly,
who were determined to be eligible and were offered a unit,
chose not to move into housing provided by the public
market. Carp (1976b) reports that from Victoria Plaza's
qualified applicant pool of just over 350, 51 decided, after
having toured the building and its units, that they did not
wish to move in,"[Mlany commented to this effect: 'It 1is a
wonderful place - but not for me.'" In fact, those 51 people
refused the opportunity to move into a new unit at a lower
cost than their current housing. This matter of preference
suggests that even 1if there were an adequate supply of
low-rent public market housing, some elderly might still opt

for another form of housing.

The economic consideration of housing is a major
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factor for the elderly. This is particularly so for single,
low-income, elderly renters who characteristically pay a
higher portion of their income to housing than do other
elderly subgroups. They are faced with the choice of paying
a greater proportion of their income for private market
housing or seeking assistance }rom the public housing
market. In either market, production of units has been low
and thus preservation of existing low-cost rental units is
one method by which some pressure on cost and availability
can be mitigated. SRO hotels tend to provide some of the

lowest=-cost, rental units in an urban area and as such are

potential candidates for a preservation effort.
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PART C: NEIGHBORHOOD AND THE ELDERLY

To overstate the role of neighborhood in the elderly
person's life in nearly impossible. For most elderly, the
neighborhood is clearly more than simply a physical space in
which to reside. It can be a resource which facilitates
acquisition of needed or desired commodities and services.
On the other hand, the neighborhood which contains few
stores and services can be a barrier to an elderly person's
attempts to secure commodities or services. Neighborhoods
vary in the type and variety of services available and the
elderly vary in their use of those services whicn are
available. The definition of neighborhood used in this study
focuses on the person-environment interaction, that is, the
accessibility of stores and services 1in an area and the
resident's use of those facilities. Such a focus is
especially critical when an elderly population is
considered.

Neighborhood as a Resource

One approach to determining a neighborhood's value 1is
to assess the resources which the neighborhood contains. In
her discussion of neighborhood, Keller (1967) suggests that
residents value a neighborhood based on its "convenient.iy or
inconveniently accessible" facilities and the importance of
those facilities to the individual,

...the importance of the neighborhood seems to vary

according to the resources of the residents., These
resources may be economic, psychological, cultural



50
or ecological. Those immobilized by o0ld age, family
responsibilities, ill health, ignorance or isolation
need the neighborhood most...[theyl are really no
more than "block dwellers"... (p.105-6)

In his discussion of the resident's valuing of the
neighborhood, Lawton (1977) suggests the basis for assigning
value 1is dependent upon personally preferred and used
resources rather than some fixed set of elements assumed to
be appropriate. The three "resource environments"” he
identifies are a product of the individual's interaction
with the neighborhood. The functional resource environment
is composed of all the facilities used by an individual,
those that have some function for the individual. The
perceived resource environment is that geographic space an
individual defines or sees as being his/her neighborhood,
and the gsalient resource environment is those elements of
the neighborhood on which the individual construes a
significant value either because of need or personal desire.
Thus, the individual assesses the value of a neighborhood
based on the facilities they use, their perception of what
constitutes the neighborhood, and how crucial the facilities
are to them. Lawton notes that the resource environments
"may be either idiosyncratic to a particular individual or
consensual..."

Whether or not there 1is general agreement about a
neighborhood's resources, access to the facilities is
crucial if they are to serve as resources to the resident.

When considering an elderly population, a definition of
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access or convenience might be expected to differ,
especially between those dependent upon public transit and
those with private automobilés or even more, between those
who are wunable to use public transit due to physical
limitations and those who have use of a private automobile,
Their perception of convenient or inconvenient might be
expected to influence the residents' use of a neighborhood.
For those with no access to a private auto and 1limited
ability to use public transit, the wusefulness of
neighborhood resources would increase dramatically. In such
cases, it would be expected that the perceived resource
environment would be 1limited in scope and that the
facilities included in their'functional resource environment
would be proximate to the residence.

In recent years, there has been much interest shown in
examining the -elderly's use of their functional resource
environment and in determining the salience of the
facilities used (Noll, 1973; Newcomer, 1975; Niebanck &
Pope, 1965; Regnier, 1973, 1975; Cantor, 1975). These
studies are based on the proposition that accessibility to
neighborhood facilities is one <condition which fosters
independence, particulatly for the older adult, and that
proximity of the facilities is related to usage by an older
person. Thus, any examination of an elderly population's
personal well-being or general satisfaction with life

circumstances, much less their housing conditions, must
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consider environmental ¢r neighborhood factors.

The Elderly's Use of Neighborhood Resources

Previous studies indicate the elderly are frequent
users of neighborhood resources and that proximity of those
stores and services influence their level of use. Some note
is made that various subgroups of the elderly population
tend to make use of different neighborhood facilities, that
is, functional and salient resource environments differ
amoung subpopulations of the elderly. Generally, it is
concluded that accessible facilities should be a component
of any planned housing for the elderly.

The past twenty years has seen a number of studies of
the elderly's use of neighborhood facilities (Niebanck &
Pope, 1965; Noll, 1973; Newcomer, 1975; Newcomer & Friss,
1979; Regnier, 1975; Chapman & Beaudet-Walters, 1978). Most
have surveyed elderly persons about their use of, distances
traveled to, and importance of a facility. However, one
early study surveyed the managers of elderly housing
projects (Niebanck & Pope, 1965). 1In that study, 117
managers of publicly supported or subsidized housing were
asked to indicate for what type of facilities, was location
an important factor to consider in planning an elderly
housing project. Managers were also asked to indicate at
what distance residents began to express dissatisfaction
with a particular facility, i.e., the distance beyond which

residents preferred not to travel--or the "critical
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distance®™ within which they preferred to travel. Table I
shows the ranking of twelve facilities by importance and
recommended distance for a housing project site. Recommended
distances are based on critical distances. There is little
or no correlation between the importance of a facility and
the recommended distance of that facility from a project
site.
In another study, Newcomer (1975) interviewed nearly
600 elderly residents of public housing about their use of
24 services. He included all but one facility studied by
Niebanck and Pope (1965) plus a number of additional
services and activities. For the purpose of easy comparison,
Table I also reports Newcomer's findings. It shows the
ranking of services and activities in order of importance to
the resident and the critical and recommended distances. A
comparison of the results of the two studies show some
differences. Several services determined important by
Niebanck and Pope were near the bottom in Newcomer's list,
i.e., church and physician. Critical distances varied some
but the major difference was that Newcomer was unable to
establish a specific critical difference for some facilities
such as church, physician, 1library, luncheonette, and
movies, The recommended distance of services and activities
from a housing project site also differed. Though there are
variations in the findings, there  are also many

consistencies and these consistencies suggest that there are



A COMPARISON OF FACILITY IMPORTANCE AND CRITICAL DISTANRCR

TABLE 1

Niebanck and Pope's Findings &

Newcomer's Findings b

Recommended Recommended

Rank of Critical Distance from Rank of Critical Distance From
Facility Importance Distance Elderly Housing Importance Distance Elderly Housing
Grocery store 1 2-3 blocks 1 block 3 1-3 blocks 1 block
Bus stop 2 1-2 blocks adjacent to site 1 1 block adjacent to site
Church 3 -1 mile 1 mile 19 indeterminate indeterminate
Drug store 4 3 blocks 1 block - - -
Medical 5 3-1p mile 1 mile 20 indeterminate indeterminate
Bank 6 14 mile 4 mile 7 1-3 blocks 3 blocks
Social center 7 indeterminate on site if possible 11 1-3 blocks 3 blocks
Library 8 1 mile 1L mile 21 indeterminate indeterminate
News, tobacco 9 14 mile 4 mile - - _—
Restaurant 10 Y4-1» mile no consensus 23 indeterminate indeterminate
Movie theater 11 1 mile 1 mile 15 indeterminate 3 blocks
Bar 12 indeterminate no importance 23 no importance no importance
Park/outdoor 2 1-3 blocks adjacent to site
Laundromat 4 on-site on-site
Post office 6 4-10 blocks 3 blocks
Service center 8 1-3 blocks on-site
Cleaners 9 4-10 blocks 3 blocks
Department store 10 4-10 blocks 3 blocks
Senior citizen club 12 on-gite on-site
Bingo, cards 13 1-3 blocks on-site
Arts, crafts 14 1-3 blocks on-site
Parties, soclals 16 1-3 blocks on-site
Lectures, discussions 17 indeterminate on-site
Organized trips 18 indeterminate indeterminate
Dentist 22 indeterminate indeterminate

& Niebank & Pope, 1965, p. 64.

b Newcomer, 1973 (in Regnier, 1975, p. 309.)

1A%
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services which are seen as salient to an elderly population
and that proximity of these services to one's place of
residence is important.

In a review article, Regnier (1975) coﬁcluded, after

examination of findings from his and other studies, that a
"critical mass" of services is needed in order to make a
neighborhood viable as a location for elderly housing. He
defines this "critical mass"™ of services as a specific set
of facilities which, when clustered in a particular
location, contributes to a site's viability for elderly
housing. The six facilities he identifies as critical are:
a bus stop,.grocery/supermarket, drug/variety store, bank,
post office, and church. Ideally, they should be within
walking distance of the elderly's residence, which he
defines as three to six blocks. It is interesting to note
that with the exception of a post office, which Niebanck and
Pope (1965) did not include, the facilities defined as
critical by Regnier are the same facilities ranked as most
important by the housing project managers. A comparison with
the services identified by Newcomer (1975) as important
shows some difference.

Newcomer and Friss (1979) took a slightly different
approach to the matter of facility usage and critical
distance. Using the critical distance identified for each of
14 services, Newcomer and Friss calculated the "trip

generating” effect of each service. The ¢trip generation
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effect was defined as the difference between usage of each
facility based on its 1location, i.e., either inside or
outside the critical distance zone. What they found was that
there appeared to be a difference in the ability of services
to generate trips by elderly residents:
Life-supporting services 1like shopping or health
have rather expansive critical distances. Or in
other words, people continue to use a service
regardless of its convenience--because they need it.
(Newcomer & Friss, 1979, p.339)
Examination of the trip generating effect of services is one
way of identifying Lawton's salient resource environment.

In that same study, Newcomer & Friss (1979) also noted
that much of the research on elderly use of facilities had
focused on residents of public or subsidized housing. They
cautioned that the "typical" resident of such housing was an
elderly, white female, who lived alone and may have had
different use patterns than other elderly subgroups. In
fact, Ehrlich's (1976) study of elderly SRO hotel residents
in St. Louis confirms this belief. She compares the rate of
non-use of selected facilities for two samples; her St.
Louis SRO hotel residents, and Newcomer's (1975) elderly
public housing residents. She found such a comparison
dramatized the differences between the two populations. Of
eighteen facilities compared, only two non-usage rates fell
within a ten-point spread of the other sample, 1i.e.,

cleaners and dentists are used or not used at about the same

rate by the two groups. The facilities on which the samples'
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usage differed were luncheonette, bar, food market, bank,
senior center, physician, and church. Ehrlich concluded that
it is not surprising the groups differed on use of
luncheonette as the SROs had no cooking facilities whereas
the public housing sample most likely did have. She also
noted that SRO residents tended to be frequent users of
"basic" services 1like luncheonettes, food markets, and
drugstores but much 1less frequent users of "supportive
services" like post office, physician, and department
stores. They were relative underusers of "recreational"
services such as senior centers and 1libraries. Using
Lawton's terminology, saliency of the various facilities
differed substantially for the two groups or, in other
words, their rates of usage differed.

It was noted earlier that access to a facility 1is of
utmost importance to usage; without access, use is
prevented., Despite this obvious condition, mode of travel
has generally not been part of the studies of neighborhood
facility use. However, in his review article, Lawton (1977)
does note that "barriers to mobility"™ may necessitate
additional expenditures of enerqgy if usage is to occur. He
also noted that,

Adequate transportation may act as a functional
equivalent to proximity to the resource, as seen in
the virtually unlimited accessibility of far-flung
resources to the affluent automobile driver. (p.280)

Thus poor access to transportation or some barrier to

personal movements may be viewed as an intervening variable
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in the usage of neighborhood facilities. Additionally, the
economic status of an elderly person may influence his
selection of a transit mode. Together, such factors can work
to restrict the range of travel and thus the use of more
distant facilities by lower-income and physically frail
elderly.

Relative to an elderly SRO population, Ehrlich (1976)
noted that SRO residents tended to be frequent users of
neighborhood facilities. Their central city location was a
resource rich environment, containing many more facilities
than Regnier's (1975) critical mass suggests is minimal.
Additionally, they tended to be low-income and thus have

little to spend on the purchase of transportation.

Person-Environment "Eit": A Theoretical Perspective

To this point, the neighborhood has been defined as a
resource to its residents, in particular, the elderly
resident who tends to be 1less mobile than his younger
counterpart. It has also been shown that elderly residents
tend to be frequent users of the facilities 1in their
neighborhood. Note was made that various subgroups of the
elderly population tend to use a different set of
facilities--that salience differs among subgroups. It was
also noted that downtowns are a resource rich environment.
They provide many opportunities to secure resources, and
thus can satisfy many personal needs with a minimal amount

of effort. A consideration of congruence between the person
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and his environment becomes especially important in a study
of an elderly SRO population in that loss of hotel units
from the central city location necessarily implies
relocation of residents to neighborhoods outside the central
area.

In this section two models of person-environment "fit"
are examined. These theoretical perspectives emphasize the
importance of congruence between the person and the
environment. Kahana's (1975) model of congruence suggests
there is an optimum environment which matches the personal
needs of the individual. The more congruent the fit between
person and environment, the greater the personal well-being
of the individual. Lawton and Nahemow's (1973) model of
person-environment fit emphasizes adaptation. They suggest
that as a person ages there is a tendency toward a reduction
in their individual 1level of competence. In turn, this
implies a reduced ability to deal with the environment. A
person's reduced ability to adapt to pressure from the
environment varies with the person's individual competencies
and the strength of the environment press.

In more detail, Kahana's (1975) model of
person-environment fit focuses on the congruence between the
environment and the needs of the individual. She suggests
that the individual functions optimally when the environment
provides the opportunity to satisfy needs. It is

self-reported needs and preferences which shape the
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individual's demands on the environment. This means an
"optimal environment" is specific to the individual's needs.
Lawton (1977) states that in Kahana's model:
Congruence is mest important under threshoid
conditions where options are 1limited either by
personal vulnerability, environment restrictions or
the individual's perception of a high degree of
external control. (p.295)
Kahana sees congruence or optimum fit between the person and
environment as leading to satisfaction of needs whicn she
operationalizes as personal well-being. Any definition of
optimal, though, must consider differences among individuals
and variations in environmental setting. Based on variations
in personal needs and preferences, the same environment
could be found to be either congruent or incongruent.

Lawton and Nahemow (1973) propose a model whicn 1is
similar to Kahana's though it emphasizes the individual-‘s
capabilities rather than personal needs. Lawton (1977)
describes the model as one of adaptation. He proposes that
as an individual ages, his/her ability to perform various
tasks is reduced, i.e., competency is reduces (environmental
docility hypothesis, Lawton & Simons, 198). He also
suggests that environments create demands on the indiviaual
which, in turn, necessitate a response, thus, the press of
the environment on the individual precipitates some outcome,
Given that competencies vary among individuals, the modey

suggests that there exists a,

...theoretical upper 1limit of capacity of the
individual to function in the areas of biological
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health, sensation perception, and motoric behavior
and cognition, (p.296)

The outcome then of some environment press on the individual
is a particular behavior or set of behaviors. Depending on
the individual's level of competence and the strength of
environmental press, the behavior may be adaptive, marginal
or maladaptive. The more competent the individual, the more
likely will the environmental demand be met with an adaptive
behavior. Conversely, the lower the level of competence, the
weaker must be the environmental press in order that
adaptive behavior results.

Though the two models have different points of
emphasis, they should not be seen as conflicting. Kahana's
focus is personal needs or preferences and the selection of
an environment which can optimize those needs or
preferences. Lawton and Nahemow's focus is the press of the
environment and the individual's ability to adapt. Kahana's
model would predict selection of an optimal environment
while Lawton and Nahemow's would predict adaptation to some
environmental press. Relative to the current study, SRO
residents can be seen as selecting an optimal environment as
well as responding to the press of that environment.

The concepts of congruence, environmental press,
personal needs or preferences and individual competencies
are all relevant in that it is maintained in this study that
the elderly SRO resident, in general, has a low level of

individual competence, has a special set of needs and
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preferences, experiences considerable environmental press,
and therefore, must seek out an environment which does not
over-tax his competencies. Lawton (1980) states that:

The SRO 1is perhaps the best of all available

examples of person/environment congruence built

around marginal individuals. Though the deprivation

and sometimes unasked-for isolation are less than

ideal, were it not for these environments, many of

these elderly would be dealing with stronger press

than their competence could tolerate. (p.68-9)
Ihe Elderly's Satisfaction with Their Environment

As noted above, an elderly person's ability to
maintain himself is inextricably related to the environment
in which he/she 1lives. The environment is a resource from
which needs can be satisfied, but it is also a source of
pressure to which some adaptation is demanded. Neither use
of nor adaptation to the environment implies satisfaction
with or preference for that environment. In fact, frequent
use of neighborhood facilities may represent an adaptation
to the current situation due to lack of attainable
alternatives, such as moving to a new neighborhood or
securing a different mode of transit. In such cases,
reported satisfaction with the current situation would be
expected to be 1low and preference for some alternative
expected to be high.
This section examines the elderly's satisfaction with

and preference for elements of their environment. Both the

neighborhood and the individual housing unit will be covered

in this discussion. Though previous discussions in this
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chapter have separated neighborhood and housing unit, the
separation tends to be artificial. As noted below, there is
a strong correlation between satisfaction with the
neighborhood and satisfaction with the housing unit,
particularly for the elderly.

Satisfaction with Neighborhood. Many studies have been
conducted which examine the elderly person's satisfaction
and/or dissatisfaction with and preference for particular
qualities or elements of a neighborhood. 1In most cases,
subjective measures have been used to determine satisfaction
but objective ratings conducted by independent observers
have also been used. In some studies, respondents have been
asked to evaluate their neighborhood by indicating their
level of satisfaction to a fixed set of elements. In other
studies, residents have been asked open-ended questions
about likes and dislikes of their neighborhood. Some studies
of neighborhood satisfaction are comparative across
neighborhoods while others are not. Additionally, the
different studies have surveyed a variety of residents
(young-o0ld to old-old, movers and non-movers, public housing
and private market tenants, low-income to high-income) and a
variety of neighborhoods (slums, multifamily and
single-family areas, high density and lower density elderly
areas, high crime areas). This means that comparison of the
findings across ' studies 1is confounded by the use cof

dissimilar samples and methodologies.
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Several general conclusions have emerged from these
studies though. First, it has been noted that elderly
persons tend to make fewer negative comments about their
neighborhood than do younger persons (Lawton, 1978;
Campbell, Converse & Rodgers, 1976; National Council on
Aging, 1975). In fact, it has been found that elderly
persons tend to express less dissatisfaction generally,
regardless of the matter considered (Campbell, et al., 1976;
Carp, 1976a). This finding has been noted particularly where
causal observation of the neighborhood wunder investigation
would 1lead one to expect a less satisfactory rating than
that given by its elderly residents (Hamovitcn & Peterson,
196 9; Carp, 1976a). One explanation of this tendency
suggests that the favorable evaluations are a result of an
attempt to reduce "cognitive dissonance", that is, where the
individual resolves himself/herself to a "less desirea"
circumstance by adjusting attitudes to fit the current
situation, i.e., reducing the disparity between objective
and subjective reality (Lawton, 1980). Another explanation
suggests a relationship between age and satisfaction based
on cohort analysis, that is, elder cohorts have been more
accepting of the status quo throughout their lifetime and
that acceptance of a given condition is more natural for the
elderly than criticism (Campbell, et al., 1976). Both
explanations are grounded in attitudinal studies of elderly

persons (Carp, 1975; Lawton, 1978).
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A second general conclusion is that different
subgroups of the elderly population have distinctly
different preferences and thus one subgroup may report
satisfaction with a particular condition whereas another.
subgroup may not;
In effect, different individuals have different
skills, tastes and needs, such that an objective
situation which might be very gratifying for one
person might be thoroughly oppressive for another.
(Campbell, et al., 1976, p.158-9)
For instance, Hamovitch and Peterson (1969) reported
different preferences between those who lived in
neighborhoods with a high density of elderly persons (more
than 35% over 50 years of age) and those who lived in lower
density neighborhoods (less than 10 percent over 50). They
found that 59 percent of the elderly persons living in
densely elderly neighborhoods did not want children in the
neighborhood while only 27 percent wanted children. Those in
less dense elderly neighborhoods felt more positive about
children in the neighborhood, 45 percent did not want them
and 42 percent did. In another study elderly persons were
asked to indicate which variables, from a 1list, were
important in the selection of their current residence
(Golant, 1972). Differences were found between low-income
and high-income groups and between single and multifamily
groups. The lower-income group placed more emphasis on easy

access to transit and on a good price for the housing (or

rent) than did the higher~-income group. The multifamily
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dwellers emphasized access to transit and shopping
facilities. The single family and higher-income groups were
more likely to have the use of an automobile.

Frieden (1960) also found preferential differences
between two groups of displaced elderly, one group was
composed primarily of single, female tenants of a
residential hotel in downtown Boston, the other group was
composed of displaced couples from Boston's ethnic Westend.
The former group had no interest in moving into a so-called
"residential™ area and cared little about the ethnicity of
their new neighborhood while it was of great importance to
the Westenders that they relocate in an area which had a
sufficient number of ethnic institutions 1like stores,
churches, and gathering places.

Despite the many differences 1in preference, some
common findings have emerged regarding
satisfaction/dissatisfaction with a neighborhood. One such
finding is the proximity of stores and services. In
particular, those elderly without automobiles tend to report
the nearness of facilities as an important component of
neighborhood satisfaction (Mchuley & Miller, 1977; Carp,
1976a; Golant, 1972; Hamovitch & Peterson, 1969). Another
component of satisfaction, again primarily for those without
personal cars, is access to points outside the neighborhood.
This is generally interpreted to mean convenient access to

public transit (Golant, 1972). This positive relationship
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between neighborhood satisfaction and access to facilities
and transit compliments earlier statements regaraing the
importance of neighborhood in providing resources ¢to the
elderly person.

Another common finding of neighborhood studies is the
relation between fear of crime or actual level of crime and
satisfaction (National Council on Aging, 1975; Carp,
1976a). Lawton (1980) notes  that "virtually every
investigator who has included personal security in a list of
neighborhood attributes has found it to be extremely highly
related to overall satisfaction with the neighborhood”
(p.48). No doubt the elderly's concern regarding personal
safety in the neighborhood is related to an awareness of
their wvulnerability. A preference for having neighbours who
are similar has been reported. Age, race, and class have all
been identified as dimensions which, if similar, tend to be
related to the elderly's satisfaction with neighborhood
(Hamovitch & Peterson, 1969). Nearness, or at 1least access
to family has also been found to be a preferred situation
for many elderly (Hamovitch & Peterson, 1969; Frieden,
1960), though at least one researcher found such concerns as
access to stores and transit to be of more importance in the
selection of the elderly person's current residential
location (Golant, 1972).

Because virtually all of the studies of elderly

satisfaction/preference with neighborhood have been
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self-report it is important to note that social
psychologists have suggested observation of behavior as a
more accurate measure of "true" attitudes or preferences
(Deutscher, 1973). Such an approach is based on the premise
that deeds are more representative of attitudes than are
words. Relative to satisfaction with neighborhood, it might
be expected that those dissatisfied with their neighborhood
would move to another location. Data available on elderly
households indicate they change residence only about half as
frequently as do younger households, i.e., approximately ten
percent of the elderly population move each year
(Goldscheider, Van Arsdol & Sabagh, 1966). This 1low '
frequency of moving can be seen as supporting the finding of
elderly satisfaction with neighborhood, but because a change
of residence tends to necessitate an outlay of energy and
money plus a disruption of current behavior patterns, it is
probably not an adequate measure to judge the elderly's
dissatisfaction with neighborhood (Lawton, 1980). It is
unclear to what extent barriers to moving such as health,
mental health, and finances influence the perception of the
neighborhood, as being "not so bad after all."

To summarize, the elderly generally report
satisfaction with their neighborhood, though this
satisfaction does not always correspond to an objective
rating of the neighborhood. The various methodologies and

samples of the neighborhood studies make direct comparison
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of results difficult but a number of factors have been
identified which were found to be related to satisfaction.

Satisfaction With Housing. The studies which have
examined the elderly's satisfaction with their dwelling unit
are very similar in nature to the studies of neighborhood
satisfaction. The primary focus of the studies has been to
determine what qualities of the housing unit are related to
the elderly's satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their
housing. Like the neighborhood studies, the housing studies
have used various methodological approaches and have sampled
various subgroups of the elderly who reside in different
types of housing units. In some instances, the survey
instrument has been open-ended in order to elicit more
spontaneous responses, while in others it has been carefully
structured in order to allow different types of statistical
analysis. Other methods of data collection have emphasized
observer ratings of the housing unit. As for respondents,
much of the information regarding satisfaction with housing
has been collected from tenants of planned elderly housing
projects, though elderly tenants and owners of
private-market housing have also been surveyed. Comparisons
between movers and non-movers have been used to demonstrate
preferences for qualities of the new unit and dislikes for
qualities of the previous unit.

The most general finding of the housing satisfaction

studies, 1like those of the neighborhood, is that elderly
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persons tend to be very positive in their overall rating of
housing. When compared with responses by other age groups,
the elderly consistently report higher levels of
satisfaction with their housing (Lawton, 1980; Campbell, et
al., 1976; McAuley & Miller, 1977). Explanations offered for
the favorable evaluations are generally the same as those
posited for favorable ratings of neighborhoods, i.e.,
reduction of cognitive dissonance and tendency  toward
acceptance of a situation rather than criticism., Lawton
(1980) suggests another possible explanation of the positive
ratings. Using data from the Annuz2l Bousing Survey, Lawton
found a correlation of .36 between the elderly residents
subjective rating of their housing and an observer's
objective rating of the sameAhousing. This suggests there
may in fact be some objective basis for the elderly's
favorable ratings. The importance of the correlation should
not be overemphasized, but Campbell et al., (1976) also
suggest at least one explanation which supports the idea
that the ratings partially reflect reality. Using a
person-environment model, they propose that as persons age
they have the opportunity to seek out those "niches" which
most reflect their preferences.

One general finding which may influence the results of
all studies of housing satisfaction is that personal
circumstances of the elderly tend to be related to their

level of satisfaction with housing. McAuley and Miller
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(1977) noted several personal circumstances which were found
to have a significant correlation with housing satisfaction.
For elderly persons they found better health, being white,
and degree of integration into the present community were
all positively related to satisfaction with housing.
Campbell, et al. (1976) noted another personal circumstance
related to satisfaction. They found that housing
satisfaction increased with length of residence. Because age
of the respondent was not controlled for in that particular
analysis, generalizations about the elderly should be seen
as speculative, though it might be expected that elderly
persons would be longer term residents of their units than
younger persons.

In terms of specific qualities of housing units, there
have been several identified which afe generally agreed to
be related to satisfaction with housing. One quality is the
matter of privacy. Hamovitch and Peterson (1969) reported
that both groups, those in densely elderly neighborhoods and
those in less dense areas, rated privacy as an important
component of satisfaction. In her study evaluating a planned
elderly housing project, Carp (1976b) reports that the
greatest dislike of other tenants is the nosiness and
gossip, a form of invasion of privacy sometimes facilitated
by building designs. Another quality found to be related to
satisfaction with housing was the cost of housing to its

elderly resident (McAuley & Miller, 1977). Golant (1972)
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found cost to be an important quality; especially when
selecting a new place of residence.

Several other housing qualities have been found to be
both related and not-related to housing satisfaction by
elderly persons. Lawton (1980) reports a list of qualities
which were related to dissatisfaction with housing. From the
Annual Housing Survey data he notes that in addition to
"...presence of rats, holes in plaster, cracks in <ceilings
or walls, [and] peeling paint...", an incomplete kitchen was
related to dissatisfaction. Carp (1976b) however found from
her study of planned elderly housing that not all tenants
felt kitchens were an important or necessary component of a
planned elderly housing unit. To her surprise, she reports,
11 percent of the tenants indicated they preferred not to
cook. Another quality of housing for which research findings
differ is the size of the dwelling unit. Findlay and Morris
(1976) noted that a "too small"™ unit generated more
dissatisfaction than did a unit which was felt to be "too
large." On the other hand, Lawton, Kleban, and Carlson
(1973) reported that a dwelling unit with too much space is
an incentive for an elder person to change their place of
residence. It may be that these differences reflect
variations between subgroups and their perceptions of
congruence with the environment.

Elderly persons generally report satisfaction with

their housing. Some of this satisfaction may be the result

——
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of a reconciliation between what they see as alternatives to
their current situation but an equally strong explanation is
that the respondent is living in housing which is congruent
with his/her personal needs and preferences, in other words,
it is perceived to be an appropriate niche.

Though this section has discussed correlates of
satisfaction with neighborhood and housing independently,
they are highly correlated with each other. Using the Annual
Housing Survey, Lawton (1978) found a correlation of .53
between the elderly respondents' subjective ratings of their
neighborhoods and their housing. Campbell, et al. (1976)
also found high correlations between satisfaction with
housing and neighborhood (.44) and satisfaction with housing
and community (.45). In other words, given the elderly
population, satisfaction with neighborhood is a strong
predictor of satisfaction with housing and vice versa.

In summary, the neighborhood can be a wvital resource
for its elderly residents. Studies reported in the
literature indicate that elderly persons do use their
neighborhood facilities and prefer housing in areas which
have the kinds of facilities they consider important. This
use and preference for an environment which contains the
needed stores and services is an example of an attempt to
match a living environment with personal needs and
preferences. For elderly persons, a match between person and

environment is seen to facilitate independence. For SRO



74

hotel residents, the central city location provides easy
access for a special group of elderly who have needs which
can be satisfied through wuse of inexpensive stores and

services available in a downtown area.
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PART D: SRO HOTELS AND THEIR ELDERLY RESIDENTS

4 are not recent

Single room occupancy or SRO hotels
phenomena. Nearly every major city in the United States and
many smaller cities once had such structures in their
downtown. They served a vital and historical function in
housing many early urban settlers. Today, in most urban

areas, these hotels continue to provide housing for a select

group of people.

SRO Hotels

Most existing SRO hotels were constructed just prior
to or just after the turn of the century (1880s to 1920s),
with those in the western part of the United States
generally slightly younger than those in the eastern
regions. Regardless of its locale, a hotel's early history
tends to follow one of two scenarios (Eckert, 1978; MacColl,
1979). Some of the hotels began as the "grande dames" of
their day, catering to a fashionable clientele. With the
construction of newer hotels in "better" parts of the city,
their grandeur began to fade and eventually the hotels
slipped from £first to third class. Other hotels began as
lodging for the working class, catering to loggers, sailers,
warehousemen, and other laborers of the time. For those
hotels, their clientele changed little over the years. At
~ dReference is made here solely to those structures

originally constructed as a hotel and not to those which
were converted from other uses.
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the time the hotels were constructed, there was a need to
house workers close to their employment because
transportation systems were less well developed then., A
single room with no cooking facilities and a shared bathroom
was seen to meet the housing needs of that working class
population. Thus, the SRO hotel has been in existence for
many years and has housed a wide variety of people over that
time,

Many of these original SRO hotels or these finer
hotels which declined over a period of years are no longer
in existence today. Chapter I of this study noted that there
were at least four reasons for the loss of these hotels;
increase in the value of downtown land, HUD's assertion that
SRO hotels are substandard, extent of physical deterioration
of SRO hotels, and social acceptability of SRO hotel
residents. These 1losses have been nationwide and not
restricted to any particular region of the country. For
example, some 30 SRO hotels were closed in St. Louis over a
period of about 15 years (Ehrlich, 1976). As part of
Chicago's Madison-Canal urban renewal it was estimatea that
some 2000 "homeless"™ men would be displaced from their
hotels (Levy, 1968). In New York City, 52 low-priced hotels
were closed between January, 1975 and March, 1978 (Kopp &
Murphy,1979). Portland, Oregon lost approximately 1,300 SRO
hotel rooms over a period of eight years ending in 1978

(Portland Development Commission, 1978) and the 1loss
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continued with 450 units being closed in the thirteen months
between August, 1979 and September, 198C (Galbreath, 1981).

The hotels which remain are rather varied in their
basic characteristics. Some are very large and others are
quite small. Eckert (1978) reports that in San Diego SRO
hotels range in size from 25 rooms up to 325. Levy (1968)
notes that the average size of a large SRO hotel in New York
City is about 100 rooms. The typical size of an SRO hotel in
Portland is approximately 50-60 rooms but they range from 24
up to 147 rooms (Portland Development Commission, 1978). The
larger hotels tend to have elevators but this is not always
the case; mos; smaller hotels are strictly walk-ups.
Presence o0f an elevator does not guarantee that it is in
operable condition. Lobbies are almost never associated with
walk-up hotels (Eckert, 1978) and any "lobby-like" area in a
walk-up is wusually only a widened corridor near the
manager's wunit or office. The larger hotels nearly always
have a lobby on the ground floor. Though the lobbies tend to
differ in size, furnishing, and house rules from hotel to
hotel, they are nearly always used by the residents as the
common gathering place for such activities as observing
other's comings and goings, watching television, reading, or
chatting with other residents. The physical condition of the
hotel 1is also a characteristic which tends to distinguish
one from another. Some are well maintained with repairs made

when needed while others seldom, if ever, receive even
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cosmetic attention,

There are also a number of similarities among the
hotels and several were noted in the definition of an SRO
hotel given in Chapter I. One basic similarity is the
composition of the hotel room which contains no tub, shower,
toilet, or cooking facilities. The room usually contains a
bed, dresser, chair, wash basin, and closet. A 1linen
service, if not maid service, is another common feature.
Rental arrangements vary some, but typically the resiaent
may rent a room by the month, week, or day, with the longer
rental being at the least expensive rate.

Beyond its physical characteristics of room
arrangement and accompanying furnishings, the SRO hotel
takes on a particular identity. Each hotel, as a result of
different management practices, tends to develop a
"personality" of its own, These different personalities can
be quite distinct and are usually known to hotel residents
and others. A hotel management's operating policy might
range from "wide-open" (Shapiro, 1967) to "closed" (Siegal,
1978) but most SROs are maintained somewhere between the
extremes., In his study of SRO hotels in New York City,
Seigal describes the two opposing poles of management
practices;

The "openness™ of the building determines the
quality of life for the residents ensconced there.
Openness, however, is defined in two ways. In the
first, an "open building™ is simply one in whicn

there 1is more than one entrance and there is no
control placed upon who enters or leaves the



79
building. Anyone, therefore, has unimpeded access to
the building, its residents, and their
possessions....The second and even more significant
factors I[sicl determining an "open® building is the
manager's willingness to give a room to almost
anyone who can pay for it. The "closed" S.R.0. or
hotel, conversely, demands that its prospective
tenants meet certain standards of dress (such as
clean, not overly shabby clothing), deportment,
employment or finances, before a room will be rented
to them. (p.68-9)

As & result of the differing policies of management,
some hotels become known for their tolerance of heavy
drinkers, others as havens for prostitution, drugs, and
crime, while other hotels are known to tolerate 1little
deviant behavior. Those who are heavy drinkers know their
tenure would be short at a <closed hotel and thus seek
housing in the more open hotels. Those who prefer a quiet
and secure environment know an open hotel would proviae
little of either and thus seek housing in those hotels with

5
a reputation of being closed. It is entirely possible that
a closed hotel and an open hotel could be located next door
to one another, each providing housing to a slightly
different type of SRO resident; such a distinction is not
based on the hotel's location.

The cost of an SRO hotel room tends to be one of the
lowest unsubsidized monthly rents available anywhere in a

city. In 1974, the City of Portland's Human Resources Bureau

5Reflecting on Lawton and Nahemow's 1973 conception of
personal competence and Kahana's 1975 conception of
personal needs, an SRO resident's ability to select the
"appropriate" type of hotel may be seen, in part, as a
match between the person and his environment.
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made an attempt to identify comparably priced housing
outside the downtown area. They surveyed two areas which had
potential to serve as a relocation site for SRO hotel
residents if hotel <closures continued. The report cited
that:

The rent levels in the areas are not comparable to
those found in the Burnside-Lowndale areas. As was
previously stated, the average rent in the
Burnside~Lowndale areas is now $38. 1In the areas
surveyed, less than one-quarter of the total
inventory rents at 1less than $50. It is also
significant that approximately 89% of the
Burnside-Lowndale residents pay less than $50/month
for rent. Along with the fact that over one-half the
residents of the Burnside-Lowndale presently pay
over 25% of their income for rent, it 1is probably
[sic]l] that most of the persons involved would have
difficulty relocating in the areas surveyed. (Human
Resource Bureau, 1974, p.66)

More recently, City agencies conducted two additional
studies of rental costs. The Portland Development Commission
found, in 1978, that the average rent for an "upper" skid
row SRO hotel in Portland, Oregon ranged from just below $75
to slightly over $100 per month (Portland Development
Commission, 1978). Rent for a skid row SRO hotel was
slightly cheaper, ranging from about $50 to $75 per month.
By contrast, an efficiency unit in downtown Portland, which
typically contains a kitchenette, bathroom but not bedroom,
was renting for an average cost of just under $150 to nearly
$250 per month.

That hotel rents are among the lowest available
anywhere in a city is not unique to Portland. Both Niebanck

(1970) and Rapkin (1966) note that SRO hotels are very
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inexpensive, especially when compared with the cost of
alternative types of housing such as an apartment.
Additionally, though they do not compare the cost of SRO
hotels to other housing, Erickson and Eckert (1977) and
Goode, Lawton, and Hoover (1979) do note the match between

hotel residents' low income and their concomitantly low

rents.

Elderly SRQ Hotel Residents

This section reviews the literature on the demographic
and personal characteristics of elderly SRO hotel residents.
Examination of the results of a number of studies on hotel
residents suggests there is considerable similarity among
the sampled populations. By contrast, comparison of the
hotel samples with a national sample of elderly in
congregate housing and the general elderly population
suggests the SRO resident has a number of atypical
characteristics,

One way in which elderly hotel populations are similar
is in their sexual composition; they tend to be
predominantly male. This finding is particularly noteworthy
in that the percentage of females in the total population
begins to outnumber the percentage of males at about age 19
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1953, 1961, 1972), Table II
provides a comparison of selected study samples. The random
hotel samples from St. Louis, San Diego, and Syracuse are

typical of others reported in the 1literature in that the



TABLE II

SEXUAL COMPOSITION OFaSELECTED STUDY SAMPLES
OF ELDERLY ™ POPULATIONS

Selected Study Samples of Elderly Populations

SRO Hotels, SRO Hotels, SRO Hotels, Total, Congregate,
Sex St. Louis P San Diego € New York d U. S. © . S.
Male 81% 89% 42% 41% 21%
Female 19% 11% 58% 59% 79%

o

o =)

rh

Definitions of elderly vary in these study samples.
Ehrlich, 1976, p. 8.

Eckert, 1978, p. 230.

Felton, et al., 1977, p. 1.

National Council on Aging, 1975, p. viii.

HUD, 1976, p. 71.

