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Security Maps for Analysis of Mortgage
Lending Areas

MORTGAGE lending institution can be
no sounder than the security behind
its investment. If this is true it fol-
lows that the condition of an institution
cannot be revealed by its balance sheet
alone, however carefully and honestly pre-
pared. To obtain an adequate picture, the
balance sheet must be supplemented by a
security map of the institution’s lending
area. Such a map would grade each neigh-
borhood according to the degree of risk it
imposes on an investment. It would show
the location of every mortgage loan made
by the institution, the concentration of
loans, and the type of property securing
them. It would thus reveal at a glance
the nature and soundness of an institution’s
assets. In a sense it would serve as a sum-
marized appraisal of all the properties se-
curing an institution’s loans.

The practical value of such maps in guid-
ing lending policies and collection policies
is being demonstrated to mortgage institu-
tions throughout the country by the Mort-
gagee Rehabilitation Division of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Board. As a result,
several hundred institutions which had
never previously considered such an ap-
proach to their mortgage problem have be-
gun to develop and maintain security maps.
They will thus be in a better position than
ever before to know in what neighborhoods
they ought to seek loans and in what neigh-
borhoods they are over loaned. They will
have a practical basis for determining the
proportion of appraised value and the term
of years for which they can afford to lend
in any given neighborhood. They will have
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a constant reminder of the proportion of
their investments in commercial and in
residential properties. They will have a
guide to help determine collection poli-
cies—to indicate where they can afford to
be lenient and where even a short period of
delinquency may spell loss to the invest-
ment.

TECHNIC FOR MAKING A SECURITY Map

ExXPERIENCED mortgage men mentally grade
residential neighborhoods on the basis of
their experience. Their judgments are fre-
quently extremely shrewd but the method
has several drawbacks. It can be used only
by the man with years of experience in a
territory. It offers no objective check to
reveal possible error. It is apt to be too
sweeping and not recognize differences be-
tween sub-areas within a district.

The best method of grading residential
neighborhoods as lending areas is to make
a scientific analysis of the entire commun-
ity and of each neighborhood within it and
to supplement such an analysis with a real
property inventory. The community and
neighborhood analysis would cover such
basic factors as employment, transporta-
tion, relation to industry and commerce,
natural or created hazards, population
trends, competition from other neighbor-
hoods, and standard of development for
residential purposes. Standards for mak-
ing such an analysis have been presented
in the series of articles on “Neighborhood
Standards as They Affect Investment Risk”
beginning in the August 1935 issue of the
REVIEW,
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A real property inventory would show by
blocks the number and type and construc-
tion of dwellings, their age and condition
of repair, the material used in their con-
struction, and the presence or absence of
modern conveniences. It would show the
number of persons occupying each dwell-
ing, their length of residence, age and race,
the number of roomers and of extra fami-
lies. It would show the number of vacan-
cies, whether owner occupied or rented,
whether mortgaged, and the rental value.

With such information for every block
in a city it is obvious that a home-financing
institution would have a solid basis for
determining the desirability and risk of
investment in every neighborhood. It is
probable that the increased competition for
mortgage loans and the necessity of reduc-
ing risk to a minimum will in time compel
the making and maintenance of such prop-
erty surveys.! Pending that time, however,
and even as a step toward it, lending
institutions will find it profitable to make
security maps based on less detailed infor-
mation.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR MAKING SECURITY MAPS

Tue Mortgagee Rehabilitation Division has
prepared simple instructions for the making
of security maps of residential neighbor-
hoods from information available to any
experienced mortgage lender. It is prob-
able that institutions with extensive loans
on commercial properties would want a
separate map for commercial areas. The
Division recognizes four broad categories
of lending areas, ranging from most desir-
able to least desirable. Each category is
represented by a different color, so that
the map may be read at a glance. The
definition of these four categories is sum-
marized as follows:

1 Real property surveys have been made in the last three
years in more than 120 cities. Partial lists of the cities
surveyed were published in the FeperaL HoME LoAN BANK
ReviEwW in October 1934 and in November 1935. Mortgage
institutions situated in cities where surveys have been
made would undoubtedly find the results a great aid in
making security maps.
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“A” Best: These areas, often spoken of by real-
estate men as “hot spots”, are just as clear in
$5,000 neighborhoods as they are in $25,000
neighborhoods. Generally, “A” areas are com-
paratively new, well-located, uniformly devel-
oped; construction is sound and the pride of
ownership is evidenced by the well-maintained
properties; the type of dwellings is modern. In
normal times, sales in these sections are active
and sales resistance is low. If there is any
appreciable amount of new construction in the
town, these areas will be getting a substantial
amount of it.

“B” Still desirable: The dwellings in “B”
areas are generally 10 to 15 years old, and as a
rule “B” areas were formerly districts of great
activity with intensive further development not
in evidence. For that reason, they fall into the
classification of stable or still desirable. The
duration of this classification is often governed
by surrounding influences and type of inhabi-
tants. In other words, no general rule regarding
age of property can be laid down, but the same
principle of pride in ownership applies here as
in the “A” areas. There usually comes a time in
the life of these communities when, either be-
cause of the encroachment of business or infiltra-
tion of a less desirable class of people, these areas
begin to change their character. The original
occupants begin to move out to other areas, and
when this happens, to a certain degree the area
is definitely declining in desirability and should
be classified as a “C” area. The “B” areas are
districts in which a mortgage man would make a
substantial long-time loan.

Another situation exists where a subdivision
has not been entirely successful in its develop-
ment from a building standpoint. Even though
it is nicely laid out, it cannot be classified as an
“A” area. The fact that such districts have not
been successful may be due to certain influences,
such as proximity of a railroad or lack of trans-
portation, Such factors create sales resistance.
A sales promoter may have built a few substan-
tial homes in the neighborhood in an effort to
establish that type of construction, but if later
construction did not follow the example set, the
area certainly cannot be classified as an “A” area.
The best part of the property would be given a
“B” rating and that on the fringe probably a “C”
rating.

“C” Definitely declining: Again, no general
limit as to age of property can be set down.
The influences which cause original owners to
move to another community may develop more
quickly in some sections than in others. In
almost every city there are areas only 5 or 6
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years old that may be classified as declining; for
example, sections where there has been consider-
able “jerry” building. The depreciation of this
type of property is rapid. A study of the char-
acteristics of buyers in a given neighborhood may
reveal that they are not what we would consider
stable purchasers, and, either through lack of
pride or inadequate income, do not take care
of their property as well as those in the “A” and
“B” areas. Dwellings in such areas depreciate
fast.

Where there is a definite trend in type of popu-
lation to a lower grade, areas should also be
classed as “C”. If proper precautions are
taken, safe loans can probably be made in such
“C” areas.

“D” Hazardous: These are the areas which are
usually definitely affected by detrimental influ-
ences. “D” areas are more inclusive than so-
called slum areas and as a general rule are made
up of older sections of the town. These sections
contain an undesirable element. It is not impos-
sible to make safe loans in some parts of these
“D” areas, but the percentage of the loans to the
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present value of the property certainly should be
conservative. There are certain “D” areas, espe-
cially the slum areas, in which a good mortgage
man would probably not consider any loans at
all.

Often in trying to determine the boundaries
between the “B” and the “C”, and the “C” and
“D” areas, the person preparing the map may be
inclined to think that two intervening classi-
fications are necessary. It is recognized that
undoubtedly each of the four classifications could
be broken down. However, more than four gra-
dations would render a map unduly confusing.

Probably the chief difficulty in making security
maps is to know what to do with areas which are
either not developed at all or are only slightly
developed. If it is believed that a district at
the end of 10 or 15 years will still be only
sparsely populated and that its scattered popula-
tion constitutes a detrimental influence (because
a great many possible purchasers, especially
womnen, are afraid to live in a community which
is not reasonably well built up), the area would
have to be designated “C” or “D”.
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Current Investments in Mortgages by
Leading Life Insurance Companies

URING the first six months of 1936,

47 leading life insurance companies
invested $154,865,390 in new urban mort-
gages as compared to $60,976,294 during the
comparable period in 1935 (chart and table
1). These figures are based on weekly re-
ports published by the Wall Street Journal.
The extent to which life insurance com-
panies are returning to the urban mortgage

field is indicated by table 2. In the low
year 1934, these 47 leading companies as-
signed only 2.7 percent of their currently
available funds to mortgages on urban
properties. For 1935 the percentage rose
to 6.2 and for the first half of 1936 to 9.8.
Considerable and steady as this rise has
been, the proportion of current investments
in urban mortgages is still well below the

CHART |.—VOLUME OF MORTGAGE LOANS ON CITY PROPERTY MADE BY INSURANCE COMPANIES—CUMULATIVE BY WEEKS
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figure of 49.1 percent for the last six months
of 1928,

The proportion of investments in farm
mortgages during 1936 has failed to in-
crease appreciably over the low of the past
three years, the average for the first six
months of this year remaining below 2 per-
cent of total investments. During April
and May there was an increase in the pro-
portion of railroad and public utility secu-
rities purchased, with a corresponding de-
crease in the proportion of government
securities. But government securities re-
main the principal field of investment
with a monthly average of 51.6 percent
of total investments during the first half
of 1936.

TaBLE 1.—Invesimenis in new morigages on
urban property made by leading life insurance
companies, by months, 1935-36

[Source: Weekly reports of 47 life insurance companies taken from the
‘Wall Street Journal]

Month 1935 1936
$4, 827, 574 $29, 576, 632
5, 503, 067 16, 503, 838
7,184,725 18, 340, 164
9, 610, 016 33, 997, 138
17, 639, 142 27, 801, 424
16, 211, 770 28, 646, 194
Jaly. ...l 35,096,603 |......vern...
August................ 16,822,722 [..............
September............. 13,739,733 |............L.
October............... 26,673,515 [.........o...
November............. 13,891,287 {..............
December............. 28,051,244 |..............
Yearly total. . ... 195, 251, 398 154, 865, 390

TaBLE 2,—Percentage distribution of new investments by leading life insurance companies, 1928-36

Source: 1928-33, weekly reports of 25 companies in New York Evening Post and Wall Street Journal. 193436, weekly reports of 47 companies in

Wall Street Journal]
Mortgages
. . Govern- | Miscella-
Period Total Dwellings Raﬂr_(zgd Ptlibth: ment se- | neous se-
Farm and busi- | SSCUTILES | uullities curities curities
property ness
property

100.0 1.1 49.1 10.6 13.6 10.1 5.5
100. 0 8.7 43.3 8.4 7.4 11.3 20.9
100. 0 10.1 44.8 9.9 15. 4 1.1 8.7
100. 0 7.6 36.5 10.3 20. 4 20.1 5.1
100. 0 9.3 31.3 1.1 9.9 44. 0 4.4
100. 0 3.5 3.7 3.5 6.5 80. 4 2.4
100.0 1.6 2.7 5.9 7.2 76.6 6.0
100.0 1.4 6.2 3.8 16.5 62.9 9.2
100. 0 2.8 14. 7 7.3 13.7 58.6 2.9
100. 0 2.0 11.0 9.7 10.6 49, 4 17.3
100. 0 1.3 5.2 4.2 18.1 68.1 3.1
100.0 2.2 11.1 13.6 33.5 28.9 10. 7
100.0 1.9 11.2 17.3 17.2 42.0 10. 4
100.0 15 9.0 7.4 16. 4 59.3 6.4
100. 0 1.9 9.8 9.7 19.3 51.6 7.7
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Standard Reports and Accounting System
for Savings and Loan Associations

INCE the standard report forms for
S savings and loan associations were
first made available, in November 1935, 30
States and Hawaii have taken advantage
of the offer of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board to supply them to State super-
visors. Presumably these States have used
the standard forms for the annual reports
of institutions under their supervision.
The States supplied with the forms are:
Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut,
Idaho, Jowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hamp-
shire, North Carolina, North Dakota, Okla-
homa, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Da-
kota, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia and Wyoming.

In addition, the Board has adopted the
standard forms for the annual reporis of
all Federal sdvings and loan associations
and of all State associations reporting to the
Federal Home Loan Banks and to the Fed-
eral Savings and Loan Insurance Corpora-
tion. They are also used for all applica-
tions for membership, insurance, and con-
version to Federal charter.

After months of careful work, these
forms were drawn up and approved by (1)
representatives of the National Associa-
tion of State Supervisors of Building and
Loan Associations, (2) members of the Ac-
counting Division Committee of the United
States Building and Loan League, and (3)
representatives of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board. The forms were reproduced
in the REviEw for December 1935.
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BENEFITS OF STANDARD REPORT FORMS

THE use of the standard report forms
means a considerable saving in time and
expense to the associations concerned, as
it permits them to make identical reports
to all supervisory authorities. Equally im-
portant are the benefits fo management.
Financial statements are the final test of
past managerial policy and a primary
guide to future policy. To get the most
benefit from them, however, the manager
must be able to compare the reports of his
association with those of his competitors;
he needs standard ratios by which to com-
pare his association with an average one or
with an ideal one. Such comparisons are
possible only to the extent that the reports
are uniform.

Furthermore, the standardization of re-
ports greatly facilitates the collection of
statistical data on a nation-wide scale.
The lack of adequate statistical informa-
tion for news services, for advertising, and
for legislative activity, has long handi-
capped the trade associations in the savings
and loan field, a difficulty due mainly to
the absence of uniform reports.

For statistical purposes, reports should
not only be uniform but should be made on
the same date, preferably the end of the cal-
endar year. As was pointed out in the Re-
vIEW for April 1936, however, there is an un-
fortunate lack of uniformity in this respect.
Only when all the associations of the coun-
try make uniform reports on a uniform date
will the savings and loan business be able
to give the nation a comprehensive and ac-
curate picture of the service it is rendering.

Federal Home Loan Bank Review
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NEED FOR STANDARD ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

The widespread adoption of standard re-
port forms has greatly accelerated another
long-needed improvement, the develop-
ment and use of a uniform accounting sys-
tem. Many associations found that their
accounting records did not readily yield
the information called for by the reports.
For the first time, many managers realized
the inadequacy of their accounts.

Most savings and loan associations have
developed from small beginnings, when
very simple financial records were suffi-
cient. The secretary usually had a rudi-
mentary knowledge of bookkeeping suffi-
cient to meet the needs of the association.
As the association grew, the accounting
system usually developed in a haphazard
fashion. New accounts and new methods
were adopted as the need for them arose.
The result in many instances has been an
illogical and cumbersome system yielding
the minimum amount of information nec-
essary to meet the requirements of the
business and of the law.

A few States have made some effort to
secure uniform accounting practices among
their associations but in general the asso-
ciations have been allowed full discretion
in the matter. As a result, the use of the
single entry system, the absence of a gen-
eral ledger, and similar violations of good
accounting practice have been all too com-
mon, in spite of the fact that many associa-
tions have had completely adequate ac-
counting systems.

Improper financial practices are un-
doubtedly often due to a poor accounting
system rather than to dishonesty. Associa-
tions, for example, that have had difficulty
in collecting interest, have been known to
charge the unpaid interest to the share ac-
counts of the borrowers and to take the
amount into current earnings. Other asso-
ciations have treated profit on real estate
sold, whether realized or not, as current
earnings but charged losses on such sales to
the reserves. Still others have capitalized
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all real-estate expenses in order to show
larger earnings. Such practices, which in-
evitably lead to frouble, and even to disas-
ter, could in large part be prevented by a
proper accounting system.

NEED For IMPROVED ACCOUNTING PRACTICES

THERE is no more effective aid to good
management than a sound accounting sys-
tem. While periodic reports show the man-
ager where his business is, the accounting
system shows how it arrived there. It
sooner or later discloses managerial mis-
takes and thus provides a measure of con-
trol against their repetition. It is the surest
protection against careless or dishonest
practices. An adequate accounting system
is also the management’s best defense if
questions arise as to its competency or hon-
esty. The manager should be able from his
accounting records to give a complete and
satisfactory explanation of every transac-
tion.

From the point of view of the directors
of a financial institution, also, a sound ac-
counting system is essential. Without it
and without the comprehensive reports it
makes possible the directors cannot pos-
sibly be informed of exactly what is going
on in their institution. They are thus un-
able to discharge their responsibilities
properly. The distress to which the depres-
sion reduced so large a number of financial
institutions made many directorates real-
ize that they had been ignorant of the real
condition of their institutions.

Another important advantage of a sound
accounting system is that an association
will never outgrow it. With minor adjust-
ments it will fit the needs of the association
at all stages of growth.

The raising of the accounting practices

" of all associations to the highest possible

level concerns all savings and loan men in-
terested in the continued progress of their
business. The experiences of recent years
have shown that the strong, well-managed
institutions must suffer from the mistakes
of the weak and poorly managed.
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DESIRABILITY OF A UNIFORM ACCOUNTING
SYSTEM

THE raising of the general level of account-
ing practices in the savings and loan
business is probably dependent upon the
adoption of a standard system, which is suf-
ficiently flexible to be adjusted to the par-
ticular needs of individual institutions.
Inasmuch as the accounting problems and
operations of all associations are funda-
mentally similar, differing only in details,
it is possible for the smallest association
to receive the benefit of the services of the
best accountants in the savings and loan
field at very slight cost through the medium
of a standard system.

To fit the special needs of each State, su-
pervisors of savings and loan associations
might find it necessary to supplement the
standard system with special requirements.
The Federal Home Loan Bank Board has
already supplemented in this manner the
standard accounting system in use by Fed-
eral savings and loan associations.

The standardization of accounting prac-
tices at the highest possible level will help
to produce a more unified, homogeneous
business and greater uniformity of busi-
ness practices. It should be possible for
the ordinary layman to recognize a build-
ing and loan association wherever he
comes into contact with it or by whatever
name it may locally be called. That this is
not possible at the present time, in spite
of the fundamental unity of functions of
all associations, is due to superficial differ-
ences in practices that might well be
eliminated.

Standardization of accounting practices
is necessary if the standard report forms
are to have their full significance. Al-
though the reports of two associations
carry identical items, there can be no as-
surance that they mean the same thing
in every instance unless the underlying
accounting practices have been the same.

Finally, a uniform accounting system
facilitates supervisory examinations. The
fact that the examiners are familiar with
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the system in operation results in a con-
siderable saving in time and trouble. If
the examination fee is in proportion to the
time consumed, this will mean a direct
monetary saving to the association. Even
when there is a flat fee for examinations,
it is probably safe to say that in the long
run the size of the fee is dependent upon
the average time that an examination re-
quires. Another and perhaps more im-
portant benefit lies in the fact that the
more easily and quickly an examination
can be made, the less disturbance there
will be in the routine activities of the asso-
ciation. Standardization should also in-
crease the effectiveness of the examina-
tions both by providing the examiners with
a greater amount of information and en-
abling them more readily to develop stand-
ards for appraising the condition of an
association.

A series of questions will immediately
occur to the officers of an association that
is considering revising its accounting sys-
tem. What will be the initial cost of mak-
ing the change? How great will be the
work and inconvenience involved? Will
the new system require more time and be
more expensive to operate?

The answers to these questions depend
largely on the system that is already in use.
The trouble and expense of making the
change will be determined by the amount
of difference between the old and the new
systems. For many associations the new
system probably will require more daily
routine operations than the old. But this
will be compensated in large part by the
ease with which official reports can be com-
piled and other information obtained.
The time required by the bookkeeper in
recording the daily transactions is not,
however, the true measure of the cost of
an accounting system. The expense must
be compared with the benefits obtained.
Measured in this way, the cost of installing
and operating an adequate accounting sys-
tem is one of the most profitable invest-
ments an association can make,
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Neighborhood Standards as They Affect
Investment Risk

This is the twelfth in a series of articles defining the neighborhood standards essential to safety of
investment.

UCH can be learned about the future
M of a residential neighborhood from
the size and shape of the lots. Excessively
deep lots encourage the building, sooner
or later, of additional houses in the rear
yards, an operation which has transformed
many urban home neighborhoods into
slums. Excessively narrow lots frequently
compel the construction of houses three
or more rooms deep. That means blind
and airless rooms—factors which also
point the neighborhood toward progres-
sively lower uses and eventual blight.
These retrograde developments of neigh-
borhoods are facts of common experience
and are universally deplored. Yet this
major reason for them—the size and shape
of the lots—has been almost wholly dis-
regarded.

It is impossible to make an accurate ap-
praisal of a neighborhood, particularly as
security for a long-term investment, unless
due weight is given the design of the lots.
The lot exercises a controlling influence on
the quality of life possible in the house, and
so on its desirability as a home and value
as an investment. It determines whether
rooms may have the light and cross ven-
tilation essential to health or the size and
arrangement essential to efficiency and
comfort. It determines whether there will
be space for the amenities of a grass plot
and garden or safe play space for small
children. These are qualities essential to
satisfactory home ownership and the lack
of them has been largely responsible for
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the steady migration from city to suburbs
and the deterioration of the intown neigh-
borhoods deserted. Incidentally, the par-
ticular irony of this situation is that many
of the suburban developments repeat the
same evils which their purchasers fled the
city to escape. The 6-foot space often left
between suburban houses is merely a trap
for filth and noise and a thief of privacy.

Tue BricatiNg ErrFect oF THE Narrow Lot

THE rigid tradition of the narrow lot
has proved a curse to American home
neighborhoods. Many authorities consider
it a major cause of the low quality of much
of our housing. The late Henry Wright,
architect and leader in housing improve-
ment, wrote: “In the first category of fac-
tors leading to slums is the fact that no
small part of our housing accommoda-
tions . . . are poorly planned and virtually
obsolete at the outset. The primary cause
of such bad planning is the long-established
practice of subdividing land into narrow
lots.

“No house can be wider than its lot. If
the technician is to make a start toward
improving the dwelling, he must begin by
widening it.”

The slavish and unimaginative adher-
ence to the long narrow lot goes hand in
hand with the blind devotion to the grid-
iron street pattern, the wastes of which
were discussed in an earlier article in this
series (see Review for April 1936). It is
probable that more imaginative and effi-
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cient street planning for home neighbor-
hoods is the first requisite to more imag-
inative and efficient lot planning.

In appraising a residential neighborhood
as security for a long-term investment, the
home-financing institution will need some
definite standard of desirable lot size and
shape. In other words, it will want to
know what lot design will make possible
the quality of life in the home which expe-
rience has shown that owners demand.
The practical standard is expressed in
terms of space between houses and of land
coverage. The Committee on City Plan-
ning and Zoning of the President’s Confer-
ence on Home Building and Home Owner-
ship laid down the rule that there should
be a minimum of 15 feet as side yards
between houses. In districts of 1- and 2-
family free-standing dwellings, the build-
ing should not cover more than 25 percent
of the lot. In multiple-dwelling districts,
the rentable floor area of a building should
not exceed the area of the lot.

Row houses, of course, have no side
yards. The width of lot essential for such
houses is, however, prescribed by the uni-
versal rule that no dwelling should ever be
more than two rooms deep.

CAN AMERICA AFFORD SPACE FOR HoMES?

THE seeming generosity of these space
standards for homes, because they are so
out of line with the manner in which we
have housed our people, must sound im-
possibly expensive. Experience indicates,
however, that the cost of land is primarily
determined by the intensity of permitted
use. For instance, Harvey Wiley Corbeit,
writing of his experience in building the
Bush Terminal Building in London, said
that land values in New York are three
times as high as those of similarly favored
locations in London simply because in New
York the law permits building three times
as high. There is evidence from many
cities in this country that the customary
width of the customary lot, whether it be
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14 feet, 30 feet, or 40 feet, makes little dif-
ference in its cost.

However, the late Henry Wright has fur-
nished technical proof that the broad front
lot permits housing of lower cost than the
long narrow lot. This is made possible be-
cause of the saving in space and walls in a
square house as compared with a rectangu-
lar house. In a house 3314 feet wide by
2814 feet deep (954 square feet), rooms can
be placed exactly identical in size and shape
as those in a house 221, feet wide and 48
feet deep (1,080 square feet), with a saving
of 126 square feet of space and of approxi-
mately 17 feet in outside wall. This saving
is illustrated in the accompanying chart
taken from Mr. Wright’s book “Rehousing
Urban America”.

ADVANTAGES AND SAVINGS OF BROAD-FRONT HOUSE PLAN
AS COMPARED WITH NARROW-FRONT PLAN

[Source: Rehousing Urban America, by Henry Wright]
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THE LEFT-HAND AND CENTER PLANS HAVE ROOMS OF IDEN-
TICAL SIZE. IN THE PLAN AT THE RIGHT THE SPACE
SAVED BY THE BROAD-FRONT PLAN I8 EQUAL TO THE
HATCHED AREA, AND THE WALL SAVED IS EQUAL TO
THE BLACK AREA.

“Not only”, wrote Mr. Wright, “would the
building appear considerably more valu-
able and be better arranged, but at a saving
of only 20 cents per cubic foot for the area
saved, it would permit the use of the neces-
sary additional frontage at $75 per front
foot. This ignores the possibility of re-
arranging his (the builder’s) land so as to
reduce the depth of his lot by one-third,
which would amount to at least 1,600 square
feet of land at, say, a base price of 20 cents
a square foot; this would just neatly bal-
ance the $825 added for the eleven feet of
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frontage, leaving the building saving pure
‘velvet.”

Lot PROBLEM IN DEVELOPED AREAS

Lox~a narrow houses are still being built on
long narrow lots in new subdivisions, but
they wouldn’t be if lending institutions
would refuse to finance them. They con-
stitute a risk which no sound institution
needs to take.

As for built-up intown areas, the problem
is, as usual, different and more difficult.
Lending institutions hold mortgages on nar-
row dwellings three and more rooms deep.
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Since the depression, they even hold title to
thousands of such properties. So long as
these houses remain standing the neighbor-
hood is condemned to present or ultimate
blight. What can the home-financing in-
stitutions do about it?

The problem is, of course, part and parcel
of the general problem of neighborhood
rehabilitation which presses so urgently on
our cities and on our mortgage financing
institutions. An attempt to present practi-
cal technical, economic, and legal solutions
will be made in subsequent articles in this
series.
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An Analysis of Construction Loan
Applications

OW much of the specific business that

a mortgage-lending institution spends
money to get fails to materialize? Believ-
ing that an answer to that question might
suggest means both of increasing its busi-
ness and reducing its unprofitable expenses,
a large savings and loan association made
an analysis of its applications for construc-
tion loans over a recent 3-month period.
The results are summarized in the accom-
panying table.

Of the 190 applications for construction
loans submitted to the association during
the three months, it made commitments on
158, or 83 percent. Forty-five days after
the close of the 3-month period, 87, or 55
percent, of the 158 commitments had be-
come actual loans, 3 had been formally
declined by the applicants, and the remain-
ing 68 commitments had yet to be acted
upon by the borrower. As the associa-
tion’s records indicate that further action
on commitments 60 days old is extremely
unlikely, the 68 uncompleted loans, in ad-
dition to the 3 declined by applicants, rep-
resent business lost to the association.

The association believed that the percent-
age of its applications which culminated in
loans was comparatively high and would
rank favorably with that of home-financing
institutions generally. Nevertheless, it was
interested in finding some means of reduc-
ing the costs of making field inspections and
appraisals on many properties which failed
for one reason or another to meet estab-
lished loan requirements.

Further analysis of the figures indicates
that 82 percent of the inactive commitments
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are for smaller amounts than requested by
the applicant; whereas, 73 percent of the
“full” commitments have been promptly
accepted by borrowers. This would indi-
cate that the percentage of acceptances de-
pends mainly on whether or not the amount
granted meets the stated requirements of
the borrower.

The question, therefore, arises as to why
the association found itself unable to com-
mit itself for the full amount requested by
67 percent of its acceptable applicants. In
some instances undoubtedly the borrower
was proposing to take on a heavier burden
than his financial resources would permit.
However, indications are that the majority
of the reductions in commitments were
made because of inadequate treatment of
the house plan, design, or specifications or
because the proposed expenditure on the
house was out of line with the justifiable
housing cost in the neighborhood in which
il was to be built.

As a result of this analysis it has been
suggested to the association that the reten-
tion of a larger percentage of desirable
loans and the elimination of much fruitless
expense are problems which a home-build-
ing service within the association could do
much to solve. For one thing, the advisory
and supervisory facilities of that service
could undoubtedly revise some of these
projects which do not meet accepted tech-
nical standards on first presentation to
conform to such standards. However, the
home-building service plan offers a more
positive cure for this condition. It would
largely eliminate inadequate plans from
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the beginning. The provision of such an
authentic and responsible technical service
for the home builder would lead home
builders to turn to it in increasing num-
bers rather than to the old sources of hap-
hazard technical misinformation. Thus
the association could with safety make
loans to that proportion of appraised value
essential to meet the needs of most home

builders of small incomes. Finally, the
home-building service plan would unidoubt-
edly do much to eliminate the practice of
“shopping” for loans on the part of con-
struction loan applicants.