Z8
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percentage of males far outnumbers that of females (Ehrlich,
1976; Eckert, 1978; Rubenstein, et al., 1977). Only the New
York City hotel sample, which was also random, has a sexual
composition similar to that of the general elderly
population, i.e., about 48 percent male (Felton, Lehmann,
Adler, & Burgio, 1977; National Council on Aging, 1975).
This may reflect a regional difference in hotel population
or it may be related to the particular hotels from which the

6 has

study sample was drawn. The congregate housing sample
quite a different sexual composition with only 21 percent
male residents (HUD, 1976).

Another characteristic on which the hotel populations
have similar patterns is marital status. In general, hotel
residents are more likely to be single or never marriea, and
less likely to be married, living with their spouse, than
the typical elderly person. Examining the three SRO samples
in Table III, there is some variation in the percentage of
"single, never married," but all are at least four to five
times greater than the total U.S. sample of four percent
(NCOA, 1975). There is wvirtually no variation among the
samples for "married, spouse present"™ in that the largest

number reported was only five percent (Ehrlich, 1976;

Eckert, 1978; Felton, et al., 1977). By contrast, about 78

5The sample was a randomized survey of elderly
residents from HUD assisted congregate housing projects.
These projects all provided such services as meals and
recreation programs in addition to housing,



TABLE L1

MARITAL STATUS OF SELECTED STUDY SAMPLES
OF ELDERLY POPULATIONS

Selected Study Samples of Elderly Populations

SRO Hotels, SRO Hotels, SRO flotels, Total, Total Male, Total Female, Congregate,

Marital Status St. Louis & San Diego b New York ¢ u. s. d u. s. d u. 5. d U, 5. €
Single, never married 39% 22% 31% 4% 1% 5% 17%
Married, spouse present (V] 5% 3% 55% 78% 39% 18%
Widowed 25% 17% 39% 38% 15% 53% 58%
Divorced 29% 43% 6% 2% 2% 2% [

G
Separated 7% 13% 22% 1% 1% 1% [

2 Ehrlich, 1976, p. 8.

b Eckert, 1978, p. 230.

¢ Felton, et al., 1977, p. 1.

d National Council on Aging, 1975, p. 237.

€ jyup, 1976, p. 75.

¥8
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percent of the elderly males in the United States are
married, 1living with their spouse (NCOA, 1975)., Such a
difference is not unexpected in that nearly all SRO hotel
residents live alone.

For the status of "widowed," there is a large spread
among the hotel samples with New York City having the
highest percentage of widowed residents (39%) and San Diego
the lowest (17%). Because females have a greater probability
of being widowed, the higher percentage in the New York City
sample may well be reflecting its higher percentage of
females. Though the hotel samples show considerable
variation on the proportion of divorced and separated, they
have consistently higher percentages than those of the
elderly United States total. Because congregate housing
represents a population which, for the most part also lives
alone, some similarities might be expected between it and
the hotel samples. This 1is not the case however, in that
over half the congregate sample was widowed, 17 percent were
never married, and only six percent were either divorced or
separated (HUD, 1976) . In general then, the hotel
population's marital status reflects a pattern which differs
considerably from other elderly populations.

Many of the studies of hotel residents have not
reported the racial characteristics of their samples. For
the total U.S. elderly population, the racial composition is

90 percent caucasian, eight percent black, and two percent
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other (NCOA, 1975). Two hotel samples from New York City
reported distributions quite similar to the national
average, i.e., 90 percent caucasian, nine percent black, one
percent hispanic (Cohen & Sokolovsky, 1977), and 86 percent
caucasian, 14 percent black (Felton, et al., 1977). Ehrlich
and Eckert do not report the racial composition of their
saméles. In his study of the Syracuse hotel population,
Rubenstein, et al., (1977) found 2C percent of his sample to
be minority (14 percent black, and six percent other).
Bogue's (1950) study of Chicago's skid row reported that
only 3.6 percent of the sample was minority. Given the most
current information reported in the literature, the elderly
SRO hotel population seems to generally reflect the racial
composition of the total elderly population. Even though all
the reported samples are from New York State, it seems clear
that minorities are not overrepresented in the SRO hotel
samples.

As for education, the typical elderly hotel resident
has had approximately nine years of schooling. Studies vary
in their manner of reporting, Eckert's (1978) sample had a
mean of 9.5 years of schooling, Felton, et al., (1977)
reported a mean of 10.3 years, Cohen and Sokolovsky (1977)
found one-third had had some college, Rubenstein, et al.,
(1977) reported a mean of about eighth grade. Nationally the
NCOA (1975) study reported 63 percent of the elderly had

some high school or less and 30 percent were high school
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graduates with some college. Though these findings are
somewhat difficult to compare directly, they do suggest that
hotel residents have a slightly 1lower 1level of education
than the general elderly population.

An earlier discussion of the economic status of the
elderly population noted that elderly hotel residents have
average incomes lower than those of the general elderly
population. Table IV provides a comparison of the median
income of selected study samples. Due to rapid inflation in
recent years, the studies selected for comparison were ones
conducted within a similar time period, i.e., 1974-1976. The
median income of the hotel resident was under $300 per month
during that time period while the incomes of the general
elderly population, and the congregate housing sample were
well over $300 per month (Ehrlich, 1976; Eckert, 1978;
Rubenstein, et al., 1977; NCOA, 1975; HUD, 1976). A 1976
study of Chicago's elderly by Bild and Havighurst found that
aged public housing residents in that city had a median
income of $205 per month. Hotel residents may not be the
very lowest income elderly but given that they pay an
unsubsidized rent, a larger portion of fheir slightly higher
income is spent on housing.

Examination of the various income sources suggests
several reasons for the different income levels see Table
IV. Though the percentage of each sample receiving Social

Security is very similar, about 85 percent. Hotel residents



TABLE 1v

INCOME AND BHOUSING COSTS Of SELECTED SAMPLES

OF ELDERLY POPULATIONS
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Selected Study Samples of Elderly Populations

SRO Hotel, SRO Hotel, Total, Congregate,
St. Louis & San Diego u.s. ¢ uU.s, d
Variable (1974-5) € (1976) (1974) (1976)
Median Monthly Income: $231 $289 $375 $334-416
Income Sources:
Social security 84% [ 89% 88%
Supplemental security [ ,
income (SSI) 22% [ 86% - 12%
Veteran's pension - { 5% -
Private pension - { 21% 40%
Welfeare - 4% - -
Wages 14% 10% - 3%
Savings, dividends - - 36% 57%
Housing Costs: $69 $90 s102 { (not comparable,
(median (approx. (median includes
rent) average rent) rent) services)

8 Ehrlich, 1976, p.8-9.

b Eckert, 1978, p. 228-231 and Eckert, 1979, p. 499.
€ National Council on Aging, 1975, p. 235-236.

d

HUD, 1976, p. 62-63.

€ Date indicates approximate year data was collected.

! Harris, 1978, p. 183. No housing costs were included in the National Council on

Aging's Study.
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do not report savings and/or dividends as a source of
income. By comparison, 36 percent and 57 percent of the
total U.S. and congregate samples, respectively, report
savings and dividends as an income source. Those samples
also report income from private pensions whereas hotel
residents generally do not. In addition to Social Security,
hotel residents receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI).,
i.e., 22 percent in St. Louis (Ehrlich, 1976). Only a few
report receiving welfére, i.e. four percent in San Diego
(Eckert, 1978). One major difference then, between income
sources 1is the receipt by many of the general elderly
population of at least some income from savings and
dividends and/or private pensions. There also may be some
difference in the amount of income received from the common
sources such as Social Security, but that information was
not available.

Based on the monthly rent, an SRO hotel may be one of
the 1least expensive forms of urban housing available.
Ehrlich (1976) reported a monthly median rent of $69.09 for
the St. Louis hotel sample and Eckert (1978) noted rents
varied from one hotel to another but that an average was
approximately $90 per month (see Table 1IV). A direct
comparison of the total elderly population's housing cost is
confounded by the fact that most elderly persons own the
home in which they 1live., Additionally, national samples

frequently include the cost of housing in rural areas which



90

has a tendency to lower the average rent. Though the study
data was collected in 1973, Harris (1978) reports a national
average monthly rent for the urban elderly renter, of about
$102. Despite the spread of time between this study and
those previously noted, the median SRO hotel rents in St.
Louis, San Diego, and Syracuse, even after one-and-one-half
to three years of inflation had not reached that of the
national average for the elderly in 1973. This suggests that
rents paid for an SRO hotel room may be some of the lowest
rents available anywhere in a city. The survey conducted by
the City of Portland, Bureau of Human Resources (1974)
supports this conclusion and, in fact, it found few units in
other parts of the City which had equally low rents,

A characteristic more difficult to guantify is the
health status of the SRO, Eckert's (1978) dissertation 1is
the most recent effort. He notes that some previous studies,
such as Shapiro (1966) and Siegal (1978) suggest SRO's are
in "exceedingly poor physical and emotional health,"™ while
others, such as Tissue (1971) and Ehrlich (1976) assert that
this population's perception of their health is one which
recognizes few difficulties. Using the Cornell Medical Index
and the Index of Incapacity, Eckert concludes that his San
Diego sample could not be defined as being in the best of
health. In comparison to Shanas' (1968) national sample of
elderly persons, a higher percentage of hotel residents

reported difficulty in carrying out such tasks as getting



91

about the hotel (house), dressing, and putting on shoes.
Felton, Lehmann, and Alder (in press) do not proviae

comparative data, but do state that the incidence of mental

disturbances seems to be higher in the SRO population than

7

in the general population. From her study of hotel

residents, Ehrlich (1976) notes that there 1is a strong
association between their physical and mental health.
Eckert's findings offer support for such a relationship, He
states that for each SRO resident who reported a condition
of emotional disturbance (63 percent of the sample), he
found a corresponding report of "serious physical
disorders."

Despite suggestions of relatively poor quality
physical and emotional health, Eckert notes that many SRO
residents:

...perceive themselves to be getting along quite
well,...[and that]l for the older cohort, this
perspective is essential for continued independent
living, For this group, denial of bodily and
emotional symptoms is a positive adjustment in
maintaining self-reliance and an independent 1life
style. (pp.255-6)
And Ehrlich:

.es.wonders if we are dealing from a health point of
view with a "survival of the fittest" population. A
group of individuals who do not let health problems,
identified by a like-aged group of persons, become
problems for them. A group who disregard typical

symptoms and resulting diseases and survive the
disease or condition by sheer will power. (p.32)

7A practice which is not uncommon in many areas is to
use SRO hotels as the "dumping place®™ for patients released
from mental hospitals.
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Thus, for an SRO population, comparison of specific ailments
or disabilities appears to be less important than comparison
of the older person's ability to continue an independent
lifestyle.

In terms of social interaction patterns, it is
generally held that SRO hotel residents are not similar to
the typical elderly person. Aspects of interaction most
commonly addressed which show variability are: frequency of
contact; persons with whom contact is made; and the level of
intimacy of the interaction. In his study of elderly male
recipients of 0l1d Age Assistance, Tissue (1971) compares a
downtown and suburban sample. The suburban group was
significantly more likely to report having three or more
close friends and having seen at least one of their children
in the past month, than was the downtown group. On the other
hand, the downtown group reported significantly more contact
with 10 or more trades people. In another study, Eckert
(1978) describes the hotel resident's primary support system
of relatives and children as definitely "underdeveloped,"
and suggests excessive alcohol consumption as at least one
factor which influences those relationships. He also notes,
as does Stephens (1976), that most friendships reported by
hotel residents are based on utilitarian principies.
According to Cohen and Sovolovsky (1977), the method used to
measure types and levels of social interaction tends to

shape a study's findings. They suggest the view that hotel
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residents are 1isolated is generally a myth, supported
primarily because the indices used to assess social
interaction do not take into consideration the life pattern
of the hotel resident. Observation is suggested as an
alternative to more traditional pencil and paper tests.

Health and social interaction are two variables
commonly associated with life satisfaction, especially for
the elderly (Alexander, 1978). This is another area in which
hotel residents and the general elderly population show some
differences. Tissue (1971) reports that for the suburban
sample of older men, poor functional health and infrequent
contacts with friends were both predictors of low morale;
for the downtown sample of older men, only poor functional
health was related to low morale. Felton, et al. (1977) also
report 1little association between 1life satisfaction and
interaction for their hotel sample. They examine both
contact within the hotel and contact with friends outside
the hotel and found neither to be significantly correlated
with 1life satisfaction (p< .05). Tissue's findings on
functional health complement Eckert's statement regarding
the importance of at least perceived good health to life in
an SRO hotel. Cohen and Sovolovksy's £findings «call into
questipn the validity of associations between social
interaction and life satisfaction for hotel residents. 1In
their support, Tissue reported differences in the frequency

of contact and with whom the contact was made, but no
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difference between 1life satisfaction or morale of his two
samples.

Based on these comparisons, the most obvious
conclusion 1is that though there are some similarities
between the elderly hotel resident population and the
general elderly population (racial composition and level of
education), on many demographic and personal characteristics
there is considerable variation (sexual composition, marital
status, amount of income, sources of income, and housing
costs). For other characteristics such as health, social
interaction, and 1life satisfaction, measurement is less
quantified. This makes comparison less precise and leaves
open to some question whether hotel residents are similar,
or how similar they are, to other elderly populations.
Examination of only the means and medians can camouflage
real differences within the groups. The general elderly
population has been described as an extremely heterogeneous
group (Harris, 1978). Likewise, the elderly hotel population
is a variable lot. Some attended college, graduated and held
professional or management level positions, whereas others
had only a few years of schooling and spent their working
time as semi-skilled laborers. Some receive pensions while
others need the assistance of SSI to make ends meet. But
there are other differences too, ones which suggest
differences in lifestyle.

One of the ways in which SRO residents differ from one
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another is in their 1length of tenure at a hotel. Some
residents are viewed as "permanent" while others are seen as
"transient.”™ Stephens (1976) used at least one year's
occupancy and paying rent by the week or month as the
criteria for identifying a permanent resident; Eckert (1978)
used the time period of at least six months at a hotel as
his criterion. Those of shorter residency were classed as
transient, a category generally recognized by both hotel
management and other residents. One important distinction
between permanents and transients is their interaction
pattern around the hotel. Stephens notes that the two groups
"constitute separate societies." The permanent residents may
interact with one another but tend to exclude the transients
from their gatherings. Permanents may even help one another
when the need arises. Typically, but not always, the
permanent residents are older and the transient residents
younger. The age difference compounds the separation between
permanents and transients and Eckert notes that even long
tenured, younger residents may be seen as transient. It is
presumed they will move on at some time, whereas the older
residents tend to view life at the hotel as home, possibly
their last before death or institutionalization.

Eckert (1978) reports another type of distinction
between older SRO hotel residents, one which is based on
three general "life trajectory patterns." They are: a) the

lifelong loner, b) the retreatist or marginally socially
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adjusted, and c¢) the 1late isolate. The lifelong loner is
just that. Typically, he chose a non-conformist 1lifestyle
early on and pursued employment which necessitated
considerable geographic mobility. Independence has been an
important part of his 1life. The retreatist lifestyle is
quite different, however. An attempted conventional
lifestyle ending in failure 1is the pattern here. Past
losses, alcohol, a sense of defeat, and self-recrimination
contribute to the retreatist's marginal adjustment. The late
isolate 1is one who has outlived his intimate friends and
family and finds himself living and feeling alone. Eckert
notes that these different life patterns influence
residents' satisfaction or dissatisfaction with hotel life:

An important aspect of older hotel residents'
satisfaction and acceptance of hotel life is whether
or not the "alone" pattern of 1living has been
voluntarily chosen. For example, many late isolates
feel forced into hotels for health and financial
reasons. If the change and circumstances are too
drastic, poor adjustment and severe isolation may
result.

In the case of "lifelong 1loners"™ the "alone"
pattern of living is a voluntarily chosen
alternative within the limits of perceived
alternatives. For this group, the hotels are a
"natural” habitat. The social climate of the hotels
is well suited to their values, needs, interests,
and finances.... As long as their autonomy is not
threatened through severe physical and mental
decrement, the hotels provide an optimal 1living
environment,

Those whose 1life followed a pattern of marginal
social adjustment frequently blame the "system™ or
"others" for their present situation. Although the
hotels and the commercial environment meet most of
their needs, they feel unhappy, angry, or defeated
about their situation." (p.220-1)
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PART E: POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

It should be quite clear to the reader by this point
that SRO hotels and their residents have generally not been
seen as desirable neighbors. Predominant values have
described SRO hotel buidings as ugly, unfit for habitation,
blocking future development, and therefore undesirable. The
goal has been to eradicate or otherwise transform the hotels
into more acceptable forms. A continuing emphasis on the
redevelopment of central cities has provided a mechanism by
which this goal could be achieved, As for the hotel
residents, the predominant belief has been that they form an
abberrant population. They have been typified as social
outcasts, isolates, alcoholics, transients, and more
generally, bums. As a group, with the possible exception of
the elderly or handicappied, they have been generally
classed as unworthy, undeserving, poor. Because of the view
that the hotel residents are neither worthy nor deserving
and because they represent a politically powerless group,
there has been 1little perceived obligation to proviae
assistance to this population. Rather, the general goal has
been to remove the population, "to clean up the streets,”
and to make the population disappear. Again, the continuaing
effort to redevelop central cities has provided a convenient
mechanism to achieve this goal.

That SRO occupants are abandoned to a Victorian

squalor 1is due to the prevalence of the concept,
equally Victorian, of the "worthy poor." Perhaps the
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problem is that SRO occupants cannot be fitted into
the middle-class patterns and these determine where
the help is given. (Levy, 1968, p.579)
Rejection of the SRO hotel as a legitimate or
acceptable form of housing and the lifestyle of the hotel
resident as a choice of one among many is reflected in the

decisions made by both Federal and local officials.

Federal Decisions Related to SRO Hotels and their Residents

A history of Federal decisions which impacted SRO
hotels and their residents 1is recorded in Congressional
committee hearings and reports, and in the 1legislation
ultimately approved by Congress and signed into law.
Additionally, the administrative rules and regulations
developed by Federal agencies to implement 1legislation
comprise statements of intent.

Demolition of SRO Hotels. In 1937, Congress passed the
first United States Housing Act when it authorized the
public housing program. This program was designed to do more
than provide badly needed housing; it was the nations's
initial effort to eliminate slum housing. The underlying
assumption in the legislation was that one sure method of
reducing slum housing was to demolish it (U.S. Congress,
1937).

It was not until after World War II and passage of the
Housing Act of 19249 that the elimination of slum housing
began in earnest, however. Public law 81-171 was one of the

new Congressional programs designed to provide a boost to
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the post-war economy. In addition to establishing a national
housing policy, the law furthered the goal of eradicating
blight and slums:

The Congress hereby declares that the general
welfare and security of the Nation and the health
and living standard of its people require housing
production and related community development
sufficient to remedy the serious housing shortage,
the elimination of substandard and other inadequate
housing through the clearance of slums and blighted
areas, and the realization as soon as feasible of
the goal of a decent home and a suitable 1living
environment for every American family, thus
contributing to the development and redevelopment of
communities and to the advancement of the growth,
wealth, and security of the Nation. The Congress
further declares that such production is necessary
to enable the housing industry to make its full
contribution toward an economy of maximum
employment, production, and purchasing power. (U.S.
Congress, 1949)

Even though the Housing Act specified as a goal the
realization of a decent home and suitable 1living
environment, that was not the primary intent of the
legislation. As Meechan (1977) notes, "In both the 1937 and
1949 Housing Acts, the major concerns were underemployment
and slum that <clearances; 1low-income housing was only a
peripheral goal." The result was that clearance of slum
housing outstripped production of 1low-cost housing units
(National Commission on Urban Problems, 1969). Estimates are
that between 1937 and 1967, public housing and urban renewal
projects were responsible for the removal of at least
581,000 low-cost wunits. That figure does not include
demolitions for highway construction and other activities

such as local code enforcement. When estimates of the units
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demolished by those activities are added, the total number
of units lost comes to just over one million.

There are no figures which indicate just how many of
the units demolished for wurban renewal or other public
projects were SRO hotels. It seems evident, however, that
the number may have been substantial. The Journal of Housing
contained an article in 1961 entitled, "Skid Row gives
renewalists rough, tough relocation problems." In it, the
relocation problems of 11 cities were discussed. By 191,
Minneapolis had relocated approximately 2,000 men.
Sacramento reported having 5,000 to 6,000 single men and 731
householders within the boundaries of one of three renewal
areas. Duluth noted that 618 single individuals would be
relocated; Toledo had 725 to relocate. That cities were
eager to pursue the use of urban renewal funds in order to
redevelop their skid row areas is demonstrated in the report
from Chicago:

Good press coverage of sections of the report as
they were released along the way has stirred up
reactions that seem to promise strong support for
getting renewal of the city's three skid row areas
in the works. Raymond Hillard, director of Cook
County department of public aid, called for an
action program to set the recommendations of the
study in motion, and, if necessary, new laws and
state funds to "eradicate the skid rows in five
years." (p.332)

Through the urban renewal program, the federal
government paid a substantial portion of the cost of slum

clearance. It was not a program local jurisdictions could

dismiss lightly; on the average, the federal government
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covered approximately 70 percent of the cost to acquire the
land, demolish the structure, and prepare the site for
redevelopment (Anderson, 1964). By 1962, 79 percent of the
cities with populations of 100,000 or greater had at least
one urban renewal project. It can be presumed, based on the
assumption that the 11 cities reported in the Journal of
Housing article were representative of the other 93 with
renewal projects, that many of those projects had earmarked
SRO hotels for demolition.

Displacement of SRO Hotel Residents. Accompanying the
demolition of occupied housing units is the inevitable
displacement of.the residents of those dwellings. It is
impossible to achieve the first condition without also
obtaining the latter. The urban renewal program which called
for the eradication of slum housing via clearance also
contained requirements on the relocation of displaced
persons. That legislation specified the conditions 1local
jurisdictions were to meet ©prior to approval of renewal
projects by the Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA). By
its silence on certain matters, though, the legislation
provided a guideline both for what was necessary and what
was not necessary to satisfy the intent of the law. In
general, much of the criticism of the urban renewal program
has focused on what was left out of the requirements for
relocation (Hartman, 1964, 1972); and much of the program's

defense has focused on the increased 1level of benefits



102
provided to displacees over the history of the program
(Monson, 1966) . Throughout this debate, however, most
discussions have failed to note the implication of the
relocation for the individual residing in a single,
furnished room. The discussion which follows traces the
history of relocation assistance to hotel residents, and
notes that decisions have been made to allow displacement
with little or no assistance.

The provisions of the 1949 Housing Act state that
assistance was to be provided to "displaced families" in the
form of help to locate replacement housinyg (U.S. Congress,
1949) . No financial assistance was to be provided. That the
phrase "displaced families" appeared in the 1legislation
without mention of "individuals" meant that assistance was
not likely to be directed toward single persons,

It was not until the Housing Act of 1956 that Congress
saw fit to provide even a minimal relocation payment (U.S.
Congress, 1956). At that time, they authorized payments
which would cover only "...reasonable and necessary moving
expenses,..and shall not exceed $100 in the case of an
individual or family...® The regulations prepared by the
Housing and Home Finances Agency, which was the agency
responsible for implementing the Housing Act, were such that
an SRO hotel resident would have no moving costs. In order
to be found eligible to receive payment for moving costs, it

was necessary that the displacee had furniture or other
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belongings which needed moving. Because hotel residents
rented furnished rooms, they had no furniture to move and
therefore were ineligible for any payment under the 1956
Act. To many, this seemed to be fair treatment for the hotel
population; as one hotel manager explained, "'Ain't any of
them that couldn't move in a hour and a half,'" (Levy,
1968). It was noteworthy, though, that individuals were
specifically mentioned in the Act as potential eligibles for
assistance.

The 1957 Act did little to improve the eligibility
status of single persons living in furnished rented rooms.
It added an "in lieu of" cilause to the section on relocation
payments which allowed a fixed payment in 1lieu of the
displacees' moving cost up to an amount of $100 (U.S.
Congress, 1957). This fixed payment was based on a formula
which took into account consideration the number of rooms
contained in the dwelling unit to be demolished. For the SRO
hotel resident, his unit consisted of only one room and
therefore was presumably eligible for the fixed amount of
five dollars., From the literature, it is not entirely clear
whether the local authorities even bothered to provide this
token payment to many hotel residents (Journal of Housing,
1961).

In 1959, Congress amended the payment amount for both
actual moving costs and the fixed moving cost allotment to a

maximum of $200 (U.S. Congress, 1959). No change was made in
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the eligibility criteria, thus leaving SRO hotel residents
with a possible five dollar payment.

Five years later, in 1964, Congress approved several
substantial amendments to the displacement/relocation
process (U.S. Congress, 1964). One change was to replace all
references to "families,"™ in the section dealing with
relocation, to "individuals and families." This meant single
persons would now be eligible to receive the same benefits
that families received. The legislation also called for the
formulation of a relocation assistance program for each
renewal area, "at the earliest possible date." For the first
time, Congress dilineated the types of services that were to
be provided to displaced persons, which included assessing
needs of the displaced, providing information and help, and
assuring coordination of relocation activities. Another
section of the 1964 amendment authorized a relocation
adjustment payment to two special groups: a) families, and
b) individuals 62 years of age and over. In authorizing this
payment, Congress acknowledged the financial hardship which
often resulted from displacement. These adjustment payments
were designed to help cover the increased rent experienced
by those not relocating to public housing. A maximum payment
to cover the rent differential for one year following
relocation was $500. This payment was in addition to the
previously mentioned moving assistance. Though these

amendments were a distinct improvement for some, the single
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person under the age of 62 who was displaced from a rented,
furnished hotel room would still receive only five dollars.

Handicapped persons became eligible for relocation
adjustment payments in 1968 (U.S. Congress, 1968). Also in
that year, Congress increased the maximum amount of the
payment to $1,000. That amount was to cover the rent
differential over a period of two years. Again, those who
were single and neither handicapped nor at least 62 years of
age were excluded from the relocation adjustment payments.

It was not until the passage of the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquistion Policies Act of 1970
that nonhandicapped, nonelderly, single persons became
eligible for relocation adjustment payments (U.S. Congress,
1970a). This was twenty years after the creation of the
urban renewal program., Up wuntil that time, the Federal
government had facilitated the displacement of thousands of
hotel residents, paid them no more than five dollars, and
reported that progress was being made toward the goal of
eliminating substandard housing. The 1970 Act did much to
rectify the previous injustice to single individuals, and it
remains virtually unchanged as of 1981,

In spite of improvements in relocation benefits,
inequities still remain. One criterion of eligibility for
assistance which continues to prevent some hotel residents
frqm receiving benefits is the requirement of at least a 90

day residency at the location from which displacement occurs
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(Yale Law Journal, 1970). It is also possible to avoid the
entire burden of relocation, which is now paid for out of
local rather than Federal funds. In the case of
rehabilitation of hotels into other uses, the vacation of a
building prior to sale to a new owner who wishes to seek
financial assistance from the Federal government, will
relieve the new owner of the obligation to make relocation
payments (Galbreath, 1981).
The National Commission on Urban Problems' report of
1969 contained a statement on relocation and wurban renewal
which still seems apt 11 years later:
The Commission suggests further, however, that the
time has come to reassess relocation policy and
practices in broader terms. For it seems hard to
escape the conclusion that the primary purpose of
relocation practice, if not of announced policy, has
changed but little. In the earlier stages of renewal
it might be summarized: get the site occupants out
of the way of project construction with as 1little
delay and outright hardship as possible. More
recently a clause might be added to the preceding
sentence: "and with as much improvement in their
housing as market conditions allow and with some
respect for their dignity as human beings."
...Relocation should be seen essentially not as a
groundclearing operation but as a direct and
integral step in the march toward the national

housing goal--"for every American family." (National
Commission on Urban Problems, 1969, p.90)

Non-replacement of SRO Hotels. With the understanding
that the primary intent of urban renewal legislation was not
the provision of low-cost housing, non-replacement of SRO
hotels 1is more comprehensible. Since 1949., Congress has
established various production goals. Those goals were based

on assessments of the need for low-cost housing, but were
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never assumed to satisfy all of the needs identified. The
actual level of production failed to meet Congressional
goals, much less the actual 1level of need. The National
Commission on Urban Problems (1969) noted that: '

...the 1949 authorization of 135,000 public housing
units a year for 6 years, to a total of 810,000 has
never been approached. Instead, in the 19 years
since the Housing Act of 1949, only about 460,000
units of public housing have been completed, with
another 60,000 to 70,000 underway. We have moved in
this program at about one-fifth of the rate
authorized in 1949, (p.83)
And the 1level of success between 1968 and 1978 was no
better. HUD achieved only 45 percent of the ten-year goal of
six million units established by Congress (U.S.Congress,
Joint Economic Committee, 1979).

But these production goals and achievement levels were
for "standard" low-cost housing units, not SRO hotels. The
hotels were seen as slum housing and not as decent, safe,
and sanitary dwelling places. Through the consideration of
amendments to the Housing Act, Congress confirmed its view
that SRO hotels did not represent a form of standard housing
and therefore should not be produced with the aid of federal
funds.

One amendment approved as part of the Housing Act of
1959 addressed the specific issue of hotel construction in
an urban renewal area (Yale Law Journal, 1970). The American
Hotel Association 1lobbied for the amendment which mandated

an independent analysis of the need for a hotel or

"transient” housing be conducted prior to specific
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development plans. The intent on the part of the Hotel
Association was no doubt motivated by a desire to minimize
new competition. The effect on SRO hotels, though, was to
almost certainly assure that none would be construqted in an
urban renewal area as replacement housing due to additional
cost of the independent analysis.

The likelihood that this amendment had a substantial
effect on the future development of SRO hotels is slight,
but it is interesting to note that both Minneapolis and
Sacramento considered the construction of SRO hotels as
replacement housing for their displaced, single, male, skid
row population in the late 1950s (Journal of Housing, 1961).
It was reported that the Minneapolis project failed, due to
an inability to locate a site where the prospective
neighbors would not protest, and that the high cost of land
doomed the Sacramento project.

Another action, which had an impact on the potential
production of SROs as replacement housing, was the
development of the minimum property standards. Prior to
1956, each 1local area office of HUD was free to establish
minimum requirements for their own area (Lesher, 1981).
After 1956, specific guidelines were prepared for the
development of Federally assisted housing projects. These
guidelines, which detailed the minimum requirements of a
standard housing unit as including a self-contained kitchen

and bathroom and being at least 300 square feet, were to be
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applied nationwide. SRO hotel units contained neither their
own kitchen nor bath, were considerably less than 300 square
feet, and therefore were not classified as standard housing.
This designation meant no direct Federal assistance would be
provided to SRO hotel projects. As noted earlier, even with
Federal assistance, the level of production in standard,
low-cost housing did not achieve established goals. Without
Federal assistance, the prospect of producing any SRO hotels
was all but eliminated.

Even though HUD had clearly defined what constituted a
standard housing unit, there seemed some prospect of a
reconsideration based on the 1969 Weiker Amendment to the
Housing Act. (Yale Law Journal, 1970). That amendment cal;ea
for the one-to-one replacement of low-cost housing units
which were demolished as a result of urban renewal projects.
Though hotel wunits were certainly low-cost housing, the
final amendment did not require their replacement.

A year later, the Moorehead Amendment was introduced
(Yale Law Journal, 1970). This amendment proposed that as
part of the congregate housing program for the elderly and
handicapped, structures with "... common bathroom, community
kitchens, common dining areas, and other shared
facilities..." be financed by the Federal government (U.S.
Congress, 1970b). If approved as originally drafted, the
amendment would have allowed approval of Federal assistance

for the development of SRO hotels as one type of low-cost
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housing. However, the original amendment was revised and
approved without reference to common bathrooms, thus
confirming the reluctance of Congresss to assist that type

of housing.

Tentative Reconsideration. To date, the urban renewal

program has been providing aid to cities for the purpose of
redevelopment for over 30 years. As the previous discussion
indicates, during that time, the SRO hotel was never
considered to be adequate or acceptable as an alternative
form of low-cost housing by either Congress, HHFA, or its
successor, HUD. Recent actions by both Congress and HUD,
however, suggest that there has been some reconsideration of
this position.

The first action taken by Congress was to approve the
use of 312 loans for the rehabilitation of SRO hotels (U.S.
Congress, 1980). This represented a major shift from the
previous policy of providing no direct financial assistance
from HUD to structures defined as substandard. Approval of
the use of 312 loans for SRO hotels meant owners could make
application directly to HUD for 1low-interest 1loans to
upgrade their buildings. The maximum allowable expenditure
per dwelling unit was set at $15,000. This is noteworthy 1in
that it is $20,000 less than the $35,000 maximum allowed for
self-contained dwelling units. It is also worth noting that

substantial cuts in the 312 loan program were proposed by
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the Carter Administration for fiscal year 80-81,8 On the
one hand, Congress had given HUD its approval to process 312
loans for SRO hotels; on the other hand, it seemed likely
that any applications by hotel owners would be competing for
a substantially reduced amount of authorized funds. The
irony of Congress approving the use of HUD program funds for
SRO hotels at the same time those funds were being reduced
is difficult to miss.

The action taken by HUD in 1980 was more definitive
than that taken by Congress. HUD agreed to approve a
demonstration grant whereby a rent subsidy, similar to that
of the Section 8 program, would be provided for residents of
SRO hotels (Galbreath, 1981). Along with approval of the
rent subsidies, HUD agreed to waive two major requirements
of its minimum property standards, i.e., complete bath
facilities and at least 300 square feet per unit. Instead,
shared bath facilities and a minimum of 100 square feet per
room would be allowed, and a small appliance unit which
contained a combination hot plate/refrigerator/sink would be
required in each hotel room. In order to qualify, it would
be necessary for the owner of a hotel to comply with 1local
code requirements and spend a minimum of $1,000 per unit in

rehabilitation costs. For the City of Portland's

8The legislation, which was approved for fiscal year
81-82 under the Reagan Administration, allowed the 312
proggam to operate only on repayment funds, (Milgram & Bea,
1981).



112

demonstration grant award,FHUD had also agreed to waive the
requirements of age or handicap associated with a Section 8
rent subsidy and base eligibility purely on the applicant's
income.?

Funding of this demonstration project was the first
time Section 815, which authorized HUD to undertake special
demonstration projects, was to have been utilized for SRO
hotels (Lincoln, 1980). The section was approved, seven
years ago, as part of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974, It was not, however, the first time that HUD
had provided funds for an SRO hotel project. In the past two
years, HUD approved several proposals to rehabilitate SRO
hotels using funds from the innovative grant program. HUD
also approved, in 1980, a neighborhood self-help grant which
aided in financing the rehabilitation of a hotel. The
significant difference between these grants and the
demonstration project is the ongoing rent subsidy. The
innovative and self-help grants assist in financing
rehabilitation of the structure, whereas the demonstration
project causes the structure to be rehabilitated and
guarantees rent subsidies for a period of 15 years.

In order for hotels to be subsidized on more than a

demonstration basis, changes were needed in the existing

9At this writing, the Washington office of HUD has
reneged on its original willingness to process the grant
application. The program is believed to be dead with only
a modest chance of resurrection (Galbreath, 1981).
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legislation. As part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, Congress gave discretionary authority to the
Secretary of HUD for the use of rent subsidies to SRO hotels
under an existing program of moderate rehabilitation (U.S.
Congress, 198l1)., It is believed that this action could
provide the necessary incentive to fund Portland's SRO
Demonstration Project but there has been no word as of this
writing.

The willingness of Congress and HUD to give at least a
tentative reconsideration to a program other than demolition
of SRO hotels did not occur without substantial lobbying
efforts. Numerous informed citizens had been attempting to
"capture the legislative ear" for some time. There were two
national conferences held which focused on the plight of the
SRO hotel residents and their vanishing low--cost housing
(U.S. Senate, 1978). The U.S. Senate Special Committee on
Aging (1978) published an information paper, "Single Room
Occupancy: A Need for National Concern." In 1979, the
annual Conference of Mayors adopted a resolution asking HUD
to "... encourage, through demonstration or other programs,
the feasibility of rehabilitation and new construction of
single room occupancy housing" (U.S. Conference of Mayors,
1979). If a program of rehabilitation or new construction
and subsidization of SRO hotels is be pursued, it will be
necessary for Congress and the Secretary of HUD to make a

commitment of adequate resources, and until that occurs, SRO
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hotels and their residents will receive only token

assistance.

Local Decisions Related to SRO Hotels and fheir Residents

The distinction between local and Federal decisions,
especially on the issue of SRO hotels and their residents,
is not always clear. In general, Federal decisions tend to
have a tremendous influence on the decisions made by
officials of 1local jurisdiction. Programs such as urban
renewal, or, more recently, the community development block
grant (CDBG) offer 1local Jjurisdictions the option of
participation. Agreement to participate means the 1local
jurisdiction will be able to use the resources earmarked for
that program to carry out specific projects developed at the
local level. In other words, the Federal government sets the
broad parameters for participation and the local
jurisdiction designs its plans and projects to conform with
those standards. In the case of urban renewal, Congress
established the goals of slum clearance, creation of jobs,
and development  of decent low-cost  housing. Local
jurisdictions, if they chose to participate in the program,
selected the site to be cleared and designed a plan for its
redevelopment., It is these decisions which reflected 1local
goals.

By contrast, there are Federal programs which allow
little or no discretion at the local level. An example is

the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act which requires that
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all jurisdictions provide specified assistance to residents
and businesses who are displaced by actions which are the
result of Federal programs. Failure to comply with the law
could result in the 1loss of Federal support to the local
jurisdiction. In this case, the program established by
Congress is the program implemented at the local level.

Even though Federal programs influence and sometimes
dictate 1local actions, most were not adopted without
considerable input from local officials. Using urban renewal
as an example, cities were eager to have the Federal
government provide financial assistance for the
redevelopment of their blighted central city neighborhoods
(Scott, 1969). When regulations were perceived as too
restrictive, local officials 1lobbied for changes and
frequently Congress adopted less restrictive amendments. In
a practical sense, unless participation in a Federal program
was mandatory, Congress was forced, at least to some degree,
to address the concerns of those who would be implementing
the program. In the case of urban renewal, participation was
considerable.

Demolition of SRO Hotels. As noted above, slum
clearance was an activity in which local jurisdictions had a
keen interest. Participation in the program meant an
opportunity to redevelop blighted areas with the city paying
only a fraction of the total cost. In turn, successful

redevelopment meant an improved tax base which then
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contributed to the city's economic growth. Few jurisdictions
refused the offer; as the earlier discussion indicated, only
21 percent of the cities with populations of 100,000 or more
were not participating by 1962 (Anderson, 1964).

The selection of the urban renewal site was the
decision of the 1local authorities and, therefore, the
decision to demolish SRO hotels was a local one. The 1961
Journal of Housing article on skid row demolition began this
way, "The relocation problems posed by skid row as a renewal
area have caused gome c¢ities to pause for a long probing
look at the make-up of skid row before striding ahead with
Xenewal plans" ( p. 327, emphasis added). The indication
throughout the article was that skid row and SRO hotels were
the targets of clearance projects in many cities.

Dispersion of Hotel Residents. For 1local officials,
demolition created a problem of what to do with the
displacees. There were several possible approaches; one was
to plan for relocation by providing new housing with the
assistance of public housing or other Federal housing
programs. Another was to assume an adequate supply of
housing existed and simply assist displacees in 1locating
vacant units. The most common approach was to assume
sufficient vacancies to absorb those displaced.

Relocation of SRO hotel residents created a special
problem. In general, there was a distinct desire by local

officials to eliminate skid row (its housing units and the
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institutions which supported it) and to prevent another from
developing elsewhere in the city. It was noted that many
hotel residents would not "fit" into public housing or more
conventional housing, either because of their choosing or
because managers would find them undesirable tenants (Yale
Law Jourpal, 1970). Development of special housing for hotel
residents could 1lead to the creation of a new skid row
(Journal of Housing, 1961).