It is believed that other associations
would find an analysis similar to that here
described a source of illuminating opera-
tive facts.

Analysis of applications for construction loans made to a savings and loan association during a 3-month
period in 1936

Number of | Percent Number of | Percent
applications | of total applications | of total
Loans applied for. ............ 190 {.......... Awaiting borrowers’ action:!
For full amount......... 12 17.6
Loans authorized: For reduced amount. . .. .. 56 82. 4
For full amount........... 52 32.9
For reduced amount. ...... 106 67.1 Total................. 268 100.0
Total.................. 158 100.0 || Range of loans authorized:
$5,1000rless............ 45 28.5
Accepted by borrowers: 5,200-$7,500............ 52 32.9
For full amount........... 38 373.1 7,600-12,000............ 30 19.0
For reduced amount....... 49 346.2 12,100 or more. .......... 31 19.6
Total.................. 87 355.1

! These commitments are available for 30 days but in some cases borrowers are permitted to take up these loans as

late as 90 days after commitment date.

2 Three loans granted in May were declined by applicants.

3 Percentages of total loans authorized in same category.
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Monthly Lending Activity of Savings
and Loan Associations

URING June, 2,856 savings and loan  purpose, we find 299 percent in dollar
associations, representing every amount was for new construction; 33.9 per-

State, reported total new loans for all pur-  cent, for the purchase of homes; 27.9 per-
poses of $41,364,200. The number of asso- cent, for refinancing; and 8.3 percent, for
ciations actually making loans during the  reconditioning.

month was 2,094, while 762 reported no These percentages may be compared with
loans made. Combined assets of all re-  the distribution of a slightly smaller volume
porting associations (for the most part, as of loans made in May when 2,660 reporting
of June 30, 1936) were $2,440,144,400. associations devoted 29.2 percent in dollar

The accompanying table breaks down by  amount for new construction and 28 per-
States and by Federal Home Loan Bank  cent for refinancing.
Districts the number and volume of loans Because of the great value of these re-
and the purposes for which they were made. ports to the savings and loan business in
For the United States as a whole, the re- making it possible to present the public
porting associations made mortgage loans  with a current figure of business done, all
on 1- to 4-family nonfarm homes to 15,774  associations are urgently requested to coop-
borrowers in the amount of $35,430,900. erate in making a full monthly return pos-
Analyzing these nonfarm home loans by  sible.

Monthly lending activities and total assels, as reported by 2,856 building and loan associations in June 1936

[Source: Monthly reports from building and loan associations to the Federal Home Loan Bank Board)

[Dollar amounts are shown in thousands of dollars]

Loans made in June according to purpose

Number of
associations

Mortgage loans on 1- to 4-family nonfarm homes

Federal Home Loan Refinancing and recon- | 1oans for all | Total loans all |Total as;ats,
Bank District and ditioning 3 other pur- purposes June 30,
State c s Home pur- poses 1936
.. |Report- onstruction chase 1

Submit-|T€PO

ting kl)nis Amount
reports a d

made Num-
Num- um ber | Rog. |Hecon-

dition- |\ Amount Nurn- Amount

Num-
Amount ber Amount o ber ber

ber nancing

Unitep StaTes.| 2,856| 2,094] 3, 273($10, 606. 54, 932i$12, 015. 7|7, 569|$9, 901. 1/$2,907.6|2, 853|$5, 933. 3|18, 627;$41, 364. 2|$2,440,144. 4

No. 1—Boston...... 160 137 165 599.0| 582{ 1,631.6/ 571 653.4) 284.5; 219 340.0] 1,537 3,508.5] 285, 055.5
Conpecticut. ..... 34 22 32 104. 6 30 87.5 66 130. 4 39.0 12 12.9 140 374. 4 22, 289.1
Maine .. 17 15 21 53.1 34 64.1 47 20. 1 17.7 21 11.8 123 166.8 10, 031. 6
Massachusetts. ... 84 80 81 370.4) 332 1,078.9] 316 335.8/ 171.2 91 240.5 820 2,196.8] 211,449.9
New Hampshire. . 14 11 5 12. 4 42 74. 2 53 51.6 22.9 39 35. 4 139 196.5 13,379.9
Rhode Island..... 5 5 16 39.51 135 302.9 66 61. 6 27.6 42 22.3 259 453.9 24, 180. 2
Vermont......... 6 4 10 19.0 9 24. 0 23 53.9 6.1 14 17.1 56 120.1 3,724.8
No. 2—New York... 382 180 319{ 1,316.6] 289; 1,024.8] 385 685.9! 216.0{ 281 651.4| 1,274] 3,894.7) 391,693.3
New Jersey...... 262 84 38 142. 7 54 195. 4 96 141. 9 46.9/ 102 521.8 296) 1,048.7 202,988.0
New York....... 120 96} 281 1,173.9] 235 829. 4| 289 544.0; 169.1] 179 129. 6 984; 2,846.0! 188,705.3

! Loans for home purchase include all those involving both a change of mortgagor and a new investment by the reporting institution on a
property already built, whether new or old.

Because many refinancing loans also involve reconditioning it has been found necessary to combine the number of such loans, though amounts
are shown separately.

. Amounts shown under refinancing include solely new money invested by each reporting institution and exclude that part of all recast loans
involving no additional investment by the reporting Institution.

3 Assets are reported principally as of June 30, 1936. A few reports have been submitted as of the first of the year.
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Loans made in June according to purpose
Number of
associations
Mortgage loans on 1- to 4-family nonfarm homes
: .| Loans for all
Federal Home Loan Rﬁmnﬂgﬁéﬂg recon other pur- Tot,al},k:;g all Total assets,
Bank District and c - Home pur- poses June 30,
State R onstruction chase 1936
Submit-| eport- Am
ting lmg ount
reports | 0208
made Num-|
ber Recon-
Ni;gll.l- Amount 1‘%:;1— Amount n:;%fii; 2 dition- 1;::1’-1- Amount N};g:“ Amount
ing

No. 3—Pittsburgh. . 324 164 59 $157.4; 251] $600.5/ 325| $362.4] $135.1] 58 $95.5/ 693 $1,350.9| $137, 426, 4
Delaware. ....... 11 10 4 10. 7 12 42. 9 8 21. 4 2.0 7| 4.6 31 81. 6 6,228. 9
Pennsylvania. . ... 293 137 36 92.8] 203 501.1| 239 273.8 106.1 43| 172 521 1,051.0[ 120,813.7
West Virginia. . . . 20 17 19 53.9 36 56. 5 78 67, 2 27.0 8 13.7 141 218.3 10, 383. 8

No. 4—Winston-
alem......... 264 234 558! 1,779.0[ 581| 1,305.5| 797 1,083.4| 306.7{ 488| 1,247.0] 2, 424| 5,721.6] 212,254.5
Alabama......... 14 12 17 19.3{ 32 47.7] 38 33.9] 145 14 25.1 101 140.5 13, 366. 6

District of Colum-
bia............ 16 16 104 620. 5] 85 324.6] 141 302.8 46.7] 234 870.2 564| 2,164.8 96, 987. 1
Florida.......... 43 39 109 461. 3 57| 157. 3| ‘91 162.5 49.1 31 91.1 288 921. 3 11, 441. 3
Georgia.......... 34 32 71 117.5 54 112. 0 85 107. 6 23.8 30| 27.6 240 388.5 9, 055. 4
Maryland........ 45 33 31 133.5| 100 234.5 80| 131. 6 34. 6 26 42.2 237 576. 4 26, 926. 2
North Caro!lna PN 48 45 113 191. 3] 119 207.5] 186 127. 1 90. 6 79 95.9 497 712. 4 28, 978. 0
South Carolina. ... 31 30 67 116. 7 17 36. 1 64 55.1 16.5 27 44. 4 175 268. 8 6, 940. 5
Virginia.......... 33 27 46 118.9| 117 185.8| 112 162. 8 30.9 47 50.5 322 548. 9 18, 559. 4
No. 5—Cincinnati. . 362 270{ 324] 1,108.3] 910| 2 515.8|1,112| 1,490.4| 472.4] 377 1,050.1} 2,723| 6,637.0 425,920.4
Kentucky........ 58 49 50| 141. 77 122 297.2{ 191 237.0 76.1 99 110. 8 462 862. 8 42, 220. 2
Ohio............ 270 193 184 791. 2| 758] 2,168.7 737 1,053.5| 325.3; 263 919.0| 1,942] 5,257.7| 373,408.9
Tennessee........ 34 28 90! 175. 4 30 49.9 184 199.9 71. 0 15 20.3 19 516.5 10,291. 3
No. 6—Indianapolis. 158 126 152 411. 0f 307 524.7 797 593.0) 251.7| 199 259.7| 1,415 2,040.1] 157,530.6
Indiana.......... 115 90 80, 144. 8| 244 373.7 609 381.8{ 209.6] 129 96.1| 1,062| 1,206.0 95, 777.9
Michigan........ 43 36 72 266. 2 63 151. 0§ 148 211.2 42. 1 70 163. 6| 4.1 61, 752.7
No. 7—Chicago..... 313 239 218 737.5] 406 1,110.9] 984( 1,554.9] 393.8/ 248 309.6| 1,856| 4,106.7 217,479.4
Illinois. .......... 230 170 80 284. 3| 316 869.2| 822| 1,328.4] 31L.1f 207 235. 8 1,425 3,028.8| 157,966.2
‘Wisconsin........ 83 69 138 453. 2 90 241.7 162 226.5 82.7 41 73.8 4 1,077.9 59, 513. 2
No. 8—Des Moines. 206 170 229 743.7| 293 676.9, 663 969.1| 181.7} 163 352.6| 1,348| 2,924.0| 121,019.8
Jowa............ 51 43 35 73.8 67 120.5] 144 135.5 32. 4 31 30. 6 277 392. 8 20, 662. 8
Minnesota....... 44 36 57 205.7 70 177.1] 190 328. 8 64.5 57| 227.8 374 1,003.9 21, 951. 6
Missouri. ........ 86 71 123 441. 8| 137 352, 1| 265 438.9 51.9 65, 82.0 590 1,366.7 71, 899. 0
North Dakota. ... 17 15 6 7.6 14 21.8 49 56. 6 22. 9 1 1.9 76 120. 8 5,037. 2
South Dakota. ... 8 5 8 14.8 5 5.4 15 9.3 10. 0] 3 0.3 31 39.8 1,469.2
No. 9—Little Rock . 236 198 324 850.9| 349 727.9] 423 385.9; 157.8| 206 654.6] 1,302 2,777.1 120,123 2
Arkansas......... 40 35 37 3L.3 33 57. 4 81 62.1 22.2 37| 46. 6 188 269. 6 8,702. 5
Louisiana. ....... 59 50 68 207. 6] 204 493. 3 88 107.9 39.9 83 486. 1 4437 1,334.8 62,578.5
Mississippi....... 22 16 9 13.6 8. 0] 34 12. 0 11.5 6 6.6 54 51.7 3,124. 1
New Mexico...... 11 7 10 20.8 1 1.5 8| 18.0 1.0 5 11.5 24 52.8 5.1
Texas......co.u.. 104 90 200 527.6 106 167.7| 212 185.9 83.2 75 103.8 593| 1,068.2 44,903. 0
No. 10—Topeka. ... 186 154/ 218 648.6| 426 721.9| 549 585.2] 212.7| 284 439. 2| 1, 477 2,607.6/ 138,6103.2
Colorado......... 32 25 38 143. 8 55 117. 0 61 100. 6 21.3 18 19. 8 172 402. 5 9, 716.9
Kansas.......... 78 67 76! 195. 7] 139 220. 51 232 223. 2 81. 8| 106 155.7 553 876.9 42, 255.9
Nebraska........ 31 23 25 86.7 94 145.3| 150 134.3 76. 6 72 108.5 341 551. 4 40, 975.5
Oklahoma........ 45 39 79 222. 4} 138 239.1] 106 127.1 33.0 88 155.2 411 776. 8 45, 154. 9
No. 11—Portland. .. 125 105 231 607.0| 241 487. 4/ 560 835.8| 191.2| 184 278.0| 1,216| 2,399.4] 80,968.2
Idaho........... 10 9 39 103.2 23 53. 6 50| 40.7 32.9 22 14.1 134 244.5 4,327.6
Montana......... 12 11 17 38.3 31 49.5 36 23. 6 12.5 26 44. 0 110 167. 9, 8,931.5
Oregon. . . 27 24 56 133.2 33 101. 2 171 413. 2 50. 6 49| 71.2 309 769. 4 18, 011. 4
Utai. .. 10 7 12 32.5| 28 65.5) 31 41. 0 5.2 S 5.5 76 149.7 7,829.6
‘Washington 54, 45 100 284.5| 115 194. 4] 255! 294.7] 85.5| 75| 118.2f 545 977.3 38,123. 1
Wyoming. . . 12 9 7 15. 3 11 23.2 17 22, 6 4.5 1 25.0 42 90.6 3,745.0
No. 12—Los Angeles 140, 117  476| 1,647.5] 297 687.8] 443} 70L 7] 104.0] 146] 255 6] 1,362] 3,396.6] 152,569.9
1 1 31.8 0 0.0 10 16.3 0. 0! 0 0.0 16 48.1 308. 4
136 114 467) 1,606.0, 287 652, 5] 429 676.7) 103.4| 140 243.3| 1,323 3,281.9| 150,882 4
1 0 0 0. 0 0.0 0) 0.0 0.0 0 0. 0.0 63. 6
2 2 3 9.7 10 35.3 4 8.7 0.6 6 12.3 23 66. 6 1,315.5
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Residential Construction Activity and
Real-Estate Conditions in the
United States

ESIDENTIAL building activity, as
measured by the estimated number of
family-dwelling units provided by permits
issued in all cities of 10,000 or more
population, was greater in June than in any
month since the fall of 1929. The estimated
number of housekeeping-dwelling units au-
thorized reached 18,478, compared with
12,254 in May (chart 1 and table 1). This
increase of 51 percent in June over May is
the more remarkable in view of the usual
decrease at this season of the year. In five
of the last seven years, the number of units

for which permits have been granted has
been lower in June than in May.

Compared with June of 1935, the increase
in number of dwelling units was 137.4 per-
cent and the increase in total cost, 138.4
percent. Translated into dollars, the esti-
mated cost of the June 1936 residential con-
struction is $71,688,700 as compared with
$30,071,300 in June of last year.

All types of dwellings registered substan-
tial increases between May and June. How-
ever, the 248-percent increase in multifam-
ily dwellings, containing three or more

CHART 1.-=NUMBER AND COST OF FAMILY DWELLING UNITS FOR WHICH PERMITS WERE GRANTED, BY MONTHS, IN CITIES
OF 10,000 OR MORE POPULATION; 1938 COMPARED WIiTH SELECTED PERIODS

\Source: Federal Home Loan Bank Board. Compiled from residential building permits reported to U. S. Department of Labor]
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units, was far in excess of that of other
types. Multifamily units accounted for 44
percent of all units authorized as compared
with 23 percent in May. In the various bor-
oughs of New York City alone, permits
were granted for apartment houses costing
over $23,000,000 which largely accounts for
the great jump in multifamily units.

Buiwping Activity BY FEpERAL HoME LoaN
Bank DisTRICTS

THE distribution of this increase in building
by Federal Home Loan Bank Districts and
States is revealed in table 2. It will be seen
that New York, accounting for 7,805 family-
dwelling units, is far in the lead of all other
States, its nearest competitor being Cali-
fornia with 1,944 units. Michigan is third,
followed closely by Texas and the District
of Columbia.

Chart 2 compares graphically the rate of
building (as distinguished from volume of
building) among Federal Home Loan Bank

only ones to show a rate in excess of the
average for the United States. Compared
with May, the rate of residential building
activity fell slightly in June in the Pitts-
burgh, Des Moines, Portland, and Los An-
geles Districts.

ForecLOSURES AND OTHER REAL-ESTATE
CONDITIONS

WirH this issue the REviEw inaugurates a
new chart intended to furnish a more
graphic comparison of residential construc-
tion with real-estate foreclosures in 75
large wurban counties, housing rentals,
and industrial production (chart 3). All of
these activities are shown in comparison to
a base line of 100 for the year 1926. The
following brief table gives the story of the
charts in percentages of this base.

June | May [Percent| June {Percent
1936 | 1936 | change| 1935 |change

Residential con-

Districts. On this basis also the New York . ztruct'i?n,..d... 31.7119.5 [4+62.6 | 13.3 |+138.3

1 3 : g ndustrial produc-
District look a commanding lead, the rate tion........... 95.4 {93.6 | +1.9 | 79.7 | +19.7
being in excess of 60 units per 100,000 popu-  Rentals.......... 76.6 | 76,1 | +.769.0 [ 4110
Foreclosures. ..... 279.0 1279.0 01395.0 | —29.4

lation. Because the New York rate lifted
the national rate to so high a level, this
District and the Los Angeles, Winston-Sa-
lem, and Little Rock Districts were the

It will be noted that rentals, as measured
by the National Industrial Conference

TABLE 1.—Number and estimated cost of new family-dwelling units provided in all cities of 10,000 population
or over in the United States, in June 1936 *

[Source: Federal Home Loan Bank Board. Compiled from residential building permits reported to U. S. Department of Labor]

Number of family units Total cost of units (thousands Average cost of family
provided of dollars) units
Type of structure

June June | Percent Percent | June June | Percent

1036 | 1935 | change |June 1936 | June1935| 4 o0\ G936 | 1935 | change
All housekeeping dwellings. .| 18,478 | 7,783 {1137.4 {$71,688.7 [$30,071. 3 |4+138.4 | $3,880 | $3, 864 +0.4
Total 1- and 2-family dwell-

ings....oooovevnn.n .. 5,428 | +89.4 | 43,800.2 | 22,384.0 | +95.7 | 4,260 | 4,124 +3.3

1-family dwellings. .. .. 4,961 | 491.5 | 41,364.8 | 21,056.4 | +96.4 | 4,355 | 4,244 +2.6
2-family dwellings.......... 416 | +65.4 | 2,090.0 | 1,143.7}| +82.7| 3,038} 2,749 | +10.5
Joint home and business 2. .. 95 51 | 4+86.3 345. 4 183.9 | +87.8 | 3,636 | 3,606 +0.8
3- and more-family dwellings.| 8,197 | 2,355 |4+248.1 | 27,888.5 | 7,687.3 |+262.8 | 3,402 | 3,264 +4.2

1 Estimate is based on reports from communities having approximately 95 percent of the population of all cities
with population of 10,000 or over.
2 Includes only 1- and 2-family dwellings with business property attached.
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CHART 2.—RATE OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDING IN THE UNITED STATES AND IN EACH FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK DISTRICT,
BY MONTHS

Represents the estimated number of family dwelling units provided per 10,000 population; based upon building-permit records for all cities of
10,000 or more inhabitants.

[Source: Federal Home Loan Bank Board. Compiled from reports to U, 8. Department of Labor]
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Board, rose 0.7 percent in June to 76.6 per-
cent of the 1926 average. Although residen-
tial construction rose in June to 31.7 per-
cent of the 1926 average, it is still low
as compared with industrial production,
which stood at 95.4 percent.

The preliminary index of foreclosures in
metropolitan counties for June remained at
279, unchanged from the May figure. An

increase of 2.5 percent is normal for June.
The June figure is 29 percent under the fig-
ure for June 1935. For the first six months,
the number of foreclosures was 28 percent
less than in the first half of 1935. Of 75
urban counties included in the prelinfinary
index, 42 reported a greater number of
foreclosures in June than in May, and 33
reported a decrease.

CHART 3.—~COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL REAL ESTATE CONDITIONS AND INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES
[1926-100]
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TABLE 2.—Number and estimated cost of new family-dwelling units provided in all cities of 10,000 population
or over, in June 1936, by Federal Home Loan Bank Districts and by States

[Source: Federal Home Loan Bank Board. Compiled from residential building permits reported to U. S. Department of Labor]

All residential dwellings All 1- and 2-family dwellings

Number of family- | Estimated cost (thou- | Number of family- | Estimated cost (thou-

F edﬁ?:{ﬁgﬁ%{f%ﬁtfs“k dwelling units sands of dollars) dwelling units sands of dollars)

June June June June June June June June

1936 1935 1936 1935 1936 1935 1936 1935
UNITED STATES....... 18, 478 7,783 |$71, 688.7 [$30,071.3 | 10,281 5,428 |$43, 800. 2 [$22, 384. 0
No.1—Boston.............. 801 437 | 3,405.7 | 2,185.0 784 422 § 3,361.5 | 2,144.8
Connecticut............. 139 104 785. 8 507.5 139 95 785. 8 482. 4
NG, .. ..ot 57 34 140.9 92.0 51 28 113.5 76.9
Massachusetts. .. ....... 423 220 1,871.7 1,290.0 412 220 1,854.9 1,290.0
New Hampshire......... 67 30 184. 9 105. 8 67 30 184.9 105.8
Rhode Island........... 105 58 386. 0 180. 8 105 48 386.0 180. 8
Vermont......... R 10 1 36. 4 8.9 10 1 36. 4 8.9
No. 2—New York........... 8, 105 2,042 | 30,352.9 7, 863.0 1, 283 949 6,091, 1 4,189.5
New Jersey............. 300 260 | 1,848.5 | 1,380.8 300 232 1 1,848.5 | 1,342.0
New York.............. 7, 805 1,782 | 28,504.4 | 6,482 2 983 717 | 4,242.6 | 2,847.5
No. 3—Pittsburgh........... 544 302 2,690.2 | 1,417.6 482 281 | 2,485.2 | 1,343.2
Delaware............... 87 3 364. 4 12.9 51 3 214. 4 12.9
Pennsylvania. .......... 372 241 1,932. 1 1,218.1 360 224 1,912.1 1,147.7
West, Virginia........... 85 58 393.7 186. 6 71 54 358.7 182.6
No. 4—Winston-Salem. . ..... 1, 875 1,197 6,839.7 | 3,949.0 1, 302 784 | 5,230.2 | 2,926.3
Alabama............... 81 183 162. 4 433. 3 81 25 162. 4 56.8
District of Columbia. . ... 725 388 2,999. 0 1,646.9 237 153 1,544.0 1,049.3
Florida................. 353 219 1,237.0 544.5 329 209 1, 188.1 524. 4
Georgia. . ..ooveenennann 127 95 470.0 276.9 111 92 450. 0 269. 8
Maryland.............. 134 39 539.5 156. 8 134 39 539.5 156. 8
North Carolina. ......... 209 96 683. 7 307.9 198 %6 663. 4 307.9
South Carolina.......... 98 76 255.1 194. 4 82 73 211.1 186. 4
Virginia. ............... 148 101 493.0 388.3 130 97 471.7 374.9
No. 5—Cincinnati........... 881 991 4,113.0 3, 968. 4 679 303 3,459. 8 1, 370. 4
Kentucky.............. 119 64 377.9 242. 8 91 64 315.1 242. 8
Ohio........ccooiivun.. 645 876 3,443.0 3, 626. 6 487 188 2,889.8 1,028.6
Tennessee. . ............ 117 51 292, 1 99.0 101 51 254. 9 99.0
No. 6—Indianapolis......... 948 340 | 4,763.4 | 1,751.4 940 340 | 4,751.4 ¢ 1,751.4
Indiana................ 174 66 612. 8 286. 7 166 66 600. 8 286. 7
Michigan............... 774 274 4,150.6 1,464. 7 774 274 4,150. 6 1,464.7
No. 7—Chicago. ............ 718 312} 3,881L.11 1,540.1 691 312} 3,805.2 ;) 1,540.1
IMinois................. 341 118 { 2,254.1 681. 7 341 118 | 2,254.1 681.7
Wisconsin. ............. 377 1941 1,627.0 858. 4 350 194 | 1,551.1 858. 4
No. 8—Des Moines.......... 715 470 | 2,658.1 | 1,697.7 681 448 | 2,593.9 | 1,652.3
onva ................... 162 76 544. 4 301.0 157 76 539.7 301.0
Minnesota. . ............ 258 118 1,196.7 459. 2 254 115 1, 186. 2 449. 6
Missouri................ 224 226 795.9 813.5 202 207 753.9 7.7
North Dakota........... 21 14 57.7 51.8 18 14 50.7 51.8
South Dakota........... 50 36 63. 4 72.2 50 36 63. 4 72.2
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TaBLE 2.—Number and estimated cost of new family-dwelling unils provided in all cities of 10,000 population
or over, in June 1936, by Federal Home Loan Bank Districts and by States—Continued

Federal Home Loan Bank

All residential dwellings

All 1- and 2-family dwellings

Number of family-
dwelling units

Estimated cost (thou-
sands of dollars)

Number of family-
dwelling units

Estimated cost (thou-
sands of dollars)

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Districts and States
June June June June June June June June
1936 1935 1936 1935 1936 1935 1936 1935

No. 9—Little Rock.......... 978 518 | $2,546.7 | $1,381.5 907 486 | $2,426.9 | $1,302.6
Arkansas............... 29 18 94.2 75.1 29 18 94. 2 7.1
Louisiana............... 84 55 266. 0 143. 6 80 55 259.0 143. 6
Mississippi......ooovnn. 66 14 141. 3 43.2 66 14 141. 3 43.2
New Mexico............ 34 8 70.5 27.0 28 8 63.5 27.0
Texas......ccovvivnnnn. 765 423 1,974.7 1,092. 6 704 391 1,868.9 1,013.7

No. 10—Topeka............. 533 239 1, 549. 6 834.5 442 225 1,471. 4 805. 4
Colorado. .............. 172 53 483.3 239.1 95 53 425.3 239.1
Kansas................. 120 52 359. 8 174. 6 110 52 350. 2 174. 6
Nebraska............... 61 35 220. 2 138.3 57 35 209. 6 138.3
Oklahoma.............. 180 99 486. 3 282.5 180 85 486. 3 253. 4

No. 11—Portland............ 367 189 1,164. 4 572.9 345 189 1,135.0 572.9
Idaho.................. 25 25 82.5 75.7 25 25 82.5 75.7
Montana............... 51 29 134. 3 64. 3 47 29 122.3 64.3
Oregon................. 56 22 200.9 72. 1 53 22 196. 4 72. 1
tah................... 50 28 112.1 102. 3 44 28 110.1 102.3
Washington............. 173 67 602. 2 171. 4 164 67 591.3 171. 4
Wyoming............... 12 18 32. 4 87.1 12 18 32.4 87.1

No. 12—Los Angeles......... 2,013 746 7,723.9 2,910, 2 1, 745 689 6, 988. 6 2,785.1
Arizona................ 54 10 183.5 37.4 38 10 159.0 37. 4
California. ............. 1, 944 732 7,462. 0 2, 856. 8 1, 692 675 6, 751. 2 2,731.7
Nevada................ 15 4 78. 4 16.0 15 4 78. 4 16.0
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Indexes of Small-House Building Costs

HE August costs of building the same

typical 6-room house in the group of
cites which previously reported in Febru-
ary and May are published in the accom-
panying table. Some of the May and
February figures represent slight revisions
of those published in the May ReviEw. It
is believed that as correspondents have be-
come familiar with the complex reporting
system major errors have been ironed out
and reliable base figures established for
each city so -that variations in subsequent
months will represent a true movement up
or down in small-house building costs.

Of the 25 cities on which reports for both
months are available, 9 reported an up-
ward movement of 1 percent or more in
building costs between May and August; 2
reported a drop of 1 percent or more; and
14 reported no variations or variations of
less than 1 percent. The largest increase
of 8.5 percent, or 1.9 cents per cubic foot,
was reported by Detroit, Michigan. The
increase was largely in labor costs and was
said to be due to increased building activ-
ity in that city.

410

St. Paul, Minnesota reported an increase
of 45 percent, or 1 cent per cubic foot.
Two cities registering a drop of more than
1 percent were Boise, Idaho and Camden,
New Jersey.

Comparing costs for August between
cities, we find the low of 21.1 cents per
cubic foot in Camden, New Jersey and a
high of 27.3 cents for Great Falls, Montana.
It is perhaps worthy of comment that the
four Atlantic Coastal cities with water ac-
cess to the sea, namely, Washington, Balti-
more, Philadelphia, and Camden, are re-
porting uniformly low building costs.