Facing those considerations, the basic approach was to
disperse the population and to provide assistance when
requested (Journal of Housing, 1961). The goal was to have
the hotel residents be "... absorbed into the community,
rather than act upon the community to recreate the skid row
environment elsewhere," and many cities reported confidence
that there was little danger of another skid row forming due
to the wide dispersal of the population. The obvious benefit
of dispersion for the city's politicians was that they could
then claim to have "cleaned up the city." Dispersion was
also an inexpensive approach to relocation; there was no
need to allocate financial resources or time toward the
production of new low-cost housing.

Conversion of SRC Hotels. During the 50s and 60s,
urban renewal focused on clearance, but in more recent
times, there has been some consideration given to renovation
as well. In lieu of demolition, conversion of an SRO hotel

to another use could achieve approximately the same goals,
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i.,e., displacement of the population upon renewal of the
area, in this case, renewal of the building. The current
economic situation, which has increased the cost of any type
development, has also encouraged developers and local
officials to consider the potential of new uses for existing
structures. Federal programs such as Urban Development
Action Grants, Section 312 commercial or housing
rehabilitation loans, Section 8 rental assistance, and
historical 1landmark designation could provide assistance in
reducing the overall cost of building renovation. Because
these programs offer substantial economic benefits,
developers have been eager to secure buildings with
potential for renovation
Any use of these programs must be approved by local
officials; thus, either directly or indirectly, a policy is
established for the acceptable or unacceptable uses of those
development aids. In Portland, city officials have approved
the use of such programs for the conversion of SRO hotels to
subsidized Section 8 rental apartments and to commercial
space (Galbreath, 1981)., New York City has gone a step
further by offering an additional tax incentive, known as
J-51, to developers who renovate old hotels, or other
existing structures, into apartments or cooperatives (New
York Times, 1979). It is presumed that the willingness of
local officials in Portland and New York City to approve the

use of Federal or other assistance programs for the
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conversion of SRO hotels is representative of decisions in
other cities.

Limited Preservation of SRO Hotels. The tentative
reconsideration by Congress and HUD of the issue of SRO
hotels, is due , in part, to an initiative from the 1local
level. It cannot be said, however, that all communities have
recognized the special housing needs of hotel residents.

New York City has the largest total stock of SRO
hotels of any city in the United States, and as might be
expected, was, at one time a leader in publicly recognizing
that the hotel population had special needs which were not
being met. In 1972, New York established the Mayor's Office
on SRO Housing,'with the purpose of coordinating

.. o.the work of social service agencies, local health

care facilities, housing departments, the police and

courts, [and] to aid the residents in SRO facilities

by providing on site services and upgrading living

conditions, (U.S. Senate, Special Committee on

Aging, p. 3)
Two years later, the City of Seattle officially recognized
the need for SRO hotel units when it supported the Seattle
Housing Authority's purchase of the Morrison Hotel (Lincoln,
1980). No funding from HUD was used in the purchase or
upgrading. Since that time, the City has approved the
upgrading of several hotels in the downtown area.

In addition to actually approving the upgrading and

preservation of SRO hotels in Seattle's downtown, Mayor

Royer testified before the House Task Force on Rental

Housing:
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Now 1is also the time for the Federal Government to
seriously consider funding single room occupancy
hotels. With the recent rehabilitation of the
Lewiston Hotel, Seattle has shown that Government
can, for a modest price, transform a worn-out old
hotel into a decent place to 1live. Rehabilitated
hotels are not spacious and they don't offer each
tenant individual kitchens. But there are those who
need only a small space and those who find waiting
in a corner cafe far preferable to cooking alone in
an apartment. We need the Federal Government to
recognize that it is better to have a warm room
without a kitchen than to bed down under a viaduct.
The minimum property standards for subsidized
housing should be adjusted and single room occupancy
programs should be adequately funded. (U.S. House of
Representatives, 1980, p. 667-8)

Portland's former Mayor McCready also spoke publicly
in support of SRO housing. In an attempt to inform owners
and lessees of the programs available for rehabilitation of
hotel units, she sponsored a special workshop (Qregonian,
April, 1980). She also approved and lobbied for the City's
SRO Demonstration Project.

Despite these obvious signs of support for SRO
housing, it 1is important to compare official words with
actions. What emerges is that statements of policies or
goals and particular actions are not necessarily consistent
and one action may not be consistent with another. Take New
York City, for example. The Mayor's Office of SRO Housing
was established in 1972, yet in 1976, the City added o1ld
hotels to the 1list of structures which, if renovated into
apartments or cooperatives, would command a tax freeze on
improvements for a period of 12 years (New York Times,

1979). On one hand, the City proposed to provide special
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services to hotels and their residents, while on the other,
encouraged the conversion of the structures to apartments.,
Likewise, the former Mayor of Portland encouraged owners and
lessees to upgrade their building using low-cost loans from
the City while, at the same time, approving the conversion
of a hotel to subsidized Section 8 rental apartments. A real
commitment to preserving SRO hotels appears to be limited.

Emphasis on the redevelopment of central cities over
the past 30 years has had a tremendous impact on the SRO
hotel and its residents. Numerous hotels have been removed
or renovated through urban renewal programs and thousands of
hotel residents have been displaced with 1little or no
compensation., Decision makers at both the federal and local
level have , through the adoption of policies and programs,
facilitated these events., Only in the past several years
have some decision makers begun to promote the idea of
preserving SRO hotels as an alternative for housing for a
.select group of individuals. Their efforts, to date, have
done 1little to change the thinking of other decision makers
and as a result have had very limited success in generating
either new policies or programs. The net result has been an
ongoing reduction in the stock of low-cost, unsubsidized

housing units.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The question to which this research responds is
whether there is a role for SRO hotels in housing the
low-income urban elderly poor. As noted in the first
chapter, this is a policy study and, as such, examines the
question from several perspectives. One perspective looks at
the hotel resident, his preferences and 1lifestyle, and
compares those findings with a similar analysis of Section 8
apartment residents who were previous residents of SRO
hotels. Another perspective 1looks at the neighborhood in
which the hotels are 1located and compares it with
neighborhoods elsewhere in the City which were noted as good
locations for elderly housing. A final perspective looks at
several modes of housing and compares the costs of a range
of options from maintaining existing units to constructing

additional units.

HYPOTHESES

Three hypotheses will be examined in this study.

Hypothesis One
Those who chose to move out of single room occupancy
hotels and J.m:.g subsidized Section 8 apartments, on the
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whole, have a different life style than those who, £o date,
have chosen to remain in their hotels.

The literature suggests that elderly SRO hotel
residents tend to differ from the genet;l elderly
population. Though they tend to .differ on the basis of
income, sexual composition, and other similar variables,
they also tend to differ in their general approach toward
life. This "deviation from the norm" manifests itself in
such things as the hotel resident's lower frequency of
marriage, his social interaction patterns, and his selection
of housing.

If it is presumed that those who moved £from an SRO
hotel to a Section 8 apartment did so by choice and that
those who remained were aware that other low-cost housing
was available in the downtown area, then it may be that
those who remained did so also by choice. Hypothesis one
proposes that there are lifestyle differences between those
who currently live in SRO hotels and those who have chosen
to move out of a hotel and into a subsidized Section 8
apartment. Data from interviews with residents of SRO hotels
and Section 8 apartments are ‘used to examine the
relationship between housing style differences and life
style differences. The implication for policy is that a
housing option not generally available under existing HUD
regulations may be a preferred housing style for some

portion of the elderly population.
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It is less expensive for a single room occupancy
hotel resident to live downtown <than to live outside
downtown.

The cost of goods and services 1is a fundamental
consideration for those who have a low income; the lower the
income, the more cost becomes a consideration. Because
elderly hotel residents tend to have extremely low incomes,
the availability and cost of basic necessities such as food,
shelter, transportation, and the like, are primary
considerations in the selection of a housing location.
Maximizing the proximate availability of goods and services
while reducing the overall cost would enable the hotel
resident to get the most value out of his expenditures.

This hypothesis proposes that it costs less, in terms
of actual monthly expenditures, for an SRO hotel resident to
live in downtown than to live outside downtown. If the loss
of SRO hotels from central city areas continues, residents
will be forced to seek housing in neighborhoods outside
downtown. The data sources used to test this hypothesis
include detailed information about the hotel residents' use
of stores and services and a survey of the cost of living in

four neighborhoods.
Hypothesis Three

The maintenance and rehabilitation of single room
occupancy hotels is less expensive than providing other
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modes of housing for low-income urban elderly persons.

In these times of escalating costs, the price of
housing has not escaped the ravages of inflation. The
combined cost of money, material, labor, and land have all
but stopped the production of new rental units and those
which have been produced are not affordable to the
low-income unless substantial subsidies are provided either
for production or rents or both. Due to these increasing
costs, experience indicates that maintenance and
rehabilitation have emerged as a 1less costly method of
providing decent, safe, and sanitary housing, particularly
for the low-income.

This hypothesis proposes that the maintenance and
rehabilitation of SRO hotels is a less costly method of
providing housing for a portion of the low-income urban
elderly. The Section 8 subsidized apartment program, which
currently produces the bulk of the low-cost elderly housing
units, is used as a comparison. Based on estimates of the
cost to maintain, rehabilitate, renovate, or construct
either SRO hotels or Section 8 apartments, comparisons are
made of the cost to produce and operate the particular mode
of housing, to rent the housing, and to subsidize the

housing.
STUDY PARAMETERS

In order to properly interpret the findings of this
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study, it will be important for the reader to keep in mind
several significant parameters. They are especially
important when results of other studies are compared. One
important parameter, alluded to earlier, is the geographic
limits of the study area. Other parameters delimit the
resident population surveyed and the type of hotel £from

which respondents were selected.

Definition of Study Area

For planning purposes, the City of Portland had
defined its downtown as that area enclosed by the Willamette
River to the east and the I-405 Freeway loop to the north,
south and west (see Figure 1). That area is bisected by West
Burnside Street which runs east and west. The area north of
Burnside Street contains what is commonly known as "skid
row". Here one finds the classic components of a skid row--
the missions, the service agencies, the old hotels, and the
men who sit in doorways drinking wine. That area is not part
of this study. With the exception of a small section which
abuts Burnside Street, the hotel area south of Burnside 1is
known as “upper" skid row. It is the upper skid row area
which is encompased by this study.

The northern portion of downtown, that is, skid row,
was excluded from this study in an attempt to achieve a
relatively homogeneous population of SRO hotel residents. It
was felt the concomitant problems of alcoholism and more

transient 1life styles encountered among residents of that
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area would contribute variance inconsistent with the goals

of the reseatch.

Definiti of Resident I lati

Previous research has generally found that men
outnumber women in SRO hotels, sometimes by a ratio as high
as 9 to 1 (Ehrlich, 1976; Eckert, 1978)., In addition to
being a minority population, female residents tend to have
lower monthly incomes than do their male counterparts
(Goode, Lawton & Hoover, 1979). It is likely this
difference, as well as differences in male and female life
styles and preferences, would introduce considerable
variance on obtained measures. For these reasons, this study
is a study of male SRO residents., Obvious future research
would be a comparative study of female and male SRO
residents.

In addition to sex, age was also used as a delimiter
of the respondent population. Though much of the past
research has examined only the elderly population, it has
been estimated that between one-quarter and one-half of the
SRO population is elderly (Hull, 1980). It is this
population that has 1little 1likelihood of dramatically
increasing its income. In essence, the elderly SRO residents
are prisoners of fixed incomes and in many cases too old or
too disabled to pursue gainful employment. This condition
makes them vulnerable to changes in their environment,

especially increases in rent or in the price of restaurant
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meals. By restricting the study to those 55 or over, the
sample becomes one of vulnerable male SRO hotel residents.
Further studies could examine differences between the

younger SRO residents and those who are older.

Definition of Hotel Population

In Chapter I, the Introduction, it was noted that only
structures that were originally constructed as hotels would
be included in the study definition of SRO hotels. Another
criterion used to identify the study's hotel population was
that the structures would have predominately single rooms
with no cooking or bathing facilities in the units. Several
hotels were excluded from the population because they
contained cooking facilities and/or bathrooms in nearly all
the units.

These definitions of study area, residential
population, and hotel population constitute the major
parameters of the study; any additional delimiters will be

discussed where relevant.
DATA GATHERING

There were two types of data gathered in this study,
interviews with residents and two cost surveys, one of the

cost of living, the other of the cost of housing.

Phase I - Resident Interviews
Sampling procedures for the SRO hotels and Section 8
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apartments which were included in the study varied as did
the selection of residents from those.structures. For this
reason, each is discussed separately.

Hotel Resident Interviews. The Downtown Housing
Inventory compiled by the City of Portland formed the basis
for identification of the SRO hotel sample (Portland
Development Commission, 1978). The entire area covered by
this study was included as part of that inventory and
therefore, it was possible to identify all those structures
which were composed primarily of single room occupant units.,
Table V contains a 1listing of the 17 structures so
identified in the upper skid row area.

With assistance from an agency which provides housing
services in the study area, the managers and/or owners of
each hotel were contacted by letter. The letter, prepared on
agency stationery, introduced the researcher, briefly
described the nature of the study, and encouraged
cooperation. The letter was followed by a phone call or
personal visit by the researcher. The purpose of this
initial contact was twofold; first, to gain the manager's or
owner's acceptance and second, to ascertain if, in fact, the
structure met the study definition of SRO hotel. Table V
notes the results of this initial contact. Three hotels were
found to have either cooking or bathing facilities in nearly
all rooms, thus violating the study definition. In the case

of four other hotels, either the manager or owner would not
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allow the researcher access to the building.

The resultant sample of SRO hotels was composed of ten
structures which contained 757 rooms. it is possible that
some unknown and systematic bias was introduced by the need
to eliminate the four hotels from the study sample. However,
with the exception of one hotel which contained 44 rooms
(Drake), those dropped from the sample tended to
"specialize" in either female or minority (Mexican-American)
tenants and thus tended to be less representative of the SRO
hotel population in Portland's upper skid row. For this
reason, generalizations from the study findings will include
the consideration that certain minority populations were not
part of the study sample.

The Downtown Housing Inventory was also used in the
identification of the SRO hotel resident sample, as it
provided a total count of the number of rooms in each hotel
and an estimate, obtained from the manager, of the
percentage of persons 60 years of age and over who were
residents of the building at the time of the inventory. The
room count and percentage of elderly residents were then
used to calculate an estimate of the number of elderly
persons living in each of the ten buildings included in the
study. Table V shows the results of these calculations,
Though this study's definition of elderly included persons
55 years of age and over, the inventory's estimate using 60

years of age and over was used as a reasonable equivalent
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Proxy.

Based on the goal of conducting 40 interviews with
elderly male residents, a formula was developed to assure
that a representative number of interviews were conducted in
each of the hotels, The formula was a ratio of the total
number of interviews to be completed to the estimated number
of elderly residents residing in the ten hotels. Multiplying
that ratio by the number of elderly persons in a particular
hotel gave the number of interviews needed from that hotel.
It was felt that a weighted sample was critical if
generalizations from the study findings were to be made. It
was previously noted that SRO hotels tend to develop
"personalities” and that prospective residents may be
attracted to one hotel over another based on such a
personality (Eckert, 1978). By using this weighting
technique, residents of one hotel would not dominate the
sample simply because they were more gregarious and willing
to be interviewed. Table V shows the number of interviews to
be completed at each hotel.

A system of randomized room numbers was used to
achieve a representative sample of elderly respondents from
each hotel. This involved obtaining all the room numbers for
each hotel and then, using a random number table, preparing
an ordered 1list of room numbers. In most cases, nearly all
the room numbers for a particular hotel were drawn and

ordered appropriately. Large draws were necessary to assure



TABLE v

SRO HOTEL AND HESIDENT SAMPLE

ﬁotel Sample Demographics of liotel Interview Sample Refusals, Etc. Handomness
Total % of Est. No. | No. to be | Number Not
No. of | Occupants | Elderly Inter- Inter- | Outright ] Other Total Able to Non-
Hotel Description Rooms® | Elderlyb Residenty viewed®© viewed | Refusals | Reasonsd | Hefusals | Contact® | Randomf | Random
Admiral Cooking in most - - - - ~-— - - - - - -
rooms/ not SRO
Clayton Walk-up 47 70 B 33 4 (3.72) 2 2 0 2 0 2 0
Clyde Elevator, 98 30 h 29 3 (3.26) 4 1 0 1 0 2 2
bathrooms in
some units,
reopened after
fire
Cornelius Elevator 84 50 42 5 (4.73) 3 1 1 1 2 1 1
Danmoore Bathroom with - - -- - - - - - - - -
each room/
not SRO
Drake Entry not COR (75) (33) -— - _— - — - - -—
permitted
Fairfield Elevator 70 70 49 6 (5.52) 5 0 V] 0 0 5 0
Governor Entry not (123) (70) (77) - - - -= - - -— -—
permitted,
mostly female
residents
Hachie Entry not (10) (20) (2) - - - - -- - - -
Annex permitted
mostly Mexican-
Americans
Hachie Entry not (24) (30) (7) - - - - - - - -
Rooms permitted
mostly Mexican-
Americans
Hamilton Elevator, lnrgesﬂ 147 25 37 4 (4.16) 4 3 o 3 (1] 3 1
hotel in area
Joyce Elevator, manageﬁ 75 88 66 7 (7.43) 5 3 1 4 2 5 V]
ment perfers
older male
residents

€ET



TABLE V - Continued

Hotel Sample Demographics of Hotel Interview Sample Refusals, Etc. Rando!
Total % of Est. No. | No. to be | Number Not
No. of | Occupants | Elderly Inter- Inter- | Qutright | Other Total Able to Non-
Hotel Description Rooms® | Elderlyb | Residentd viewedc viewed | Refusals | Reasonsd | Refusals | Contacte | Randomf | Random
Laurel Cooking in - - - - - - - - - - -
most rooms/ :
not SRO
Lownsdale Elevator 45 5 34 4 (3.83) 1 2 (1] 1
Miller Elevator, 110 40 € 44 5 (4.95) 1 1 2 2 1 0
higher
transiency
New Ritz: W¥alk-up 46 19 9 1 (1.04) 1 V] 1 0 0 1
Taylor Walk-up, 37 33 12 1 (1.35) o 1 0 1 0
large rooms _ - R — — . — _ _ _ .
Totals 757 50 355 |40 30 13 4 17 4 5 24 6
{(mean)

2 Housing Inventory, Portland Development Commission, April 1978.

b Estimates made by Portland Development Commission as part of the Housing Inventory; elderly were defined as 60 years of
age or over.

C Baged on formula: (No. desired interviews/total No. elderly residents)(estimated No. elderly residents in hotel); i.e.,
Clayton Hotel, (40/355)(33)=3.72.

d Includes two with severe handicaps (blindness and deaf mute), one who worked at his hotel and preferred not to talk,
and one who spoke 1little English.

€ Includes those where at least five attempts were made to contact resident.

T In most cases these were recommendations of the managers as persons of 55 years of age or over and who would likely
be willing to talk with the interviewer.

€ Managers indicated the percentage of elderly was less than that reported in the inventory. This may have been due to
the time lag between the inventory and the time of the interviews,

h gstimate of manager in Summer 1979 because hotel was closed during time of the inventory.

1 paranthese indicates those hotels which met the study definition but where entry was not permitted by elther manager
or owner.

J value used to calculate rate of refusal which was 36%.

PET
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sufficient rooms remained after the unacceptable ones were
removed from the 1list. A room was determined to be
unacceptable if it were occupied by a male under the age of
55 or a female of any age. Units which were efficiency
apartments (contained cooking. facilities) were also
determined to be unacceptable and removed from the list.

The hotel manager's assistance was sought to aid in
identifying the rooms which were unacceptable. Use of the
manager for this preliminary screening proved beneficial,
First, it reduced the amount of time needed to locate the
elderly male hotel residents, but more importantly, it
turned out that the manager generally provided at least some
information about the residents who satisfied the study
criteria, The most frequent information included when the
resident was usually in his room or around the hotel, how
receptive he was likely to be to a request for an interview,
- and his current health status. Names of the hotel residents
were not sought and it may be that such anonymity encouraged
hotel managers to be more cooperative in aiding the
researcher.

When describing the nature and purpose of the study to
managers, the researcher made careful note that all
respondents who completed the interview would be paid the
small sum of three dollars. It is possible that willingness
to pay respondents was an early inducement for managers to

cooperate with the researcher.
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It should be noted that managers played an important
role in this study. As mentioned earlier, four refused the
researcher entry to their hotel and of the ten who
cooperated with the study, most were initially cautious,
wanting detailed explanations of what the study was about,
who was doing the study, and why their hotel had been
selected. Some initially thought the researcher was a City
building inspector in disguise. Several managers were
dubious of the study's value, and viewed the researcher as
an interruption to the business of managing a hotel.
However, most managers were generally helpful, wanting to
talk about the study and greeting the researcher with
friendly hellos. Desk clerks and maids were generally
friendly, occasionally offering to introduce the researcher
to hotel residents whose room numbers had been drawn.

The interview procedures involved contacting residents
in order to ascertain: a) that they were male, 55 years of
age or over and living in a single room as defined for this
study, and b) that they were willing to be interviewed.

Armed with an ordered list of potential respondents,
the researcher proceeded to make contact. The number of
interviews to be completed in each hotel was the gquide.
Letters were left in the resident's hotel mailbox. The
letter explained the nature of the research, asked to
interview the resident, provided a phone number to call, and

stated a payment of three dollars would be made for
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completed interviews. With the letter as an initial contact,
the researcher then proceeded door-to-door attempting to
locate the occupant and secure an interview.

If an interview were refused, a letter was left for
the occupant of the next random room number and subsequent
contact was attempted. This process continued until all
interviews for a hotel were completed. In cases where at
least five attempts were unsuccessful at contacting the
resident, the next room number on the random list was
substituted. In several cases, either because making contact
was extremely difficult or there were few residents in a
hotel who met all the study criteria, or because some who
met the criteria were very likely to be inhospitable to the
researcher, recommendations of the manager were used as
substitutes for the random list. An example of an instance
where the manager's recommendation was accepted was in the
case where the resident left early in the morning, drank all
day and spoke only broken English. In total, six interviews
(20 percent) were completed with nonrandom residents.
Comparison of means of the random and nonrandom samples on
selected demographic and attitudinal measures suggests no
significant differences between the groups (see Appendix A).
The comparisons do not guarantee the absence of any
systematic bias, but they suggest that the likelihood is
low.

The interviews were conducted during the Spring and
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Summer of 1979. Though a goal of 40 interviews had been
established early in the planning stage of the research,
only 30 interviews were completed.l The 30 interviews
represent an 8.5 percent sampling of the estimated number of
elderly SRO residents, for which access to the hotel was
permitted. They represent a 6.3 percent sampling of the
total estimated number of elderly SRO residents within the
study area.

Despite information in the literature suggesting SRO
residents tend not to receive visitors in their rooms
(Stephens, 1976), 80 percent of this study's interviews were
conducted in the respondent's room. The location of first
contact seemed to be an important factor in determining the
place where the interview occurred. The role of a young
female interviewing an aging gentleman should not be
discounted as a reason for this higher than expected
openness. A young woman, willing to pay an older man for
several hours of conversation is not the usual fare around
an SRO hotel. In fact, the researcher became somewhat of a
novelty at several hotels, known as the lady who rides a
bicycle wearing a crash helmet and who pays older men to
talk with her.

The interviews took an average of just over one and

TA sample of 30 was determined to be satisfactory for
the type of analyses which would be carried out on the
interview data, i.e., primarily t-tests and Pearson
correlations.
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one—-quarter hours. A number of interviews took much 1longer,
the longest being two and one-half hours. Nearly one-third
of all interviews took only one hour. Some respondents
answered the questions in a very polite and businesslike
manner, without lavish embellishments. Others told detailed
stories of their past lives and it took some effort by the
interviewer to return the respondent to the interview
questions. All interviews were conducted personally by the
researcher.

The SRO hotel resident interview schedule is composed
of three sections: personal history, current housing and
alternatives, and neighborhood environment (see Appendix B).

The personal history section includes demographié
questions such as age, race, income, employment, education,
marital status, number of children, etc. Also included are
either standardized scales or sets of questions previously
used with other elderly or SRO samples (self-reported
health, mobility, life satisfaction, and primary supports).
This information is used to compare the study sample of SRO
residents with SRO samples from other locations (Bogue,
Chicago; Tissue, Sacramento; Ehrlich, St. Louis; Eckert, San
Diego) and with other non-SRO elderly populations

The current housing and alterpatives section includes
questions about the respondent's housing history, i.e.,
length of time residing in various 1locations, type of

dwelling wunit lived in, occupant status, and rents paid. An
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assessment of the respondent's current hotel and preferences
for future housing, if forced to relocate, are also
examined. Specific questions ask for the respondent's
consideration of Section 8 apartments in general and an
evaluation of selected attributes of the apartments. The
housing history is used both to compare the study's SRO
sample with other groups (SRO and non-SRO) and to categorize
this study's sample of current SRO residents. The
respondent 's assessment of his current hotel environment and
preference for future housing forms the substantive base
upon which this study's policy recommendations are founded.
The respondent's comments on Section 8 apartments are
examined in relation to their assessment of the SRO hotel.

The neighborhood environment section examines the
respondent's perceptions and use of his neighborhood.
Questions of perception include the resident's concern for
his personal safety as well as his assessment of the
neighborhood's good and bad characteristics. Questions of
use include an extensive inventory of the stores and
services frequented by the resident. This information is
nsed in conjunction with the cost-of-living survey (detailed
in later section of this chapter) to assess the economics of
residency in the downtown area. The extent of social service
utilization is also examined in this section. The role
neighborhood plays in the life of an SRO hotel resident is

reflected in the policy recommendations.,
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Appendix B contains a copy of the current SRO resident
questionnaire. The current housing and alternatives section
includes pages 1 to 8 of the survey instrument, neighborhood
environment covers pages 9 to 14, and the personal history
section includes pages 15 to 21.

Section 8 Apartment Interviews. Local housing
officials aided in the Jidentification of all Section 8
apartment projects in the downtown study area. Table VI
identifies the five projects. Two are operated by the local
housing authority, the Rosenbaum Plaza with 76 apartments
and The Twelve with 42 apartments. The three remaining
projects, which are privately owned, are managed by the same
property management firm, Included are the Washington Plaza,
the oldest project, with 74 apartments, the Roosevelt Plaza
with 56 apartments, and the Oak Plaza with 90 apartments,
All of the projects contain at least some one-bedroom units,
but the vast majority are efficiency units. For the purpose
of this study, no distinction was made between the two
apartment sizes. The pertinent comparison is between an
unsubsidized SRO hotel room and a subsidized, self-contained
apartment wunit. The researcher's previous associations with
local housing authority personnel and with the owner of the
private projects were helpful in securing access to the
buildings and cooperation of managers. This was an
especially critical element because previous SRO residents

were identified from the project records.
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Vi

BECTION 8 APARTMENT AND HESIDENT SAMPLE

Second Sample

Section 8 Apartment Sample Initial Sample lIdentification & ldentified Total Sample ldentified
Total No. of Other Not No. of No. of Not
No of Previous No. Reasons Able Previous No. Previous No. Able
Descrip-  Apart- | SHO Hotel Inter- Outright For To SRO Hotel Inter- | SRO Hotel Inter- To
Apartment tion ments Residents viewed Refusals Refusal D Contact C { Residents viewed { Residents viewed Hefusals Contact
e e e
Oak Plaza Private, 90 2 0 0 1 1 3 3 5 3 1 1
opened
1978
Roosevelt Private, 56 4 3 1 0 0 - - 4 3 1 0
Plaza opened
1977
Rosenbaum  Public, 76 3 1 0 1 1 2 2 5 3 1 1
Plaza opened
1978
The Twelve Public, 42 2 1] 1 0 1 - -— 2 V] 1 1
leased
only
Washington Private, 74 11 8 [4] 3 1 - - 11 8 3 1
Plaza opened
. 1972
Totals 338 22 12 2 5 4 5 5 27 © 17 71 4

& previous SRO hotel residents were sought in two phases.

comprises phase two.

"Initial sample" comprises phase one while "Second Sample®

b Included one who made interview appointments but did not keep them, one who was too ill, one who refused to complete
the last half of the interview, one who hid from the interviewer giving false names, and one who burned his dinner while
listening to interviewer explain the purpose of the interview.

€ Includes those where at least five attempts were made to contact resident.

d Moved to nursing home prior to interviewer making contact.

€ Total sample identified as previous SHO hotel residents represents two separate attempts to identify the entire population
of previous residents.

f value used to calculate rate of refusal which was 29%.

[AA!
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The process of identifying the sample of Section 8
apartment residepts who were previous SRO hotel residents
differed slightly, depending on whether the project was
publicly or privately owned and operated. The criterion for
inclusion in the study sample was the same for both project
types, 1i.e., the project tenant had to have lived in an SRO
hotel within the study area prior to moving into the
downtown Section 8 project. The hotels which were acceptable
as previous places of residence included the 14 hotels
identified in Table V as SRO hotels and several others which
were closed prior to this study.

Using the tenants' application for admittance to the
project, the address of the applicant's previous residence
was compared with those of the acceptable SRO hotels. When
there was a correspondence between addresses, a check was
made on the tenant's sex and age. Verification by the
project manager was used to determine if the tenant met the
study criteria of male and 55 years of age and over.

For the three privately owned projects, the researcher
sought and gained permission of the owner and property
management firm to examine current tenants' applications for
their previous addresses, age, and sex. The researcher
provided information to the 1local housing authority and
their staff examined tenant records for the two public
projects. The guarantee of confidentiality made this

procedure necessary.
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A goal of 20 interviews with elderly, male, previous
SRO residents was established during the early planning
stages of the research. Theoretically, the process used to
identify previous SRO residents was such that it would
identify the entire population at a given period of time.
The initial round of record examination found 22 previous
SRO residents (see Table VI). It should be noted that the
number of elderly, male SRO residents living in any project
has no relation to the project size. The number is most
likely based on the differing characteristics or personality
of the project and its residents. The Washington Plaza was
composed of 15 percent previous SRO residents, while the Oak
Plaza had only two out of 90. The length of time the project
had been in existence may also have had some impact on the
number of previous SRO residents. At any rate, an effort was
made to interview a similar proportion of the previous SRO
residents in each Section 8 project.

Following identification of the sample to be
interviewed, each manager was asked for his assistance in
getting to know the previous SRO residents. In some cases,
managers arranged introductions; in others, interviewers
made contact on their own. Cooperation of the manager was
particularly important because all projects had locked front
doors.

The interview procedures were similar to those for the

SRO hotel residents; letters were left for the resident



145
explaining the nature of the study, asking for an interview
and indicating that a payment of three dollars would be made
for a completed interview. Follow-up contacts were made and
Table VI shows the results in terms of number of successful
interviews, number of refusals, and number not able to be
contacted.

Because only 12 of a possible 22 contacts ended in
successful interviews, a second attempt was made to identify
additional ©previous SRO hotel residents. The initial
examination of records occurred in January 1979. The second
examination of records occurred in June 1979. The rate of
successful interviews at the Washington Plaza (73 percent)
and the Roosevelt Plaza (75 percent) was high enough to
warrant not seeking additional respondents from those
projects. The records at the Oak Plaza indicated three new
tenants met the study criteria of the elderly, male,
previous SRO resident. Each was interviewed. No interview
attempts were successful at the Twelve and due to difficulty
contacting residents and hesitancy on the part of the
managers, no supplemental sample was sought from that
project. Personal knowledge of a social service agency
representative was used to supplement the sample at the
Rosenbaum where two additional previous hotel residents were
identified and interviewed. This approach was used in lieu
of requesting the housing authority to reexamine its

records.,
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The total population (N=22+3+2=27) of male, previous

SRO residents who were at 1least 55 years of age was
approximately 8 percent of the total resident population of
the five Section 8 apartments. The sample interviewed in
this study represents 63 percent of those identified as
previous SRO residents who used to and still 1lived within
the downtown study area.

The interview with the previous SRO residents was
about 15 minutes 1longer than with current SRO hotel
residents. This was due to several sets of paired questions
evaluating the previous residence (SRO hotel) and the
present residence (Section 8 apartment). The percentage of
residents who were interviewed in their apartments was
nearly identical to the number of SRO residents who were
interviewed in their rooms, 82 percent for Section 8 and 80
percent for SROs.

The Section & apartment resident interview schedule
was basically the same as that for the SRO sample. The
Personal history section was identical. There were several
modifications and additions to the gcurrent housing and
alternatives section. The respondent was asked to assess the
SRO hotel from which he most recently moved and his current
housing. The neighborhood environment sections differed only
in that the gquestions regarding perceptions of personal
safety and good or bad neighborhood characteristics were

sought for both the previous and present neighborhood.
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Appendix C contains a copy of the Section 8 apartment

resident interview schedule.

Phase II - Cost of Living Survey

This phase of data collection addresses both the cost
and availability of goods and services used by SRO hotel
residents. For the purpose of this study, cost is defined as
the actual cash expenditure necessary to purchase a
particular good or service. Availability is defined as being
within reasonable proximity of the dwelling unit and is
operationalized for the cost of living survey as a walking
distance of seven city blocks or approximately one-third of
a mile. The data gathered in this phase is used to address
the second hypothesis.

Sample of Neighborhoods. In order to assess the cost
of living downtown, it was necessary to select several other
neighborhoods for the purpose of comparison. A study
commissioned by the Housing Authority of Portland was used
as the basis for selecting the other neighborhoods. That
study developed criteria for the identification of suitable
locations for elderly housing (Sharpe & Ritzdorph, 1977).
The criteria include the proximity of a full service grocery
store, bank, restaurant, and the frequency of bus service.

The goal in this study was to identify sites which
satisfied the Housing Authority's criteria and which were
located at varying distances from downtown. Distance from

downtown were used to assure geographic distribution of the
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neighborhoods and to provide some control on the cost of
land in the neighborhoods selected. The latter was based on
the premise that the cost of land can generally be relatea
to its distance from the central city (Chapin, 1972).

The data collected for the Housing Authority's study
were used to select the sites for this study. In order to
assure that the sites selected for the cost of living survey
would contain sufficient services to which an SRO hotel
resident was accustomed, the criteria for selection included
a full service grocery store, two restaurants, two banks,
and bus service of at least one per hour in the off-peak
hours. Three sites were identified which met the criteria
and were located at varying distances from the central city.
The Bousing Authority was consulted as to the
appropriateness of the sites as housing for the elderly. It
was confirmed that the three locations were considered to be
at least potential development sites for new elderly housing
projects. This validation was used as a check on the method
of site selection.

The location of the three sites selected is shown in
Figure 2. Each is located within an established neighborhood
of the City of Portland. Irvington is approximately
three—quarters of a mile east of downtown, and is noted for
a large retail shopping complex, the Lloyd Center. It is an
older neighborhood with a mix of housing types, from

medium-sized apartment houses (40 units) to many two to
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Figure 2. Neighborhoods surveyed for SRO cost of living.
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eight-plexes interspersed with single family homes. The
Housing Authority has one elderly project in the
neighborhood and has recently completed construction on
another. Hollywood is further from downtown, approximately
two miles. It is also an older, well established
neighborhood with a substantial commercial center. Hollywood
is known as a "good" location for elderly persons, and, in
fact, has a large elderly population. Many elderly own their
own homes, but there are also several elderly housing
complexes, both public and private, in the neighborhood.
Russellville is nearly six miles east of downtown. In
anticipation of a new freeway, a medium sized shopping
center was constructed in the area. Nearly all of the older
housing is small, single family homes. There are some new
multifamily units, but the majority of the housing
construction in the area has been single family. There are
currently no elderly housing projects in this suburban type
neighborhood.

Based on data from the SRO hotel resident survey
(Phase 1), the mean number of blocks travelled by those
persons to various stores and services was calculated. From
those means, it was determined that the area within seven
blocks of the hotel provided most of the goods and services
consumed by SROs. This finding was then used as the factor
which determined the extent of the area to be surveyed in

each neighborhood (see Figure 3).
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Eigure 3. Example of seven-by-seven block area
surveyed for cost of living.

In order fo identify the specific area to be surveyed,
a particular parcel within each neighborhood was selected to
represent the potential housing site for SRO hotel
residents. For downtown, the block with the most occupied
SRO hotel wunits was selected. In Irvington, the block
containing the new Housing Authority project was selected.
The parcel in Hollywood was an underdeveloped site within
three blocks of a major supermarket. For Russellville, a
vacant parcel of 1land located several blocks from the
shopping center and other stores and services was selected,
Again, consultation with the Housing Authority confirmed
that the parcels were acceptable as potential housing sites
for the elderly.

Cost of [Living Survey Instrument. The U.S. Bureau of
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Labor Statistics' (BLS) cost of 1living survey was deemed
inappropriate for the SRO hotel population in that it
contained numerous goods and services which were not
consumed by the typical hotel resident. For this reason, a
special survey instrument was designed to collect
information on the cost of living for an elderly, male SRO
hotel resident. However, the BLS survey was used as a guide,
as was the Institute on Aging's cost of 1living survey
(Gionet, 1978), the information obtained in Phase I of this
research, a' paper on eating habits of hotel residents
(Bohannan, 1977), and an informant who had been a hotel
resident for six years. Based on these sources of data, an
instrument was designed which contained a representative
sample of goods and services consumed by current SRO hotel
residents.

The major categories included in the survey were: food
away from home, food at home, alcohol, tobacco, variety and
personal care, transportation, and housing. Entertainment
was not included because information from the resident
survey showed that hotel residents seldom spend money for
activities such as movies. Because the purchase of clothing
was extremely limited and much of what was purchased came
from local thrift shops, no the information was collected on
the cost of clothing in the neighborhoods. Within each major
category, specific products were enumerated, such as six

ounces of processed American cheese or a haircut with no
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wash or styling. Appendix IV contains a detailed list of the
items included in the survey.

The Survey Procedure. With the block containing the
parcel of land identified as the potential housing site for
the focal point, an area with a radius of seven blocks was
identified in each neighborhood. This was the area to be
surveyed. In each neighborhood, all stores which sold any of
the goods or services appearing on the survey instrument
were surveyed. This included all supermarkets, grocery
stores, bars, taverns, variety stores, pharmacies, barber
shops, cleaners, and public and private transit. Restaurants
which served at least some lunches for less than $3.00 and
some dinners for less than $4.50 were included. Those with
more expensive meals were excluded.

The cost of living survey was conducted over a period
of three weeks. If items were on sale, the regular price was
reported.

Hotel Resident Expenditure Record. A number of hotel
residents were asked to keep diaries of their expenditures
for a period of one month. Information from the diary would
then be used as an aid in determining the proportion of
income a "typical" hotel resident spent on the various
categories of goods and services.

The criterion used to identify the hotel residents who
would be asked to keep diaries was their income remaining

after payment of rent. The median amount remaining for the
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SRO hotel resident sample was $240., Because there was a
considerable variation in the amount remaining after rent
($84 to $830), it was determined that diaries kept by those
whose income after rent most closely approximated the median
value would provide the most typical view of SRO
expenditures.

A sample of ten residents was identified (one-third of
the entire hotel sample) with an income after rent of
between $160 to $320. This represented a range of + to - $80
from the median. Of the ten residents, three completed
usable expenditure reports, two made erratic attempts, two
refused, two died, and one was hospitalized prior to this
phase of the research.