Special attention is called to the descrip-
tion of the standard house on which costs
are obtained, appearing as a footnote to the
accompanying table. It should be empha-
sized that the cubic-foot costs reported do
not represent the cost of building a com-
pleted house in any of the cities. The pur-
pose of the reports is rather to give a true
picture of movements of costs within each
city and a reliable comparison of costs
among all cities.
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Tolal costs and cubic-foot costs of building the same standard house in represeniative cities in February,

May, and August, 1936
Note.—These figures are subject to adjustment.
[Source: Federal Home Loan Bank Board]

Total building cost Cubic-foot cost.
Federal Home Loan Bank Districts, States, and
cities
August May February | August May February
No. 2—New York:
New Jersey:
AtlanticCity....................... $5, 685 $5, 727 $5, 860 $0. 237 $0. 239 $0. 244
Camden..............ccooiiivinnenn. 5, 073 5,176 5,128 . 211 . 216 . 214
Newark.........oooiiiiiiiinn. 5, 637 5,616 5, 600 . 235 . 234 . 233
New York
Albany......c.oovviviiiiiiiann., 5, 340 5,195 5,218 . 222 . 216 . 217
Buffalo............................. 5, 690 5, 494 5, 497 . 237 . 229 . 229
SYracuse. . . ovvvii i 5,526 5, 526 5, 574 . 230 . 230 . 232
White Plains. ....................... 5, 775 5,713 5, 650 . 241 . 238 . 235
No. 6—Indianapolis:
Indiana:
Evansville.......................... 5,585 5,570 |.......... . 233 L232 |l
Indianapolis. . ...................... 5, 697 5, 749 5, 733 . 237 . 240 239
SouthBend......................... 5, 844 5, 839 5, 889 . 243 . 243 . 245
Michigan:
Detroit. ....oovvviiinneininnan... 5, 677 5,234 5, 162 . 237 .218 . 215
Grand Rapids....................... 5,161 5,161 |.......... . 215 G215 .,
No. 8—Des Moines:
Towa:
DesMoines...........ccovvvvnnnn... 6, 053 5, 995 5,928 . 252 . 250 . 247
Minnesota:
Duluth.............. ..., 5, 549 5,580 [.......... . 231 L2383 |l
St.Paul................... ... ...... 5, 520 5,283 5, 282 . 230 . 220 . 220
Missouri:
Kansas City..........ooviivnnn.... 5,311 5, 304 5, 229 . 221 . 221 . 218
St.Louis. .......oviiiiiiiin.. 5,915 5, 968 5, 989 . 246 . 249 . 250
North Dakota:
F1 71 o S 5, 565 5, 510 5, 475 . 232 . 230 . 228
South Dakota:
Sioux Falls. ........................ 5, 742 5, 719 5, 673 . 239 . 238 . 236
No. 11—Portland:
Idaho:
Boise........ooiiiiiii i 5, 607 5, 784 5, 750 . 234 . 241 . 240
Montana:
Great Falls. ........................ 6, 554 6, 436 6,418 . 273 . 268 . 267
Oregon:
Portland. .......................... 5, 307 5, 277 5, 299 . 221 . 220 . 221
tah:
Salt Lake City............cooenn..n. 5, 829 5, 829 5, 778 . 243 . 243 . 241
Washington:
Seattle. ........coviiieiinnnannnn 5, 644 5, 540 5, 528 . 235 . 231 . 230
Spokane........c.oiiiiiiiiaiiiiann 5, 760 5,760 |.......... . 240 L240 |..........
Wyoming:
Casper. .. ..ot 6,277 ... ... ol G262 ...t

I The house on which costs are reported is a detached 6-room home of 24,000 cubic-feet volume. Living room, dining room, kitchen, and lava-

tory on first floor; 3 bedrooms and bath on second floor. Exterior is wideboard siding with brick and stucco as features of design.

materials and workmanship are used throughout.

Best quality

The house is rnot completed ready for occupancy. It includes all fundamental structural elements, an attached 1-car garage, an unfinished
D ; heati tric It does not include
wall-paper nor other wall nor ceiling finish on interior plastered surfaces, lighting fixtures, refrigerators, water heaters, ranges, screens, weather

cellar, an unfinished attic, a fireplace, essential heating, plumbing, and electric wiring equipment, and complete insulation.

stripping, nor window shades.

Reported costs include, in addition to material and labor costs, compensation insurance, an allowance for contractor’s overhead and transporta-

tion of materials, plus 10 percent for builder’s profit.

Reported costs do not include the cost of land nor of surveying the land, the cost of planting the lot, nor of providing walks and driveways;

they do not include architect’s fee, cost of building permit, financing charges, nor sales costs.

In figuring costs, current prices on the same building materials list are obtained every 3 months from the same dealers, and current wage rates

are obtained from the same reputable contractors and operative builders.
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FEDERAL HOME

Combined statement of
Combined Boston New York Pittsburgh ‘Winston-Salem
ASSETS
Cash:
Onband......... ... ittt $51, 778. 17 $500. 00 0 $1, 000. 00 $10. 00
On deposit with U. S. Treasurer................. 4, 429, 061. 46 173, 589. 88 $254, 026. 80 52, 109. 23 595, 419. 46
On deposit with other Federal Home Loan Banks. 3, 800, 000. 00 400, 000. 00 1, 000, 000. 00 0 600, 000. 00
On deposit with commercial banks............... 1, 698, 386.93 305, 416. 82 1, 569. 03 28, 714.10 14, 480. 16
Totalcash.................... e 9, 979, 226. 56 879, 506. 70 1, 395, 595. 83 81, 823. 33 1, 209, 909. 62
Loans outstanding
Members. . ....ooiiiieiiiii i it 118, 579 707 90@ 3, 518, 784. 58 16, 113, 360. 03 12, 440, 437. 0(3) 8, 826, 208. 68
0
3 730 10 0 0 °
Total loans cutstanding. ........ e ..| 118, 586, 838. 00 3, 518, 784. 57 | 16, 113, 360. 04 | 12, 440, 437. 03 8, 826, 208. 68
Aocrued mterest receivable:
) o7 T TP O 318, 952. 58 1, 819. 76 68, 070. 84 55, 393. 46 38, 370. 66
Other Federal Home Loan Bank deposits......... 5, 584. 70 21. 86 185. 80 0 1, 071. 04
Securities. .. ..ot e ettt i it iii e 124 343. 55 46, 487. 27 1, 794. 30 1, 277.16 1,185. 16
L0717 N 1, 839. 86 0 0 0 0
Total accrued interest. .............ccoivvnnne 450, 720. 69 48, 328. 89 70, 050. 94 56, 670. 62 40, 626. 86
lnvestments, U. S. Government..............c.ouitt 13,722, 084.31 | 4, 420, 000. 00 257, 235. 95 143, 222. 65 103, 996. 79
Stock subscriptions receivable, members.............. 2, 675. 00 1, 225. 00 12, 550. 00 20, 650. 00 16, 150. 00
Deferred charges:
Prepaid assessment, F. H. L.B. B............... 7, 555. 34 1, 540. 67 0 0 2, 513. 83
Prepaid bond & insurance premium............. 7,877.18 558. 15 864. 76 598.10 362. 50
Other. o et it e e e e 1, 221. 51 0 920. 84 0 66. 50
Total deferred charges. . ...........c.ovunnnn 16, 654, 03 2, 098. 82 1, 785. 60 598. 10 2, 942. 83—
Other assets:
Accounts receivable............... .. 0 5, 242, 55 (1} 0 1, 889. 77 507. 65
Other. .. ..ottt ittt e ierianas 788. 59 0 0 0 154. 89
Total other assets. .. ........0ovuivinn s 6, 031. 14 0 0 1, 889. 77 662. 54
Total @assets.. .........iviiiiniiinenenennes 143, 094, 229, 73 8, 899, 943. 98 | 17, 850, 578. 36 { 12, 745, 291. 50 | 10, 200, 497. 32
LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL
Liabilities:
Deposits:
Members, time. .. .ooviiiiini i 8, 205, 489. 68 1, 204, 444. 73 1, 392, 300. 00 104, 214, 67 223, 600. 00
Members, demand 1, 152, 053. 53 0 0 0 0
Applicants. .. ...l 123, 525. 00 4, 250. 00 20, 650. 00 16, 150. 00 4, 625. 00
Other Federal Home Loan Bank: . 3, 800, 000. 00 0 ] 700, 000, 00 0
Members’ loan prepayments. ............... 208, 514. 52 0 )] 46, 060. 02 0
Accrued interest:
Members’ deposits... . ..o e . 11, 804. 27 4, 555.13 957.94 697. 31 24. 07
Other Federal Home Loan Bank deposits. 2,169. 58 0 0 2,103, 83 [}
Dividends payable:
overnment 351, 289. 23 39, 750. 00 0 96, 000. 00 1]
Members........ 111,137.51 15, 805. 70 0 18, 280. 24 [1)
Total dividends 462, 426. 74 55, 555. 70 0 114, 280. 24 0
Accounts payable 4,986, 49 0 0 0 0
Total liabilities 13, 970, 969, 81 1, 268, 805. 56 1, 413, 907. 94 983, 506. 07 228, 249. 07
Capital:
Capital stock, issued and outstanding:
Fully pa\d
Members..........oieii i, 26, 043, 400. 00 2, 156, 200. 00 3, 515, 200. 00 1, 869, 000. 00 2, 220, 000. 00
U. 8. Government: X
SubSCrgptions, authorized. .1 124,741, 000. 00 | 12, 467, 500. 00 | 18, 963, 200. 00 | 11, 146, 300. 00 9, 208, 200. 00
Subscriptions, uncalled............. 25,399, 000.00 | 7,167,500.00 | 6,463,200.00 [ 1,546, 300.00 | 1,708, 200. 00
) 99, 342, 000. 00 5, 300, 000, 00 | 12, 500, 000. 00 9, 600, 000. 00 7, 500, 000. 00
Partially
Members......ooovivii i, 702, 300. 00 71, 400. 00 45, 200. 00 38, 400. 00 31, 400. 00
Total capital stock outstanding ...... 126, 087, 700. 00 7,527, 600, 00 | 16, 060, 400. 00 | 11, 507, 400. 00 9, 751, 400. 00
Surplus:
Reserves:
As required under section no. 16 of act....... 1, 677, 255, 01 82,522, 21 236, 772. 55 172,910. 80 123, 056. 10
Surplus, unallocated., ................. ... ... 1, 358, 304. 91 21, 016. 21 139, 497. 87 81, 474. 63 97, 792, 15
Totalsurplus. . . ...ttt i, 3, 035, 559. 92 103, 538. 42 376, 270. 42 254, 385. 43 220, 848. 25
Total capital.............. ... ... ... ... ... 129, 123, 259. 92 7,631, 138. 42 | 16, 436, 670. 42 | 11, 761, 785. 43 9, 972, 248. 25
Total Liabilities and capital. . ................. 143, 094, 229. 73 8, 899, 943. 98 | 17, 850, 578. 36 | 12, 745, 291. 50 | 10, 200, 497. 32

412 x

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Federal Home Loan Bank Review



LOAN BANKS
condition as at June 30, 1936

Cincinnati Indianapolis Chicago Des Moines Little Rock Topeka Portland Los Angeles
$6, 497. 38 0 $40, 675. 51 $25. 00 $25. 00 $25. 00 0 $3, 020. 28
860, 991. 71 $800, 157, 65 598, 109. 07 38,328, 77 330, 171. 35 223, 145. 90 $165,114. 52 337, 897. 12
0 9 0 0 0 0} 1,800, 000. 00 [
194, 422. 61 546, 286. 84 227, 861,76 56, 428. 71 0 10, 002. 01 19, 750. 00 153, 454. 89
1,061,911, 70 1, 346, 444, 49 866, 646. 34 94, 782. 48 330, 196, 35 233,172.91 | 1,984, 864. 52 494, 372. 29
20, 576, 290. 96 6, 389, 683. 44 | 20, 141, 668. 81 7,192, 262. 09 8, 331,450.46 | 6,108,935.50 | 3,016,172.29 | 5,924, 454. 03
0 0 0 0 0 0 9 3, 460. 00
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3, 730. 10
20, 576, 290. 96 6, 389, 683. 44 { 20, 141, 668. 81 7, 192, 262. 09 8,331,450.46 | 6,108,935.50 | 3,016,172.29 | 5,931,584.13
55, 798. 81 2,118, 64 40, 103. 98 17,373.12 26, 926. 49 3,573.98 8, 078. 22 1, 324. 62
0 1, 076. 50 [} 0 0 0 3, 229. 50 0
11, 458. 32 20, 940. 70 1, 169. 49 6, 960. 97 16, 422. 64 3,114. 58 7,547.15 5,985. 81
0 1,833. 33 0 0 0 0 0 6.53
67, 257.13 25, 969. 17 41, 273. 47 24, 334. 09 43, 349.13 6, 688. 56 18, 854. 87 7, 316. 96
1, 004, 453. 06 2, 373,531.75 226, 611. 18 856, 866. 54 1, 940, 000. 00 300, 000. 00 | 1, 424, 575. 00 671, 591. 39
81, 275. 00 46, 250. 00 70, 400. 00 6, 800. 00 7, 000. 00 15, 450. 00 2, 900. 00 22, 025. 00
0 0 3, 500. 84 ] 0 0 0 0
1, 020. 80 487.52 1, 278. 90 500. 82 586.13 544. 23 541. 69 533.58
159, 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 75. 00
1,179.97 487.52 4,779. 74 500. 82 586.13 544. 23 541. 69 608. 58
269. 35 126. 00 0 0 423. 80 57.50 150. 00 1,818. 48
0 15. 81 587. 33 0 0 0 30. 56 Y
269. 35 141. 81 587.33 0 423. 80 57. 50 180. 56 1, 818. 48
22,792, 637,17 | 10,182,508.18 | 21, 351, 966. 87 8,175,546.02 | 10,653, 005.87 | 6,664,848.70 | 6,448, 088.93 | 7,129,316.83
885, 100. 00 1, 558, 739. 61 2, 597, 090. 67 220, 000. 00 0 20, 000. 00 0 0
562, 570. 94 41, 722. 07 0 [ 129, 591. 92 51, 815. 57 87, 838.92 218, 514. 11
10, 250. 00 290, 350. 00 6, 150. 00 12, 250. 00 675. 00 375. 00 0 217, 800. 00
1, 900, 000. 00 200, 000. 00 1, 900, 000, 00 0 0 0 0 0
162, 454. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 Y
148. 69 0 4, 440. 84 920. 87 0 59. 42 0 0
0 0 65. 75 0 0 0 0 0
127, 757. 00 45, 000. 00 0 0 42,782. 23 0 0 0
54, 962. 59 15, 031. 54 [4 0 7, 057. 44 0 0 0
182, 719. 59 60, 031. 54 0 0 49, 839. 67 0 0 0
0 0 0 4,451. 17 0 0 0 535. 32
3,703, 243.72 1, 880, 843. 22 3, 607, 747. 26 237, 622. 04 180, 106. 59 72, 249. 99 87, 838.92 306, 849. 43
5, 580, 400. 00 2, 024, 700. 00 2, 942, 800. 00 1, 229, 000. 00 1, 447, 300. 00 | 1, 105, 800. 00 584, 300.00 | 1,368, 700. 00
12, 775, 700. 00 6, 577, 400. 00 | 14, 173, 900. 00 7, 394, 900. 00 8,772, 400.00 | 7,333,600.00 | 5,960,000.00 | 9,967,900.00
0 577, 400. 00 0 894, 900. 00 0] 2,033, 600. 00 300, 000. 00 | 4, 707, 900. 00
12, 775, 700. 00 6, 000, 000, 00 | 14, 173, 900. 00 6, 500, 000. 00 8,772, 400.00 | 5,300,000.00 | 5,660,000.00 | 5,260, 000. 00
202, 400. 00 83, 900. 00 94, 200. 00 13, 200. 00 14, 000. 00 35, 000. 00 5, 800. 00 67, 400. 00
18, 558, 500. 00 8,108, 600. 00 | 17, 210, 900. 00 7,742, 200.00 | 10,233,700.00 | 6,440, 800.00 | 6, 250,100.00 | 6, 696, 100. 00
322, 474. 31 125, 545. 32 231, 954. 76 87, 979. 92 126, 677. 29 63, 220, 35 48, 868. 40 55, 273. 00
208, 419. 14 67, 519. 64 301, 364, 85 107, 744. 06 112, 521. 99 88, 578. 36 61, 281. 61 71, 094. 40
530, 893. 45 193, 064. 96 533, 319. 61 195, 723. 98 239, 199, 28 151, 798. 71 110, 150. 01 126, 367. 40
19, 089, 393. 45 8,301, 664.96 | 17, 744, 219, 61 7,937,923.98 | 10,472,899.28 | 6,592,598.71 | 6,360,250.01 | 6, 822, 467. 40
22,792, 637.17 | 10,182,508.18 | 21, 351, 966. 87 8,175,546.02 | 10,653,005.87 | 6,664, 848.70 | 6,448, 088.93 | 7,129, 316.83
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Growth and Lending Operations of the
Federal Home Loan Banks

S OF June 30, 1936, nine of the twelve
Federal Home Loan Banks declared
dividends for the first six months of 1936
totaling $713,404 (table 1). The Chicago,
Winston-Salem, and Des Moines Banks
will probably follow their customary prac-
tice of giving consideration to the declara-
tion of dividends as of December 31 for
the entire calendar year.

Since the organization of the Federal
Home Loan Bank System on October 15,
1932, the 12 Federal Home Loan Banks
have distributed earnings in the total
amount of $5,381,553. Of this amount,
$1,072,253 has gone to member stockhold-
ers and $4,309,300 to the Treasury. It may
thus be pointed out that the Government’s
investment in the Federal Home Loan
Banks, which on June 30 amounted to
$99,342,000, has not only contributed sub-
stantially to the strengthening of the Na-
tion’s home-financing structure and in-
creased materially the volume of funds
available for home financing, but has also
yielded a satisfactory return.

As of June 30, 1936, the total surplus of
the Banks amounted to $3,035,560, of which

$1,677,255 represented a total reserve for
contingencies and $1,358,305 represented
unallocated surplus. In view of the pres-
ent financial position of the Banks and
their earning capacity, it would appear
that for some time to come the Banks will
be in a satisfactory position to declare div-
idends.

INCREASE IN ADVANCES OUTSTANDING

WitH a net increase of $7,665,000 in ad-
vances outstanding to member institutions
during June, the Federal Home Loan
Banks registered their greatest activity
since 1933 and reached a new peak in the
use of their credit facilities. At the end of
the month advances outstanding totaled
$118,587,000.

No changes in interest rates were reported
by the Federal Home Loan Banks during
July, but a change was made by the Indian-
apolis Bank at the end of June which came
too late to be reported in the July issue of
the Review. Effective July 1, the Indian-
apolis Bank reduced its rate on all long-
term advances to members from 315 per-
cent to 3 percent,

Taere 1.—Federal Home Loan Bank System— Dividends paid or declared through June 30, 1936

As of June 30, 1936 Cumaulative total through June 30, 1936
Federal Home
Loan Bank Rate (per-
centum per | Government | Members Total Government Members Total
annum)

Boston.......... 1.5 | $39, 750. 00 | $15, 805. 70 | $55, 555. 70 | $248, 137. 72 $60, 934. 93 | $309, 072. 65
New York....... 2.0 | 125, 000. 00 34, 662. 66 | 159, 662. 66 645, 284. 94 162, 307. 32 807, 592. 26
Pittsburgh....... 2.0 96, 000. 00 18, 280. 24 | 114, 280. 24 513, 578. 10 96, 590. 48 610, 168. 58
Winston-Salem...|........... ] i e e 306, 142. 46 88, 289. 81 394, 432. 27
Cincinnati....... 2.0 | 127,757.00 54, 962. 59 | 182, 719. 59 798, 014. 85 283, 463. 23 |1, 081, 478. 08
Indianapolis. . . ... 1.5 45, 000. 00 15, 031. 54 60, 031. 54 330, 795. 14 103, 866. 45 434, 661. 59
Chicago.......... 0 oo e e e e 530, 405. 48 96, 048. 74 626, 454, 22
Des Moines. . ...} e iiiinafenenenieiiiininiiniide i, 207, 587. 67 36, 587. 94 244, 175. 61
Little Rock. .. ... 1.0 42, 782, 23 7, 057. 44 49, 839. 67 331, 994. 62 62, 192. 56 394, 187.18
Topeka.......... 1.0 26, 423. 47 5, 414. 74 31, 838. 21 134, 949. 51 29, 353. 50 164, 303. 01
Portland......... 1.0 28, 067. 75 2, 770. 53 30, 838. 28 145, 690. 88 19, 339. 41 165, 030. 29
Los Angeles. .. ... 1.0 22, 365. 57 6, 272. 83 28, 638. 40 116, 719. 00 33, 278. 58 149, 997. 58

Total........[.......oott. 553, 146. 02 | 160, 258. 27 | 713, 404. 29 |4, 309, 300. 37 |1, 072, 252, 95 |5, 381, 553. 32
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TasLE 2.—Growth and frend of lending operalions

Members Loans ad- | Loans ad- | Repay- OE::%:SS_ Borrowin
vanced vanced ments |- 0 end | capacit 2g

Month (cumula- | (monthly) | (monthly) ofgm onth IEOOOy

Number Assets 1 (000 | tive) (000 (000 (000 (000 omitted)

omitted) omitted) | omitted) | omitted) omitted)
December 1932................. 118 $216, 613 $837 $837 |.......... $837 |..........
December 1933................. 2,086 | 2,607,307 90, 835 7,102 $859 85,442 [..........
December 1934................. 3,072 | 3,305,088 | 129,545 2, 904 3, 360 86,658 [..........
December 1935................. 3, 468 3,131,019 188, 675 8, 414 2, 708 102,795 {....... ...
1936

January................ ... 3,501 | 3,160,048 | 193, 746 5,071 5,065 | 102,800 |..........
February...................... 3,527 | 3,193,280 | 197,530 3, 784 3,642 | 102,942 |..........
March............cooeiveinn 3,543 | 3,204,696 | 202, 041 4,511 4,095 | 103,358 |..........
April. ... i 3, 587 3, 234, 130 207, 878 5, 837 3, 222 105,972 |..........
AY .t ettt 3,610 | 3,249,671 | 215,085 7, 207 2,258 | 110,922 |..........
June......oooiii i 3,641 | 3,272,166 | 226, 645 11, 560 3,895 | 118,587 | $869,000

1 Assets of member institutions are reported when they join the System and are subsequently brought up to date once
a year as periodic reports are received either from the institutions or from State building and loan supervisors.
2 Based upon the potential stock holdings and the legal borrowing capacity of member institutions.

Nore.—All figures, except loans advanced (monthly) and repayments, are as of the end of month.

TasLE 3.—Iniferest rates, Federal Home Loan Banks: rales on advances fo member institutions *

Rate in

Federal Iiglll:e Loan effect on Type of loan
Aug. 1
Percent

1. Boston........... 3 | All advances.

2. New York........ 3% | All advances for 1 year or less.

3% | All advances for more than 1 year shall be written at 4 percent, but interest collected
at 334 percent during 1936.

3. Pittsburgh........ 3% | All advances for 1 vear or less. All advances for more than 1 year are to be written
at 4 percent, but until further notice credit will be given on all outstanding
advances for the difference between the written rates ofg 5, 434, or 4 percent and
314 per centum per annum.

4. Winston-Salem. ... 31t All advances, with the provision that the interest rate may be increased to not
more than 414 percent after 30-days written notice.

5. Cincinnati........ 3 | All advances.

6. Indianapolis....... 3 | All secured advances.

3% All unsecured advances, none of which may be made for more than 6 months.

7. Chicago.......... 3 | All secured advances are to be written at 3}4 percent, but interest collected at 3
percent.

3% | All unsecured advances.

8. Des Moines....... 3-334| On all advances up to $1,000,000, the interest rate shall be 314 percent. If the
balance of loans outstanding to any one member equals or exceeds $1,000,000,
the interest rate thereon shall be at the rate of 3 percent.

9. Little Rock....... 3 | All advances.

10, Topeka........... 3 0.
i1. Portland.......... 3 | All advances to members secured by mortgages insured under Title IT of National
Housing Act.
314 | All advances for 1 year or less. All advances for more then 1 year to be written at
4 percent, but interest collected at 314 percent so long as short-term advances
carry this rate.
12. Los Angeles....... 3 | All advances.

10n May 29, 1935, the Board passed a resolution to the effect that all advances to nonmember institutions upon
the security of insured mortgages, insured under Title II of the National Housing Act, “‘shall bear interest at rates of
interest one half of 1 percentum in excess of the current rates of interest prevailing for member institutions.”
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Federal Savings and Loan System

UE to a change in the method of tab-

ulating monthly reports from Fed-
eral savings and loan associations, it is
not possible to make a comparison be-
tween the activities of identical associations
in May and June. The accompanying table
1 records the combined activities of only
983 associations in June as compared with
1,006 in May.

However, in spite of the fact that the
June figures are for a smaller number of
associations, they show $19,354,700 loaned
on mortgages as compared with $17,890,596
in May. These 983 institutions registered a
net increase of $3,359,300 in private share
investments during June and considerable
increases in both Home Owners’ Loan Cor-
poration investments in their securities

and advances obtained from the Federal
Home Loan Banks.

In an early issue the REviEw will begin
the monthly publication of the activities of
several hundred identical Federal savings
and loan associations. Such a comparative
table will serve as an index both of home-
financing activity by thrift institutions and
of the accumulation of private savings
available for home financing.

During June, 7 new Federal associations
were chartered and 19 old-established
building and loan associations were con-
verted from State to Federal charter.
Five charters were cancelled during the
month. These changes brought the total
of all associations as of June 30 to 1,135
with combined assets of $639,102,101.

TaBLeE 1.—Monthly operations of reporting Federal savings and loan associations during May and

June 1936
May June
Number of associations reporting. .. ...... ... ... i e 1, 006 983
Share liability at end of month:
Private share accounts (mumber) . ....... .. .. ... .. i i 534, 200 559, 384
Paid on private subscriptions. . . ....... ... i i i i e $360, 612, 280 | $394, 134, 200
Treasury and H. O. L. C, subscriptions. . . ........... ..., 89, 950, 600 94, 443, 100
Y e 450, 562, 880 488, 577, 300
Private share investments during month. . . . ... .. .. s 7, 423, 300
Repurchases during month. . . ..., .. ... e 3, 900, 353 4, 064, 000
Net increase in private investments during month............. ... ... .. o il 3, 359, 300
Mortgage loans made during month:
a. Reconditioning. . ... ... . o i i i e 1, 375, 287 1, 314, 200
b. New COnStLUCHION. . . ...\ it ittt ittt ittt et ei e eaenn s 5, 553, 269 5, 910, 700
c. Refinancing. ....... ..ottt e e e 5, 183, 302 5, 167, 700
d. Purchase of homes. . ... .. oo i i e i et e 4, 287, 540 5, 082, 700
€. OHRET PULPOSES . . o vttt ittt ettt iet ettt ae e eennaans 1, 491, 198 1, 879, 400
1 7Y 17, 890, 596 19, 354, 700
Mortgage loans outstanding end of month. ........... ... ... ... ..ciiiiiiii .. 404, 721, 811 436, 712, 700
Borrowed money as of end of month:
From Federal Home Loan Banks.......... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... .......... 35, 555, 666 39, 885, 500
From other SoUurees. ... .. .v ittt it e it e e 2,122, 650 2, 508, 900
Total. ... e et e e 37, 678, 316 42, 394, 400
Total assets, end of month........ ... ... ... it 606, 811, 400
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TABLE 2.—Progress in number and assets of Federal savings and loan associations

Number at 6-month intervals

Number Assets

Dec. 31, | June 30, | Dec. 31, | June 30, | Dec. 31, | May 31, | June 30,
1933 | 1934 | 1934 | 1935 | 1935 | 1936 | 1936 |May 31,1936 June 30,1936

New......ooovvvnnn. 57 321 481 554 605 632 637 | $91, 685, 670 | $92, 550, 271
Converted............ 2 49 158 297 418 482 498 | 483, 275, 604 | 546, 551, 830
Total.......... 59 370 639 851 | 1,023 | 1,114 | 1,135 | 574, 961, 274 | 639, 102, 101

ADVERTISING OPPORTUNITIES

THE payment of dividends affords an ex-
cellent opportunity to crystallize the good-
will of present investors, on which the fu-

midyear declaration of dividends to send to
its various classes of shareholders the an-
nouncement reproduced on this page. An
association in Texas has adopted the spe-

cial check for dividend payments, which is
also reproduced and which illustrates an
admirable type of institutional advertising,

fure growth of any association so largely
depends. A Federal association in Tennes-
see seized the opportunity afforded by its

r I % IS with sincere pleasure that we invite you to call and have the dividend, paid or credited on
I your savings account in your pass book. Dividends have been so scarce lately with many com-

panies, that we believe your regular dividend from us deserves more than passing notice. We hope you
will regard it as as the result of a successful investment and that our financial relations may continue for
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Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation

URING the monthly period June 15—
July 15, the number of shareholders
whose savings up to $5,000 are insured in
savings and loan associations passed the
million mark. The total on July 15 was ap-
proximately 1,046,803. To appreciate the
national significance of this protection of so
large a number of savers from fear and
panic, it is only necessary to think of what
distress for investors and institutions alike
would have been prevented had the insur-
ance been in force in 1930 and after.
During the June-July period, 55 associa-
tions were added to the roster of insured
associations, bringing the total to 1,365, with
combined assets of approximately $924,-
584,423. Twenty-two were State-chartered
associations, 23 were Federal associations
converted from State charters, and 10 were
new Federals. In addition, applications
for insurance were made by 44 associations
with combined assets of $46,968,060. Up to
July 15, 1,704 applications had been filed by
associations whose assets totaled $1,274,-
567,408.