Heighted Market Basket. In order to allow direct

comparison of the costs in one neighborhood with those in
another, a weighted market basket was constructed from the
items included in the survey. The weighting system was based
on the gquantity of each item consumed by the typical SRO
resident over the period of one month. That quantity was
determined using information from the resident survey (Phase
I) on the frequency of use of various types of facilities
such as restaurants, grocery stores, and the barber. Other
data sources used to develop appropriate quantities were
Bohannan's (1977) article on eating behavior, the
expenditure diaries of three hotel residents, SRO hotel

informant, and a county public health nurse familiar with
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the eating habits of hotel residents. Given the quantities
consumed and the price paid for each item, calculation of

the cost of living was a simple mathematical procedure:
guantity/month X price/item = cost/month/item

A summation of all items in a particular category would
enable comparison of the cost to purchase the various goods

and services in the four neighborhoods.

Phase III - Cost of Housing

The last phase of data collection focuses on the cost
of housing. Specifically, data is collected which addresses
three areas: a) a comparison of the cost to operate and
maintain, rehabilitate, and construct new either Section 8
apartments or SRO hotels, b) an examination of subsidies
included in maintaining and/or producing the two housing
types, and c¢) the rate of return an owner might anticipate
from an investment in either housing form. Unlike the two
previous phases of data collection, this phase depended

almost exclusively on secondary rather than primary data.2

Sorts and Sources of Data. The data necessary for an
analysis of the above mentioned housing costs includes

rather detailed financial information. In order to

2yithout the generous cooperation of staff members
from the various "data sources" noted analysis of the cost
of housing would have been virtually impossible. The
author is grateful for their courteous and prompt
assistance,
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accurately calculate the total cost of operation and
maintenance, information was needed on the cost of
utilities, management, payroll, repairs, insurance, taxes,
debt service, replacement reserves, and any other
miscellaneous costs. In order to determine total income,
information was needed on both the residential and
commercial portions of the building. Additionally,
information on the amount, terms, and payments on the
mortage, the total development costs, the owners equity in
the project, the site cost, and amount of rent subsidization
was needed. It was presumed that individual building owners
would be hesitant to provide such detailed information but
that public agencies from whom loans ¢r rent subsidies were
sought would be able to provide the information through
access to public documents.

In fact, this was the case. Information on Section 8
apartments was provided by the Area Office of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, the Housing Division
(State of Oregon), and the Housing Authority of Portland. It
consisted of either audit statements from the calendar year
1980, budget statements for 1981, or projected costs from
proposed and approved 1loan packages. Information on SRO
hotels was more difficult to assemble given that no rent
subsidies had been available in the past and few loans were
made to such structures. However, the Portland Development

Commission had several sources of data on SRO hotels. In
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1980, their staff completed a survey of lessees of SRO
hotels on the cost of operation and maintenance. Also, the
Commission had made loans or was working on loan
applications for several SRO hotels in the downtown area.
That information, along with operation and maintenance costs
plus income statements from a non-profit agency which
managed a hotel facility, was used for the assessment of SRO
hotels costs.

More detailed data on the site costs was obtained from
the County Tax Assessor's Office, i.e., the true cash value
of both land and improvements.

‘ An estimate of the cost to construct a new SRO hotel
was obtained from a local architect who recently completed a
Section 8 apartment project.

Types of Information Computed. A number of cost
related values were calculated from the secondary data.
Prior to any calculations, all the data were examined to
assure comparability from one source to another; where
variations appeared adjustments were made. An example of
needed adjustments was for the "total development costs"
which the agency provided. In some cases, the site cost was
included (when it was financed along with the rehabilitation
or construction) and in other cases it was not (when the
site was owned free and clear). All costs figures were
adjusted to 1981 dollars. This was accomplished using

various measures of rate increase such as Boeckh Indexes for
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Apartments, Hotels, and Office Buildings. Ti:e actual rent
increases, and estimates were made by experts in the housing
business.

Using the amended data, equivalent values were
calculated for Section 8 apartments and SRO hotels. These
values included the cost per unit to operate and maintain,
rehabilitate, and construct new units. Also calculated were
the net cash flow, amount of the mortage payment which went
to interest and principle, value of the building for the
purpose of depreciation, income produced by the building for
the purpose of taxes, whether the building provided a tax
shelter to the owner, and rate of return on the owner's
investment. Comparison of these values 1is the basis for

policy recommendations.
DATA ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

A number of procedures are used to analyze the study
data. In this section, these procedures are identified and
their general application is discussed.

Information £from the survey of hotel and subsidized
apartments residents was stored on tape for analysis on a
Honeywell Series 6000 and Series 60 level 66~-GCOS systems
computer. Analysis of the resident data was carried out with
the assistance of the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences  (SPSS), Second Edition (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,

Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). Data from the cost-of-living
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survey and the cost of maintenance/production survey were
not stored on the computer. Neither the volume of data nor
the procedures used in their analysis justified computer

usage.

Erequency Distributions and Descriptive Statistics

The first procedure used in the analysis of the
resident survey data was the construction of frequency
distributions. This procedure provided a general view of the
study data. For a variable with nominal data, it gave a
simple count of the number and percent of responses to each
category. For a variable with ordinal, interval, or ratio
data, it provided considerably more information, such as
measures of central tendency and variability. In all cases,
examination of a variable's frequency distribution preceded
further analysis with that variable.

When information about a variable's distribution is
reported in the Ehapter on findings, the general format
includes means and standard deviations. In some cases,
medians are reported. The range, skewness, and kurtosis of a

variable were examined but are not reported.

Comparison of Means Using t-tests

The L-test was used to assess the degree of
similarity of difference between the means of two sample
groups on a particular variable or characteristic. In this

study, when comparing SRO hotel residents with subsidized
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apartment residents, the t- test for independent groups was
utilized. When comparing the previous and present housing
locations of the subsidized apartment residents, the f£- test
for paired groups was utilized. The nature of the hypothesis
being tested determined whether a one or two-tailed test of
significance was used to interpret the £ statistics. Where
one group was predicted to have a larger mean, the
one-tailed test was used; if not, the two-tailed test was
used. Generally, in this study, a value of L with a
probability level of .05 or less is defined as representing
a significant difference between the sample means. When
variations from this guideline occurred, they are reported.
When a test of difference between two "means"™ on a
dichotomous variable was desired, a test for difference
between proportions was utilized. SPSS calculates both the
test of proportion and the L- test with the same procedure,

therefore no special adaptation was necessary.

Correlational Procedures
The Pearson product moment correlation was used to

measure the linear association between two continuous, or at

least, clearly ordered variables. A positive correlation
meant that that an increase in one variable was accompanied
by an increase in the other variable. Conversely, a negative
correlation meant that an increase in one variable was
accompanied by a decrease in the other. A correlation which

approached zero meant there was no 1linear relationship
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between the two variables, while a correlation that
approached + or - 1.00 indicated a strong linear
relationship. Generally, a correlation which met the
following two criteria was considered meaningful for
discussion in this study: its absolute value was .30 or
greater and it was significantly different from zero at p <
.05. The correlations are reported in one of two formats; as
the Pearson correlation (r) and its probability level, or as
the Pearson correlation squared (rz), which 1is the
percentage (when multiplied by 100) of variance that the
variables have in common.

Index Construction

A number of variables from the resident survey were
combined in order to develop indices of particular traits or
attitudes. This process is commonly referred to as scale
development, and it 1is generally held that a properly
constructed scale or index is a better measure of a trait or
attitude when compared to a single item. Some of the indices
constructed in this study were based on similar Kkinds of
items and indices used in past research of elderly persons
or SRO hotel residents., Examples of indices wused in past
research are life satisfaction, health, and mobility. Other
indices were based on theoretical propositions or a priori
assumptions such as rating of the hotel, use of services,
and the level of social interaction, Note 1is made in the

findings chapter on the rationale for each index
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constructed.

Two methods were used to construct the indices. In the
case where each variable to be included in the index had the
same number of values, i.e., all on a four-point scale, the
values were summed directly. Where variables had
different-point scales, the values were first standardized
via conversion to z-scores. This was done to eliminate bias
., due to the weighting of one variable over another.

Before using a constructed index in further analysis,
each was subjected to several tests. The
internal-consistencf reliability or alpha coefficient gives
a measure of the expected correlation of the constructed
scale with a similar scale, if it were to be constructed.
For indices measuring a homogeneous attribute, an alpha
coefficient of .70 is generally considered an acceptable
level of reliability for research purposes (Nunnally, 1978),
The item-total correlation is wused to determine if each
variable in the index is sufficiently related to the total
index. For indices composed of six or more variables, each
item was correlated with the total index. For indices with
five or fewer variables, each item was individually removed
from the total index prior to correlation in order to
eliminate inflated correlations due to an item's correlation
with itself. Variables which did not meet the requirement of
having an absolute correlation of .30 or greater and being

statistically significant with a probability of .05 or 1less
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are removed from the index. Exceptions to this guideline are

noted in the findings chapter.

Di N t Puncti Analvsi

Discriminant analysis is a multivariate statistical
procedure which assesses the ability of a set of variables
to differentiate between subjects assigned to preselected
groups. In this study, it is used to differentiate between
SRO hotel and Section 8 apartment residents on a set of a
priori or theoretically selected variables, such as measures
of interacticn.

Given M preselected groups, the SPSS procedure derives
up to M-1 functions, which in this study is 2-1, or a single
function. Depending on the option selected, i.e., direct or
step-wise, all or some of the variables are used in the
construction of the function. SPSS reports the weights for
each variable included in the function, the variance
explained by the function (1.00 minus Wilks' Lambda), and
the probability level associated with the function. Using
the derived function, the SPSS procedure further calculates
the percentage of cases assigned to the correct group by
comparing actual with predicted group membership. Generally,
a function which explains at least 20 percent of the
variance (lambda < .80) with a probability of .05 or smaller

is defined as significant.



CHAPTER IV
STUDY FINDINGS

Findings from this study are divided into four
sections. The first section is a comparison of this study's
SRO hotel sample with SRO hotel samples from other studies,
particularly, those discussed in the literature review. The
second section examines the study data with respect to the
first hypothesis which states that there 1is a 1lifestyle
difference between present SRO hotel residents and those who
were hotel residents but chose to move into Section 8
apartments in the downtown area. The third section examines
the cost of living for an SRO hotel resident and addresses
the second hypothesis which states that downtown is a less
costly neighborhood <£or an SRO hotel resident to live in
than others outside downtown. The fourth section 1looks at
the issue of housing costs and compares the cost to
maintain, rehabilitate, or construct both SRO hotels and
subsidized Section 8 apartments, as a test of the third

hypothesis.

A COMPARISON OF THE SRO HOTEL STUDY SAMPLE
WITH OTHER SRO HOTEL SAMPLES

The SRO hotel sample identified and examined in
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Portland is generally similar demographically to SRO hotei
samples reported in other studies. That there are
commonalities among the samples compared does not suggest
the individuals who compose those samples are alike, but
that when taken as a group, the samples do tend to have
similar profiles. An earlier discussion in the 1literature
review noted that SRO hotel residents are a diverse lot. For
example, some have little education and others have college
degrees. Despite such variation in the population, the
general profile of the SRO hotel samples does tend to be
guite consistent.

The similarity of reported SRO hotel samples is
apparent after examination of Table VII which presents
demographic information on Portland's upper skid row sample
(N=30), and three other SRO hotel samples, Ehrlich's (1975)
St. Louis sample (N=110), Eckert's (1978) San Diego sample
(N=75), and Felton, et al.'s (1977) New York City sampile
(N=36). Figures from the National Council on Aging's
broad-based sample of elderly persons (N=2797) is repeated
for the purpose of comparison. As noted earlier, the
Portland sample was designed to be 100 percent male in order
to reduce undesired variation due to differences between
male and female SRO hotel residents.

An examination of the data on marital status of the
SRO hotel samples shows a common trend of relatively large

percentages of "single, never married," in each case, 1i.e.,
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\'

1

COMPARISON OF SRO HOTEL STUDY SAMPLE WITH OTHER SRO HOTEL STUDY SAMPLES

ON SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Portland

St. Louis San Diego New York National
SRO SRO SRO SRO Sample 05
Sample Sample Sample Sample Elderly
Variable (N=30) (N=110) (N=75) (N=36) (N=2797)
Sex:
Male 100% 81% 89% 42% 41%
Female - 19% 11% 58% 59%
Marital Status:
Single, never married 33% 39% 22% 31% a3 ©
Married, spouse present - - 5% 3% 78%
Widowed 10% 25% 17% 39 15%
Divorced 40% 29% 43% 6% 2%
Separated 17% % 13% 22% 1%
Race:
Caucasian 97% na f NA 86% 90%
Black - NA NA 14% 8%
Native American 3% NA NA - -
Other - NA NA - 2%
Education:
Some elementary school 43% NA 47% mean 63%
Some high school 33% NA 32% 10.3 yrs.
Some college 20% NA 21% 37%
No response 4% - - - -

991



TABLE VII - Continued

Portland St. Louis San Diego New York National
SRO SRO a SRO b SRO Sample 05
Sample Sample Sample ~Sample © Elderly
Variable (N=30) (N=110) (N=75) (N=36) (N=2797)
Past Employment:
Major professional - NA - 5.7% € NA
LeSser professional 3.3% NA - NA
Semi-professional - NA 6% 40.0% NA
Clerical/sales, tech. 26.0% NA 12% NA
Skilled workers 43.3% NA 28% 42.9% NA
Semi-skilled worker 33.3% NA 25% NA
Unskilled worker - NA 28% 8.6% NA
Never employed - NA - 2.9% NA
Hollingshead Social Class:
1 6.7% - NA NA NA
11 16.7% 4% NA MNA NA
I1I 40.0% 8% NA NA NA
1V 26.7% 42% NA NA NA
v 6.7% 46% NA NA NA
No response 3.4% - NA NA NA
Income: h
Median $328 $231 $289 NA NA
Mean $376 $245 $301 NA $375
Rent:
Median $81 $69 NA NA NA i
Mean $92 $86 $90 NA $100

L9T



TABLE

V11 - Continued

“Portland St. Louis San Diego New York National
SRO SRO a SRO SRO Sample 05
Sample Sample Sample Sample © Elderly
Variable (N=30) (N=110) (N=75) (N=36) (N=2797)
Residency Downtown:
Median 9.0 yrs. 14.6 yrs. 5.0 yrs. NA NA
Mean 13.0 yrs. 15.9 yrs. 7.8 yrs. NA NA
Residency in Present Hotel:
Median 5.0 yrs. 3.4 yrs. [ 45% NA NA
Mean 7.2 yrs. 6.6 yrs. [ 1 to5 yrs. 8.5 yrs NA
& Ehrlich, 1976.
b
C Felton, et al., 1977.
d National Council on Aging, 1975.
€ Males only
f Not available

€ These are approximations only as the categories in the New York study were sowmiewhat different.

Direct comparisons are misleading due to time elapsed between studies.

891
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33 percent in Portland, 39 percent in St. Louis, 22 percent
in San Diego, and 31 percent in New York City. By contrast,
the national elderly sample of males only has a relatively
small percentage of "never marrieds" (4 percent) and a
relatively 1large percentage of "married, spouse present,"
i.e., 78 percent for the national sample. The SRO hotel
samples had virtually no married couples, i.e., 0 percent
for Portland's, 0 percent for St. Louis, 5 percent for San
Diego's, and 3 percent for New York's. Portland's sample has
the 1lowest percentage of "widowed," but given that elderly
females are more likely to have survived the death of a
spouse, the 1low figure probably reflects the "maleness" of
the sample. The other SRO hotel samples are comparable when
the percentage of females in the sample is accounted for.
Though the percentage of widowers in the national elderly
male sample 1is similar to those for the hotel samples, the
proportion of marriages terminated by death rather than
divorce or separation is quite different. The ratio for the
national sample is 15 by death to 3 by divorce or separation
or 5:1, but for Portland it is 1:5.7, for St. Louis it |is
1:1.4, for San Diego it is 1:1.3, and for New York it is
1:4,1, In all cases, except for the New York sample, which
has a comparatively high percentage of females, more
marriages are terminated by personal decisions (divorce or
separation) than by death. This is especially pronounced in

the Portland sample.
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Race is a variable which has not been reported for all
the SRO samples. The Portland sample contains fewer
minorities than the New York sample or the national elderly
population as a whole. The minority population in Portland
is 1lecwer than many eastern cities, but even so, the SRO
sample has a lower percentage than the City as a whole,
which is 86.5 percent caucasian, 7.6 percent black, 2.9
percent asian, 1 percent native american (U.S. Bureau of
Census, 1981b). Due to the lack of comparable information,
it is impossible to state whether Portland's SRO hotel
sample falls within a "normal range" relative to racial
composition. As noted in the 1literature review, SRO
populations are not generally known for their high
percentage of minority members, but are known more for their
predominance of caucasian members.

On education, the distribution of the Portland sample
by highest 1level of education achieved is nearly identical
to that of the San Diego sample, i.e., just under one-half
with at 1least some elementary school, about one-third with
some high school, and about one-fifth with some college. No
figures were available from the St. Louis study. Though
difficult to compare directly, the 10.3 years of education
as the mean for the New York sample is only slightly higher
than the levels for the Portland and San Diego, but the
national elderly sample may have a higher level of education

with over one-third having graduated from high school and
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had some college. Generally, then, Portland's SRO sample has
an education level similar to that of other SRO samples,
i.e.; one which may be slightly lower than the national
average for their age cohorts.

Typically, past employment bears a close relationship
to 1level of education. Examination of the distribution of
past employment for the Portland and San Diego samples shows
more Portland SRO residents with higher skilled positions.
This difference may reflect, at least in part, the maleness
of the Portland sample if the assumption is made that elder
females are most 1likely to have been employed in low or
unskilled positions. By contrast, the New York sample has a
greater percentage of SRO residents in the higher skilled
categories. This trend tends to correspond with their higher
education level. Similar information was not reported for
the national elderly sample, but it is expected that elder
SROs generally had positions requiring fewer skills than the
average elderly person.

The Hollingshead social class scale, which is
constructed from information on education level and past
employment, was available for the St. Louis sample. By
comparison, the Portland sample had a higher rating on the
scale. That higher rating is interpreted as a higher social
class. Because nearly 20 percent of the St. Louis sample is
female, it might be anticipated that the sample would have a

lower rating due to the fact that women have not been able
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to achieve similar occupational positions as men. The
"femaleness" of the St. Louis sample no doubt accounts for
at least a portion of the difference, but may not account
for the total difference. Given similar educational 1levels
between Portland and San Diego samples, but higher skilled
employment by Portland SROs, San Diego would have more
persons in the lower social classes based on the
Hollingshead scale. Generally speaking, though, the SRO
hotel samples are primarily lower class.

Comparing specific dollar amounts for either the SROs'’
income or rent is somewhat problematic. First, the samples
came from various locales and the cost of living may differ
from one to anofher. Additionally, the data for the various
SRO samples were collected at different times; St. Louis was
collected in 1975, San Diego in 1977, Portland in 1979, and
the national sample in 1974. Despite these problems, both
income and rent figures are presented in Table VII. As was
noted in the literature review, SRO hotel residents tend to
have low incomes and pay low rents, especially when the time
of data collection is considered.

The information on residency suggests the SROs sampled
were not transient either with respect to 1living in the
downtown or their current hotel. The St. Louis sample
reported the longest tenure in downtown, with a median of
14.6 years and San Diego the shortest with 5 years; the

Portland sample had lived downtown for an average of 9
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years. The St. Louis sample also reported a shorter
residency in the current hotel. Portland and New York
samples showed longer residency in hotels. Though there is
variation among the SRO samples, it is generally within a
similar range, i.e., neither transient nor long, long term
residents. |

In summary then, there seems to be no substantial
reason to assume that the SRO hotel sample selected in
Portland is not generally comparable to the SRO populations

in other cities,

A COMPARISON OF THE SRO HOTEL AND SECTION
8 APARTMENT STUDY SAMPLES ON
HOUSING PREFERENCES AND

LIFESTYLES

This section on study findings addresses the first
hypothesis, which states that those who chose to move out of
single room occupant hotels and into subsidized Section 8
apartments, on the whole, have a different lifestyle than
those who, to date, have chosen to remain in their hotel.

Examination of an assessment of SRO hotels by current
and past hotel residents indicates that the two samples have
substantially different views about SRO hotels. Further
examination of the data suggests that Section 8 apartment
residents are quite satisfied with their housing, especially

when contrasted with the previous hotel. By comparison,
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current hotel residents report having made 1little or no
effort toward securing Section 8 apartments and only modest
interest in considering such a move. Based on these
findings, it is proposed that the resident's dwelling,
either SRO hotel or Section 8 apartment, represents his
current housing preference.

Based on the strong reported association between
satisfaction with housing and satisfaction with
neighborhood, the resident's assessment of his neighborhood
was also examined. Current hotel residents and previous
hotel residents reported different aspects of their hotel
neighborhoods as favorable but basically agreed on the
unfavorable aspects. Section 8 residents were more satisfied
with their new apartment neighborhood than with their old
hotel neighborhood. Additionally, both samples indicated a
preference for wurban living, in particular for a residence
in downtown,

Finally, a comparison of individual demographic
characteristics of the hotel and apartment residents
suggested several areas of difference which reflect personal
choices or lifestyle decisions. These areas are marital
status, socio~economic status, and residence in downtown.,
Further examination of these demographic characteristics and
other indicators of personal choice or 1lifestyle decisions
using discriminant analysis suggested additional differences

between the hotel and apartment residents. Analyses of both
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interaction patterns with friends and personal life
satisfaction successfully distinguish the groups. Based on
these findings, it is concluded that the housing preferences
of the two samples examined in this study are reflections of
the personal choices or lifestyles of the residents. In the
words of the person-environment perspective, the housing
preferences reflect a match between the individual's needs,

desires, or competencies and his environment.

Housing Preferences

The current hotel residents' assessment of their hotel
and the Section 8 residents' assessment of their previous
hotel were substantially different in almost all categories
considered. They differed in the number of favorable and
unfavorable comments given in response to open-ended
questioning of their 1likes and dislikes about SRO hotels.
The specific comments they gave also differed in substantive
areas. Also their evaluation of a list of functions which a
housing wunit can be expected to provide showed substantial
differences.

Favorable and Unfavorable Aspects of SRQO Hotels. To
examine these findings in some detail, Table VIII shows the
results of a comparison of the mean number of favorable and
unfavorable comments about SRO hotels made by the two
samples., Each respondent had two opportunites to report
favorable and unfavorable comments. Based only on the number

of comments, either none, one, or two, current hotel



TABLE VIII

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t-TEST COMPARISONS OF SRO HOTEL
AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENTS COMMENTS
ON AN OPEN-ENDED ASSESSMENT OF THEIR
MOST RECENT SRO HOTEL

SRO Section 8 —
Sample Sample
Type of (N=30) (N=17) Degrees of One-tail
Comment Mean Number of Comments & t-Value Freedom Probability
Favorable 1.30 0.69 2.81 44 .007
(0.70) b (0.70)
Unfavorable 0.83 1.59 -3.53 45 .001
(0.75) (0.62)

4 possible scores are 0, 1, or 2.

b Standard deviations.

9LIT
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respondents reported significantly more favorable comments
(£ =2.81, p=.007) and significantly fewer unfavorable
comments (£ =3.53, p=.001) than did the Section 8 apartment
residents. The results support the prediction that current
SRO hotel residents would view the hotels more favorably
than would previous residents who chose to move to Section 8
apartments. It should be recalled that all Section 8 units
included in this study are 1located in the same general
downtown area as are the SRO hotels.

Examination of the specific comments provides some
indication of why SROs liked their hotels and why Section 8
residents did not. The information in Table IX, which is
based on the open-ended questions of 1likes and dislikes,
reports the frequencies and percentages on all responses
which were mentioned by at 1least 10 percent of either
sample, i.e., at least three hotel residents or two
apartment residents. What emerges are five aspects of SRO
hotels or hotel 1living which are seen as favorable by at
least some of the hotel residents, i.e., the hotels are
inexpensive, they are in convenient locations,they allow
sufficient independence, other tenants are viewed in a
favorable 1light, and the maid service is seen as desirable.
Only 17 percent of the SRO sample reported that the SRO
hotels had no favorable aspects. By contrast, significantly
more (41 percent) Section 8 residents reported no favorable

aspects of their SRO hotels. Of the substantive comments
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TABLE IX

PAVORABLE AND UNPAVORABLE ASSESSMENTS OF SEO HOTEL HOUSING BY CURRENT HOTEL
AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENTS ON THEIR MOST RECENT SRO HOTEL

SRO Section 8
Sample Sample
(N=30) (H=17)
Percent & Percent &
Number of of Total Number of of Total
éssessmeut Aﬁgsponses Samgle Responses Sample
Favorable Aspects:
Inexpensive 8 27% 3 18%
Convenient location (downtown) 7 23% S5 29%
Independence 7 23% 2 12%
Other tenants & 5 17% 0 -
None & 5 17% 7 41%
Maid service & 3 10% 0 -
Unfavorable Aspects:
None & 9 30% 0 -
Other tenants 6 20% 4 24%
Rent increases 3 10% 2 12%
Too noisy 2 7% 3 18%
No kitchen 2 7% 2 12%
Level of disrepair 2 7% 2 12%
Dirty, bugs & 1 3% 5 29%
Sharing bathroom 1 3% 2 12%

Note: The "Percent of Total Sample" reflects the percent of the sample naming
that aspect as one of two most liked or disliked characteristics. In other words, each
respondent had the opportunity to name two favorable and two unfavorable aspects of
their most recent SRO hotel, therefore the sum of the percentages rmay exceed 100 percent.
The question format was open-ended. Only those aspects which were identified by at
least 10 percent of either sample are listed here.

8 ysing a test of proportions, the difference between the number of SRO and Section 8
residents who mention this aspect is significant at p< .05.
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reported, fewer of the Section 8 residents indicated that
inexpensive rent and independence were favorable aspects of
SRO hotels, though the differences were not significant.
None of the Section 8 residents reported either the other
tenants or the maid service as favorable qualities, whereas
signficantly more current SRO hotel residents mentioned
those as favorable aspects.

Of unfavorable aspects of SRO hotels, at least one was
reported by all the previous residents, while 30 percent of
the current residents reported none. This difference was
significant. Further examination of unfavorable categories
mentioned by at least 10 percent of the residents shows the
previous hotel respondents reported seven categories of
negative aspects, while the present residents reported only
two. Other tenants and rent increases were aspects more
frequently mentioned by the present hotel residents, while
dirtiness and bugs, other tenants, and amount of noise were
most frequently mentioned by previous hotel residents. There
were significantly more previous hotel residents who
mentioned dirtiness and bugs as a negative aspect of SRO
hotels. Not having a kitchen or bathroom and the level of
disrepair were among the least frequently mentioned aspects
for both samples.

It 1is interesting to note that some current residents
viewed the other SRO tenants as favorable and some viewed

them as unfavorable but no apartment residents viewed the
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other SRO tenants as favorable. This rejection by some
apartment residents of the other hotel tenants along with
the dislike by some for the level of dirtiness and bugs plus
the level of noise at their previous hotel suggests a
preference for a different type of living environment. That
29 percent of the apartment residents mentioned the
dirtiness and bugs in their previous hotel as opposed to
only 3 percent of the current hotel residents only
dramatizes the different perspectives of the two samples.
This is especially true given that the hotels from which the
apartment residents moved are the same hotels where the
current residents now reside. |

Evaluation of the Functional Aspects of SRO Hotels. In
addition to having the hotel and Section 8 residents provide
spontaneous remarks about what they saw as the favorable and
unfavorable aspects of SRO hotels, they were also asked to
evaluate, on a three-point scale (excellent=l, okay=2,
poor=3), the 1level at which a selected list of housing
functions were satisfied by their hotel. The funtions
evaluated were those noted in the Review of the Literature.
Each of the five functions was operationalized by specific
questions. Shelter was defined as both the amount of heat
provided to the hotel room in the winter and the amount of
protection the room provided from persons who might wish to
break into the room or otherwise harm its occupant. For the

function of privacy, two questions were asked, whether the



181

amount of privacy and the amount of quiet or separation from
neighboring residents was sufficient. The function of access
to transit was defined as access to some transportation
mode, either bus or taxi, whichever they tended to use.
Access to neighborhood amenities was operationalized as
access to stores and to services. Affordability was defined
as the resident's perception of the amount of rent paid,
i.e., an excellent, okay, or poor deal. Additionally, two
"functional areas" deemed relevant to SRO housing were
added, one being the operability of essential utility
services and the other being the maintenance of sanitary
conditions at the hotel. The first was defined as operable
plumbing and sufficient light in the room and the second as
the 1level of cleanliness of bathroom facilities as well as
efforts and effects of rodent and pest control.

The purpose of examining these functions was to
ascertain how the residents, both present and past, would
assess the level of functioning of an SRO hotel. It was
presumed that such an assessment would identify which
functions were most satisfactorily met and which were not.
It was also presumed that there would be a substantial
difference in the assessments of present and past residents.
In other words, the assessment would be an evaluation by the
resident of how well he thought the various functional
elements of housing were satisfied by his current or most

recent SRO hotel. Areas of major difference would provide



182
clues as to what was deemed important by one sample and not
by the other.

Of the 13 variables examined, f£- test comparisons on
11 were highly significant (p=.007). The current hotel
residents rated their hotels as satisfying the selected
functions of housing significantly better than did the
previous hotel residents on all variables except access to
transportation and closeness to stores.! The reason for the
highly significant t- tests becomes apparent when it is
noted that the lowest mean value on a variable rated by the
current hotel sample was 1.96 or nearly equivalent to the
central value of the three-point scale, i.e., 2.00 (see
Table X). Except for the three variables which measure
locational qualities (the function of access to transit and
the function of access to neighborhood amenities), the
highest mean value on a variable rated by the previous hotel
sample was 2.38, somewhat less than the lowest mean rating
for the current hotel sample. In general then, the present
hotel residents rated their hotel's satisfaction based on
the set of variables as "excellent"™ or on the high side of
"okay." But the previous hotel residents rated their hotel
quite differently. Except for the locational qualities, all
the ratings were on the low side of "okay" or "poor."
—————szsgndix E contains detailed information on all
t-test comparisons. That the two mentioned variables were
not significantly different is no doubt related to the easy

access to transit in downtown and the large number of
stores throughout the area.
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A closer examination of the ratings of the selected
functions reveals some interesting differences between the
two samples., Current hotel residents rated the amount of
privacy in their SRO hotel as excellent, while previous
hotel residents rated it as borderline, between okay and
poor (= =-5.18, p <.001)., The second variable used as a
measure of the function of privacy, amount of quiet and
separation, had a smaller spread, but was also dramatically
different (£ = -4.49, p <.00l1). Based on the fact that both
samples either lived or were living in the same SRO hotels
and were thus rating the same group of hotels, this finding
suggests a distinct difference in the interp;etation of what
constitutes privacy for the hotel and apartment resident.
The assessment of the maintenance of sanitary
conditions was also quite different for the two samples. The
ratings of the effects of rodent and pest control showed the
largest difference (£ =-4.07, p <.001). Whereas the current
hotel residents rated all the variables for this function
about the same, the previous hotel residents were somewhat
less critical of the efforts at bug control (= -3.33,
p=.001) and cleanliness of the bathroom facilities (&=
-2.73, p=.005) than they were of the results of the bug
control efforts.
The variables for the function of shelter were also
rated substantially different. Though both amount of heat in

the winter and protection from others were rated among the
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least satisfactory for . the current residents, the
differences were still highly significant. The amount of
protection had the greatest difference (t= -4.30, p <.001)
and the amount of heat in the winter had only a somewhat
smaller difference (t= -2.58, p=.007).

The function of affordability or the amount of rent
paid also generated divergent responses. The current hotel
residents gave this variable an "okay" rating but it was one
of their 1lower okay ratings. The previous hotel residents
reported amount of rent paid as poor and the resulting
comparison showed the assessments to be substantially
different (t= -3.90, p<.001).

There was also a considerable difference between the
two sample's ratings of the essential utility services. The
plumbing in the rooms was rated okay by the current
residents and poor by the previous residents (f£= -4.04,
p<.001) and the amount of 1light was rated okay by both
samples but the difference between the mean values was still
substantial (t= -3.01, p=.002).

Again, it is important to recall that the hotels in
which the current residents lived were the same hotels in
which the apartment residents used to live. Therefore, these
findings suggest that current hotel residents are content
with the ability of their dwelling to £fulfill the basic
functions a housing unit is expected to satisfy. They also

suggest that apartment residents were not content with the
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ability of their previous hotel housing to fulfill the basic
functions, with the exception of the locational qualities
noted earlier. The implication is that the apartment
residents' low estimation of an SRO hotel's ability to
satisfy the functions of housing may have been at least one
component of their decision to move.

When the same variables were used to compare the
apartment residents' assessments of their previous hotels
and current Section 8 apartments, the differences were even
greater. The mean rating for the Section 8 apartments, on
all variables, were clustered in the excellent category,
i.e., no mean value exceeded 1.50 on the three-point scale
(see Table X). Of the 12 comparisons, nine were highly
significant (p<.001); in each case, the apartment was rated
substantially better than the previous SRO hotel. Even one
locational variable, access to services, had a statistically
significant difference (t= 2.43, p=.015). The other
locational variables, access to transit and access to
stores, were not statistically different.

The variables which emerge with the highest mean
rating for the Section 8 apartments were the components of
the functions of privacy and maintenance of sanitary
conditions. Amount of quiet or separation from others and
amount of privacy were rated respectively, poor and
borderline between poor and okay, for the previous hotels

but were rated nearly perfect for the apartments. The large



TABLE X

COMPARISON OF THR RATINGS OF SELECTED FUNCTIONS OF HOUSING BY TWO SAMPLES:
cu

CURRENT SRO HOTEL AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT WESIDENTS
A B ¢
SAO Hotel Hesidents Section B Apartment Resi- Section 8 Apartment
Mean Value on Their Current dents on Their Previous Hesidents on Their
On Item Sl_i_()rﬂolel (N=30) SRO Hotel (N=17) Agnrment {(N=17)
1.0 Efforts at bug coatrolees
[ Amount of qutete*ee
[ Amouat of privacye®*e
E
X
C 1.2 [ Closeness of services [ Plumbing in apartoent@*se®
E [ Accesa to transportation {
L
L Anount of rent paidees
E Access to transportation
N Anount light in room®**
T
1.4 Amount of privacy Access to tragaportation & Amount heat in wintere**®
[ Closeness of stores
[ Closeness of services®
1.6 Closeness of atores
[ Efforts at bug control
[ Amount of quiet Closeness of stores
{ Cleanliness of bath fac.
1.8 Effects of bug control
[ Amount light in room
[ Plumbing in room Closeness of services®*®
[ Amount of protection
[ Amount of rent paid
o
K
A 2.0 Anount heat in winter
Y
2.2 Cleanliness of bath fac.®®
Efforts at bug coatrole®e®
2.4 [ Amount of light in room**
Amount of privacy®e®e
2.8 { Amount heat in winter®*®
[ Plumbing in room®***
P
]
[+]
H 2.8 Azmount of reat paideee
Agount of quieteee
Effects of bug controles®
Amount of protection®e®
3.0
Note: All asterisks in Column B denote the level of sigaiftcance for t-tests between

variable means from Column A and B. A
for t-tests betwesn variable means from Column B and C. *[" denotes similar mean values.

Levals of significance:

11 asterisks io Column C denote the level of sigoificance

‘p( 10
97.05
® ? o1
'p( 00}
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t- values indicate the magnitude of the difference; for
quiet or separation it was 9.68 (p <.00l1) and for privacy it
was-8.17 (p <.001). The differences were 1less for the
component variables of maintenance of sanitary conditions
but were by no means inconsequential. The t- value for
efforts at bug control was 7.07 (p <.001) and 7.58 (p <.001)
for effects of bug control efforts. One component of the
function of shelter had the most dramatically different
comparison. Amount of protection received the poorest rating
of all variables for the previous hotel and a near top
rating for the apartment with the resultant difference of f=
13.79 (p < .001).

As mentioned above, all the variables showed
substantial differences, but it is noteworthy to consider
the consistency of the Section 8 apartment resident's
responses. The aspects of SRO hotels which the apartment
residents reported most frequently as unfavorable were too
dirty, other tenants, and too noisy, in that order. The two
functions, privacy and maintenance of sanitary conditions,
address those aspects of housing about which the previous
hotel residents reported most concern. As will be noted
later in the analysis of neighborhood preferences, interest
in the amount of protection in SRO hotels is no doubt
related to their concern of crime and a dislike for at least
some of the other hotel tenants. Such high ratings for these

and the other variables suggest that Section 8 residents
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view their individual apartment and the building in general
as fulfilling the functions of housing extremely well. For
them, the contrast between the two types of housing was
substantial.

Assessment of Differences Between SRO Hotels and
Section 8 Apartments. Additional information on the housing
preferences of the previous hotel residents is provided by
their responses to the question of the most important
differences between SRO hotels and Section 8 apartments.
Examination of Table XI shows that there was not 3just a
single aspect of the apartments which distinguished them
from the hotels, but rather a number of aspects. In fact, no
category of major difference was mentioned by more than
three residents. As with the questions on likes and dislikes
of SRO hotels, the question of major differences was
openended, thus eliciting a spontaneous response rather than
a scaled response to a set of specific items.

The resulting responses were easily classified into
five general categories with none emerging as more prevalent
than the others. Good tenants living in the apartments and
having one's own Kkitchen were each mentioned by three
residents (18 percent) as the most important difference.
That the building and its units were "fixed-up," "clean and
nice,"” and a "safe place" were each mentioned by two
residents (12 percent). The other five responses covered a

variety of areas such as having one's own bathroom, that the



TABLE XI

THE MOST IMPORTANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SRO HOTELS
AND SECTION 8 APARTMENTS AS REPORTED
BY PRESENT APARTMENT OCCUPANTS

Most Important Number of Percent of
Difference Responses Total Sample
Good tenants in apartments 3 18%
Own kitchen in apartment 3 18%
Building/units are "fixed up" 2 12%
Building/units are "clean and nice" 2 12%
Building/units are a "safe place" 2 12%
Other 4 24%

No Difference 1 6%
Totals 17 100%
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apartment was better in every way, that there was a good
manager, that the people in the neighborhood were nicer (24
percent), and one comment that there was no difference (6
percent).

That good tenants were reported as a major difference
is consistent with the Section 8 residents reporting that
one unfavorable aspect of hotel life was the other tenants.
The comments about the building and its units being fixed
up, clean and nice, or a safe place seem to be a response to
the quality of the apartment building and its amenities such
as remodeled units, with fresh paint and carpeting, lack of
rodents and roaches, and a locked front door. Appreciation
of these gqualities is consistent with their expressed
concern about SRO hotels being too dirty, not providing
sufficient protection, and their level of disrepair. It is
interesting to note that though privacy and quiet received
such disparate ratings between previous hotel and apartment,
they do not appear as a most important difference. This may
be because the major differences of good tenants, a clean
and nice place, and a safe place cover aspects of the
privacy functions. It is also interesting to note that
despite the expectations by some such as HUD that no cooking
facilities would be a major disadvantage, only 18 percent of
the Section 8 residents mentioned having a kitchen as a
major advantage. Some 35 percent of the residents reported

that they prepared no more than half their meals in the
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These findings suggest that having one's own kitchen
or bathroom does not surpass other aspects of housing for
the status of most important difference. What emerges is
that there are aspects of housing which appear to be more
important to the previous hotel resident and they include
other tenants and the quality and operation of the building.
As demonstrated by the comparisons of favorable and
unfavorable comments about SRO hotels and assessments of
housing functions, the Section 8 apartment residents tend to
value or express satisfaction with different aspects of
housing than do the current hotel residents.