RerorTs FROM INSURED ASSOCIATIONS

THE familiar story of the effectiveness of
insurance in stopping withdrawals and at-
tracting investments is echoed in letter af-
ter letter received from insured associa-
tions that had been on notice. Of equal
significance to many institutions is the pos-
itive gain in public confidence which share
insurance has brought about even in strong
associations that have always paid out on
demand. The following extracts will serve
as illustrations.
From a Missouri association:

Since conversion we have had more funds
offered than we could use. . . .

418

As soon as our conversion was made known to
the public, and the fact that shareholders’ invest-
ments were insured, it seems that the people had
a renewed confidence, although our association
never had a withdrawal list at any time that was
not met promptly.

However, we feel that the public has become
insurance conscious and is not interested in the
dividend rate as long as the investment is safe.

From a Minnesota association:

Our position is such that we were not par-
ticularly in need of new funds. In fact, our cash
reserves have been long and we therefore made
no effort to publicize the fact of the insurance
feature in connection with our accounts. How-
ever, the public has become pretty well aware of
the fact and we are being offered new money
almost daily and are taking what we can use, and
we unquestioningly attribute this fact to our re-
cent conversion to a Federal charter and the
insurance of shares attached to our new set-up.

From an association in greater New York
City:

We have only had the insurance for a few
months, but during that time have already no-
ticed an entirely different attitude on the part
of our present members. Withdrawals have
ceased to a great extent, and we are also securing
many new accounts,

After commenting on the changed afti-
tude of their members toward withdrawals
and the increase in new accounts, a Cali-
fornia association makes the following
comnients:

For the past few years there has been a grow-
ing demand on the part of our investors for the
withdrawal of their interest at each stated inter-
est period. During the recent interest period
there was a sharp decrease in these demands
and in a great many cases there was an increase
in deposits.

We feel that the insurance of accounts will be
an absolute necessity for all associations provid-
ing they want to attract new investors or to hold
their present accounts.
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Typical of the experience of associations
which had been on notice is the following
letter from an Ohio association:

In filing application for insurance of shares
last October we did so after making personal in-
vestigation of many associations who had pro-
vided for insurance of accounts and also inter-
viewed a great number of building and loan
executives who did not regard insurance of ac-
counts as being necessary. We finally came to
the conclusion that as provision had been made
for insurance of bank accounts it would be abso-
lutely necessary for building and loan associa-
tions to procure similar insurance if they
expected to continue as live loaning organizations.

This company had been restricting withdraw-
als for several years prior to last February and
we found that we were slowly liquidating the

institution, were not able to provide any kind of
a loan service to the community.

Upon announcement that accounts were now
insured up to $5,000 by the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation this picture showed
a decided change. At the time we insured we
removed all restrictions of withdrawal and while
it is true that we experienced heavy withdrawals,
this demand has lessened and during the month
of May we showed a slight gain in resources.
We feel that insurance has been the answer to
our problem. We are now making new loans,
our customers are able to withdraw amounts that
in many cases have been sadly needed and it is
a pleasure to the management to again function
as a live institution.

We ourselves were very much surprised that
beginning immediately upon announcement of
insurance of shares to see new money coming
into the institution.

Progress of the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation—Applications received and institutions
insured

APPLICATIONS RECEIVED

Cumulative number at specified dates Assets (as of date of application)
Dec. 31, | June 30, | Dec. 31, | June 15, | July 15,
1934 | 1035 | 1935 | 1936 | 1936 | Jume 15,1936 | July 15,1936
State-chartered associations. . .. .. 53 188 351 494 521 $653, 143, 227 $693, 469, 011
Converted F.S.and L. A........ 134 360 480 539 553 560, 441, 792 567, 053, 461
NewF.S.and L. A............. 393 517 575 627 630 14, 014, 329 14, 044, 936
Total.................... 580 | 1,065 | 1,406 | 1,660 | 1,704 | 1,227,599, 348 1, 274, 567, 408

INSTITUTIONS INSURED!

Number of Share and
Cumulative number at specified dates share- Assets creditor lia-
holders bilities
Dec. 31, { June 30, | Dec. 31, | June 15, | July 15, | July 15,
1934 | 1935 | 1935 | 1936 | 1936 1936~ | July 15,1936 | July 15, 1936
State-chartered associa-
tions........cooun.. 4 45 136 228 250 410, 181 | $338, 317,565 | $296, 771, 285
Converted F. S. and L. A. 108 283 406 470 493 551, 338 512,018, 718 470, 184, 814
New F.S.and L. A...... 339 512 572 612 622 85, 284 74, 248, 140 72,536, 171
A
. Total............ 451 840 | 1,114 | 1,310 ] 1,365 | 1,046,803 | 924, 584, 423 839, 492, 270
1 Beginning May 15, figures on number of associations insured include only those associations which have remitted
premiums. Earlier figures include all associations approved by the Board for insurance,

Number of shareholders, assets, and share and creditor liabilities of insured associations are as of latest obtainable
date and will be brought up to date after June 30 and December 31 each year.
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Home Owners’ Loan Corporation

OLLOWING the completion of the re-

financing activities of the Home Own-
ers’ Loan Corporation, the work of the Re-
conditioning Division will fall into three
categories: (1) the completion of recondi-
tioning of many properties on which mort-
gages have been refinanced; (2) the recon-
ditioning of acquired properties; and (3)
where necessary, the protection of the Cor-
poration’s investments in properties secur-
ing its mortgages, including particularly re-
pairs required by insurance losses.

In connection with many loans refinanced
toward the close of operations, money was
placed in escrow to cover necessary recon-
ditioning. As of July 1, 1936, there were
pending approximately 6,000 cases on
which reconditioning contracts were yet to
be let and some 25,000 cases on which
consiruction work was in progress.

As of July 1, 1936, there were pending
several thousand cases involving various
stages of reconditioning of properties which
had been abandoned by their owners and

required repairs to protect the Corpora-
tion’s investment, or which were owned by
the Corporation or in process of acquisi-
tion. Also, to protect the interests of the
Corporation, the Reconditioning Division
is supervising many cases of repair of prop-
erties on which insurance losses have been
suffered due to fire or flood.

The experience of all private mortgage
lenders indicates that in the liquidating of
its 1,018,048 loans the Corporation is bound
to obtain a considerable number of prop-
erties. To protect its own investments, as
well as property values generally, the Cor-
poration will carefully avoid wholesale
“dumping”, that is, the immediate sale of
all acquired properties for what they will
bring. Instead, every effort will be made
to protect the interests of all concerned in
the disposal of each parcel. In such a con-
structive program the maintenance of ac-
quired properties assumes major impor-
tance. It will be the duty of the Recondi-
tioning Division to advise on and supervise
proper reconditioning.

Tasre 1.—Reconditioning Division—Summary of all recondilioning operations through July 16, 1936

Number of | Total contracts executed Total jobs completed
applications
Period received for
r?;?ﬁ:;g’;’" Number Amount Number Amount
June 1, 1934 through June 18, 1936............ 674, 824 359, 571 {$70, 758, 041 330, 514 | $62, 762, 215
June’19, 1936 through July 16, 1936 1. . ........ 470 4, 435 990, 724 10, 200 2, 286, 477
Grand total through July 16, 1936....... 675, 294 364, 006 | 71, 748, 765 340, 714 65, 048, 692

1 The figures for this period are subject to correction.

Nore.—Prior to the organization of the Reconditioning Division on June 1, 1934, the Corporation had completed
52,269 reconditioning jobs amounting to approximately $6,800,000.
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Tasir 2.—H. 0. L. C. subscriptions {o shares of savings and loan associations— Requests and subscriptions *

Uninsured State-
chartered members I%iﬁdrggz‘:: Federal savings and Total
of the F. H. L. B. vere loan associations o
System soclations
Number{ Amount |Number]| Amount |[Number| Amount |Number| Amount
(cumu- (cumu- (cumu- (cumu- (cumu- (cumu- (cumu- (cumu-
lative) lative) lative) lative) lative) lative) lative) lative)
Requests:
Deec. 31,1935, ..... 27 | $1, 131, 700 33 | $2, 480, 000 553 $21, 139, 000 613 | $24, 750, 700
Apr. 30, 1936...... 52 | 2,432,700 88 | 7,077,500 | 1,119 | 40,560,100 | 1,259 | 50, 070, 300
May 31, 1936..... 56 | 2,568,700 111 | 9,120,100 | 1,296 | 48,458,600 | 1,463 | 60,147,400
June 30, 1936..... 60 2, 506, 700 130 | 10, 636, 200 1,478 | 56, 880, 600 1, 668 70, 023, 500
July 20, 1936...... 61 2, 536, 700 138 | 11, 101, 200 1,576 | 60, 191, 400 1, 775 73, 829, 300
Subscriptions:
Dec. 31,1935, ..... 2 100, 000 24 1, 980, 000 474 | 17, 766, 500 500 19, 846, 500
Apr. 30,1936...... 18 1, 055, 000 73 5, 985, 000 1,056 | 38,121, 600 1, 147 45, 161, 600
May 31, 1936..... 18 627,000 93 7,797,600 1,198 | 45,018,160 1,309 53,442,700
June 30, 1936..... 21 689, 000 118 9, 636, 600 1,392 | 52, 817, 100 1,531 63, 142, 700
July 20, 1936...... 24 744, 000 129 | 10, 451, 600 1, 488 | 56, 541, 100 1, 641 67, 736, 700

1 Refers to number of separate investments, not to number of associations in which investments made.

TaBLE 3.—Foreclosures authorized and properties acquired by the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation

Forecl Forecl e
. 'oreclosures 'oreclosures | quired by vol-
Period authorized stopped! |untary deed and
foreclosure 2
Prior 10 1935, . .ot i it e et e 30 0 6
1935
Jan. 1 through June 30............. e ettt teeeae e, 536 7 72
July lthrough Dec. 81. ... ... iveririiiiiiiii it iiiiennnnnenns 3, 904 190 1,115
1936
B¢ Li T 1, 281 27 334
T 43 0LV o 5SRO 1, 544 49 450
Mal:ch ........................................................... 3, 190 60 516
- 5 o | AR 4, 367 88 669
Y. e e 4,687 138 964
JUDE . et e e e et et e e e 8,113 121 1, 439
Grand total to June 30, 1936........ccvviiiiiinernnneennnnns 27, 651 680 5, 557

1 Due to payment of delinquencies by borrowers after foreclosure proceedings had been entered.
2 Does not include 1,564 properties bought in by H. O. L. C. at foreclosure sale but awaiting expiration of the redemp-

tion period before title and possession can be obtained.

In addition to the total of 5,557 completed cases, 31 properties were sold at foreclosure sale to parties other than

H.O. L. C.
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Board Appoints a New Chief Examiner

HE Federal Home Loan Bank Board

has appointed John W. Ballard to
succeed Paul A. Warner as Chief Exam-
iner, following Mr. Warner’s resignation
to accept the presidency of a savings
institution in Ohio.

Mr.Ballard joined the Federal Home Loan
Bank System in November 1934, and has
served on the Review Committee continu-
ously since that time. He is widely known
in the building and loan profession in his
own State of Texas and elsewhere. For

the past two years he has worked exten-
sively with the Accounting Division of the
United States Building and Loan League
and the National Association of Building
and Loan Supervisors upon uniform finan-
cial statements and uniform reports. He
is a graduate of New York University, is a
certified public accountant, a member of
the American Institute of Accountants, and
has had extensive experience in building
and loan auditing.

Resolutions of the Board

I—-AMENDING THE RULES AND REGU-
LATIONS FOR FEDERAL SAVINGS
AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS GOVERN-
ING THE PURCHASE OF MORTGAGES
BY ASSOCIATIONS

The Board adopted the following resolu-
tion on July 16:

Be it resolved, That pursuant to the authority
vested in the Federal Home Loan Bank Board by
Section 5 (a) of the Home Owners’ Loan Act of
1933 (48 Stat. 128, 129, et seq.), Section 33, sub-
section (b) of the Rules and Regulations for Fed-
eral Savings and Loan Associations is hereby
amended fo read as follows:

“(b) Any association may purchase mortgages
or other first liens on real estate in the ordinary
course of business on the same basis that it would
make loans, but shall generally pursue the prac-
tice of lending its funds originally. No associa-
tion shall purchase any mortgage or other as-
set of an affiliated institution or an institution
in liguidation except with the approval of the
Board.”
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II.-AMENDING THE RULES AND REG-
ULATIONS FOR FEDERAL SAVINGS
AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS GOVERN-
ING ORGANIZING AND OPERATING
EXPENSES OF ASSOCIATIONS

The Board adopted the following resolu-
tion on July 17:

Be it resolved, That, pursuant to the authority
vested in the Federal Home Loan Bank Board
under Section 5 (a) of the Home Owners’ Loan
Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 128, 129, et seq.), Section 19
of the Rules and Regulations for Federal Savings
and Loan Associations is hereby amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 19. Federal savings and loan associations
shall be organized and operated as economically
as practicable, Reasonable organization and
operating expenses may be incurred and set up
as an asset item for a temporary period, provid-
ing the same are amortized within a reasonable
time. The budget of such organization expenses,
together with the estimated operating expenses
for the first year of operations, must be approved

Federal Home Loan Bank Review

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



by the Governor or Deputy Governor before any
portion of such expenses can be accounted for
as an asset item. Any association carrying or-
ganization and operating expense as an asset item
shall apply to the retirement of such account any
repurchase fees received by it. In addition, at
each dividend period, it shall apply to the amor-
tization of such expenses at least 10 percent of
all other net earnings, after ordinary operation
expenses, bonuses on installment thrift shares,
and reserves are provided for, before declaring
any dividends.”

III.——AMENDING THE PROCEDURE FOR
INVESTMENT BY HOME OWNERS
LOAN CORPORATION IN SECURITIES
OF SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIA-
TIONS TO REQUIRE SPECIFIC USE OF
ASSOCIATIONS’ BORROWING CAPAC-
ITY AS A CONDITION OF OBTAINING
INVESTMENTS BY THE CORPORA-
TION

To increase the volume of funds available
for home financing the Board desires to
encourage eligible institutions to apply for
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation invest-
ments in their securities. Accordingly, the
Board on July 23 set up the following liberal
specifications of the use an applicant asso-
ciation shall have made of its borrowing
capacity as a condition of obtaining invest-
ment from the Corporation:

Be it resolved by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board, That the paragraph immediately preced-
ing section 4 of Procedure for Investment by
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation in Securities of
Savings and Loan Associations, approved by the
Board September 13, 1935, is hereby amended as
follows:

“It will be the policy of the Corporation by
such purchases to make funds available for the
encouragement of local home financing in the
community to be served and for the reasonable
financing of homes in such community. It is
expected that substantially all of such funds will
be employed in the financing of homes. Appli-
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cants for such funds whose total assets are less
than $100,000 may apply for investment by the
Corporation at any time. Applicants for such
funds whose total assets exceed $100,000 shall
first use at least 10 percent of their borrowing
capacity to secure funds. Such applicant which
shall have used 10 percent of its borrowing capac-
ity shall be eligible for investments by the Cor-
poration in amounts which at no time exceed
sums borrowed by applicant in addition to the
aforesaid 10 percent of its borrowing capacity
until the applicant has exhausted 30 percent of
its borrowing capacity, which percentage shall
be the maximum use of its borrowing capacity
required at any time to qualify the applicant
for further approval of investments by the
Corporation.”

IV.—AMENDING THE PROCEDURE FOR
INVESTMENT BY HOME OWNERS
LOAN CORPORATION IN SECURITIES
OF SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIA-
TIONS LIMITING THE PERCENTAGE
OF APPRAISED VALUE ASSOCIA-
TIONS BENEFITING BY SUCH IN-
VESTMENT MAY LEND

The Board adopted the following resolu-
tion on July 28:

Be it resolved, That the procedure for the in-
vestment by Home Owners’ Loan Corporation
in securities of savings and loan associations,
approved September 13, 1935, as amended, is
hereby amended by the addition of a new para-
graph, as follows:

“6. No investment will be made in the shares,
certificates, or deposits of an institution author-
ized by law, its charter, or bylaws to lend in
excess of 80 percent of the value of real estate
securing its loans, unless such institution com-
mits itself to Home Owners’ Loan Corporation
in writing not to lend in excess of 80 percent
of the value of the real estate securing its loans
while Home Owners’ Corporation has an in-
vestment in ifs shares, certificates, or deposits,
nor will such investment be made in such insti-
tution after its next regular stockholders meet-
ing unless its bylaws are amended limiting its
lending to such percentage of value.”
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Directory of Member, Federal and Insured Institutions

Added during June-July

L—INSTITUTIONS ADMITTED TO MEMBERSHIP
IN THE FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK SYS-
TEM BETWEEN JUNE 22, 1936, AND JULY 18,

1936 *
(Listed by Federal Home Loan Bank Districts, States, and
cities)
DISTRICT NO. 1
MASSACHUSETTS !
Taunton :

Mechanics’ Co-operative Bank, 308 Bay Street.

DISTRICT NO. 2

NEw JERSEY:
New Brunswick:
Property Owners®’ Building & Loan Association of
New Brunswick, New Jersey, 46 Paterson Street.
Summit:
Overlook Building & Loan Association, 401 Spring-
field Avenue.
Vineland :
Fidelity Building & Loan Association of Vineland,
N. J., T North Sixth Street.
‘Wanaque: L.
‘Wanaque Borough Building & Loan Association.
NEw YORK:

Olean:
Olgim %avings & Loan Association, 126 North Union
reet.
DISTRICT NO. 3
PENNSYLVANIA:
Morton:
Morton Building & Loan Association.
Philadelphia:
Gosrgast Building & Loan Association, 332 Rector
treet.

Mantua Building Association, No. 2, 1523 North
Twenty-sixth Sireet.

Southwark Building & Loan Association, 1505
Walnut Street.

Varsity Building & Loan Association, 1622 North
Broad Street.

Pittsburgh:

Crescent Building & Loan Association of North-
side, Pittsburgh, Pa., 1219 Spring Garden Avenue.

Modern Building & Loan Association of Pittsburgh,
40 St. Nicholas Building.

Union Workingmen’s Premium, Building & Loan
2ssociation of East Pittsburgh, Pa., 347 Electric

venue.

DISTRICT NO. 4
ALABAMA:
Robertsdale:
Baldwin County Building & Loan Association.

DISTRICT NO. 5
OmnIO:
Covington:
Covington Building & Loan Association.
Delphos:
Citizens Bnilding & Loan Association, 153 West
Third Street.

DISTRICT NO. 6
INDIANA:
East Chicago:
Industrial Savings & Loan Association of Indiana
Harbor, 900 East Chicago Avenue.
South Bend:
Indiana Savings & Loan Association of South Bend,
122 North Main Street.

1 During this period 6 Federal savings and loan associa-
tions were admitted to membership in the System.
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MICHIGAN :
Holland:
Ottawa County Building & Loan Association of
Holland, Michigan.

DISTRICT NO. 7

JLLINOIS ®
Carlinville: e
Carlinville Loan & Building Association.
Chicago:
Krakow Building & Loan Association, 2702 South
Kildare Avenue.
Freeport:
American Building & Loan Association of Freeport.
Gibson City:
Gibson Savings & Loan Association, 127 Sangamon
Avenue.
Springfield:
Sangamon Building & Loan Association.
WISCONSIN
Milwaukee:
Modern Mutual Building & Loan Association, 436
‘West Wisconsin Avenue.

DISTRICT NO. 8

MINNESOTA:
Austin:
Austin Building & Loan Association.
St. Paul:
Ben Franklin Building Loan Association, 92 East
Fourth Street.
MISSOURI:
Springfield:
Greene County Building & Loan Association, 418-
420 East Commercial Street.

DISTRICT NO. 9
TEXAS:
Fort Worth:

Fort Worth Building & Loan Association of Fort
Worth, 209 West Eighth Street.

DISTRICT NO. 10

KANSAS:
Pleasanton:
Linn County Savings & Rural Credit Association.
DISTRICT NO. 12
CALIFORNIA:

Huntington Park:
Southeast Building & Loan Association, 2640 Flor-
ence Avenue.
Los Angeles:
Coast Mutual Building Loan Association, 530 West
Sixth Street.

WitaprawaLs FroM THE FepErRaL Home Loan
Bank SysteM BETwiEN JUuNE 22, 1936, AND
Jury 18, 1936

INDIANAG
Marion:

Guaranty Building & Loan Company, 110 West
Third Street (partial consolidation with First
Federal Savings & Loan Association of Marion).

NEW JERSEY :
Bound Brook:

Middlebrook Building & Loan Association (partial
consolidation with Bound Brook Building & Loan
Association).

TENNESSEE
Knoxville:

Home Building & Loan Association, 317 Clinch Ave-
nue {(partial consclidation with Home Federal
Savings & Loan Association of Knoxville).

Federal Home Loan Bank Review



II.—FEDERAL SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIA-
TIONS CHARTERED BETWEEN JUNE 22,
1936, AND JULY 18, 1936

DISTRICT NO. 2

NEw York:
Long Beach:
Long Beach Federal Savings & Loan Association, 20
West Park Street.

DISTRICT NO. 3
PENNSYLVANIA!
Ardmore:
Lower Merion Federal Savings & Loan Association,
2 East Lancaster Avenue (converted from Lower
Eri Merion Building & Loan Association).
rie:

First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Erie,
608 Commerce Building (converted from Erie
Systematic Building & Loan Association).

WEST VIRGINIA:

New Martingville:
Doolin Federal Savings & Loan Association of New
Martinsville {(converted from Doolin Building &
Loan Association).

DISTRICT NO. 4

ALABAMA
Birmingham:

Woodlawn Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Birmingham, 404 North Twenty-first Street (con-
verted from Woodlawn Building & Loan Asso-
ciation).

FLORIDA :
Jacksonville:

Jacksonville Federal Savings & Loan Association,

307 St. James Building.
GEORGIA !

Statesboro: .
First Federal Savings & Loan Association of States-
boro, Box 565.
Vidalia:
Vidalia Federal Savings & Loan Association.
VIRGINIA:
Lynchburg: .
First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Lynch-
burg, 205 Ninth Street (converted from Lynch-
burg Mutual Building & Loan Association, Inec.).

DISTRICT NO. 5
KENTUCKY :
Covington:

Columbia Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Covington, Seventh & Main Streets (converted
from Columbia Building Association).

OHIO:
Lakewood:

Midwest Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Lakewood (converted from Midwest Savings &
Loan Company).

Marysville:

Citizens Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Marysville, 122 East Fifth Street (converted from
8i§§z<;ns Home & Savings Company of Marysville,

io).
Miamisburg:

Mutual Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Miamisburg, 607 East Central Avenue (converted
from Mutual Building & Loan Company of
Miamisburg, Ohio).

Norwood:

Elsmere Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Norwood, 3936 Main Avenue (converted from
Elsmere Building & Loan Company).

TENNESSEE:
Memphis:

Shelby County Federal Savings & Loan Association

of Memphis, 128 North Court Avenue.

DISTRICT NO. 6
INDIANA:
Peru:
First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Peru,
Corner Broadway & Fifth Street (converted from
Tipt Home Savings & L.oan Association of Peru).
ipton:
First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Tipton,
120 North Main Street (converted from Home
Savings & Loan Association).
MICHIGAN ¢
Ludingfon:
Ludington Federal Savings & Loan Association, 204
North James Street.
Mount Clemens:
Mg(gnt Clemens Federal Savings & Loan Associa-
ion.
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DISTRICT NO. 7
ILLINOIS
Belvidere:

Belvidere Federal Savings & Loan Association, 215

South State Street (converted from Belvidere
. Building & Loan Association).
Chicago:

North West Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Chicago, 5752 Irving Park Boulevard (converted
from Parkside Building & Loan Association).

South Side Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Chicago, 7754 South Racine Avenue.

Talman Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Chicago, 2641 West Fifty-first Street (converted
from Talman Building & Loan Association).

Sparta:

Sparta Federal Savings & Loan Association, 109
West Broad Street (converted from Sparta Build-
ing & Loan Association).

WISCONSIN ¢
Amery:
Amery Federal Savings & Loan Association.

DISTRICT NO. 9

MisSISSIPPI S
Clarksdale:
First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Clarks-
dale, Second Street (converted from Clarksdale
Building & Loan Association).

DISTRICT NO. 10
OKLAHOMA :
Broken Arrow:
Broken Arrow Federal Savings & Loan Association
{(converted from Broken Arrow Building & Loan
Association).

DISTRICT NO. 12
CALIFORNIA :

Huntington Park:

First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Hunt-
ington Park, 2701 Florence Avenue (converted
from Southeast Building & Loan Association).

Los Angeles:

Los Angeles Federal Savings & Loan Association,
740 South Spring Street (converted from Los
Angeles Mutual Building & Loan Association).

Wilshire Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Los Angeles, 4157 West Fifth Street.

Pasadena:

Atlas Federal Savings & Loan Association of Pasa-

dena, 664 Elliott Drive.
San Bernardino:

Santa Fe Federal Savings & Loan Association, 479
Fourth Street (converted from Santa Fe Guarantee
Building & Loan Association).

South Pasadena:

First Federal Savings & Loan Association of South

Pasadena, 1418 Owley Sireet.

CANCELATIONS OF FEDERAL SaviNGgs AND LoaN
AssociatioN CHARTERS BETWEEN JunNE 22, 1936,
AND Jury 18, 1936

ALABAMA:
Birmingham:

Anchor Federal Savings & Loan Association, 116
North Twenty-first Street (consolidated with
First Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Alabama}.

TENNESSEE !
Gallatin:

First Federal Savings & Loan Association of Gal-
latin (charter canceled by reason of dissolution
and transfer of assets to First Federal Savings &
Loan Association of Springfield).

IIL—INSTITUTIONS INSURED BY THE FED-
ERAL SAVINGS AND LOAN INSURANCE COR-
PORATION BETWEEN JUNE 22, 1936, AND
JULY 18, 1936*

DISTRICT NO. 2
New York:
Albany:
Central Savings & Loan Association, 302 Central
Avenue.
Hastings-On-Hudson:
Hastings-On-Hudson Building Co-operative Savings
& Loan Association, 541 Warburton Avenue.

1 During this period 29 Federal savings and loan associa-
tions were insured.

425

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



New York—Continued.
Olean:
Olean Savings & Loan Association, 126 North
Union Street.

DISTRICT NO. 3
PENNSYLVANIA:

Philadelphia (Tacony):
Forty-First Ward Building & Loan Association,
6964 Torresdale Avenue.

DISTRICT NO. 4
GEORGIA ¢
Buford:
Gwinnett County Building & Loan Association.
MARYLAND :
Baltimore: .
Beverly Hills Building & Loan Association of Bal-
timore City, Inc., 2917 Arlington Avenue.
NorRTH CAROLINA:
Mount Airy:
Workman’s Building & Loan Association of Mount
Airy, N. C., Incorporated, 111 North Main Street.

DISTRICT NO. 5

Industrians Savings & Loan Company, 1207-09 East
Market Street.
Toledo:
Ausl;urndale Savings & Loan Company, 3237 Monroe
reet.

DISTRICT NO. 6
INDIANA:
East Chicago: . L.
Industrial Savings & Loan Association of Indiana
Harbor, 900 East Chicago Avenue.
Greenfield :
Greenfield Building & Loan Association, 14 West
Main Street.
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DISTRICT NO. 8
MISSOURI :
Springfield:
Greene County Building & Loan Association, 418-
420 East Commercial Street.

DISTRICT NO. 9
TEXAS:
Fort Worth:
Fort Worth Building & Loan Association of Fort
Worth, 209 West Eighth Street.

DISTRICT NO. 10
COLORADO :
Grand Junction:
Mutual Savings & Building Association, 119 North
Fifth Street.
KANSAS:

Wichita: .
Commercial Savings & Loan Association, 108 North
Topeka Avenue.

DISTRICT NO. 11
WASHINGTON :
Seattle:
First Savings & Loan Association, 4850 Rainier
Avenue (formerly Southern Savings & Loan
Association).

DISTRICT NO. 12
ARIZONA:
Phoenix:
Western Building & Loan Association, Security
Building.
CALIFORNIA:
Ontario:
Euclid Guarantee Building & Loan Association, 109
West “A” Street.
Turlock :
Turlock Guarantee Building-Loan Association, 216
West Main Street.
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