SRO's Interest in  Moving. Still further data
suggesting a definite preference on the part of hotel
residents for SRO hotels comes from analysis of their
reported interest in moving to Section 8 apartments. The
finding was that residents were less than eager to move.
When asked about their awareness of housing for which the
tenant paid only one-quarter of his income for rent, all
indicated they were aware that such apartments were
available in the downtown area and that the maximum rent
paid for the units would be approximately one-quarter of
their income. Despite awareness of this alternative, only
one hotel resident out of the 30 interviewed had made an
effort to secure such housing. When that resident was

offered a Section 8 wunit by the housing authority, he
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refused to move because the unit was outside downtown. Thus
none of the 30 residents were actively seeking Section 8
apartments.

Table XII contains a paraphasing of the hotel
residents® responses to the question of their 1level of
interest in moving to a Section 8 apartment. They are
arranged in approximate order of interest from "possibly
would consider", "might consider, but...," to "not
interested". The residents classified as "possibly
interested" were those who reported some thoughts of moving
to a Section 8 apartment but with the exception of the case
mentioned above, had made no effort to secure a unit. Those
classified as "might consider, but..." reported less
interest and concluded their statement with a reason for
their 1lack of interest. Reasons included insufficient
information to make a decision, concern about location and
other tenants' behavior, waiting lists, cost of €furniture,
and preception that they were ineligible. Those who
indicated "no interest" in moving were quite emphatic. Some
reported no interest in Section 8 units specifically; others
reported no interest in moving, period. The distr;bution of
the hotel sample by category was 29 percent "possibly
interested," 37 percent "might consider, but...," 30 percent
"not interested,” and 7 percent "other."

Rent subsidized apartments in the form of Section 221

d(3) units had been available in downtown Portland since



TABLE XI1I

RESPONSES OF CURRENT SRO HOTEL RESIDENTS
TO A QUESTION REGARDING THEIR INTEREST
IN MOVING TO A SECTION 8 APARTMENT
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Agﬁumber Percent
Level of Giving of Total
Interest Eggggg;gig of Response Response Sﬁggle
POSSIBLY Interested, got on Housing Authority's waiting
INTLRESTED list but refused offer because it was located
outside of downtown. 1 3%
Knew about the availability of such units, thought
about them but never did anything about it, like
get an application. 5 17%
Would consider the units if had a steady source
of iacome. 2 7%
MIGHT Might consider but did not have enough information
CONSIDER to make a decision. 2 7%
BUT
Might consider depending upon such things as
location of the units and regulation of behavio
of tenants. . 2 7%
Might consider but most have waiting lists. 1 3%
Might consider but could not afford to buy
furniture 2 7%
Might consider but probably ineligible due to
income or age 4 13%
NOT Not interested, prefers present situation or some
INTERESTED alternative other than Section 8 apartments. 5 17%
Not interested in moving at all, period. 4 13%
Other responses. 2 1%
Totals 30 100%
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1972. At the time the resident interviews were being
conducted, there were 338 rent subsidized units in downtown
(see Table VI ). Additionally, 235 new Section 8 units were
nearing completion and 30 more were in the process of being
renovated. There were sufficient rent subsidized units in
downtown that acquisition and completion of an application
could mean an opportunity to move within less than a year.
Thus, the hotel resident's reluctance or resistance to
pursuing alternative housing at a cheaper rent appears to be
unreasonable consumer behavior, especially given the 1low
income of most SRO residents.

Adding to the seeming contradiction are the residents'
responses to a set of questions asking their assessment of
selected attributes available with a Section 8 apartment.
They were asked to indicate whether they thought the
attributes would be an advantage, made no difference, or be
a disadvantage. Overall, the hotel residents reported that
having low rent, a private bathroom, and a kitchen would be
advantageous, that having a new or remodeled unit, a
bedroom, more space, and mostly elderly neighbors would make
no difference, and that having to furnish an apartment would
be a disadvantage. Again, in spite of the knowledge that
those attributes they indicated would be an advantage were
available with a rent subsidized or Section 8 apartment,
none were actively seeking such housing. That high rents and

individual bathrooms or kitchens were mentioned by only a
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few hotel residents as unfavorable aspects of SROs suggests
they are not priority concerns. Considering the aspects of
hotels the residents reported as favorable such as being
inexpensive, situated in convenient location, and allowing
sufficient independence, their lack of effort to secure
Section 8 apartments appears more reasonable.

In summary, then, there seems to be sufficient
evidence to suggest that SRO hotel residents do have
different housing preferences than those who chose to move
into Section 8 apartments. That any person would actually
consider such "substandard" housing as preferable to the
alternative of Section 8 apartments should not be viewed as
unrealistic. As noted in the literature review, Carp (1976b)
reported that one-third of the legally qualified applicants
for a new, low-rent elderly housing project decided not to
move in., In her study of the 352 applicants to Victoria
Plaza, she found 51 who, despite being first on the list for
the 184 units, did not accept the offer. She concluded:

Older people probably have considerable self-insight
and understanding of their own desired 1lifestyles;
the tour of the new facility may have reinforced the
desirability of the new setting for some but
indicated to others that, despite the disadvantages
of their present milieux, Victoria Plaza was not the
place for them. Person-situation congruence is a
major factor in defining the "goodness"™ of any
environment for an individual. (p.104)
In another study, Lawton et al. (1973) noted that a

perception of realistic alternatives was an important factor

in the willingness of elderly slum dwellers to report
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dissatisfaction with their substandard housing in a crime
ridden neighborhood. In the case of the present study, all
current SRO hotel residents were aware that a realistic
alternative existed, i.e., Section 8 apartments. Overall,
they reported satisfaction with their hotels and only one
out of the 30 interviewed pursued the alternative to the
extent of completing and submitting an application for
Section 8 housing. This suggest a self-selection process has
occurred, that those who wanted other housing sought it and
secured it, while those who were more satisfied remained in
their hotel. It does not suggest that time and circumstances
might not alter perceptions, but for the present, hotel
residents, on the whole, do not report attempting to move
from their hotels, nor do they rate the hotel as functioning
poorly relative to the functions housing should provide. The
residents are not oblivious to unfavorable apsects of hotel
living but they also identify sufficient favorable qualities

that provide a congruence between lifestyle and environment.

Neighborhood Preferences

It was noted in the Review of the Literature that
there tends to be a strong relationship between satisfaction
with housing and satisfaction with neighborhood. Those who
express satisfaction with the housing are similarly likely
to express satisfaction with their neighborhood (Lawton,
1978; Campbell, Converse & Rogers, 1976). This being the

case, a comparison of SRO hotel and Section 8 apartment
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residents' ratings of their neighborhood would expect to
find the current hotel residents more satisfied with their
neighborhood than past hotel residents and apartment
residents more satisfied with their  new (apartment)
neighborhood than with their previous hotel neighborhood. In
fact, that is precisely what the findings reflect.
Additionally, despite expressions of some dissatisfaction
with their current neighborhood, the majority of both
samples would prefer to continue living downtown.

Favorable and Unfavorable Aspects of Neighborhoods. In
order to assess satisfaction with neighborhood, a format
similar to that used to identify favorable and unfavorable
aspects of housing was utilized. Each respondent had the
opportunity to report ¢two favorable and two unfavorable
aspects of his neighborhood. Again, the responses were coded
as to the number of each type of comment, i.e., 2zero, one,
or two.

Comparing the mean number of favorable responses given
by the hotel residents about their current neighborhood and
previous hotel residents about their past neighborhood, the
hotel residents reported significantly more favorable
aspects (t= 2.59, p=.007). Interestingly, however, there was
no difference between the two samples on the mean number of
unfavorable aspects reported (t= .40, p=.350).

The specific favorable and unfavorable aspects

reported are shown in Table XIII. Sixty percent of the



TABLE XIII1

PAVORABLE AND UNFAVORABLE ASSESSMENTS OF NEIGHBORHOOD BY CURRENT
SRO HOTEL AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENTS

Sectilon 8 Sample

SRO Sample . Hotel Apartment
(N=30) Neighborhood (N=16) Nelghborhood (N=17
Percent Percent Percent
Number of of Total Number of of Total Number of of Total
Assessment Responses Sample Responses Sample Responses Sample
Favorable aspects:
Close to stores & 18 60% 4 25% 6 35%
Good transportation 4 13% 2 13% 0 -
Trees around 2 4 13% 0 - 0 -
None 2 4 13% 9 56% 2 12%
Nothing particular & 3 10% 0 - 0 -
Good neighbors 2 % 2 13% 6 35%
Quiet 0 - ] - 2 12%
Age segregated housing 0 - 0 - 2 12%
Unfavorable aspects:
Bad neighbors 10 33% 5 31% 1 6%
High crime 9 30% 6 38% 3 19%
None 9 30% 4 25% 10 63%
Street people & 3 10% 0 - 1] -
Noisy & 1 3% 2 13% 0 -

Note. The "Percent of Total Sample" reflects the percent of the sample naming that
aspect as one of the two best or worst characteristics. In other words, each respondent
had the opportunity to name two favorable and two unfavorable aspects of their neighborhood,
therefore the sum of percentages may exceed 100 percent. The question format was open-ended.
only those aspects which were identified by at least 10 percent of either sample are listed
here.

8 Using a test of proportions, the difference between the number of SRO and Section 8
residents who mention this aspect about the hotel neighborhood (present or past) is signifi-
icant at p< .05. .
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current hotel sample reported the closeness of stores as a
favorable aspect of their neighborhood and 13 percent
reported good transportation as another. These are both
generally seen as prominent features of a downtown
neighborhood. Other favorable aspects noted by hotel
residents were the proximity of trees to their hote1 (13
percent) and good neighbors (7 percent). Only 13 percent of
the sample reported no favorable aspects. By contrast,
significantly more (56 percent) of the previous hotel
residents reported that there were no favorable aspects to
their o0l1d neighborhood. Others, however, did report some
positive aspects such as the closeness of stores (25
percent), good transportation (13 percent), and good
neighbors (13 percent). These substantive aspects were
generally similar in content, if not percent who mentioned
them, to those mentioned by the current hotel residents.

Of the unfavorable neighborhood aspects, the present
and past hotel samples were in nearly complete agreement.
About one-~third of each sample mentioned both bad neighbors
and high crime. These, too, can be considered a prevalent
feature of urban living. Additionally, the percentage of
residents reporting no unfavorable aspects to the
neighborhood was quite similar, 30 percent for current hotel
residents and 25 percent for previous hotel residents.,
Paralleling the previous hotel residents' mention of their

dislike for noise and a low rating of privacy and quiet and
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separation relative to SRO hotels, significantly more
mentioned noise as a negative aspect of neighborhood.

Clearly, all present hotel residents do not agree as
to the favorable or unfavorable aspects of their
neighborhood. More report no unfavorable aspects than report
no favorable. More mention bad neighbors and street people
than mention good neighbors. Likewise, all previous
residents do not agree; over half report no favorable
aspects and one-quarter report no unfavorable. More report
bad neighbors than good. Both samples do note the closeness
of stores and good transportation as favorable aspects
though. In sum, then, the current hotel residents reported a
greater number and a slightly wider variety of favorable
neighborhood aspects than did the previous hotel residents.
This finding is congruent with the current hotel resident's
more favorable assessment of their SRO hotel.

Another comparison is the assessment of the previous
hotel neighborhood and the current apartment neighborhood by
Section 8 apartment residents. Based on their assessment of
housing, more favorable and fewer unfavorable comments on
the apartments' neighborhood would be expected. Indeed, both
comparisons were significantly different, i.e., there were
more favorable aspects noted (&= 2.07, p=.028) and fewer
unfavorable aspects (f= -3.09, p=.004).

Again, referring to Table XIII, it can be seen that

the closeness of stores was mentioned as a favorable aspect



201
of the apartment neighborhood as frequently as were good
neighbors (35 percent). The quiet and age segregated nature
of the (elderly) housing were both noted by 12 percent of
the sample as favorable aspects. Twelve percent also noted
that there were no positive aspects to their current
neighborhood. By comparison, 63 percent reported no
unfavorable aspects. However, both high crime (19 percent)
and bad neighbors (6 percent) were reported by some
residents, though by fewer than for either the current hotel
neighborhoods or the previous hotel neighborhoods.

Overall, then, the urban services such as proximity to
stores and good transportation consistently emerged as a
favorable part of the SRO hotel neighborhood. The current
hotel residents tended to recognize and report unfavorable
aspects of their neighborhood, in fact, at nearly the same
level as the previous hotel residents. And, the Section 8
apartment sample reported increased satisfaction with their
new neighborhood, especially in the areas of people
relations (good/bad neighbors; crime) and sounds
(quiet/noisy). _

Preference of Neighborhood Location. Given that both
samples noted the favorable aspects of urban services, it
was not surprising that the majority of hotel and apartment
residents indicated another location downtown would be their
first choice if they were forced to relocate (see Table

XIV). In addition to the samples' similar preferences for



PREFERRED HOUSING LOCATION IF RESIDENT WAS FORCED
TO MOVE FROM PRESENT DWELLING

TABLE

X1

SRO Sample Section 8 Sample
Percent Percent

Number of of Total Number of of Total
Preferred Location Responses Sample Responses Sample
Downtown 17 57% 9 53%
Close in central city 4 13% 2 12%
Farther out, either in

city or just outside 4 13% 2 12%

Another city 1 3% 2 12%
No difference 3 10% 1 6%
Don't know 1 3% 1 6%
Totals 30 100% 17 100%

coc
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living in downtown, the distribution of other responses was
nearly identical. Only 13 percent of the SRO hotel sample
and 12 percent of the Section 8 sample noted a preference
for a distinctly less urban setting, i.e., further out,
either in the «city or just outside. It thus appears that
urban living and preferably downtown living is particularly
attractive to both present and past hotel residents. On the
other hand, a suburban or rural setting seems to hold little
attraction for these elderly men. A typical response to the
question of relocation was, "And what would I do in a
residential neighborhood, I'd just have to come downtown
anyway."

The prefefence for downtown living distinguished the
hotel and apartment residents from other elderly who prefer
a more residential environment. Because the apartment
residents viewed their new neighborhood as a considerable
improvement over their o0ld neighborhood, it was not
unexpected that they would express a preference for
downtown; after all, they had made an effort to remain in
downtown when they moved to their Section 8 apartment. The
current hotel residents did not express the same level of
satisfaction with their neighborhood as did the apartment
resident though. For this reason, 1less interest in a
continued downtown residency might be expected. That the
hotel residents reported equal interest in remaining in

downtown suggests downtown has a special attraction for
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them. In fact, downtown has many services which the hotel
residents recognize and use; additionally, there are very
few SRO hotels outside the downtown area. This suggests that
for the hotel resident downtown 1living is an attempt to
reconcile personal needs and competencies with the

environment,

Life Style Indicators

The hypothesis addressed in this section states that
preferences for housing and neighborhood are related to the
lifestyle and personal choices of the residents. Carp
(1976b) made note of preferences for housing as related to
the individual's perception of what is congruent between a
personal situation and environment when she noted that
one-third of the first 1list did not move into the new
low-income elderly housing project, Victoria Plaza. It
should also be recalled that Eckert (1978) addressed the
relationship between housing preference and life style. He
noted that the three types of hotel residents (lifelong
loner, retreatist, and late 1isolate) come from differing
backgrounds and life histories and that they varied in their
adjustment to 1life in an SRO hotel. It is based on these
perspectives that the present study predicts variations in
life style to be useful in distinguishing between SRO hotel
and Section 8 residents.

Sociodemographic Characteristics. The assumption is

that factors which reflect variation in life style would be
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most likely to distinguish between the two samples and that
other variables which reflect an existing condition, such as
age, would be less likely to show any difference. Table XV
shows the results of the ft- test comparisons on 12
sociodemographic characteristics. Of the comparisons, only
two are significant (p<.05), 1level of education and
Hollingshead socio-economic status. The Section 8 sample had
completed about the same mean number of years of schooling
(7th to 9th grade) as had the average elderly person (see
Table VIII), but the hotel residents had significantly more
schooling, on the average (10th to 11th grade). The SROs
also achieved higher status jobs during their working years
and this was reflected in the difference between the
Hollingshead scale scores.

Several other variables, though not statistically
different using a two-tailed test, did approach a level of
significance which indicated further examination would be
prudent. That only two-tailed levels of significance were
reported in the table is an indication that the direétign of
the relationships was not predicted. That is not entirely
true for the variable of marital status however., Research on
SRO hotel residents suggests that marital status is a
characteristic of considerable descriptive power for that
population. A disproportionate percentage of SRO hotel
residents were never married as compared with other elderly

populations and of those who were married, a greater
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percentage were either divorced or separated rather than
widowed. Assuming that the current SRO hotel population was
more likely to be never married or separated or divorced,
then a one-tailed test of significance would be appropriate.
In that case both marital status variables, married vs.
never married and separated or divorced vs. widowed, would
have significant probability levels, i.e., p=.054 and
p=.049, respectively. Another variable, number of years the
two samples had lived in downtown, also approaches a level
of significance (p=.106) with Section 8 residents having
been in downtown for almost 20 years compared to the hotel
residents' 13 years.

The literature suggests a number of predisposing
factors which can be used to predict an elderly person's
move to different housing. Frequently mentioned are major
changes in a person's life cycle, such as death of a spouse
or divorce, poor or degenerating health, and inability to
navigate one's environment (Riley & Foner, 1968; Yee & Van
Arsdol, 1977). Because both samples examined in this study
are composed of persons who lived alone, it is unlikely that
they would experience either death of a spouse or divorce.
The comparisons shown in Table XV indicate that neither of
the variables self-rated health nor mobility successfully
differentiate between the hotel and apartment residents.

Economic considerations can prompt an elderly person

to contemplate moving (Ferraro, 1981). Though the hotel
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TABLE

Xv

DEVIATIONS, AND t-TEST COMPARISONS OF
8RO HOTEL AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENTS ON
SELECTED SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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SRO Section 8
Sample Sample
(N=30) (N=17) Degrees
Means and (Standard of Two-tail
Selected Characteristic Deviations) t-Value Freedon Probability
Age 68.8 72.3 -1.34 44 «186
(8.9) (7.7)
Marital Status:
Married vs. never married & 1.3 1.1 1.64 45 .108
(0.5) (0.3)
Separated or divorced 1.9 1.6 1.70 33 «099
vs. vidowed (0.4) (0.5)
Education © 5.0 5.9 -2.34 44 .024
(1.5) (1.0)
Hollingshead SES d 3.1 3.9 -2.89 44 .006
(1.0) (0.8)
Income:
Total monthly $376 $296 1.54 43 .131
(195) (96)
Remaining after rent paid $285 $230 1.08 42 287
(186) (87)
Self-rated health © 1.8 1.6 .72 45 474
(1.1) (1.1)
Self-rated mobility f 1.5 1.7 -1.14 45 261
(0.6) (0.8) :
Years lived alone 21.2 24.1 -.66 45 «510
(14.2) (15.3)
Years lived downtown 13.0 19.2 -1.65 45 .106
(11.5) (13.7)
Years lived in SRO hotel 12.7 17,3 -1.26 45 .214
(11.1) (13.8)

& possible
b possible

€ Possible
7th grade.

d possgible
€ possible

f possible

Bcores

scores

sScores

scores

scores

8scores

are 1

are 1

range

raoge
range

range

= ever married and 2 = never married.

= geparated or divorced and 2 = widowed; N=20,

15,

from 1 = graduate or professional training to 7 = less than

from 1 = highest SES to 5 = lowest SES.

from 0 = poorest health to 3 = best health.

from 1 = easy to do to 4 = unable to do.
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residents do have a higher mean income, the difference is
not significant for either measure, total income or income
remaining after paymeﬁt of rent. Because the incomes are so
low, the mean difference of $55 per month seems a
considerable amount. It should be recalled though that not
one Section 8 resident mentioned receiving the low rent paid
for his apartment when asked about specific 1likes of the
apartment or major difference relative to a SRO hotel.
Additionally, only two (12 percent) apartment residents
mentioned receiving a rent increase as an unfavorable aspect
of their'former hotel.

Yet another reason occasionally mentioned for
considering a move is the search for companionship (Carp,
1966). A comparison of the mean number of years lived alone
as a measure of isolation showed no statistical difference
between the samples. Last, the difference between the
samples on the mean number of years 1lived alone was not
significant.

In summary then, the sociodemographic characteristics
which best differentiate between the two samples are those
which also reflect personal choices and 1life style
decisions., Though education for many elderly persons was not
a necessity and not always available, the opportunity
usually existed for the continuation of interrupted
schooling. Work experience is frequently related to

education but not dependent upon it, particularly for those
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in the less specialized work force of the 1930s, 1940s, and
1950s. Personal decisions made relative to the type of jobs
are reflected in the Hollingshead socio-economic status
scale. The choice to marry or not to marry is also a life
style descision. Only the death of a spouse and the
resultant status of widower is not a choice, though the
decision to either remarry or not is a personal choice.
Characteristics which are beyond the parameter of personal
choice and life style include age, health, and mobility.

Based on these initial findings, several of the
significant sociodemographic characteristic variables were
entered into a step-wise discriminant analysis in an effort
to further differentiate between the hotel and apartment
samples. The "sociodemographic" discriminant function shown
in Table XVI is the result of that procedure. A function
composed of the two variables, Hollingshead socio-economic
status scale and marital status (married vs. never married),
was constructed. The discriminant function was highly
significant (lambda=.7114, x2=14.64, p=.001) and explained
29 percent of the variance between the two samples; the SRO
sample was characterized as having a higher socio-econonic
status and being never married, while the apartment sample
tended to have a lower socio-economic status are were more
likely to have been married at some time in the past. As
shown in the table, the validity of the demographic function

to correctly classify the two samples is not equal (see



TABLE Xvi

DESCRIPTION OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS PUNCTIONS USED TO DIPFERENTIATE
SRO HOTEL AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENTS

Component Variables Number of ] Percent Correctly
and Standardized Cases: Degrees Classified
Discriminant Discriminant Punction SRO, Wilks' Chi- of as

Function Name

Coefficients

Section 8 Lambda Square

Socio-
demographic

Interaction
with friends

Life
Satisfaction

Health
Status

Socio-economic status -.9136

Marital status & .6902
Visit with friends

in person -+9255
Visit with friends

on phone 6740
See friends over

holidays .6486

More breaks in life

than others -.7147
Life could be happier -.6620
Change much of past

life ~-.3811
Got what expected

from life -.2957
Age -.8211
Mobility ~.5553

Self-reported health -.2680

as
Freedom sggnlflcance SRO

Section 8 Total

29,17 7114 14.64
25,16 .7861 9.02
26,14 .7073 12.47
30,16 .9249 3.32

2 .001 93.1
3 .029 76.0
4 .014 84.6
3 «345 93.0

58.8

68.8

71.4

25.0

80.4

73.2

80.0

69.6

& Married vs. never married.

o1¢
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Table XVI). Just over 90 percent of the hotel residents were
correctly classified but only about 60 percent of the
apartment residents were correctly classified., Overall,
then, 80.4 percent of the total cases included in the
analysis were correctly classified.

That a significant function was constructed from the
sociodemographic characteristics which reflect personal
choices and 1life style further confirms that such
characteristics do differentiate between hotel and apartment
residents. Additional evidence is the substantial portion of
each sample which was correctly classified.

Interpersonal Interactions. A second set of variables
which measure thé level of interaction between the resident
and his friends was also entered into a discriminant
analysis. It was assumed that the pattern of interaction
with friends was a result of personal decisions and life
style and this should differentiate the hotel and apartment
samples. Three variables were included in the analysis; 1)
frequency of visiting with friends in person, 2) frequency
of visiting with friends over the phone, and 3) whether the
respondent visited friends over holidays.

The result of the analysis was a significant function
with the largest coefficient differentiating the two samples
on the basis of those who visited most often with friends in
person and those who did so least. Coefficients for the

other variables, visiting over the phone and during



212
holidays, were smaller and approximately equal. In other
words, the major contribution to the function was the
frequency with which either hotel or apartment residents
reported visiting with friends in person. The function
indicated nthat; on the average, hotel residents tend to
interact more frequently with friends in person than do
apartment residents. It also indicated that apartment
residents are more likely to visit by phone or over holidays
than hotel residents, but these variables contribute a
lesser amount of the function. As with the sociodemographic
function, this function correctly classified more hotel
residents (76.0 percent) than apartment residents (68.8
percent), but overall correctly classified 73.2 percent of
the cases included in the analysis. It explained 21 percent
of the variance between the two samples (lambda=.7861,
x%=9,02, p=.029).

It is this difference in the mode of interaction with
friends that suggests variations in personal choice and life
style. It is not known how Section 8 residents interacted
with friends when they were hotel residents but their
current patterns of interaction can be differentiated from
those of the percent hotel residents. If either sample was
to be labeled "isolate," it would have to be the apartment
residents based on their low rate of visiting with friends
in person. But neither sample 1is composed of extreme

isolates; each tends to interact in a special combination of
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in person, over the phone, and during holidays, and it is
those combinations which are differentiated by the function.
The choice to talk with friends in person suggests a
preference for a more active, sociable surrounding whereas
telephone or holiday visits suggests a preference for a more
controlled environment with less intense interaction. The
displeasure Section 8 residents reported regarding noise in
their previous hotel and the appreciation of quiet and
mostly elderly neighbors in their apartment environment is
consistent with their preference for a 1less intense, more
controlled environment.

Life Satisfaction. Another group of variables examined
using a discriminant analysis were those of life
satisfaction. Though the variables themselves do not
represent specific personal choices, they do represent the
resident's interpretation of a lifetime of decisions. The
variables included in the analysis were part of a more
extensive life satisfaction scale (Neugartern, Havighurst &
Tobin, 1961; Alexander, 1978) and were selected based on a
maximum difference between means of the two samples. The
resultant function was significant and explained 29 percent
of the variance between the hotel and apartment residents
(lambda=.7073, X2=12.47, p=.014).

Of the four variables included in the analysis, two
had major contributions to the function, whether or not the

respondent thought he had gotten more breaks in life than
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most other people he knew and whether or not he thought his

life could be happier than it was. The other two variables,
whether or not the respondent would change much of his past
life and whether or not he had gotten what he expected out
of 1life, only contributed an additional 5 percent in
explanation of variance but increased the percentage of
Section 8 residents correctly classified' by a substantial
amount--31 percent.

In general, the current hotel resident's perception of
his life is that even though he got more breaks than others,
his 1life could be happier now. That, coupled with the
perception that.he got what he expected from life but would
change much of the past, if he could, suggests an
understanding of options which were available but were not
taken. There is a note of regret at not having taken the
options but resolution that the decisions made were personal
choices., By contrast, the apartment residénﬁs were less
likely to report a perception of having gotten more breaks
in life than others or that they got what they expected from
life, Their indication that life could not be much happier
nor would they choose to change much of the past suggests a
feeling of not having been able to achieve, that forces may
have been beyond their control but now they are resolved to
their current life. It is important to recall that most of
the apartment residents were either widowers or

divorced/separated and that their resolution to no happier



215
life in part reflects their lingering sense of loss, even
after many years of living alone.

It is interesting to note that these perceptions of
life satisfaction bear a resemblance to Eckert's (1978)
typology of hotel residents. The lifelong loner is most like
the current hotel resident who understands that his decision
directed his life and chose the unconventional 1life style.
The retreatist and late isolate are more like the apartment
residents who suggest resentment at the direction of their
life course, a sense of forces working against them and
beyond their control. In sum, then, these patterns of 1life
satisfaction which represent the outcome of previous
personal decisions distinguish between the hotel and
apartment sample and provide another example of life style
differences.,

Health Factors. In order to further verify that the
Section 8 residents did not suffer from poor quality health
and thus had an incentive to move to an apartment, a
discriminant analysis using health related variables was
carried out. The variables age, mobility, and self-rated
health were entered into a step-wise analysis. The resultant
function was not significant (1ambda=;9249, x2=3.32,
p=.345). This meant that even in combination, these
variables did not differentiate between hotel and apartment
residents. It can therefore be concluded that health related

reasons were most likely not a significant factor in



216
encouraging the move to Section 8 apartments.

To review, then, there are three sets of variables
which differentiate between the SRO hotel sample and the
Section 8 apartment sample and each set is reflective of
variations in personal choice or 1life style of the
residents. Those sociodemographic characteristics which are
influenced by personal decisions, such as socio-economic and
marital status, form a significant function when entered
into a discriminant analysis. Those which are not influenced
by personal decisions such as age, health, and mobility do
not form a signficant function which differentiates between
the two samples. The final set of variables examined were
statements on life satisfaction. These variables représented
a summary of the respondent's feelings about his 1life and
they too formed a significant function. That these sets of
variables came from diverse substantive areas only
strengthens the proposition that hotel and apartment
residents can be differentiated based on personal choice and

life style factors.

Conclusion

It was the intent of this section to examine the
relationship between preferences for housing and life style.
As noted in Chapter 1II, the 1literature contains many
references regarding why elderly persons move and how they
attempt to match their personal needs with an appropriate

setting through choice of a suitable environment. Phrases
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such as ‘“person-situation congruence"™ and "seeking one's
niche"® are used to describe the housing choices made by
elderly persons, especially when the decision appears to be
other than optimal.

It has been this study's findings that the SRO hotel
and Section 8 apartment samples have made different personal
choices during their 1lives and that these choices are
representative of their different life styles. More
generally, the two samples tend to express concern over
different matters related to housing and neighborhood, with
the basis for those concerns centered on their personal
values and priorities. Assessments of the same hotels and
neighborhoods b& the residents are substantially different.
Their differing values and life styles lead to contrasting
perceptions of the same situation.

The implication of these findings is that one form of
low-rent housing is not the solution to the housing needs of
all elderly persons. That some are satisfied with Section 8
apartments does not imply that all would be. In fact, this
research found a general lack of interest in moving to the
apartments on the part of hotel residents and of those who
reported some level of interest, only one had actually taken
some action to pursue such housing. The -environmental
conditions of hotel 1living more closely matched the life
style of the hotel residents.

Based on the hotel residents' preference for hotel
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living, their adjustment to Section 8 apartments would be
questionable. The situation would be incongruous between the
person and his environment; thus, dissatisfaction and
maladjustment could be anticipated. Such a poor match could
lead to dissatisfaction by other Section 8 tenants depending
on the nature of the maladjustment.,

A reasonable alternative to providing only Section 8
apartments is the rehabilitation of existing SRO hotels into
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. This could be done
without altering the basic nature of the hotels and would
provide improved housing conditions which were compatiple

with the SRO life style.

A COMPARATIVE EXAMINATION OF THE COST OF LIVING
FOR AN SRO HOTEL RESIDENT

The overall intent of this study is to examine the
viability of the SRO hotel as a form of housing for single,
elderly males. To that end, this section addresses the
second hypothesis which states that it is less expensive for
a single room occupancy hotel resident to live downtown than
to live outside downtown. The purpose for testing this
hypothesis is based on the assumption that downtown, with
its complement of inexpensive housing units, stores, and
services, provides a match between the hotel resident's
income and the cost of purchasing needed goods and services.

The previous section established that residents who remained
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in hotels tend to have a lifestyle which is distinguishable
from that of those who chose to move to a subsidized
apartment, and that preference for the two forms of housing
is a reflection of their 1lifestyle differences. Based on
these findings, and the fact that the existing stock of SRO
hotels in central city areas across the nation is being
diminished, this section examines the cost for the SRO hotel
resident to maintain his puchasing habits and level of

expenditures in and outside of downtown.

Use of Neighborhood Facilities

This section examines the SRO resident's use of
selected facilities and notes that hotel residents tend to
have a different pattern of usage than do some other elderly
persons. Based on the different patterns of usage, a
relationship is posited between lifestyle and facility use.
It is suggested that variation in wuse is reflective of
preferences and/or habits and that it is therefore essential
to consider patterns of usage as a component of an analysis
of cost of living.

The literature review noted that there have been a
number of studies which examined the elderly person's use of
neighborhood facilities. Among those studies, Ehrlich's
(1976) is unique in that it compares an SRO and non-SRO
sample on usage; specifically, it compares her St. Louis SRO
hotel residents' facility usage with that of Newcomer's

(1973) public housing residents. From Table XVII it can be



COMPARISON OF FACILITY USAGE BY SRO AND NON-SRO ELDERLY

TABLE XVvIIl

Percent of Sample
Who Use Facility

Portland SRO Sample

Portland Section 8 Sample

Ehrlich's Newcomer's (N=30)
SRO Public Housing Percent Median Percent Median
Sample 2 Sample ¥ho Use Rate of Who Use Rate of
Facility (N-)l;l) (N=575) Facility ligi Facility Use
Restaurant 83 31 100 at least once per day 88 once per week
Small grocery - - 97 several times per week 94 several times per week
store
Supermarket - - 7 once per week 82 once per week
Food market 64 94 - - - -
Bar 35 10 63 several times per week 59 several times per week
Barber 75 NA C 20 once per month 100 once per month
Drug store 1 NA 83 once per month 100 once per month
Cleaners 62 65 17 once per month 53 once per month
Bank 66 100 83 once per month 94 once per month
Church 38 80 23 several times per year 47 once per week
Bus 59 71 8o d several times per month 7 several times per month
Taxi 34 NA 73 several times per year 53 several times per year

2 Interpolation of Ehrlich's (1976) original data, p. 17.

b Interpolation of Ehrlich's (1976) data, p. 17 which was taken from Newcomer (1973).

C Not available.

d This is use of the fared bus rather than the downtown "fareless" bus.

0ce
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seen that the hotel residents were much more frequent users
of restaurants (a difference of 52 percent), slightly more
frequent users of bars (a difference on 25 percent), about
equal on use of cleaners (a difference of 3 percent),
slightly less use of a bus (a difference of 12 percent), and
considerably 1less use of churches, banks, and food markets
(a difference of 42, 34, and 30 percent, respectively).

In comparing Ehrlich's hotel residents' usage of
facilities with those of the present study sample of hotel
residents, some patterns emerge. Both samples of hotel
residents report high use of resturants (83 and 100 percent,
respectively) and less use of food markets (64 and 77,
respectively).z.This is the reverse of the public housing
sample, which reports high use of food markets (94 percent)
and much lower use of restaurants (31 percent). Given that
virtually all the public housing residents had cooking
facilities, and SRO's don't, this pattern is no doubt
reflective of the availability or unavailability of cooking
facilities in the different types of housing units. But
there are at least two other factors which might influence
these different usage patterns. Level of income could have a
considerable impact on the frequency of purchasing food in
restaurants as could personal preferences for eating in

restaurants rather than at home. and most 1likely alone.

2small grocery stores are used by 97 percent of this
study's sample.
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Gionet (1978) noted that as income increased, lower income
elderly also increased their expenditure for food. And Carp
(1976b) noted that of the elderly residents 1living in
Victoria Plaza, not all were interested in having individual
cooking facilities. Presumably this meant they took or
preferred to take their meals in restaurants or some other
type of congregate dining facility.

Examination of the 1level of use of several other
facilities provides additional support that elderly hotel
and public housing residents have different patterns of
facility usage. Their use of church is the most dramatic
example of this difference; hotel residents in both St.
Louis and the present study had quite low usage rates (38
and 23 percent, respectively). By comparison, the public
housing sample had a rather high usage rate (80 percent).
Though there was a difference in usage rates between the two
hotel samples, both were more frequent users of bars than
was the public housing sample. Thirty-five percent of
Newcomer's sample reported use of a bar. faken together, the
SRO's more frequent use of a bar and their 1less frequent
attendance at church suggests what might be interpreted as a
more secular orientation to life.

Another facility which shows a similar pattern for
hotel residents is use of a bank. All public housing
residents reported use of a bank but 66 percent of Ehrlich's

sample and 83 percent of the Portland sample reported such
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usage. In lieu of a bank, some hotel residents would keep
large sums of cash in their rooms or use a local merchant
for any "banking"™ needs such as cashing checks or holding
money in a secure place. These different usage rates also
suggest a slightly different approach to caring for one's
needs.

Two facilities or services which show a different
pattern of usage for hotel residents are cleaners and buses.
As noted earlier, the St. Louis SRO sample and the public
housing sample had nearly identical use rates for cleaners
(62 and 65 percent, respectively) but the Portland SRO
sample had a higher use rate (77 percent). For use of buses,
the St. Louis sample had the lowest rate (50 percent) and
the public housing sample was slightly higher (71 percent).
Again, the Portland SRO sample had a higher use rate (80
percent). These differences between SRO hotel samples are
not seen as too great, especially in light of the fact that
except for use of churches, the Portland sample reported
higher rates of use for all types of facilities than did the
St. Louis sample. The reason for noting this difference is
that in some cases the Portland SRO sample also exceeds the
usage levels of the public housing sample. It is possible
that this difference is due to the manner in which Ehrlich
reported 1level of use of facilities in her study. From a
reading of her article, it appears that the usage rates

reported are for use of facilities within a particular
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distance from the place of residence. If this were the case,
it is presumed that the rate of use would be somewhat 1lower
based on findings that wusage drops off as distance from
residence increases (Lawton, 1977).

It 1is interesting to note that previous hotel
residents who chose to move to Section 8 apartments in the
downtown are still rather frequent users of restaurants.
Eighty-eight percent of the sample reported eating in
restaurants an average of about once per week. This was
substantially 1less than the present hotel residents who, on
the average, made daily use of restaurants but still
considerably more frequent than the 31 percent usage by the
public housing sample. A probable explanation for this level
of restaurant use, despite the fact that each has a complete
kitchen , may be that the pattern or habit of eating in
restaurants is more than a necessity, i.e., that it has some
intrinsic values to the elderly person such as opportunity
for socialization or to escape their own cooking. On the
whole, the Section 8 residents are not more frequent
visitors to supermarkets or grocery stores, but it is
presumed that they purchase substantially more during each
visit than do the hotel residents.

Another interesting comparison between previous and
present hotel residents is the use of bars and churches. The
percentage of hotel residents who use a bar is only slightly

greater than the percentage of Section 8 residents, but the
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frequency of visits is different. Hotel residents make an
average of several trips per week to a bar, whereas Section
8 residents only visit a bar an average of several times per
month. As for church attendance, the Section 8 residents who
attend church (47 percent) do so on an average of once per
week. The 23 percent of the hotel residents who attend
church do so only several times per year, on the average.

It appears that the previous hotel residents tend to
have a pattern of facility usage which might be
characterized as reflecting some combination of the current
hotel and the public housing residents. The number who use
facilities such as restaurants and bars is similar to the
current residents, but their frequency of use is lower and
thus more similar to the lower usage rates of the public
housing residents. Their use of churches is more like that
of the public housing residents than the current hotel
residents.

Based on these differing patterns of use of
neighborhood facilities, it appears that hotel residents
have a usage rate which complements their lifestyle. This is
important in that it suggests that the mix of stores and
services which are utilized and perceived as necessary by
one elderly population may be different for another elderly
population. Lawton would say that the functional resource
environment or all the facilities used by a person and the

salient resource environment or the level of importance of
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those facilities used tend to vary along with variations in
lifestyle (Lawton, 1980). These differences in usage rates,
even between low-income elderly populations, confirmed the
decision to dévelop a special SRO market basket and provided

guidance in its construction.

Cost of Living for SRO Hotel Residents

The SRO Market Basket. Though the chapter on
methodology (Chapter III) contains a detailed description of
the development of the survey instrument and market basket,
some additional discussion is provided here. It should be
recalled that the cost of living survey was the schedule of
iteﬁs for which price information was gathered in the four
neighborhoods. The SRO market basket represented the typical
monthly expenditure pattern of an SRO hotel resident and was
constructed by assigning weights to each item in the survey
which approximated the proportion of that item purchased
during one month, i.e., three quarts of milk, one-half a jar
of instant coffee, etc.

As the previous section noted, hotel residents tend to
have a pattern of facility use (consumption) which is
characteristic of that elderly population; in particular,
they are frequent users of restaurants and less frequent
users of grocery stores. But frequency of use, as shown in
Table XVII, does not provide the complete picture of
facility usage, especially where actual living costs are to

be calculated. It is possible that a facility may be visited
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frequently but that purchases are made infrequently. An
example is the use of a department store. Hotel residents
interviewed for this study noted that they sometimes passed
through a department store just to see what was available.
In essence, some department store visits were a form of
entertainment, a way of passing the time.

For this reason, the expenditure diaries kept by
several hotel residents were used to identify any
discrepancies between the frequency of use and the level of
actual purchases at a particular type of facility. The three

3 who successfully completed a monthly expenditure

residents
record represented a range of hotel lifestyles; one was a
reformed alcoholic who took all his meals in restaurants and
another was a drinker who had the opportunity to prepare
some o0f his meals in the hotel's community kitchen. The
third was a modest drinker who took all his meals in
restaurants and found it necessary to withdraw at least some
money from savings each month in order to cover his
purchases. This information, then, provided a guide to the
proportion of income a typical hotel resident spent on
various goods and services.

The average percentage of monthly income spent by the
three residents on the various goods and services was as

follows:

Food away from home (restaurant) 32.7%

3This is 10 percent of the SRO hotel sample.
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Food at home (grocery and supermarket) 12,5%
Alcohol (at home and away) 10.3%
Personal care (haircut, variety, cleaning, etc.) 3.4%
Transportation (bus and taxi) 0.8%
Entertainment (movies, money spent on others,

including food and drinks, etc.) 5.2%
Other (tobacco, phone calls, etc.) 6.6%
Rent 28.4%
Total 100.0%

Because the level of expenditure for certain goods and
services such as entertainment tends to vary with income
(Goldstein, 1960) and the total monthly income of the hotel
resident sample showed a considerable range, these
percentages were used as a quide rather than as an absolute
in assigning appropriate quantity weights.

As noted in the methodology chapter, the quantity
weights for the SRO market basket were a product of multiple
data sources, including verification by a county health
nurse that the food quantities constituted an approximation
of the typical SRO diet.

The Cost Comparisons. Though the cost of living survey
gathered information on the cost of housing in the four
neighborhoods, that information was not included as part of
the SRO market basket. Instead, the SRO market basket is
composed of the non-housing costs a hotel resident is most
likely to encounter during the average month. Housing costs
are discussed in this section but are done so separately.
The purpose for this separation is to enable costs to be
assessed, 1in the various neighborhoods, without the factor

of housing cost as an influence. This is important because
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it was presumed that both housing and non-housing costs
outside the downtown area would be higher. By controlling
for housing costs (or excluding them from the market basket
analysis), it is possible to assess the differential for
non-housing costs.

The SRO Market Basket. The total monthly cost of
the non-housing SRO market basket and its component
categories for each of the four neighborhoods surveyed are
shown in Figure 4. Monthly costs for the six basic
categories of non-housing goods and services (food away from
home, food at home, alcohol, tobacco, personal care and
services, and transportation) in Downtown totalled $151.94.
That same market basket cost more in the other
neighborhoods, i.e., $203.21 in Irvington, $198.98 in
Hollywood, and $208.39 in Russellville,

The largest portion of that total was comprised of the
cost for food away from home. For Downtown, restaurant meals
were 57.8 percent of the total market basket cost ($87.89/
$151.94 x 100), while they were 66.8, 67.8, and 66.5
percent, respectively, for Irvington, Hollywood, and
Russellville. The costs for food at home (groceries) and
alcohol were roughly the same for all four neighborhoods and
were also considerably less than food away from home; they
were about 10,0 to 15.5 percent of the total costs,
depending on the neighborhood. The categories of tobacco and

personal care and services were also similar in cost in the
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four neighborhoods and were each about half the cost of food
at home or alcohol, i.e., between 4.0 and 5.8 percent of the
total market basket cost. Transportation constituted the
lowest percentage of the total cost of the complete market
basket.

In order to interpret the potential impact of these
findings, the costs for the total market basket and its
component categories for each neighborhood are compared with
those for Downtown. In other words, the cost for each
category of good or service in Downtown is subtracted from
the cost in each of the other neighborhoods and the
resultant "differential™ values are displayed in a bar chart
(see Figure 5). Those costs which are greater than in
Downtown are charted above the baseline and those costs
which are less are charted below the baseline. This provides
direct comparison of the cost of non-housing goods and
services in Downtown and the other three neighborhoods.

The purpose for such an analysis 1is based on the
premise that Downtown is the 1least expensive place to
purchase the SRO market basket. The implication is that
hotel residents, who are forced to leave their downtown
hotel, are almost certainly bound to experience an increase
in the cost of non-housing goods and services they are
accustomed to purchasing if they relocate outside Downtown,

As can be seen, the differential in total monthly

costs for the SRO market basket is relatively similar for



MORE COSTLY

w
-
.
O
N

Figure 5. Comparison of cost of goods and services, which comprise the SRO Market Basket,

using Downtown as the baseline .

$57
$55
o NEIGHBORHOOLS:
8 :
a‘ Irvington
Hollywood
$50 Russellville
$45
554
$5 b4 ;’
5 @
~a
w»
EQUAL TO
CosT $0
DOWNTOWN
-] - o0
o~ 2] 122]
I
L. ] " Do)
$5
Total Monthly  Food Away From Food At Home Alcohol Tobacco Personal Care  Transportation
Cost Home and Services

(A XA



233
each of the three neighborhoods. The greatest difference is
between Downtown and Russellville ($56.105) and that is
followed by Irvington ($5}.27). Hollywood had the smallest

differential ($107.04) but it was still a substantial

| amount.
The major contributor to these differentials is the
cost of food away from home. Downtown has a greater number
of restaurants within the surveyed area than do the other

neighborhoods4

and the price of meals at these restaurants
is substantially 1lower than in other neighborhoods. The
differential in the cost of food away from home accounts for
99.7 percent of the difference in the market basket cost in
Hollywood, 93.4 percent of the difference in Irvington, and
89.7 percent of the difference in Russellville.

Food at home is the only category in which it is more
expensive to purchase items in Downtown than in the other
three neighborhoods. The differential, however, is quite
small, i.e., less than $2.00 per month in each neighborhood.
The cost of alcohol in Downtown is slightly less than in the
other neighborhoods, but again the differential is quite
sma2ll. Alcohol by the drink is the primary source of the
difference, as Downtown has a number of inexpensive bars and

4In the surveyed areas, Downtown had 18 restaurants,
Irvington had four, Hollywood had five, and Russellville
had five. A casual survey of each neighborhood indicates
the number of restaurants within the surveyed areas is
quite representative of the neighborhood as a whole, i.e.,

the surveyed area is neither over nor under-represented
with restaurants.
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taverns. For all intents and purposes, the cost of tobacco
is nearly identical in the four neighborhocods; the monthly
expenditure for cigarettes is $.15 less in two neighborhoods
and $.30 more in the other. Personal care items and services
are all more expensive in the neighborhoods outside
downtown., Both the Downtown and Hollywood neighborhoods have
a barber college and thus have the most similar costs,
whereas the other neighborhoods have no similar facility.
For this reason, Bollywood is only slightly more expensive
than Downtown for personal items, while the others are a bit
more costly. Additionally, Russellville has no dry cleaning
facilities within the area surveyed. In order to calculate
an average cost, the mean value of the other three
neighborhoods was assigned to Russellville. It is expected
the differential would be slightly higher due to the need to
include travel costs to and from the Cleaners, The
differential in the <cost of transportation is less than
$1.00 per month more in the neighborhoods outside Downtown,
but increases with the distance from low-cost medical
services at the Veterans Administration or medical school
hospitals which are located near Downtown. Taken together,
the portion of the total differential accounted for by these
five categories of goods and services is only 0.3 percent
for Hollywood, 6.4 percent for Irvington, and 10.3 percent
for Russellville.

These findings indicate that given the SRO 1lifestyle
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and purchasing patterns, it would cost substantially more
for a hotel resident to live outside downtown in any one of
the other three neighborhoods surveyed. It should be
recalled at this point that these three neighborhoods were
each identified by the housing authority as good 1locations
for elderly persons to 1live based on the availability of
certain types of stores and services. They are not unduly
expensive neighborhoods nor are they void of basic services.

This suggests that in order to maintain a pattern of
expenditures which a hotel resident could afford in
Downtown, it would be necessary to substantially alter his
consumption behavior. Primarily, this would mean reducing
restaurant use and increasing grocery store use, which
presumably would mean having a kitchen and doing at least
some cooking. This change would be absolutely essential if
other non-food purchases were to remain at the same or even
a slightly reduced 1level. Thus, the SRO hotel in Downtown
offers its elderly residents proximity to inexpensive
non-housing goods and services which provide the basic
necessities of urban living and the option to continue with
what has become, to the resident, a familiar lifestyle.

The Monthly Cost of Housing. With the goal of
providing a more complete picture of the actual cost of
living for an SRO hotel resident, this section examines the
monthly cost of housing. Each of the four neighborhoods were

surveyed for three types of unsubsidized, yet inexpensive,



236
housing, i.e., SRO hotel type rooms, housekeeping rooms, and
efficiency apartments (see Figure 6). Downtown and Hollywood
were the only neighborhoods which had all three types of
housing. Irvington had efficiency apartments but no SRO
hotel type rooms or housekeeping units and Russellville had
no units smaller than one-bedroom apartments.

For SRO hotel type rooms, Hollywood had a slightly
lower average monthly rent than did Downtown. The average
rent in Hollywood waé $70,00 and in Downtown it was §$73,63.
What these figures seem to suggest is that a SRO hotel
resident could rent the same type of unit he has Downtown
for $3.63 (4.9 percent) 1less per month, on the average.
However, that interpretation is misleading in that only one
building in Hollywood contained SRO type units and of the 16
units in the building only two were SRO or sleeping rooms.5
Two units could hardly be described as a housing resource
for hotel residents who wanted to move outside downtown.

For housekeeping units, again Hollywood's were
slightly cheaper, on the average, than were similar units in
Downtown. The difference was $14.45 per month with the units

in Hollywood renting for an average of $80.00 per month and

5 There is little reason to assume that the number of
each type of unit per neighborhood counted in the survey
is not at least approximately representative of other
portions of the neighborhood. It was noted in a previous
section that the majority of SRO hotel type units in any
particular city are generally located within the central
portion of the city. Therefore, it is not surprising that
few SRO type rooms were found outside the downtown area.
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those in Downtown costing an average of $94.45. But once
more, the number of existing units 1is a matter of
consideration. One building in Hollywood had one
housekeeping unit while two buildings in Downtown had 94
such units., As with SRO type units, one housekeeping unit in
a 49 block area does not constitute a housing resource. It
would cost an additional $20.82, or be a rent increase of
28.3 percent, on the average, for a hotel resident to change
from living in a Downtown SRO hotel +to a Downtown
housekeeping unit. The change from a Downtown SRO hotel to a
Hollywood housekeeping unit, if one could be located, would,
‘on the average, cost $6.37 more or be a rent increase of 8.7
percent.

For efficiency apartments, Downtown's units ware the
most expensive followed by Hollywood's and the Irvington's.
Again, Russellville had no ‘efficiency apartments in the
survey area. The average monthly rent in the Downtown
neighborhood was $207.25, while the cost of apartments in
Hollywood and Irvington was §$141.67 and $101.67,
respectively. In all cases, the rent for an efficiency
apartment represents a considerable increase over the cost
of a Downtown SRO hotel. The difference in average monthly
rent for the two types of housing in Downtown is $133.62 and
would be -equivalent to a 181.5 percent raise in rent. The
increase would be somewhat less for an efficiency appartment

in Hollywood or Irvington. The increased average cost to a
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Downtown hotel resident would be $68.04 or 92.4 percent rent
raise for a unit in Hollywood, and in Irvington neighborhood
the average increase would be $28.04 or a 38.1 percent raise
in rent. Such increases are beyond the modest budgets of
most SRO hotel residents.

These findings suggest that, based on the actual rents
for the three types of housing and the number of existing
units in the four neighborhoods surveyed, Downtown SRO
hotels provide the least expensive housing that exists in
sufficient quantity to consider it a housing resource. In
other words, though an SRO type room in Hollywood was
slightly less gxpensive than the average Downtown SRO hotel
room, the survey indicated there were so few units in
Hollywood that to emphasize their lower rent in a discussion

of housing policies would be ludicrous,

Conclusion

The hypothesis discussed in this section presumed that
the elderly, male SRO hotel resident's 1lifestyle and
consumption pattern was an inexpensive and efficient means
of providing for his basic needs. As evidence to support
this proposition, the previous section noted that SRO hotel
residents tend to have a lifestyle which differs from other
elderly populations.

Based on these findings and the knowledge that the
number of SRO hotels in most central cities is being

reduced, the cost of a typical SRO market basket was
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calculated for four neighborhoods in which elderly persons

might live. For non-housing goods and services and housing
itself, Downtown was shown to be the least expensive
neighborhood. In addition to being the 1least expensive of
the four neighborhoods, Downtown was found to be a resource
rich environment containing more of the facilities which SRO
hotel residents use such as inexpensive restaurants and
bars. The presence of a variety of proximate facilities from
which to purchase inexpensive goods and services allows the
low-income SRO hotel resident to satisfy his personal needs
given his financial constraints.

To presume that an SRO hotel resident could reduce his
cost of 1living by securing a housing unit with cooking
facilities is to presume that the hotel residents can and
would be interested in preparing his own meals. It is
maintained in this study that certainly some hotel residents
do make the change from SRO hotel to apartment 1living
(witness the Section 8 residents in this study), but that
there are a substantial number who are not interested in
that type of change (witness the hotel residents who
indicated little or no interest in moving to Section 8
apartments and Carp's (1976b) 11 percent who reported no
interest in having a kitchen). On the one hand, to achieve
the goal of having more money to spend on non-food items,
the SRO hotel resident would need to secure housing with

accessible cooking facilities, purchase at 1least some
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cooking utensils, and plan to prepare nearly all meals at

home. He might also need to learn to cook. In making such a
shift, it would be necessary for the resident not to
overspend on housing what might be saved by eating at home.
A subsidized housing unit would be 1less expensive than a
unit on the open market and would thus assure a low housing
cost. On the other hand, the SRO hotel resident could
attempt to remain in a hotel in the downtown area as long as
units were available and to avoid the need to change his
lifestyle or pattern of consumption. The latter option does
not alter the resident's current way of life and this is a
circumstance which many elderly persons seek as they grow
older and find adjustment to new circumstances difficult.
Additionally, the presumption that residents displaced
from central city areas as the stock of SRO hotels is
depleted could seek housing on the open market, with
kitchen, and thus maintain themselves on their present
incomes begs the question of whether there is sufficient
housing near needed stores and services which the displaced
residents could afford. The results of the survey of the
three neighborhoods outside the central city area suggest
there are few units in those 1locations which are as
inexpensive, on a per month basis, as an SRO hotel room.
With this condition as a given, it is 1likely that as ’SRO
hotels are removed from the low-cost housing stock, more and

more hotel residents will choose Section 8 units as their
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alternative housing, not because they want or need the
amenities which the apartments offer, but because there will
be few other housing units which they can afford. This will
place an increased demand on the already too few existing
subsidized units. In this way, the loss of SRO hotels may
force residents, who currently maintain themselves without
the assistance of rent subsidization, i.e., they pay their

own way, to seek financial assistance for rent, food, or

other goods.

A COMPARATIVE EXAMINATION OF THE COST OF

SECTION 8 APARTMENTS AND SRO HOTELS

This secfion of the study findings examines the Ehird
and final hypothesis. That hypothesis states that it is less
expensive to maintain and rehabilitate SRO hotels than to
provide other modes of housing for at least a portion of the
low-income urban elderly population. As the creation of
Section 8 apartments is the primary means, at this time, of
providing low-cost housing for the elderly, it is used as a
comparative mode. The purpose for testing the hypothesis is
based on several assumptions; first, that it is generally
less expensive to rehabilitate existing buildings than to
construct new ones, and second, that it is less expensive to
produce housing with shared bathrooms and kitchen facilities
than to produce housing with self-contained units. The

reasonableness of examining such a hypothesis is based on
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the findings from the two previcus hypotheses. The first
determined that there is an identifiable component of
low-income urban elderly persons that select SRO hotels as
their form of housing over rent-subsidized Section 8
apartments. The second determined that the SRO life style
and pattern of consumption is least expensive, when centered
in the downtown area. Given confirmation of this third
hypothesis, the decision of policy makers and implementors
to ignore SRO hotels as a form of housing for at 1least a
portion of the low-income elderly is to scorn an alternative
which could provide more persons with better housing for

fewer dollars.

A Comparison of the Actual Costs to Operate and Mainfain,
Rehabilitate, and Construct Section 8 Apartments and SRO
Hotels

As noted earlier, the cost of housing depends on the
perspective from which one makes the assessment. Cost from
the renter's perspective 1is substantially different than
cost from the owner's perspective. In this section the
actual costs are examined, i.e., those costs which are
incurred, from the perspective of the owner, for the
production and reqular operation of a multifamily housing
structure. More specifically, actual costs are defined, for
the purpose of this study, as including all expenses
incurred in a building's normal operation and maintenance.

Additionally, actual costs include the expense of producing



244
the housing units either through rehabilitation of an
existing structure or new construction. Taken together,
these expenses cover the bounds of housing costs.

Because interest rates and inflation have had a major
influence on housing costs in recent years, an effort has
been made to account for that variability. For the purpose
of comparison, the housing structures have been grouped into
"age" categories and all cost figures have been adjusted to
1981 constant dollars. Furthermore, the type of building,
i.e., rehabilitated or newly constructed, was used in the
classification scheme. Based on these considerations, the
categories or "circumstance" used in the analysis of Section
8 apartments are: a) existing buildings which were
rehabilitated and were 1in operation by 1978, b) existing
buildings which have been rehabilitated since 1979 or are
proposed to be in the near future, and <c¢) buildings
constructed since 1979 or those proposed to be in the near
future. The categories used to classify SRO hotels are quite
similar but some variation does exist and it is pointed out
where appropriate.

It should also be noted that some of the buildings
considered in this analysis are still in the planning
stages. The information on cost of operation, maintenance,
debt service, construction, and the like was taken from loan
applications which have or may be submitted for final

approval. The inclusion of these buildings was deemed
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appropriate because they provide the most up-to-date
expectation of costs and expand the breadth of the analysis
by adding additional cases.

Operation and Maintenance Costs. The annual per unit
cost to operate and maintain a Section 8 apartment is higher
than to operate and maintain an SRO hotel for all the
circumstances considered (see Table XVIII and XIX). For
Section 8 apartments rehabilitated in 1978 or earlier, the
annual cost of operation and maintenance per unit ranged
from $2,700 to $4,100 in 1981. A similar cost figure for SRO
hotels rehabilitated during that time period was not
available. However, information was available on the
operation and maintenance costs from the perspective of the
lessee., For SRO hotels which had had no rehabilitation work,
the operation and maintenance costs ranged from $600 to
$1,000 per unit annually. For a hotel which had received a
modest amount of rehabilitation work, the same costs were
about $1,000 per unit. Direct comparison of costs from the
owner and lessee's perspective is difficult because of their
differing view of costs. Generally, the lessee pays a fixed
amount of rent which covers the owner's costs for such
expenses as utilities, taxes, insurance, and debt service.
Because the basic purpose of rent is to cover costs incurred
by the owner, it is presumed that the $1,000 for the
rehabilitated wunits includes sufficient rent to cover the

owner's costs. Based on that premise, even a very
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TABLE XVIII

THE COSTS TO OPERATE AND MAINTAIN, REHABILITATE,
AND CONSTRUCT SECTION 8 APARTMENTS
(in 1981 constant dollars)

Operation and

Maintenance &

(in dollars/ Rehabilitation b New Construction b
Circumstance unit/year) (in dollars/unit) (in dollars/unit)

Owner's perspective

Existing buildings
which were re-
habilitated and
in operation by
1978
(N=3): ¢ $2,700 to $4,100 $14,900 to $24,400 -

Existing buildings
which have been
rehabilitated
since 1979 or are
proposed to be in
the neas future
(N=3): $4,300 to $5,200 $28,500 to $39,600 -

Buildings constructed
since 1979 or those
proposed to be in
the near future
(N=2): d $4,400 to $6,300 - $44,500 to $48,500

2 rpcludes utilities, management, payroll, maintenance, insurance, taxes, replace-
ment reserves, and debt service for entire building.

b fncludes the coastruction costs, fees, financing, and developer's profit.
No land or site costs are included.

C Information from the Area Office, Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Portland, Oregon.

d rnformation from the Housing Division, State of Oregon. Based on units of
450 to 550 square feet.
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TABLE XIX

THE COSTS TO OPERATE AND MAINTAIN, REHABILITATE,
AND CONSTRUCT NEW SRO HOTELS
(in 1981 constant dollars)

Operation and

Maintenance &

(in dollars/ Rehabilitation P New Construction b
Circumstance ggit/year) (in dollars[gg;t) (in dollars/unit)

Owner's perspective

Existing hotels with
rehabilitation
work since 1979
(N=1): © $1,100 $6,600 -

Existing hotels to
be rehabilitated
assuming approval of
SRO Demonstration
Project
(N=2): © $2,300 to $2,500 $9,000 to $10,500 -

Hypothetical newly
cons:rugted hotel
(N=1): Not available - $16,000 to $18,000

Lessee's perspective

Existing hotels with
no rehabilitation
wvork (N=6) € $600 to $1,000 - -

Existing hotels with
rehabilitation work
in 1978 or earlier
(N=1) $1,000 £ $800 -
(Owner's perspective) ©

& Depends on whose perSpective is considered. For the owner it includes
utilities, management, payroll, maintenance, insurance, taxes, replacement reserves,
and debt service for the entire building. For the lessee it includes only those
costs incurred by the lessee, i.e., those costs for the residential portion of the
building which are defined in the lease agreement.

b Includes construction costs, fees, financing, and developer's profit. Land
or site costs are not included.

€ Information from the Portland Development Commission.

d Estimate by architect familiar with Section 8 and SRO housing. Based on
units of approximately 200 square feet.

€ Information from an unpublished survey of hotel lessees by the Portland
Development Commission.

f Information from lessee.
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conservative interpretation of the difference between
Section 8 apartments and SRO hotels would a considerable
spread in their operation and maintenance costs,

One of the major factors which accounts for the
difference in the cost of operation and maintenance is the
extent of rehabilitation carried out on the building and the
resultant payments necessary to cover the debt service. To
meet the minimum property standards prescribed by HUD,
especially that of a self-contained unit, the rehabilitation
cost for a Section 8 apartment is considerably higher than
that for an SRO hotel.

As might be expected, the annual per unit cost to
operate and maintain a more recently rehabilitated building
is higher. For Section 8 apartments the range was $4,333 to
$5,200 per unit year in 1981. That represents a substantial
per unit cost increase, i.e., from $1,100 to $1,600 more per
unit annually.6 This is shown by the difference between the
two lowest cost figures for each category and the two
highest. For the SRO hotel, from the perspective of the
owner (which is comparable to the Section 8 circumstance),
the opération and maintenance costs of recently
rehabilitated units was about $1,100 per unit per year. This
is slightly greater ($100) than the lessee's operation and

maintenance cost but far less than the increase for Section

6 Represents the difference between the two lowest
cost figures for each category and the two highest.



249
8 apartments. For the SRO hotels which were proposed as part
of the SRO Demonstration Program the cost of operation and
maintenance was estimated to be from $2,300 to $2,500 per
unit annually. These costs were more than for the other SRO
hotels but were still 1less than the operation and
maintenance costs of any of the rehabilitated Section 8
buildings.

Again the cost of operation reflects the differing
level of debt service. The total amount of mortgage required
per unit for the Section 8 apartments ranged from $29,400 to
$35,000 but for the SRO hotels the total mortgage amount was
only $3,100 to $11,504 per unit. As a proportion of the
operation and maintenance costs, debt service was between 57
and 75 percent for 1981 for Section 8 units and between 34
and 53 percent for SRO hotels. Thus, not only is the total
mortgage amount lower, but the debt service is a lower
proportion of the operation and maintenance costs for SRO
hotels.

The construction of a new building provides an
opportunity for inclusion of the latest energy efficient
materials as a means to help reduce operating costs.
However, the range of operation and maintenance costs for
recently built or proposed Section 8 apartments is about
equal (only $100 more) to the 1least costly recent
rehabilitation and $1,100 more than the most costly recent

rehabilitation. The additionaly operating cost £for the
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latter reflects, in part, the higher proportion of debt
service per unit, i.e., 80 percent. No equivalent costs were
available for newly constructed SRO hotels for the obvious
reason that none have been proposed, much less constructed.
However, given the lower cost to construct a smaller unit
without individual kitchen and bathroom, the lower per unit
cost to heat a smaller space, and the need to service fewer
appliances and fixtures, the operation and maintenance costs
for new SRO hotels should be well below that of Section 8
apartments.

In sum then, under all circumstances discussea, the
cost to operate and maintain a Section 8 apartment unit is
considerably greater than for an SRO hotel wunit. Recalling
that rents for a housing unit are generally fixed at an
amount plus any profit desired by the owner, the higher
operating and maintenance costs for Section 8 apartments
mean higher rents are also needed for those units.

Rehabilitation Costs. The cost to rehabilitate a
building is dependent upon a number of factors such as the
condition of the building prior to rehabilitation, the
extent of rehabilitation undertaken, and the quality of
materials used in the rehabilitation. Because the factors of
time and inflation are held constant in the following
comparisons, it is assumed that any variation in the
rehabilitation costs is a resuit of the above mentioned

factors. However, from the perspective of the owner, there
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are several factors which also influence the final
rehabilitation cost. They include two incentives which
encourage the owner to pursue the most substantial level of
rehabilitation that c¢ould be retrieved from rents and one
which encourages a more modest level of rehabilitation. The
prospect of reducing future operating and maintenance costs
and the greater tax benefits derived from larger interest
payments and depreciable value both encourage substantial
levels of rehabilitation. More modest levels of
rehabilitation tend to be a result of an owner's recognition
that the building could not generate enough return to
justify a more extensive level of rehabilitation; thus the
decision to invest 1less capital, and as a result, reduce
financial risks.

The early rehabilitation of buildings into Section 8
apartments ranged in cost from $14,900 to $24,400 per unit
(1981 dollars). These figures include neither land or site
costs. They are the actual costs to rehabilitate the
building, whatever its condition. Later rehabilitations or
proposed projects were more costly ranging from $28,500 to
$39,600 per unit. By comparison, the rehabilitation of SRO
hotels was considerably less expensive. A recent renovation
cost about $6,600 per unit. Renovations proposed under the
SRO Demonstration Program would cost between $9,000 and
$10,500 per unit. These costs also included the provision of

a combination hot plate, small refrigerator, and sink in
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each hotel room. Thus the least expensive renovation of
Section 8 apartments was $8,300 more that the .1east
expensive SRO hotel renovation and the most expensive was
$29,100 over the most expensive SRO hotel. Based on the
least costly rehabilitation for both types of units, two
hotel rooms could be rehabilitated for each Section 8
apartment created. For the most costly options, almost four
hotel rooms could be renovated for the cost of one Section 8
apartment. That means two to four low-income persons could
benefit from upgraded housing rather than just one.

One of the major contributions to the cost of
rehabilitating a building into Section 8 apartments is the
need to create self-contained units. In nearly all cases,
the buildings which became Section 8 apartments in downtown
Portland were originally hotels. Some were SRO hotels while
others had rooms with individual bath facilities. However,
in almost none of the cases, did the units contain kitchens
or sufficient square feet to meet the minimum property
standards. Generally, this meant two hotel rooms were
combined to form a single apartment. The end result was
about half the number of dwelling units after the
rehabilitation as before. This meant an overall reduction in
the number of low-cost housing units with the cost to create
the apartments between two and four times the amount it
would have cost to simply rehabilitate the hotel rooms.

Certainly the quality of apartments in the
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rehabilitated SRO hotels are less than those in the Section
8 apartments but the hotels which have been renovated were
made to be decent, safe, and sanitary housing for
substantially 1less cost. Given that a select group of urban
elderly persons report satisfaction with and preference for
life in SRO hotels, then the 1less costly 1level of
rehabilitation is all that is required to satisfy their
housing needs or, put in other words, to achieve a fit
between person and environment.

New Construction Costs. The cost figures for recent or
proposed construction of Section 8 apartments shows that new
construction is definitively the most costly method of
providing such housing. Actual or anticipated costs in 1981
dollars are $44,500 to $48,500 per unit, excluding land. For
an SRO hotel, it was estimated that construction costs would
be between $16,000 to $18,000 per unit.’ Like the Section
8 apartments, new construction of SRO hotels is the most
costly method of producing those units. The cost spread
between recent or proposed rehabilitation and new
construction is quite substantial; for Section 8 apartments
the difference between the least costly projects is $16,000
per unit or 56 percent more for new construction and for the
most costly projects is $8,%00 per unit or 22 percent more
~ Tas noted earlier, no new construction of SRO hotels
has been undertaken or proposed so the estimate of
construction costs for such units is based on an

architect's interpolation of costs from a recently
constructed Section 8 project.
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for new construction. A similar comparison of SRO hotels
finds the difference between the least costly projects to be
$7,000 per unit more for new construction or 78 percent
above the cost of rehabilitation. The difference between the
most costly projects is $7,500 per unit or 71 percent more
than for rehabilitation.

For SRO hotels, this means the cost to rehabilitate
two hotel units is approximately equal to the cost of
constructing one new hotel unit ($18,000 to $21,000 for
rehabilitation and $16,000 to $18,000 for new construction).
For Section 8 apartments, the difference is less dramatic
from the perspective of actual dollar amounts. The
difference between new construction and rehabilitation of a
Section 8 apartment would, on the average, be sufficient to
rehabilitate at least one SRO hotel unit ($44,500 to $48,500
for new construction minus $28,5000 to $39,600 for
rehabilitation).

In addition to comparing the costs to rehabilitate or
construct new units of the same type, it is interesting to
compare rehabilitation of Section 8 apartments with new
construction of SRO hotels. It would cost less to construct
new SRO hotels than to rehabilitate Section 8 apartments.
Compared with recent or proposed rehabilitations the
difference is between $12,500 and $21,600 per unit., On the
average, that would mean that nearly two SRO hotel units

could be constructed for the cost of rehabilitating one
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Section 8 apartment. Only the earliest rehabilitation of a
building into Section 8 apartments was less than the
anticipated cost to construct more SRO hotel units,

These findings indicate that SRO hotels are definitely
a less expensive mode of producing decent, safe, and
sanitary housing for a select group of 1low-income elderly.
In essence, either mode of producing improved SRO hotel
units is substantially less expensive, on a per unit basis,
than rehabilitating a building into Section 8 apartments.

Location as a Factor. Based on the understanding that
it is less expensive to rehabilitate an existing building in
order to produce SRO type units, a next step would be to
identify appropriate buildings to rehabilitate. The most
obvious would be the existing stock of SRO hotels., As was
noted in the discussion of the cost-of-living, there were
only scattered SRO type units 1located in the three
neighborhoods outside downtown, but no SRO hotels. This
suggests that if rehabilitation were to be pursued, it would
almost assuredly mean the renovation of hotels in the
downtown area. Given the views of current hotel residents
about their neighborhood and the cost of living in several
neighborhoods outside downtown, the rehabilitation of
existing hotels in downtown would facilitate a match between
person and environment.

If new construction were to be pursued, wvacant land

would be needed. Land outside the downtown area would
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certainly be less expensive but the residents would 1likely
be faced with the problem of locating inexpensive services.
The locations outside downtown, which currently contain a
mix of commercial facilities, also tend to have higher land
costs than less developed areas with more vacant land. Given
the greater costs to construct more SRO hotel units, the
most cost-effective means of providing units and still
assuring reasonable access to services would be

rehabilitation of existing units.

The Subgidies

There are currently two major types of subsidies which
provide financial assistance to low-cost housing
projects--direct subsidization of rents and reduced interest
rate mortgages. The former makes up the difference between
what the resident can afford to pay toward rent (defined as
25 percent of one's income by HUD) and the fair market rent
needed to cover all expenses and service the debt. It does
not affect a housing project's actual expenses. The latter
has an indirect effect on the fair market rent and a direct
effect on the actual project expenses. In either case, the
subsidies represent real costs from the prespective of the
provider, i.e., government.

Rent Subsidies. As was noted in the literature review,
the availability of rent subsidies for Section 8 apartments
and the 1lack thereof for SRO hotels has caused some to

question the reasonableness of such a situation. The
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argument has been made that subsidizing an SRO hotel would
be less costly than subsidizing self-contained units. The
basis for this argument is that the rents needed to cover
expenses and debt service for an SRO hotel, which has
smaller units and shared bath and kitchen facilities, is
considerably less than for larger, complete apartments.
Support for such an argument is provided in this section.

The average proportion of the fair market rent paid in
subsidy varies from one Section 8 apartment to another. That
proportion 1is influenced by their income, of the tenants
(the higher their income, the more rent they pay) and the
fair market rent (the lower the FMR, the greater proportion
the tenant is 1likely to pay). The Section 8 buildings
examined in this study, which were operating in 1981,
received between 66 and 78 percent of their residential
rents as subsidies from HUD., The average amount was 75
percent and this figure was used to estimate the 1level of
subsidies for those buildings which were still in the late
proposal stage. Table XX shows the cost to HUD for
subsidizing the rents of Section 8 apartments and the
anticipated cost to subsidized SRO hotels.

The Section 8 buildings, which were in operation by
1978 or before, demand the lowest level of rent subsidy,
i.e., from $1,700 per unit in 1981 to $2,800. Of the three
buildings, which fit this circumstance, only one has a

subsidy level below $2,500; the other two are both above
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TABLE XX

THE COST TO HUD FOR SUBSIDIZING RENTS OF SECTION 8 APARTMENTS
AND THE ANTICIPATED COST TO SUBSIDIZE RENTS FOR SRO HOTELS
(in 1981 dollars/unit/year)

Cost to Subsidize Anticipated Cost to
Circumstance Section 8 Apartments Subsidize SRO Hotels

Existing buildings which
have been in
operation since 1978

(N=3): ‘ $1,700 to $2,800 2 No subsidies available

Existing buildings
which have been
rehabilitated since
1979 or are proposed
to be in the near
future, including the
SRO Demonstration
Project (N=3, 2): $3,100 to 33,400 b $1,400 to $1,800 ¢

New construction since
1979 or proposed new
construction (N=2): $3,600 to $4,100 b -

& Information from the Area Office, Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

b Information from the Housing Division, State of Oregon.
C Estimates based on median income of Section 8 and SRO hotel study

samples adjusted to 1981 dollars, i.e., 10 percent increase over two years,
1979-1981.
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that level. The building with the 1lower subsidy was

rehabilitated in the early 1970s under a precursor to the
Section 8 program.8 For those buildings which were
rehabilitated more recently or are still in the late
proposal stage, the rent subsidy level is greater; those
buildings require or would require from $3,100 to $3,400 per
unit in 1981 to cover the differential between the approved
fair-market rent and the tenants' contribution. This means
the more recently rehabilitated units demand an additional
rent subsidy of between $300 to $1,700 per unit for 1981
over the buildings in operation by 1978. Assuming that a
typical building has 80 units, the cost to HUD to subsidize
the differential in 1981 would be at least $24,000 and could
be as much as $136,000 per building. Unless tenants' incomes
increase at a faster rate than approved increases in the
fair-market rent for Section 8 buildings (an unlikely
circumstance), the amount of subsidy and hence the
differential between older and newer buildings will also
increase over the years.

The subsidization of newly constructed Section 8
apartments is more costly than the subsidization of
rehabilitated buildings. Of the two buildings which fit this

circumstance, the higher subsidy ($4;100 per unit in 1981)

8Though it was a different program the rent subsidy
aspect is virtually the same as Section 8's, i.e.,
residents pay approximately one-quarter of their income
toward rent.
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is for a building which is waiting for a final HUD approval.
In comparison to recently rehabilitated buildings, at a
minimum, this represents an additional cost to HUD of $200
per unit or, at a maximum $1,000 per unit for 1981. For one
year of subsidy to an 80-unit building, the difference is at
least $16,000 and could be as much as $80,000. Comparison
with buildings rehabilitated and in operation by 1978
reveals a much greater differential. The additional rent
subsidy needed is between $800 and $2,400 per unit 1981,
That translates into $64,000 to $192,000 for one year of
operation of an 80-unit building.

These findings indicate that the rent subsidization of
newly constructed Section 8 buildings is the most costly
alternative and that rent subsidization of rehabilitated
buildings is definitely less costly. It is also shown that
time is a major factor in determining the ‘level of rent
subsidy needed. Those buildings which were completed during
a period of lower interest rates have lower debt service
requirements and thus have lower income requirements which,
in turn, translate into lower fair-market rents.

The anticipated costs to HUD for providing a rent
subsidy to SRO hotels is considerably less than that for
Section 8 apartments. The two SRO hotels which were to be
considered for assistance under the proposed SRO
Demonstration Program would require an estimated rent

subsidy of $1,400 to $1,800 per unit in 198l. These
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estimates are based on the difference between the proposed
fair-market rents and the rents which the two study samples
(SRO hotel and Section 8) would be required to pay given
their median incomes.9 The figures represent the least
subsidy (highest income residing in lowest rent unit) and
the greatest subsidy (lowest income residing in highest rent
unit) and comprise between 53 and 73 percent of the total
fair-market rent for the SRO hotel wunits. Given that the
fair-market rents for the SRO hotels are lower than for the
Section 8 units and that the proportion of subsidy is lower,
the result is a lower total subsidy.

Only the one Section 8 building rehabilitated in the
early 1970s has a subsidy level at all close to that which
would be needed by the SRO hotels., The other buildings
require at least $1,200 per unit more than an SRO hotel and
new construction of Section 8 apartments would require an
additional $§2,700 per unit per year. Therefore, the rent
subsidization of any rehabilitated or newly constructed
Section 8 apartments would require two to three times the
subsidy required for a rehabilitated SRO hotel.

As noted in the section on actual costs of housing,
the reasonableness of producing SRO hotels via new

construction is questicnable. The cost of new construction

9 The median incomes were adjusted to 1981 dollars,
i.e., a 10 percent increase over two years, 1979-1981. Any
greater adjustment in income would serve to reduce the
required subsidy.
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is so great and the alternative of rehabilitation so much
more justifiable that detailed examination of a subsidy
required for a new SRO hotel seems unwarranted. Based on the
analysis of costs to subsidize various types of Section 8
apartments, it should be clear that the cost to subsidize a
new SRO hotel would be less than the cost for new Section
8's but definitely more than the option of rehabilitating an
SRO hotel. That the cost differential between subsidizing
rehabilitated SRO hotels and newly constructed ones would be
larger, suggests there is an urgency if any SRO hotels are
to be subsidized. That urgency is based on the need to
preserve the existing stock of hotels prior to their
conversion to other uses or demolition if housing which
would require a lesser amount of subsidy is to be pursued.
Reduced Interest Rate Mortages. A general rule in the
housing business is that the lower the interest rate of the
mortgage, the 1lower the payments, given equal monthly
payments over a fixed period of time. Lower mortgage
payments mean lower operating expenses and thus require
lower income (rent) to cover the operating expenses. By
reducing the interest rate of a mortgage, the effect is to
substitute an indirect subsidy for the direct subsidization
of rents. The <cost of the indirect subsidy is, like the
direct rent subsidy, born by government. There are two major
ways to reduce mortgage interest rates. For tax-exempt

bonds, the subsidy is realized through foregone income taxes
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rather than actual cash paid out. The other aproach is for a

governmental body to borrow money and loan it at a lower
rate; in this case, the difference is made up with general
operating funds.

An example of the impact reduced interest rates can
have on operating expenses is provided in Table XXI. In each
circumstance, the mortgage is for $4,000,000 to be repaid
over a period of 30 years. The additional amount of annual
mortgage payment with an interest rate of 10 percent rather
than 7 percent is $101,960, with an interest rate of 13
percent, the additional amount is $211,320. Assuming the
mortgage was for a building with 80 units, the additional
annual per unit cost to the operating expense would be
$1,275 at 10 percent and $2,767 at 13 percent. The
additional monthly per unit cost would be §106.25 at 10
percent and $230.58 at 13 percent. These additional costs
could be sufficient to prevent a project from having enough
income to cover expenses, in which case the project might
not be built or if it were to proceed, some type of rent
subsidization would be required to make the project "pencil
out." This then illustrates how a reduced interest rate
mortgage can diminish the need for rent subsidies.

Another example will illustrate the level of indirect
subsidy needed to achieve the bond sales which are the
primary mechanism for providing reduced interest rate

mortgages. Assume the $4,000,000 worth of bonds are sold to



AN EXAMPLE OF THE IMPACT OF REDUCED INTEREST RATES

TABLE XX1I

ON OPERATING EXPENSES

Annual Additional Annual Additional
Interest Mortgage Expense Over Per Unit
Rate Payment 7% Payment Expense &
7% 322,360 - -
10% 424,324 101,960 1,275
13% 533,680 211,320 2,767
Note: All figures are based on a mortgage of $4,000,000 for a period

of 30 years.

& Assumes 80 units.

ot
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finance a low-cost housing project at an interest rate of 10
percent to be repaid over a period of 30 years. This means
the purchasers of the bonds or the bond holders are
guaranteed to receive $424,320 per year for 30 years as
repayment for the use of this money. In order to sell the
bonds below the current market interest rates, the payments
to the bond holders are exempt from income taxes. That means
the federal government foregoes $127,29 in income taxes
annually if the bond holders have a 30 percent tax
liability, $169,728 if they have a 40 percent tax liability,
and $212,160 if they have a 50 percent tax liability. Thus,
the exact 1level of subsidy resulting from any bond sale
varies with the purchasers' tax liability.

The figures in the above examples can also be used to
explain the direct borrowing approach to reduce mortgage
interest rates. Rather than selling bonds, a government
entity would borrow $4,000,000 at 10 percent for 30 years.
If it loaned the full'amount at 7 percent for 30 years, the
3 percent differential would be made up from payments out of
the general fund. On an annual basis that would amount to
$101,960,

The three earlier Section 8 rehabilitations were
financed with one oF the Federal governments direct
borrowing methods. All the recent rehabilitation and ﬁew
construction projects have been financed using the

tax-exempt bond approach offered by the State of Oregon.
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Accordingly, to determine the full amount of subsidy needed
to produce and maintain Section 8 apartments, it is
necessary to add the direct rent subsidy and the indirect
subsidy from either direct borrowing or bond sales. Lest the
reader be led astray, the purpose of this analysis is not to
suggest that direct borrowing or tax-exempt bonds are bad
and should be eliminated but rather to note that they exist
and must be counted as part of the real cost of producing
and maintaining Section 8 apartments.

All the rehabilitated SRO hotels examined in this
study also had the benefits of a reduced interest rate
mortgage. They were not based on the sale of bonds but were
made available from several sources of non-general fund
dollars from the City of Portland, i.e., primarily Housing
and Community Development Block Grant Funds and the
repayment proceeds generated from projects financed with tax
increment bonds. Because a limited amount of these funds are
available, they generate a rather modest amount of mortgage
capacity and therefore do not represent an alternative to
bond sales but rather only a modest supplement.

Relative to SRO hotels, the important point is that
the lower the mortgage amount, the fewer are the bonds that
need to be sold to finance a project. Thus, by reducing the
total cost to produce 1low-rent housing, the amount of
subsidy required for the sale of tax-exempt bonds is

lowered. Using the least costly estimates of rehabilitation



267

(since 1979) £for Section 8 apartments and SRO hotels from
Tables XVIII and XIX, respectively, the cost to produce 80
units of apartments would be $2,280,000 whereas the same
number of hotel units could be produced for $720,000 or
one-third the cost and one-third the amount of subsidy
required for the sale of tax—exempt bonds.1

As was found to be £he case with the actual costs to
produce and operate low-rent housing, the analyses of the
cost to subsidize such housing indicates that 1less subsidy
is required to produce and operate SRO hotels than is
required for Section 8 apartments. If a goal is to achieve
as many low-rent housing units which are decent, safe, and
sanitary at the least <cost, then the preceding analyses
suggest that Section 8 apartments are not the most
cost-effective approach. The analyses suggest that SRO

hotels are more cost effective.

Rate of Return

A major aspect of multifamily housing, at least for

101t is important to note that there is one
constraint which can prevent the use of tax-exempt bonds
for the rehabilitation of SRO hotels. The Internal Revenue
Service, which monitors the use of tax-exempt bonds,
requires that for residential projects no more than 10
percent of the square footage be used for commercial
purposes. However, most SRO hotels are dependent upon rent
from their ground floor commercial spaces to assist in
covering at least a portion of the hotel's operating costs.
Depending on the building's configuration, i.e., primarily
the number of floors, the amount of commercial space could
well exceed the 10 percent maximum and thus make the use of
tax-exempt bonds, under the current regulations,
impossible.
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the private market, is that it represents an investment from
which an owner can expect to receive a reasonable rate of
return., A reasonable rate of return would be a return which
was equivalent or greater than what could be earned from
another mode of investment, with an adjustment for the risk
differential. In the case of housing then, there are two
immediate sources of return on investment, i.e., before-tax

1 Persons, in particular those

cash flow and tax shelter.
with high incomes and high marginal tax rates, can increase
their personal income by availing themselves of tax 1losses
which shelter their income. Others, with low, marginal tax
rates, are more likely to be interested in the before-tax
cash flow because they would not have sufficient income to
use the benefit of a tax loss. Thus, the tax status of an
owner is a key element in determining what is an appropriate
type of return on investment.

There 1is another source of return on investment and
that is the profit from the sale cf a building. This type of

return is not considered in the present study but it should

be recognized that it can have important consequences for

IIIn this study, cash flow or before-tax cash flow
means the net operating income: a building produces minus
its debt service for the period of one year; tax shelter
means the annual taxable income a building produces
multiplied by the owner's marginal tax rate; investment
means the down payment plus any principle amortization,
specifically, through December 1881; and return on
investment means the before-tax cash flow plus the tax
shelter all divided by the owner's investment,
specifically, for the period of one year, 1981,
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the decisions made by an investor. For instance, an investor
might be willing to forego a higher immediate return from
either before-tax cash flow or tax shelter for the
anticipated return at the time of sale. Such a decision
would influence the investor's determination as to what was
an acceptable rate of return during the period of ownership.

Before proceeding further, it is important to note
exactly how housing can provide benefits to an owner over
and above the before-tax cash flow. The United States Tax
Codes are an essential ingredient. They enable an owner of
multifamily housing to deduct both the interest portion of
the mortgage payment and an annual depreciation allowance 12
from the building's cash flow before taxes. This adjusted
figure represents the income from the building for the
purposes of taxes. The amount of taxes owed on that income
depends on the owner's marginal tax rate. When the income
for tax purposes is negative, there is no tax liability but
rather a tax loss which shelters a portion of the owner's

income from other sources. These tax benefits or shelters

are only useful to those who pay income taxes. 1In other

l12Phere are several methods of depreciation commonly
used for calculating allowances on multifamily housing
units. Based on conversations with persons who are
knowledgeable about investor's motives relative to Section
8 and SRO hotels in downtown Portland, it was determined
that they generally hold the buildings in ownership for
some period of time. For this reason all buildings in this
study were depreciated using the straight-line method,
rehabilitations over 15 years and new constructions over 30
years.
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words, any housing in public or tax-exempt, non-profit
ownership could not derive a benefit from a tax loss because
its owner would not pay taxes. Such ownership could,
however, benefit from a positive cash flow.

In the following analysis, the rate of return on
investment is examined only for buildings in private
ownership. Using the séme Section 8 apartments and SRO
hotels, which were scrutinized in the previous analysis of
housing costs, the owner's rate of return for 1981, by
marginal tax rate, was calculated for each building and is
included in Appendix F.

The Section 8 buildings which were rehabilitated prior
to 1979 (Buildings A, B, and C in Appendix F) show a modest
to good rate of return on just the before-tax cash flow for
1981. The lowest return 1is from the most recently
rehabilitated building (1.5 percent or $5,394) and the
highest return is from the oldest building (18,3 percent or

).13 With the addition of the maximum tax shelter

$24,061
(marginal tax rate of 50 percent) those rates of return
increase substantially. The lowest rate of return climbs to
14.0 percent ($50,848) with the highest climbing to 26.2
percent ($34,432), The third building which showed a
mid-range of return on before-tax cash "flow shows a
phenomenal rate of return with the maximum tax loss (39.5
— I3The rate of return is dependent upon the owner's

investment in the project and thus will not vary directly
with before-tax cash flow.
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percent or $46,525),

For the more recently rehabilitated buildings (D, E,
and F) the before-tax cash flow is quite 1low (%200 to
$7,691) providing only a one percent or less rate of return
for 1981, However, adding the maximum amount of tax which
can be sheltered by the building's interest and depreciation
alters the rate of return considerably. At the 50 percent
marginal tax rate the rates of return range from 9.9 to 14.0
percent. Not only could these be seen as sufficient rates of
return but the dollar amount of taxes sheltered by those
building($33,681 to $230,417) could be a consideraple
assistance in reducing an owner's tax liability.

A closer examination of building F will illustrate
several points. First, the rehabilitation of the building
was substantial and thus created a 1large depreciation
allowance. Second, 75 percent of that building's operating
expenses for 1981 are debt service of which almost all is
interest payment. Together these deductible items generate a
large dollar amount of tax shelter. The before-tax cash flow
is almost nonexistent and an analysis of the rate of return
from that perspective is zero. However, even at a 20 percent
marginal tax rate the amount of taxes sheltered is
considerable ($92,168) but the rate of return on the owner's
investment is low, only four percent. Clearly the investment
in the project is substantial and without the benefits of a

tax shelter at 50 percent, the rate of return would be much
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lower. At a marginal tax rate of 35 percent the rate of
return would be only 7.4 percent. Thus the larger the
mortgaged amount and the lower the owner's investment in a
project, the greater will be his/her rate of return from tax
loss, assuming of course that the owner has sufficient
income to utilize the shelter.

Like the recently rehabilitated Section 8 buildings,
the newly constructed buildings (Buildings G and H) provide
a low rate of return on before-tax cash flow (0 to 2.8
percent) for 1981. Unlike the rehabilitated buildings
though, their rate of return at the maximum tax rate is
under nine percent, i.e., 5.9 and 7.9 percent. This 1lower
return is primarily due to the need to depreciate the
building over 30 years (life of the mortgage) rather than
the 15 years used for rehabilitation. Despite these lower
returns the maximum dollar amount of tax sheltered is not
inconsequential ($63,287 to $132,484). Also, one
compensation for an initial lower rate of return is that the
owner has a new rather than rehabilitated building.

The before-tax cash flow from an SRO  hotel
rehabilitated with no expectation of rent subsidy (Building
I) shows a substantial dollar return ($72,393) and an
excellent rate relative to investment (32.2 percent) for the
year 1981. However, because the before-tax cash flow was
high and the total cost of rehabilitation to the building

was far less than for the Section 8 buildings (it had lower
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interest payments and depreciation) the building does not
generate sufficient tax 1loss to avoid a tax liability
against its income. After taxes, at the 50 percent marginal
tax rate, the owner would still receive $43,143 in income
for a return on investment of 19.2 percent. As noted in the
introductory comments to this section, a building with a
positive cash flow and 1little tax shelter 1is ideal for
ownership by public or tax-exempt, non-profit organizations.

Those buildings which were proposed for rehabilitation
under the SRO Demonstration Program show a slightly
different pattern of return on investment (Buildings J and
K). The dollar amount of before-tax cash flow return on the
two buildings is nearly identical ($14,599 and $15,100)
though the rate of return differs (6.3 and 9.3 percent,
respectively). At the 50 percent marginal tax rate one
building provides $9,969 in sheltered taxes for a 10.1
percent rate of return while the other provides no tax
shelter but generates a tax liability of $74 and a
relatively unchanged rate of return (9.3 percent). Again the
cost of rehabilitation and the resultant interest payments
and depreciation account for the differences between the two
hotel's rates of return on an owner's investment.

In sum then, these findings indicate that SRO hotels
can provide a reasonable rate of return on an owner's
investment., When compared, the lowest before-tax cash flow

from an SRO hotel is higher than that of five out of the
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eight Section 8 apartments. Based on a marginal tax rate of
50 percent, all three SRO hotels produce a higher return on
investment than do the newly constructed Section 8
buildings. Also based on a marginal tax rate of 50 percent,
the return from the hotel with the lowest rate, Hotel K, has
a rate of return which is within 1.3 percent of two recently
rehabilitated Section 8 buildings and 4.7 percent of two
others. The remaining two Section 8 buildings produce a
- substantially greater return on investment, i.e. 16.9 and
30.2 percent more than Hotel K.

What this suggests is that an SRO hotel provides a
rate of return which is suited to a different type of
investor than is a Section 8 apartment building. Section 8
apartments can provide tax benefits to those with
substantial incomes to shelter. SRO hotels can provide
modest amounts of tax shelter and positive before-tax cash
flow. This positive cash £flow might be particularly
attractive to those 1looking for additional income rather
than tax shelter.

A note of caution is needed here. The SRO hotel which
shows such a strong positive before-tax cash flow (Building
I) had an infusion of grant monies nearly equal to the
mortgage amount. This resulted in substantially reduced
mortgage payments and thus lower interest payments which
meant there was less of a deduction for tax purposes. Given

that the availability of grant monies is limited, at least



275
for the rehabilitation of SRO hotels, it seems clear that
without the assistance of some rent subsidy, SRO hotels will

not be rehabilitated.

Conclusion

The data presented in this section provides convincing
evidence to support the third hypothesis that it is less
expensive to maintain and rehabilitate SRO hotels than to
provide another mode of 1low-cost housing, 1i.e., newly
constructed or rehabilitated Section 8 apartments. The
evidence shows that, from the owner's perspective, it is
less costly to operate and maintain, rehabilitate, or
construct new SRO hotels rather than Section 8 apartments.
It is also less costly, from the government's perspective,
to provide subsidies to SRO hotels than Section 8
apartments. As to the question of whether owners would
receive a reasonable rate of return from investment in an
SRO hotel, the evidence indicates that with the assistance
of some grant money or rent subsidy, the owner of an SRO
hotel could rehabilitate a building and expect to receive
positive before-tax cash flow and some tax shelter. The
amount of subsidy needed to enable such a return is far less
than that required to provide a similar return for a Section
8 apartment building.

The awful truth that SRO hotels need a rent subsidy to
encourage rehabilitation should not come as a shock, for

without rent subsidies, none of the rehabilitated Section 8
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apartment buildings examined in this study would be renting
to low—-income persons. With the passage of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 which created the public housing
program, the federal government entered into the business of
producing or encouraging the production of housing for those
least able to secure it on their own. One of the primary
reasons they have remained in the business is that the
private market cannot afford, and as a result, will not
provide, sufficient decent, safe, and sanitary housing for
those with 1low incomes. As was shown earlier, to subsidize
the rent of an SRO hotel unit rather than a Section 8
apartment is to spend fewer dollars per unit on production,
operation and maintenance, and on overall government
assistance.

Based on these findings, the most cost-effective
decision for Congress and HUD is to modify the definition of
standard housing to allow for the production and operation
of SRO hotels. Such an action would encourage the production
and maintenance of more units for fewer dollars and as a
direct result, house more low-income elderly persons in
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. It would also assure
that elderly hotel residents could remain in a resource rich

environment and thus facilitate their own independence.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND OTHER ISSUES

This final chapter is designed to serve two purposes.,
The first is to provide a summary of the preceding chapters,
and the second is to discuss several other issues which

emerge from the study's findings.

Summary of the Study
The question addressed by this study is whether the

single room occupancy hotel has a role'in housing a select
group of low-income, urban, elderly persons. There would be
little need to ask such a question if so many elderly did
not live in SRO hotels and if HUD did not view the hotels as
substandard dwelling units. But because HUD has adopted the
view that self-contained units constitute a basic
requirement for decent, safe, and sanitary housing, SRO
hotels have generally been excluded from receiving any type
of Federal assistance which would facilitate their
preservation.

In fact, SRO hotels have been the object of urban
renewal efforts in many cities. It has generally been felt
that the hotels were slum housing and as such should be
removed to allow for more productive uses of the land in and
around the central city. As a result, many hotels were

closed, demolished, or converted to other uses, and since
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many still view the hotels as slum housing, those which
remain appear headed for a similar fate. With the value of
land in central city areas increasing, particularly during
the recent inflationary period, there is an incentive for a
hotel owner to seek a greater return on his investment. In
the past, this has often entailed <closing the hotel and
taking a tax loss, demolishing the building in order to make
way for another structure, or converting the building to
offices or higher cost housing. More recently, it has also
included upgrading the hotel to serve the carriage trade.
Thus, if the course of events relative to SRO hotels is
allowed to continue unimpeded, it appears that there will be
few, if any, low-cost SRO hotels remaining in central city
areas across the country.

A review of the literature provided some direction in
how the question of the role of SRO hotels in housing the
urban elderly should be addressed. Because the hotels are
utilized as housing, an examination of the general functions
of housing was seen as appropriate. It was found that
housing could be expected to satisfy at least five basic
functions, 1i.e., the provision of shelter, privacy, access
to other locations and neighborhood amenities, and all at an
affordable price. Because SRO hotel residents are among the
lowest income elderly, the last function, affordability,
becomes particularly important. With their . limited

resources, it 1s necessary for elderly hotel residents to
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seek maximum satisfaction of those functions at minimal
cost. The literature suggests that SRO hotels are among the
least expensive, unsubsidized housing units available
anywhere in a city, and as such satisfy the function of
affordability.

Though the theoretical perspective of
person-environment £fit goes beyond the consideration of
financial matters to address physical and psychological
aspects of the person and his environment, financial
considerations are certainly a component of any match.
Without some fit between income and available goods and
services an elderly person is forced to make trade-offs,
i.e., to balance the pursuit of needed goods and services
with income and personal energy. The literature notes that
the pursuit of goods and services becomes more difficult for
many elderly persons due to various physical changes which
tend to accompany the aging process. As personal energy and
physical and mental capabilities become important factors
for the elderly in their pursuit of needed resources, easier
access to those resources becomes essential. Thus an
environment which 1is rich in needed resources enables the
elderly person to satisfy his needs with a limited
expenditure of effort. It has been well documented that
elderly persons prefer housing environments which provide
them with proximity to stores and services and that use of

stores and services tends to decrease as distance from
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residence increases.

This is relevant to the role of SRO hotels because
they tend to be located in resource rich environments and
because many of their elderly residents are not in the best
of health, either physically or mentally. Typically, the
older SRO hotel resident has at least one health related
condition, 1is dependent upon public transportation or
walking for access to stores and services, and is dependent
upon a mix of resources which includes inexpensive
restaurants and bars. The availability of inexpensive goods
and services in the central city area plus their proximity
to SRO hotels and the inexpensive rent paid for an SRO hotel
all means the elderly hotel resident can provide for his
needs with a minimal amount of effort and money.

Three hypotheses are proposed as the means for
examining the role of SRO hotels in housing the low=-income,
urban elderly. Each looks at the issue from a different
perspective. The first hypothesis addresses the question of
preference, choice, and lifestyle relative to SRO hotels.
Because the prevailing view is that SRO hotels provide a
deplorable 1living environment and that almost any
alternative would be an improvement, the goal was to obtain
an assessment, by the resident, of his housing situation. To
provide a comparison, a sample of current SRO hotel
residents and a sample of previous hotel residents who had

moved to Section 8 apartments were interviewed. Included 1in
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the interview were questions about the resident's personal
characteristics, and views on his current and past housing,
possible alternatives for future housing, and satisfactions
and dissatisfactions with housing and neighborhood,

The second hypothesis addresses the question of the
cost of 1living for an SRO hotel resident. Based on the
understanding that the goods and services consumed by SRO
hotel residents were different than those consumed by either
the general population or other elderly groups, a special
SRO market basket was constructed. This market basket was
tested in downtown and three other neighborhoods. The other
neighborhoods were included for the purpose of comparison
because the depletion of the existing stock of SRO hotels in
downtown could mean SRO hotel residents would eventually be
forced to relocate outside downtown.

The third hypothesis addresses the cost to operate and
maintain, rehabilitate, construct new, and subsidize SRO
hotels and Section 8 apartments. It also addresses the rate
of return an owner could expect to receive from an
investment in either form of housing. This perspective is
examined because the consideration of costs is generally the
major factor in determining whether a particular low-cost
housing project will be produced.

Individually, the results of the analyses affirm a
role for the SRO hotel in housing a select group of

low-income, urban elderly persons. Examination of the
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resident survey data indicates that the SRO hotel and
Section 8 apartment samples have made different personal
choices during their 1lives and that these <choices are
representative of their different 1lifestyles. The two
samples tend to indicate satisfaction and dissatisfaction
over different matters related to housing and neighborhood,
with the basis for those concerns centered on their personal
values and priorities. More specifically, the analysis shows
that current SRO hotel residents are generally satisfied
with their- housing and that they are aware of other, less
costly, alternative housing but have not pursued it. Based
on these findings, it appears at least a portion of the
hotel residents Ehoose to live in an SRO hotel and, by
choice, remain suggesting, that for some, SRO hotels provide
a preferred form of housing.

A comparison of the cost to consume a typical SRO
market basket in the*®four neighborhoods also helps to affirm
the role of SRO hotels in housing the low-income, urban
elderly. For non-housing goods and services, and housing
itself, downtown was shown to be the 1least expensive
neighborhood. In addition to being the least expensive of
the four neighborhoods, downtown was found to be a resource
rich environment containing more of the facilities which SRO
hotel residents use, such as inexpensive restaurants and
bars. The presence of a variety of proximate facilities from

which to purchase inexpensive goods and services allows the
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low-income SRO hotel resident to satisfy his personal needs
given his financial constraints. Thus the existing stock of
SRO hotels can be seen as a valuable and unique resource for
elderly housing simply because of its location.

A comparison of the cost to operate and maintain,
rehabilitate, construct new, and subsidize SRO hotels and
Section 8 apartments finds SRO hotels to be the least
expensive in all cases. When the cost of operation and
maintenance is compared for buildings in roughly similar
condition, i.e., rehabbed or newly constructed, the per unit
cost is less for SRO hotels than Section 8 apartments. Much
of this difference 1is due to the higher debt service on
Section 8 apartment units. For rehabilitation, because there
is no need to install individual bathrooms and Kkitchens in
SRO hotels and because the square footage of the hotel units
is 1less, the per unit cost of upgrading is far less for SRO
hotels than for Section 8 apartments. Likewise, the cost of
new construction 1is considerably less for SRO hotels than
Section 8 apartments and the cost to construct a new SRO
hotel is also less than the cost of rehabilitation to create
Section 8 apartments. Not unexpectedly, because the other
costs for apartments are greater, the subsidies required for
Section 8 apartments are greater than would be required for
SRO hotels. The findings regarding return on investment
indicate that with the assistance of subsidies, which would

be far less than those needed for Section 8 apartments, SRO
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hotels could provide a reasonable return on investment,
especially the before~tax cash flow as opposed to the tax
shelter aspect of return.

Taken together, these findings provide overwhelming
evidence that the existing stock of SRO hotels is a vital
resource for housing a select group of low-income, urban,
elderly persons. The data indicates that at least some
elderly persons chose and preferred to remain in SRO hotels
even when they were aware of alternative housing in the same
neighborhood for 1less rent. This preference for SRO hotels
over Section 8 apartments parallels a difference in
lifestyles between the two samples of low-income, urban
elderly. In other words, SRO hotels provide an appropriate
fit, between the person and his environment for some elderly
persons. The appropriateness of the fit is confirmed by the
analysis of the cost of 1living survey which found that
downtown has many more resources than other neighborhoods
and that these resources are less expensive than those of
other neighborhoods. Additional /éupport for the role of
existing SRO hotels is provided by the comparison of the
costs for SRO hotels and Section 8 apartments. In all cases
compared, SRO hotels were a less costly method of providing
low~-cost housing.

What follows from these findings is that a policy of
preserving and upgrading the existing stock of SRO hotels as

low-cost single room dwelling units is needed in order to
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assure a continuing supply of affordable housing in an
environment which is supportive of the elderly person's
efforts to maintain an independent and dignified lifestyle.
Without such a policy, and the accompanying programs and
budget authority, the existing stock of SRO hotels will give
way to other uses and their 1low-income, urban, elderly
residents will be forced from an environment which enabled

them to match their needs with available resources.

Other Issues

Beyond the conclusion that there definitely is a role
for SRO hotels in housing the low-income, urban elderly and
the recommendation that such housing be preserved and
upgraded as a gost—effective means of providing low-cost
housing, there are several issues which emerge as a result
of the study's findings. The first is related to planning
and policy decisions and the standards which direct these
decisions. The second is related to the policy of urban
revitalization and its impact on the low-income elderly
hotel resident and the third is related to the uses of
central city land.

The introduction to this study noted that the primary
reason there is a need to address the question of what role
SRO hotels might have in housing the low~income, urban,
elderly is because the hotels are currently defined by HUD
as substandard housing, and as a result, are ineligible for

most types of Federal assistance. The question that needs to
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be asked of the planners and policy makers is, Does the

presence of a complete kitchen and bathroom in each dwelling
unit constitute the essence of "standard® housing? The
findings from this study suggest that planners and policy
makers have defined an "appropriate"™ living environment from
the perspective of the planner rather than that of the
resident.

This is not a new criticism. The text books are filled
with examples of how planners from one culture designed
housing for residents of another culture with disastrous
results. The problem was two-fold; planners were unaware or
ignored their own cultural biases and were unaware or
ignored the cultural biases of the prospective tenants. 1In
the end, the standards used to design the housing were
inappropriate for the situation.

The same can be said of the standards which mandate
self-contained units and exclude SRO hotels. This study
found that hotels and their downtown location are a
preferred environment £for many. Other authors have also
noted that SRO hotels and the downtown environment appear to
be the elderly resident's preferred choice (Ehrlich, 1976).
The significance of the difference between what is
acceptable to the hotel resident and what the standards
mandate is the cost to produce the two types of units. As
noted in the analysis of housing costs, under some

circumstances as many as four SRO hotel units could be
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upgraded for the cost to produce one "standard™ unit. What
role do standards have when they are the barrier to more
low-cost housing units for fewer dollars?

The second issue is not related to a specific set of
standards but to the general policy of urban revitalization.
As a national focus, that policy had its beginning with the
creation of the urban renewal programs of the late 1940s and
early 1950s and it continues today. The 1literature review
noted that SRO hotels were frequent targets of the early
renewal efforts. As a result, the stock of SRO hotels was
substantially reduced as was the stock of other low and
moderate-cost housing in and around central city areas. With
the increased value of land in central city areas, private
developers joined the revitalization efforts even without
direct assistance from renewal programs. The result has been
a continued reduction of low-cost housing in central city
areas.

An obvious impact of'the reduction of low-cost housing
units in the central city area is a reduction in the number
of low-income persons residing in the central city area.
This study found that the downtown area contained more
resources and less costly resources than a number of other
neighborhoods which had been specifically identified,
because they contained more than the usual mix of resources.
This study also noted that elderly persons tend to depend on

their surrounding neighborhood for the goods and services



288
they need. Additionally, the literature suggests that older
persons have a much more difficult time adjusting to a new
environment than do younger persons.

The question that emerges is, What happens to the
elderly SRO residents who are uprooted from their downtown
neighborhoods and forced to seek housing outside the central
city, in neighborhoods which have few, if any, SRO hotel
units and fewer resources than were available in their
former neighborhoods? Are these elderly persons able to
maintain their independent lifestyle? What are the
financial, physical, and psychological costs they must bear?
If they cannot maintain their independent lifestyle, on whom
do they depend? With the displacement of elderly SRO hotel
residents, and other low-income persons, from the resource
rich environment of the central city, the ultimate impact of
urban revitalization could be the creation of greater
dependency for those displaced. In the long run, dispersal
of the SRO hotel residents will certainly create increased
hardships for those displaced and may create increased
burdens for the already strained and nearly bankrupt service
delivery system. As in the past, the"...heaviest burdens [of
urban renewall tend to fall upon citizens least able to bear
them because of their low-incomes and generally restricted
opportunities" (Downs, 1970, p. 192).

The third issue also touches on the matter of urban

revitalization but addresses the subject from the
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perspective of land use and the economic benefits which can
be derived from various types of uses in the central city
area. It has generally been held that the development of new
office, retail, hotel, or convention space can provide the
greatest economic return to a city. Other uses such as
parks, housing, and surface parking lots tend to proviue a
lower economic return to a «city. Thus the efforts to
revitalize a city frequently tend to focus on attracting the
uses which will provide the greatest economic return,

Because this study recommends the preservation of SRO
hotels in the <central city area, it could be argueda that
such a policy would encourage a use which would not proviae
the greatest economic return and therefore possibly prevent
development which could provide a greater return. However,
most cities have adopted policies which direct the uses of
their central city areas. In Portland, the City Council has
approved policies and accompanying zoning regulations which
encourage housing in the downtown area. They have also set
aside parcels of land to be utilized for park space.

Such decisions to encourage or assign uses which would
not provide the greatest economic return are based on the
idea of trade-offs. Generally trade-offs are made between a
higher economic use and a use which would provide or satisry
some type of public good. Park space provides a respite from
the hustle and bustle of a city and a contrast from the mcre

intense surrounding development of a central city. Downtown
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housing &allows persons to live in the central city area and
thus contribute to a city's vitality beyond the typical
office worker's hours of 9 to 5. Both of these land uses are
generally perceived to be amenities which contribute to the
public good or quality of life in a city.

The argument that SRO hotels should not be preserved
because they could be replaced with a use which would
generate a greater econoﬁic return could be equally applied
to other existing housing in the central city area. SRO
hotels are housing just as high rise condominums and Section
8 apartments are housing. Singling out SRO hotels as a use
which should not be preserved is not an economic argument
but an argument against that specific type of housing. There
are clear precedents for encouraging uses which provide
little or no economic return when the alternative is
achievement of some public good. Certainly providing a
greater number of low-cost housing units for less cost, as
would be possible through the preservation of SRO hotels, is
a public good.

Though the findings from this study raise some
questions, they also answer others. The questions upon which
the study focused are answered in the affirmative. The
findings indicate that there is a role for SRO hotels in
housing the low-income, urban elderly and that there is a
demand for such housing. The findings also note that SRO

hotels can be produced at less cost than Section 8
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apartments and can provide reasonable rates of return on the
owners' investments. Only the politicians and policy makers

can take these answers and turn them into results,
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APPENDIX A

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t-TEST COMPARISONS

OP RANDOMLY AND NON-RANDOMLY SELECTED

8RO HOTEL RRESIDENTS

304

Random . Non-random Degrees
Sample Sazple Two-tail
Variable (N=24) (N»6) t-Value Freedom Probability
Age 69.4 66.5 0.71 28 0.48
(8.8) (10.4)
Marital status ® 1.3 1.5 -0.95 28 0.35
(0.5) (0.5)
Years lived downtown 13.96 9.36 0.87 28 0.39
(12.05) (8.77)
Years in SRO hotels 13.49 9.33 0.81 28 0.42
(11.70) (8.62)
Years lived alone 20.34 24.50 -0.63 28 0.53
(14.57) (13.32)
Education 4.83 5.50 -0.95 27 0.35
(1.53) (1.64)
Hollingshead SES 3.09 3.17 ~0.17 27 0.87
scale (1.08) (+75)
Monthly income $371.54 $397.40 -0.27 27 0.72
(205.66) (146.04)
Self-reported 1.83 1.83 0.00 28 1,00
health (1.17) (1.17)
Mobility 1.47 1.64 -0.62 28 0.54
(.61) (.65)
Favorable responses 1.25 1.50 -0.77 28 0.45
to SRO hotel (-74) (.55)
Unfavorable responses 0.83 0.83 0.00 28 1.00
to SRO hotel (.82) (.41)
Life satisfaction 1.45 1.43 0.22 28 0.83
(.22) (.20)
Persons to call 1.04 1.50 -1.24 28 0.23
for assistance (.81) (.84)
Use of bars b -0.22 0.69 -2.15 28 0.04 ¢
(.96) (.78)
Use of church b 0.21 0.23 -0.05 28 0.96
(.78) (1.12)
Visit with friends 0.02 -0.29 0.70 27 0.49
ia person (.97) (.22)
Vigit with relatives 0.23 -0.26 1.17 25 0.25
io person (.94) (+75)
Talk with friends 0.32 0.27 0.12 26 0.91
on phone (.84) (.92)
Talk with relatives 0.13 -0.26 0.93 25 0.36
on phone b (.90) (.95) .

& Categories are 1 = ever married and 2 = pever married.

b values were converted to Z~-scores; negative values are the highest level of use,
positive values are the lowest level of use.

€ The frequency of using a bar or tavern is the only comparison which approaches a
significant level. It is possible that managers selected those individuals who drank less,

assuming they would be more easily interviewed.
20 is equivalent to chance for p = .0S5.

random samples are similar.

This single significant comparison out of
It is therefore concluded that the random and non=-
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APPENDIX B

SRO HOTEL RESIDENT SURVEY SCHEDULE

RESIDCNT QUESTIONNAIRE

Respondent's Name

Hotel Room No.

Address

Phone No. (Hotel)

Date of Interview Time

Location of Interview

Type of unit: SRO Hotel z

Interviewer

Notes:

Record of contact:

Date T4 Results *

* Refusal, not home
made a?pointment.
willcall back again, etc.



Hello, my name is .

I'm working on a project that is studying the old hotels in downtown.

We are talking with about 40 people who live in different hotels to

find out things like what people like about the hotels, what they dislike,
and what they would do if they were forced to move out. We know that
over the past several years a number of the hotels have been closed ard
that is a concern to us.

It takes about 45 minutes to ask the questions. In exchange for your
answering the questions, I will pay you $3.00 for your time. We feel

it is very important to get the questions answered so we are willing to
pay those we talk with. Anything we talk about would be between just

you and me--strictly confidential. That means other tenants, the manager
or anyone else could not find out what you said.

Would now pe a good time to talk or wouia you rather I
came back at another time?

We could talk here or go get a cup of coffee.

I. HOUSING PREFERENCES--Single Room Occupant

1. How long have you lived in the Portland Metropolitan Area?
(report in years: 1 mo. .08 years 7 mo. = .58 ‘years 5
8

2 mo. = .16 years mo. = .67 years
3 mo. = .25 years 9 mo. = .75 years
4 mo. = .33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
S mo. = .42 years 1l mo. = .92 years
6 mo. = .50 years no data = 00.00

2. How long have you lived in the downtown area?

(report in years: 1 mo., = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years (5)
2 mo. = .16 years 8 mo. = .67 years
3 mo, = .25 years 9 mo. = .75 years
4 mo. = .33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
(Probe: When 5 mo. = .42 years 1l mo. = .92 years
did you move 6 mo., = .50 years no data = 00.00

to the down-
town area?)

3. How is it you came to live in the downtown area?

)
1. Knew it was cheap rent
2. Close to things; within walking distance (Second reason
3. Good, inexpensive public transportation if more than
4, Knew other people in the area, friends or relatives one given)
5. Other (specify)
0. No data
4. How long have you lived in this hotel?
(report in years: 1 mo. = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years (5)
2 mo., = .16 years 8 mo. = ,67 years
3 mo. = .25 years 9 mo. = .75 years
4 mo., = .33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
S mo. = .42 years 1) mo. = .92 years
6 mo., = .50 years no data = 00.00
5. How long have you lived in single room hotels?
(report in years: 1 mo, = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years (5)
2 mo. = .16 years 8 mo. = .67 years
3 mo. = .25 years 9 mo. = .75 years
4 mo. = .33 years 10 mo. = .B3 years
5 mo. = .42 years 11 mo. = .92 years .
6 mo. = .50 years no data = 00,00
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[IF ANSWER TO #5 ) #u, THEN GO TO #6]

[IF

[IF

10.

11,

sinc

r.. Once you moved into a hotel, have you lived in one ever

e?

1. YES, always, no breaks (excludes time in hospitals, etc.)
2. NO, there were breaks

3. Only lived in one SRO hotel (#5 = #u4)

0. No data

—

YES, GO TO #7] [IF NO, GO TO #8]

What other type of housing did you have when you were NOT

living in a single room hotel?

(2)

1. Efficiency apartment
2. Apartment with bedroom
3. Boarding house

4. Own home

6. TFlop house

7. MNursing home

8. Home for the aged

9. 1Instituticn (memtal, prison

§. On the streets/parks residential care facility, etc.)
10. Always in SRO hotels

0. No data

How many other single room hotels have you lived —

in in the downtown area?

(report actual number: gg
98
99

None, no other hotels
Others, but NOT downtown
No data

AT LEAST ONE OTHER SRO HOTEL]

For what reason did you move from one hotel to another?

[69)
1. It closed down, was torn or burned down
2., It changed to another use
3. Had problems with the manager/desk clerk
4, Had problems with the other tenants
5. Poor maintenance; could not get repairs
6. Too expensive
7. Too noisy
8. Other (specify)
9. Never moved
0. No data
What type of housing did you have just before you
moved into your first single room hotel? (2)
0l. Efficiency apartment 07. Nursing home
02. Apartment with bedroom 08. Home for the aged
03, Boarding house 09. Institution (mental, prison,
0%, Own home residential care facility, etc.)

05. The streets/parks 10. Other (specify)

06. Flop house 00. No data

What is it you like most about living in a single

room hotel? (2)
01. It is cheap 06. Security/safety
02. Independence 07. Knowing someone is around
03. Convenient to stores/services to help
O4. Maid service 08. Cheap transportation
05. Other people in hotel; 09. Other (specify)
friendliness 10. Don't like it

00. No data
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12.

13.

14.

15,

What is it you like second best about living in

a single room hotel?

0l.
02.
03.
ou,
05.

It is cheap

Independence

Convenient to stores/services
Maid service

Other people in hotel:
friendliness.

What
room

is it you qislike mesr about

hotel?

0l.
02.
03.
04.
0s.
06.

Too noisy

No privacy

Too dirty, bugs, etc.
Sharing « bathroom
No kitchen

The other tenants

is another thing you dislike
room hotel?
oL,
02,
03.
oy,
0s.
06.

Too noisy

No privacy

Too dirty

Sharing a bathroom
No kitchen

The other tenants

06.
07.

08.
09,
10.
00.

(2)

Security/safety

Knowing someone is around
to help

Cheap transportation
Other (specify)

Don't like it

No data

living in a single

07.
08.
09.
10.
1l.
12.
00.

(2)

The manager/desk clerk

It is a dangerous place tolive
Nobody cares about others

Don't like living alone, lonesome
Other (specify)

Like everything

No data

about living in a single

07.
08.
09.
10.
1.
12,
00.

The manager/desk clerk

It is a dangerous place to live
Nobody cares about others

pon't like living alone, lonesome
Other (specify)

Like everything

No data

Consider this possibility, that you receive a letter from the manager
saying you must find another place to live, that the hotel is closing
in a month to make way for another development.

A. What kind of housing would you look for first?

(2)

Ol. An SRO hotel 07. Flop house
02. An SRO with bathroom 08. A subsidized apartment
03. An SRO with communal kitchen (Section B8 or HAP)
04, Efficiency apartment 09, Home for the aged
05. Apartment with bedroom 10. Own home
06. Boarding house 11, Other (specify)

00. No data

B. How would you go about looking for this new

place to live?

1. Ask friends about openings

What would you do first?

2. Ask manager/desk clerk about openings elsewhere

3. Call NWPP housing section

4. Call housing authority (Foster, Rosenbaum)
5. Call other section 8 projects (Roosevelt, 333 Oak,

Washington Plaza, Clay Towers)

6. Begin walking hotel to hotel; go out and look around

7. Call welfare office

8. Try to locate home for the aged

9, Other (specify)

0. No data
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n
C. Where would you look first for a new place to live, —
in what general area? (1)
1. In downtown Portland
2. In NW Portland
3. Across the river in SE/NE (close in)
4. Further out but still in the city
S§. Outside the city
6. In another city
7. Makes no difference/ anywhere
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
D. Why would you look in that area?
Y y RN V)
1. Used to live there, know people in area
2. Have relatives in the area
3. It is convenient to stores/services
4, Know rents are cheap in that area
5. It is where the projects are located (Section 8 or HAP)
6. Do not know any other areas of town
7. Has cheap/good transportation
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
E. If you could not find housing there, where
would you look second? 1)
1. In downtown Portland
2. In NW portland
3. Across the river in SE/NE (close in)
4. Further out but still in the city
5. Outside in the city
6. In another city
7. Makes no difference/anywhere
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
F. Why would you look in that area?
. [6W)]
1. Used to live there, know people in area
2, Have relatives in the aea
3. It is convenient to stores/services
4. Know rents are cheap in the area
5. It is where the projects are located (Section 8 or HAP)
6. Do not know any other areas of town
7. Has cheap/good transportation
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
G. Suppose you just couldn't find a (response to # 15A)
what other kind of housing would you look for? (2)

[HAND RESPONDENT CARD I-15G)

Here is a 1ist of various kinds of housing. Which one would
you look for? -

0l. Hotel room

02. Hotel room with its own bathroom
03. Hotel room with common kitchen
O4. Board and room situation

05. Flop house

06. Subsidized apartment (Section 8)
07. Home for the aged

08. One-room apartment

09. Apartment with a bhedroom

10. Other (specify)
00. No data




16.

17,

18.

19,

20.

H., What do you now pay per month for rent?
(report in $/month; round off to nearest dollar) (3)
I. If you were forced to move, what is the maximum
amount you feel you could afford to spend on (3)
housing?
(report in $/month; round off to nearest dollar)
Have you seriously considered moving from where you now
live? —
1. Yes
2. No
0. No data
For how many years have you lived alone?
(report in years: 1 mo. = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years (O]
2 mo. = .16 years 8 mo. = .67 years
3 mo. = .25 years 9 mo. = .75 years
4 mo. = .33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
5 mo. = .42 years 1l mo. = .92 years
6 mo. = .50 years no data = 00,00
Who was the last person you lived with?
[69)
1. Spouse 5. Friend
2. Son or daughter 6. Other (specify)
3. Parents 0. No data
4. Other relatives
If you were to consider living with someone else, who I
would that be? (1)
1. Spouse 5. Other (specify)
2. Son or daughter 6. Would not consider living with
3. Other relative someone else
4, Friend 0. No data

Now I would like you to consider a second possibility, that you are
offered an opportunity to move into housing where the rent is only

one-quarter of your monthly income.
$200 per month, you would pay $50 for rent.

you would pay 5$75.

A,

Have you ever considered moving into such housing?

In other words, if you receive
If you receive $300

(Have you tried to get information about such housing?) (6V)

1. Did not know it existed

2. Thought about it but waiting list was too long
3. Do not want to live with all old people

4. Do not want to move, period

5. Am currently on the waiting list

6. Need to buy furniture and that costs too much
7. Other (specify)

0. No data
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6
21l. The housing I just described to you has its own bathroom and kitchen
and sometimes a separate bedroom. Additionally, most all residents
of the housing are elderly persons, that is at least 62 years old.
Such housing currently exists in downtown and in other parts of the
city.
[ONLY IF RESPONDENT DID NOT KNOW ABOUT SUBSIDIZED HOUSING]
A. With this knowledge, would you consider moving into
this type of housing? (1)
1. Yes, definitely or probably
2. Not sure
3. No, definitely or probably
4. Already knew about subsidized housing
0. No data
[HAND RESPONDENT CARD I-21B)
B. I would like to know a little more about how you feel
about such housing.
Compared with your present situation, do you see
(read items below) as a benefit, it makes no difference,
or as a disadvantage?
1. Having your own bathroom?
(€9)
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data
2. Having your own kitchen?
(69)
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data
3. Possibly having a bedroom?
1)
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data
4. Having more space?
m
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data
5. Having a lower rent?
(6D)
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2., Makes no differnce 0. No data
6. Having to furnish the apartment?
[69)
1. Benefit 3, Disadvantage
2, Makes no difference 0. No data
7. Having mostly elderly neighbors?
(6))
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data
8. Having a place that is new or remodeled?
m
1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data
9. Other (specify)
m

1. Benefit 3. Disadvantage
2. Makes no difference 0. No data



C. 1If you did choose to move to this type of housing,
in what location of the city would you prfer to be?

1.
2.
3.
u,
5.
6.
7.
0.

In downtown
Across the river in SE/NE (close in)
Further out but still in the city

In another city

Makes no difference

Other (specify)

(1)

Would not choose this type of housing
No data

{9270 29 sussIp1zEd ONLY]
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iI.

TUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT OF HOUSING

Now I would like to ask you some general questions about your room and
the hotel,

[HAND RESPONDENT CARD II-1]

1.

4,

S

7.

10.

1.

12.

13.

1. Excellent
2. Okay

3. Poor

0. Ho data

Generally, how would you rate the amount of heat you
receive in your room throughout the day during the winter
months? Would you say it was excellent? Okay? or Poor?

How would you rate the amount of protection your room
provides from burglars or others who might want to
harm you?

How would you rate time==mount of privacy from other
tenants that your room provides?

How would you rate the amount of quiet or separation
from noise that your room provides?

How would you rate the plumbing in your room?

How would you rate the amount of light in your room?
(illumination vs. daylight)

How would you rate the cleanliness of the bathroom
facilities in the hotel?

How would you rate the efforts at rodent and pest
control in your hotel?

How would you rate the success of those efforts?

How would you rate your access to transportation
when you need to get somewhere?

How would you rate the closeness of stores and shops
to the hotel? )

How would you rate the closeness of services to the hotel?
(laundromat, cleaners, clinics, social security, etc.)

How would you rate the amount of rent you pay for your
room? (excellent deal, okay, or horrible--being taken).

1)

1)

1)

1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)
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III. NEIGHBORHOOD AMENITIES/DISAMENITIES

Now, I would like to ask you some questions about your neighborhood.

1. How concerned are you about the amount or kind of
traffic on the streets? (1)

l. very concerned

2. somewhat concermed
3. not at all concerned
0. no data

2. How concerned are you about walking alone during the
day in this neighborhood? 1)

1. very concerned

2. somewhat concerned
3. not at all concerned
0. no data

3. How concerned are you about walking alone in the
evening in this neighborhood? (1)

l. very concerned

2. somewhat concerned
3. not at all concerned
0. no data

4, How concerned are you about security, say locks and
so forth, for your room or the hotel in general? (1)

l. very concerned

2. somewhat concerned
3. not at all concerned
0. no data

5. How concerned are you about the kind of people in
this neighborhood? (1)

l. very concerned

2. somewhat concerned
3. not at all concerned
0. no data

6. Do you think this is a good neighborhood for older
people to live in? (1)

1. very good

2, okay

3. not good, bad
0. no data



7.

8.

10.

i1,

What are some good things about this neighborhood?

0i. trees, grass, open space, parks
02. quiet neighborhood

03. little traffic

O4. well kept neighborhood

05. close to stores

06. close to services

07. good public transportation

08. good neighborhood

09. age segregated--old

10. age integrated--mixed

11. ethnic purity

12. low crime, feel safe

13. low rent

l4. other (specify)
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(2)
(second reason

if more than
one given)

15. no good things
00. No data

What are some bad things about this neighborhood?

(#3)

(second reason
if more than

0i. no trees, parks, open space one given)
02. noisy neighborhood

03. heavy traffic

O4. run-down neighborhood

05. too many commercial establishments

06. too far from stores

07. too far from services

08. poor public transit

09. bad neighbors

10. age composition, too many old, too many young

11. no ethnic purity

12. high rent, rent too high

13. other (specify)

14, no bad things

00. No data

Since you have lived here, would you say the

neighborhood has changed for the better, (1)
stayed about the same, or changed for the worse?

L. for the better 3. for the worse

2. about the same 0. no data

When you talk about "walking distance" how many

blocks are you referring to? (record actual (2)
maximum number)

[HAND RESPONDENT CARD WITH THEIR OWN MAXIMUM BLOCKS]

("walking distance" is the distance a person can

walk without tiring too badly)

Are there any stores or services you wish were closer

to where you live? y (6%]

1. Yes
2. No
0. No data
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12. What stores or services are they? 11

1, Wish it was closer
2. Close enough (not mentioned)
0. No data

A. restaurant

B. large supermarket
C. small grocery

D. drugstore/pharmacy
E. laundromat

F. cleaners

G. bank/savings & loan
H. post office

I. Dbarber/beauty shop
J. thrift store

K. department store
L. library

M. Dbar

N. movie theater

0. church/synagogue
P. physician/clinic

Q. dentist
R. bus
S. taxi

T. food stamp office

U. social security office

V. meal site/L&F

W. senior center

X. veterans administration office
Y. other (specify)
Z., other (specify)

AT

[ONLY IF RESPONDENT LISTS SOME STORES/SERVICES)

13. Does it cause you any difficulty when you need to go to

one of those places? [68)

l. Yes, a great deal

2. Some difficulty

3. No difficulty

0. No data

l4. What kind of difficulty does it cause for you?

l. need to pay bus fare (1)
2. need to call taxi .
3. need to ride several buses (second reason
4, don't get to go if more than
5. must call a friend for help one given)

6. other (specify)
7. other (specify)
o. no difficulty getting around
0. no data

15. Now I would like to ask you some questions about what stores and services
you use. As you will see, I am interested to know how far away they are

and how you get there.



Average Use
1. once/day at least

2. several times/week

3. no more than once/week
4. serveral times/month

5. no more than once/month
6. several times/year

7. no more than once/year
8. every couple of years
9. almost never
10. never use it

0. no data

Last Time Used
1. today7yeaterday
2. in the last week
3. in thelast month
4. in the last 6 months
S. in the last year
6. 1-5 years ago
7. 5-10 years ago

8. more than 10 years ago

9. never use it
0. no data

Mode
1. walk
2. bus
3. drive

4. ride in a private car

§. taxi

6. driven by an agency
(including Lift)

7. never use it

0. no data

Other than walk
1. too far for me

2. bus is very convenient

3. bad weather

4. other (specify)

5, never use it

0¥ no data WA

Blocks Away

(record actual number of
blockd from the hotel)
91. 1-S miles away

95. more than 5 miles away

99. never use it
00. no data

| Service |

On the average,

how often do you last time you

(3)
What is(are) the
name(s) of the

you use?

Hame of

usee | | Place

) (s)

How do you ..
usually get Why is it you
to 2  don't walk?

Other

Mode of
tha 1
| | Transport | | n walk |

(6)

How many bloch
is it from the
hotel?

Blocks
Away

A. Restaurant,
cafeteria,
luncheonette, or
snack bar

B. large supermarket
(Safeway)

C. small grocery
store

D. drugstore or
pharmacy

E. laundromat

F. cleaners

G. bank, savings &
loan, credit
union

H. post office

I. barber/beauty
shop

Il
Il

LTE



Average Use
1. once/day at least

2. several times/week

3. no more than once/week
4. serveral times/month

S. no more than once/month
6. several times/year

7. no more than once/year
8. every couple of years
9. almost never

10. never use it

0. no data

Last Time Used
1. today/yeaterday
2. in the last week
3. in thelast month
4. in the last 6 months
5. in the last year
6. 1-5 years ago
7. 5-10 years ago
8. more than 10 years ago
9. never use it
0. no data

Mode
1. walk
2. bus
3. drive

4. ride in a private car
5. taxi
6. driven by an agency
(including Lift)
7. never use it
0. no data
Other than walk
1. too far for me
2. bus is very convenient
3. bad weather
4. other (specify)
5. never use i
O.b'no data Satk
Blocks Away
(record actual number of
blockd from the hotel)
91. 1-5 miles away
95. more than 5 miles away
99. never use it
00. no data

| Service |

(1) (2) (3) () (5)

What is(are) the

On the average, name(s) of the

how often do you
use ?

When was the
last time you
used

How do you

usually get
you use? to 3

Why is it you
don't walk?

"

Average
Use 1 1

Last Time
used ||

Name of Other

Place

Mode of

(6)

How many blo
is it from the
hotel? ~

Blocks

J. thrift store

{ | _Transport | | than walk [

Away

K. department

store

L. library

M. bar

N. movie theater

0. church/synagogue

Q. dentist

P. physician/clinic

R.Bus (inside fareless

square)

S.Bus (outside fareless
square

T. taxi

€1

8l€E



16,

A.

E.

F.

H.

I.

How often have you used the following services?

1. Regularly

2. Off and on

3. For a short time in the past

4. Once

5. Never used it

6. Did not know that service existed

7. Never use any services- a general statement about services

0. No data

the Visiting Nurse

special transportation service (i.e., Lift, N.W., Pilot
Project)

Meals-on-Wheels (or home delivery of hot meals)

Loaves and Fishes or other senior meal sites

a referral service

special legal assistance

visited/participated in senior center programs

food stamps

Other (specify)

(1)

1y
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15

PERSONAL HISTORY

Section A: Demographic

4,

7.

8.

Age: ——
(2)
Sex: l. Female
2. Male (1)
0. No data
Race: 1. Caucasian 4, Chicano
2, Black 5. Asian (1)
3. Indian ’ 6. Other
Current Marital Status: 1. Separated
2. Divorced (1)
3, Widowed
4. Never married
0. No data

Number of Children: (all, not just those living now)

(L)

Generally, what type of jobs did you have?
(record in wargin specific jobs held, also which was major job)™ (1)

1. major professionasi, executive & proprietavs
or large concerns

2. managers, proprietors of medium sized
businesses, lesser professionals

3. administrative personnel of large concerns,
owner of small, independent business,
semi-professional

4, owner of little business, clerical § sales,
technical

5. skilled worker

6., semi-skilled worker

7. unskilled worker

0. no data

Number of jobs held during working career:
(2)

¥What was the last year of school you completed?
[§9]
1. graduate or professional training
2. college
3., partial college (1 year but less than 4)
4, high or trade school
5. partial high school (10th-11th)
6. junior high school (7th-9th)
7. less than 7th grade
0. no data
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9.

10.

11.

As well as you can recall, what was the total amount of
your income last month?

Did any of that income come from:

A, Wages 1. Yes
2. No
0. No data
B. Social Security 1. Yes
(blue or green 2. No
check) 0. No data
C. Supplemental Security 1. Yes
Income (Gold or Yellow 2, No
check) 0. No data
D. Veterans pension 1. Yes
2. 'No
0. No data
E. Pensions 1. Yes
2, No
0. No data
F. Investments, Interest, 1. Yes
Dividends 2. No
0. No data
G. Welfare 1. Yes
2. No
0. No data
H. Other (specify) 1. Yes
2. No
(i.e., odd jobs, 0. No data

gifts, ete.)

In what kind of setting have you spent most of your life?
An urban, suburban or rural one?

1. Urban
2, Suburban
3. Rural

0. No data

321
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Section B: Health, Life Satisfaction
11, How often do you worry about your health? ——
(1)
1. frequently
2. occasionally
3. hardly ever
4. never
0. no data
12. Has your health gotten better or worse during the
past two years? (&%)
l. better
2. no change
3. worse
0. no data
13. Generally speaking, would you say your health is good, -
fair, or poor for your age? 1)
l. good
2. fair
3. poor
0. no data
14, To what degree are you able to do the following:
[HAND RESPONDENT CARD IV-1u4]
1. easily
2. some difficulty
3. great difficulty
4. unable
0. no data
A, Get around your room
[§9)
B. Go up stairs ——
C. Go down stairs —_
D. Get out of chair [,
E. Get out of the hotel —_—
F. Get around the neighborhood
15. How do you spend your time during the day?
[HAND RESPONDENT CARD 1V-15]
l. a lot of time
2. some time
3. hardly any time
0. no data
A, Talking with triends
B. Reading (9]
C. Watching television ——
D. Sitting and thinking ———
E. Sleeping
F. Just doing nothing —
G. Doing volunteer work ——
H. . Other (specify)




16.  As I read each of the following statements, please tell

me if you agree strongly, agree, disagree, or strongly

disagree,

[HAND RESPOMDENT CARD IV-16]

1.
2,
3.
4.
0.

agree strongly
agree

disagree
disagree strongly
no data

A. As I grow older, things seem better than I thought
they would be.

8, I have getten more of the breaks in life than most
people I know.

C. When I think back over my life, I did not get most

of the

important things I wanted.

D. I expect interesting and pleasant things to happen
to me in the future.

E. My life could be happier than it is now.

F. 1I've gotten pretty much what I expected out of life.

G. If I could, I would ~hange quite a lot of my past

life.

H. All in all, I am well satisfied with my life.

Section C: Primary Support System

17.

18.

How many residents of this hotel do you talk to at
least once a week? (More than just hello)
[record actual response]

How many people in this hotel do you consider to be a
close friend rather than just an acquaintence?
[record actual response]

18

(2)
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19.

20,

2.

22,

23,

24,

Is there someone you could call day or night if you
needed help or needed to talk to someone?

1.
2.
0.

Yes
o
o data

[IF YES] Who is the first person you would call?

0l.
02,
03.
o4,
05.
06,
07.
08,

son or daughter
other relative
friend

neighbor

desk clerk

social worker
clergyman

welfare department

0s.
10.
11.
12,
13.

00.
15.

store clerk
police
hospital
professional
otaer (specify)

no data
no one else

who is the second person you would call if you could
not reach (above response)?

when was the last time you visited, in person, with

friends?
1. yesterday/today 6. 1-5 years ago
2, in the last week 7. 5-10 years ago
3. in the last month 8. more than 10 years ago
4. in the last & months 0. no data
5. in the last year
On the average, how often do you visit in person with
friends?
0l1. once/day at least 07. no more than once/year
02. several times/week 08. every couple of years
03. no more than once/week 09, almost never
O4. several times/month 10. never
05. no more than once/month 00. no data
06, several times/year
When was the last time you talked with a i over
the phone?
l. yesterday/today 6. 1~5 years ago
2, in the last week 7. 5-10 years ago
3. in the last month 8. more than 10 years ago
4, in the last 6 months 0. no data
5. in the last year

19

(2)

(2)

(1)

(2)
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25,

26,

27.

28.

29.

30,

3l1.

20

On the average, how often do you talk with friends
over the phone? 2)
0l. once/day at least 07. no more than once/year
02. several times/week 08. every couple of years
03. no more than once/week 09. almost never
04, several times/month 10. never
05. no more than once/month 00. no data
06, several times/year
How many living children do you have?
(record actual number) )]
98. never had children
99. no data
Do you have other living relatives?
1. Yes, still some contact 3. Ne )
2. Yes, no contact 4. Don't know

0. No data
¥When was the last time you spoke, in person, to one of
xour children? (¢9)
1. yesterday/today 6., 1-5 years ago
2. in the last week 7. 5-10 years ago
3. in the last month 8. more than 10 years ago
4, in the last 6 months 0. no data
S. in the last year
On the average, how often do you speak, in person, to one
of your children? (2)
0l. once/day at least 07. no more than once/year
02. several times/week 08. every couple of years
03. no more than once/week 09. almost never
04, several times/month 10. never
05. no more than once/month 00. no data
06. several times/year
When was the last time you spoke to one of your
children over the phone or received a letter from (1)
one of them?
l. yesterday 6. 1-5 years
2. in the last week 7. 5-10 years ago
3. in the last month 8. more than 10 years ago
4. in the last 6 months 0. no data
S. 4in the last year
On the average, how often do you speak to one of
your children over the phone or receive a letter (¥3)]

fro

0.
02,
03.
o4,
05,
06.

m one of them?

once/day at least
several times/week

no more than once/week
several times/month

no more than once/month
several times/year

07.
08.
09,
10.
00.

no more than once/year
every couple of years
almost never

never

no data
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3a.

33.

3y,

35,

36.

37.

38.

When was the last time you spoke, in person, to a
relative other than your children?
PR

1.
2.
3.
L,
S.

On
to

oL.
02,
03.
Ou,
05.
06.

yesterday/today

in the last week

in the last month
in the last 6 months
in the last year

6.
7.
8.
0.

1-5 years ago

§-10 years ago

more than 10 years ago
no data

the average, how often do you speak, in person,
a relative other than one of your children?

once/day at least
several times/week

no more than once/week
several times/month

no more than once/month
several times/year

07.
08.
0g.
10,
00.

no more than once/year
every couple of years
almost never

never

no data

When was the last time you gpoke to a_relative other

than your children gver the phone or received a letter
from one of them?

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.

yesterday/today

in the last week

in the last month

in the last 6 months
in the last year

6.
7.
8.
0.

1-5 years ago

5~10 years ago

more than 10 years ago
no data

Oon the average, how often do you speak to a relative,
other than one of your children, over the phone or
receive a letter from one of them?

ol.
02.
03.
4.
05.
06.

once/day at least
several times/week

no more than once/week
several times/month

no more than once/month
several times/year

07.
08.
09.
10.
00.

no more than once/year
every couple of years
almost never

never

no data

Do you see relatives during holidays?

Yes
No
no data

Do you see friends during holidays?

1.
2.
0.

Yes
No
no data
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(1)

1)

1)

(1)

Are there any other things about living here that you think I
should know about?




v.

INTERVIEWER RATINGS

A.

0f Respondent

1.

4,

Se

How much trouble did you have persuading
Respondent to be interviewed?

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

Once Respondent agreed to be interviewed, was s/he

None, enthusiastic

None, not enthusiastic but very willing

Took some explanation but no real resistance
Took quite a bit of persuasion, not at all
willing at first

Extremely difficult, didn't think Respondent
could be persuaded at first

Other (specify)

generally cooperative or antagonistic toward the

interviewer?
1. Cooperative
2. Antagonistic

Did Respondent show any signs of confusion (in
dates, places, remembering things, etc.)?

1.
2.

Yes
No

How alert was Respondent?

1.
2.
3.

Very alert
Average
Apathetic or lethargic

¥hat was Respondent's overall reaction to the

interview?
1., Upset
2. Bored but not concerned

3.
4,

Interested but not particularly concerned
Enjoyed it

Of Respondent's Room

1.

What was the general condition of Respondent's

room?
1. Saw the room, it was very neat and orderiy
2. It was organized
3. it was somewhat disarrayed
. It was in considerable disarra
S§. Didn't see the room y
0. No data

22
(&)
(1)
1)
(1)
m
(1)
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C.

23

2. What was the general physical condition of the room?

X.
2.
3.
4.
0.

(2)

Excellent

Okay

Poor

pidn't see the room
No data

3, What was the general condition of furnishings?

1.
2,
3.
4.
0.

Excellent

Okay

Poor

Didn't see the room
No data

Of Respondent's Hotel

1. What was the general condition of the hotel?

1.
2.
3.
0.

(1)

Excellent
Okay
Poor

No data
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APPENDIX C

SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENT SURVEY SCHEDULE

RESIDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Respondent's Name

Hotel Room No.

Address

Phone No. (Hotel)

Date of Interview Time

Location of Interview

Type of unit:

Subsidized ﬂ

Interviewer

Notes:

Record of contact:

Date Time Results*

* Refusal, not home
made appointment,
will call back again, etc.
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1
Hello, my name is .
I'm working on a project that is studying the old hotels in downtown. I
understand that you used to live in the Hotel. We are talking
with about 20 people who have moved into subsidized housing. We want
to know what you liked and disliked about living in a hotel, what you
like and dislike about living here, and how you like the neighborhood.
It takes about 45 minutes to ask the questions. In exchange for your
answering the questions, I will pay you $3.00 for your time. We feel
it is very important to get the questions answered so we are willing to
pay those we talk with. Aanything we talk about would be between you and
me--strickly confidential. That means other tenants, the manager or
anyone else could not find out what you said.
Would now be a good time to talk or would you rather I came back at
another time.
We could talk here or go get a cup of coffee.
I. HOUSING PREFERENCES---Subsidized Units
1. How long have you lived in the Portland Metropolitan Area?
(report in years: 1 mo. = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years )
2 mo. = .16 years 8 mo. = .67 years
3 mo. = .25 years 9 mo. = .75 years
4 mo. = .33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
5 mo. = .42 years 1l mo. = .92 years
6 mo. = .50 years no data = 00.00
2. How long have you lived in the downtown area? ' —
(report in years: 1l mo. = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years (5)
2 mo. = ,16 years 8 mo, = .67 years
3 mo, = ,25 years 9 mo, = .75 years
4 mo, = ,33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
(Probe: When 5 mo. = ,42 years 1l mo, = .92 years
did you move 6 mo. = ,50 years no data = 00,00
to the down-
town area?)
3. How is it you came to live in the downtown area?
[69)
l. Knew it was cheap rent
2. Close to things; within walking distance (Second reason
3. Good, inexpensive public transportation if more than
4. Knew other people In the area, friends or relatives one given)
5. Other (specify)
0. No data

3A., How long have you lived at this address?
(report in years: 1 mo. = .08 yrs. 7 mo.

51 yrs. 57

2 mo. = .16 yrs. 8 mo. = .67 yrs.
3.mo. = .25 yrs. 9 mo. = .75 yrs.
4 mo. = ,33 yrs. 10 mo, = .83 yrs,
S mo. = .42 yrs. 11l mo, = .92 yrs.
6 mo, = .50 yrs. No data = 00.00)
4. How long did you live in the hotel from which

you moved? (5)

(report in years: 1 mo. = .08 yrs, 7 mo. = .51 yrs.
2 mo. = .16 yrs. 8 mo, = .67 yrs.
3 mo. = ,25 yrs. 8 mo, = .75 yrs.
4 mo. = .33 yrs. 10 mo, = .83 yrs,
S mo. = .42 yrs. 1l mo. = .92 yrs.
& mo. = .50 yrs, No data = €0.00)

S. How many years did you live in a single-room hotel?
(report in years: 1 mo. = 408 yrs, 7 mo, = .51 yrs,. )

2 mo. = ,16 yrs. 8 mo, = .67 yrs,
3 mo. = ,25 yrs, 9 me. = .75 yrs.
4 mo., = .33 yrs. 10 mo., = ,83 yrs,
5 mo. = 42 yrs. 1l mo. = ,92 yrs.
6 mo. = .50 yrs, No data = 00,00)



[IF ANSWER TO #5 > #4, THEN GO TO #6}

6.

(943

[IF

10,

11.

Once you moved into a hotel, have you lived in one ever
since?

1.

2. NO, there were breaks
3. Only lived in one SRO hotel (W5 = #4)
0. No data
YES, 6O TO #7] [IF N0, GO TO #8]
What other type of housing did you have when you were NOT
living in a single room hotel? - (2
1. Efficiency apartment 6. Flop house
2. Apartment with bedroom 7. Nursing home
3. Boarding house 8. Home for the aged
4. Own home 9. Institution (mental, prison
S. On the streets/parks residential care facility, etc.)
10. Always in SRO hotels
0. No data
How many other single room hotels have you lived -
in in the downtown area?
(report actual number: g0 = None, no other hotels
98 = Others, but NOT downtown
99 = No data
AT LEAST ONE OTHER SRO HOTEL]
For what reason did you move from one hotel to another?
(69)
1. It closed down, was torn or burned down
2. It changed to another use
3. Had problems with the manager/desk clerk
4. Had problems with the other tenants
5. Poor maintenance; could not get repairs
6. Too expensive
7. Too noisy
8. Other (specify)
9. Never moved
0. No data
What type of housing did you have just before you
moved into your first single room hotel? (2)
01, Efficiency apartment 07. Nursing home
02. Apartment with bedroom 08. Home for the aged
03, Boarding house 09. Institution (mental, prison,
04, Own home residential care facility, etc.)
05, The streets/parks 10. Other (specify)
06. Flop house 00. No data
What is it you like most about living in a single
room hotel? (2)
0l. It is cheap 06. Security/safety
02. Independence 07. Knowing someone is around
03. Convenient to stores/services to help
O4. Maid service 08. Cheap transportation
05. Other people in hotel; 09. Other (specify)
friendliness 10. Don't like it

R $9)

YES, always, no breaks (excludes time in hospitals, etc.)

00,
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No data



12,

13.

14,

15.

332

What is It you like second best about living in
a single room hotel?

01. It is cheap 06.
02. Independence 07.

03. Convenient to stores/services
04. Maid service os.
05. Other people in hotel: 09.
friendliness 10.
00.

What is it you dislike most about

room hotel?

0l. Too noisy 07.
02. No privacy 08.
03. Too dirty, bugs, etc. 09.
O4. Sharing a bathroom 10.
05. No kitchen 11.
06. The other tenants 12.
00.

What is another thing you gdiglike

room hotel?

0L. Too noisy 07.
02. No privacy 08.
03. Too dirty 09.
04, Sharing a bathroom 10.
05, No kitchen 11.
06, The other tenants 12.
00.

@
Security/safety
Knowing someone is around
to help

Cheap transportation
Other (specify)
Don't like it

No data

living in a single

)

The manager/desk clerk

It is a dangerous place tolive
Nobody cares about others

Don't like living alone, lonesome
Other (specify)

Like everything

No data

about living in a single

@

The manager/desk clerk

It is a dangerous place to live
Nobody cares about others

Don't like living alone, lonesome
Other (specify)

Like everything

No data

Consider thispossibility--that you receive a letter from your current
manager saying you must find another place to live, that you are

being aevicted from your apartment.

The

to lecsie qanother place to live,

A.

B.

letter says you have 30 days

¥What kind of housing would you look for first?
[€))
01, An SRO hotel 07. Flop house
02, An SRO with bathroom 08. A subsidized apartment
03. An SRO with communal kitchen (Section 8 or HAP)
04, Efficiency apartment 09. Home for the aged
05, Apartment with bedroom 10, Own home
06. Boarding house 1l. Other (specify)
00. No data
How would you go about looking for this new place
to live? What would you do first?
)
1. Ask friends about openings 6. Begin walking hotel to hotel
2. Ask manager or desk clerk 7. Call welfare office
about openings elsewhere 8. Try to locate home for the
3. Call NWPP-housing service aged
4. Call the housing authority 9, Other (specify)
(Foster, Rosenbaum) 0. No data
S. Call other Section 8 projects

(Roosevelt, 333 Qak,
Washington Plaza, Clay
Towers)
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4
C. Where would you look first for a new place to
live, in what general area? -
1. In downtown Portland
2. In NW Portland
3. Across the river in SE/NE (close in)
4. Further out but still in the city
8. OQutside the city
6. In another city
7. Makes no difference/ anywhere
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
D. Why would you look in that area?
(€9)
1. Used to live there, know people in area
2. Have relatives in the area
3. It is convenient to stores/services
4. Know rents are cheap in that area
5. It is where the projects are located (Section B or HAP)
6. Do not know any other areas of town
7. Has cheap/good transportation
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
E. If you could not find housing there, where
would you look second? 1)
1. In downtown Portland
2. In NW portland
3. Across the river in SE/NE (close in)
4. Further out but still in the city
§. Outside in the city
6. In another city
7. Makes no difference/anywhere
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
F. Why would you look in that area?
[§%)]
1. Used to live there, know people in area
2. Have relatives in the aea
3. It is convenient to stores/services
4. Know rents are cheap in the area
§. It is where the projects are located (Section 8 or HAP)
6. Do not know any other areas of town
7. Has cheap/good transportation
8. Other (specify)
0. No data
G. Suppose you just couldn't find a (response to # 15A)
what other kind of housing would you look for? + (2)

[HAND RESPONDENT CARD I-15G)

Here is a list of various kinds of housing. Which one would
you look for?

0l. Hotel room

02. Hotel room with its own bathroom
03. Hotel room with common kitchen
Ou4. Board and room situation

05. Flop house

06, Subsidized apartment (Section 8)
07. Home for the aged

08. One-room apartment

09. Apartment with a bedroom

10. Other (specify)
00. No data

1. What were you paying for rent before you moved
here? (date ) (3)

(record in $7month; round off to nearest dollar)



16.

17.

18.

13.

22,

23,

S
#. Wwhat do you now pay per month for rent?
(record in $/month; round off to nearest dollar) )
4. If you were forced to move, what is the maximum
amount you could afford to spend on housing? (3)
(report in $/month; round off to nearest dollar)
Have you seriously considered moving from where you now
1live? R 6) §
1. Yes
2. No
0. No data
For how many years have you lived alone?
(report in §ears: 1mo. = .08 years 7 mo. = .58 years (5)
2 mo. = .16 years 8 mo. = .67 years
3mo. = .25 years 9 mo., = .75 years
4 mo. = .33 years 10 mo. = .83 years
S mo. = .42 years 1l mo. = .92 years
6 mo. = .50 years no data = 00.00
Who was the last person you lived with?
persen —m
1. Spouse §. Friend
2. Son or daughter 6. Other (specify)
3. Parents 0. No data
4, Other relatives
If you were to consider iiving with someone elss, whc -
would that be? (1)
1. Spouse S. Other (specify)
2. Son or daughter 6. Would not consider living with
3. Other relative someone else
4, Friend 0. No data
[ 20 T02] sRo onLY]
Now, I would like to ask you several questions about where you live.
what do you like best about living here?
)
0L. Having own bathroom 07. That other people look
02, Having a kitchen after you
03. It has been remodeled/ 08. The large space
fixed up 09, It's close to stores/services
04, Quietness 10. It's downtown
05, The management 11, The small amount of rent paid
06. Independence 12, Other (specifv)
13, Don't like anything
00. No data
What is it you like second best about living here?
(2)
01. Having own bathroom 07. That other people loock
02. Having a kitchen after you
03. It has been remodeled/ 08, The large space
fixed up 09, It's close to stores/services
O4. Quietness - 10. It's downtown
05. The management 11. The small amount of rent paid
06. Independence 12, Other (sparifv)
13. Don't like anything

00.

No data
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2 What is it you disljke about living here? o
0l. Too much space to keep up 06. Too sterile
02. All elderly people here 07. Too programmed
03, The management 08. Other (specify)
o4, Don't like the tenants 09. Other (specify)
05. Don't see old friends much 10. Like everything
00. No data

25. What is another thing you dislike about living here?

01l. Too much space to keep up 06. Too sterile

02, All elderly people here 07. Too programmed

03. The management 08, Other (specify)

O4. Don't like the tenants 09. Other (specify)

05. Don't see old friends much 10. Like everything
00. No data

(2)

26

Do you prepare of your meals at hore? DY

1. all

2. most

3. half

4. some

0. no data

7. .
2 Would you or have you considered living in an SRO

hotel again? (1)

1. Yes, would consider

2. Yes, have considered

3. Mot sure whether I would go back to SRO hotel
4, No, would not consider

0. No data

28. Summarizing, what do you consider to be the most

important difference between living here and (1)
living in a single room hotel?

1., Cheaper here

2. Fixed up here

3. Having a kitchen
4. Having a bathroom

S, Other (specify)
6. Other (specify)
0. No data

NOTE: NO PAGE 7 ON THE SUBSIDIZED INTERVIEW FORM

Note: From this point on, the Section 8 Apartment Resident
Survey is the same as the SRO Hotel Resident Survey.
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APPENDIX D

DETAILED LIST OF ITEMS CONTAINED IN THE
SRO HOTEL RESIDENT COST OF
LIVING SURVEY

Food Away From Home: Food At Home:

breakfast
dinner salad
chicken dinner
soup

chili
cheeseburger
coffee

danish

pie

Alcohol:
draft beer
shot of whiskey
six-pack of beer

Tabacco:
pack of cigarettes

Transportation:
bus ride
taxi ride

Housing:
SRO hotel room
housekeeping room
efficiency apartment

. o

milk

cheese

chopped, pressed beef
baloney

spaghetti & meat balls
cup of soup

bread

danish

banana

orange

instant coffee

sugar cubes

Personal Care and Services:

aspirin

Maalox

shaving cream
razor blades
denture soak
hair cut

jacket cleaned
overcoat cleaned
pants altered



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND ¢-TEST COMPARISONS
OF SRO BOTEL AND SECTION 8 APARTMENT RESIDENTS®
ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED FUNCTIONS OF BOUSING

APPENDIX E
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3:19) Section 8 Degrees
Type of Variables Sample Sample 3 One-tail
Function Assessed (N=30) (N=17) t-Value Freedom Probability
Shelter Amount of heat in winter 1.96 2.56 -2.58 42 007
(0.79) (0.63)
Amount of protection 1.90 2,76 ~4.30 45 000
(0.76) (0.44)
Privacy Amount of privacy 1.43 2.47 -5.18 45 .000
(0.63) (0.72)
Amount of quiet or 1.67 2.71 -4.49 45 .000
separation (0.80) {9.69)
Access Access to 1.22 1.50 -1.40 39 085
to Transit transportation (0.42) (0.86)
Access to Closeness to stores 1.59 1.73 -0.64 42 263
Stores & {0.68) (0.80)
Services Closeness to services 1.21 1.87 -3.53 42 .001
(0.41) (0.83)
Afford- Amount of rent paid 1.93 2.67 -3.90 43 .000
ibility (0.58) (0.62)
Utility Plumbing in the room 1.87 2.59 -4.04 45 .000
Services (0.63) (0.51)
Amount of light in room 1.87 2.47 -3.01 45 .002
(0.63) (0.72)
Sanitary Cleanliness of bathrooca 1.68 2,38 -2.73 36 .005
Conditions facilities (0.80) (0.65)
Efforts at rodent and 1.66 2.44 -3.33 43 .001
pest control (0.77) (0.73)
Effects of rodent and 1.77 2.73 -4.07 43 ,000
pest control (0.82) (0.59)
Note: Categories for rating are: 1 = excellent, 2 = okay, 3 = poor.
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APPENDIX P

RETURN ON INVESTMENT POR OWNERS OF SECTION 8
APARTMENTS AND SRO HOTELS IN DOWNTOWN
PORTLAND, OREGON

The £figures on the next pages show the return on
investment (the before-tax cash flow plus the tax shelter
all divided by the owner's investment) for the calender year
1981, to owners of Section 8 apartments and éRO hotels.

Buildings A through F are Section 8 apartments which
were rehabilitated, Buildings G and H are newly constructed
Bection 8 apartments, and Buildings I through K are
rehabilitated SRO hotels.,

The illustrations below provide a guide ¢to

interpreting the figures.

RATE N
OF RETUR! Amount of
WITH Taxes
Sheltered
TAX L

A TAX LOSS Amount of
I sefore-tax

Cash Flow

Marginal Tax Rate

RATE OF RETURN

Amount of
WITH A ‘ Tax Liability

TAX LIABILITY Amount of
Before-tax

Cash Flow

Marginal Tax Rate
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Dollars
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150,000

100, 000
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BUILDING A
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Tax After Rate of
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