
u.s. Department 01 Housing and Urban Development
Office of Policy Development and Research

Problems Affecting
Low-Rent Public Housing
Projects

A Field Study
January 1979



,

J

\

1

"!

",
,

'1 \'

'. ) '" ".

Problems Affecting
Low-Rent Public Housing
Projects
A Field Study
January 1979

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Policy Development and Research

Division of Polley Studies

Ronald Jones
David Kaminsky
Michael Roanhouse

. '

," •
'!-,

",.
"),

t

r'
,
'~ .,
,~

':,



The research forming the basis for this report was conducted by
the Dlvlsion of POllCY Studies in the Offlce of POllCY Development
and Research, U. ,So Department of Housing and Urban Development
(flU D) .

l
1
1
1
\
r
f,

,
I

]
i
I

,
'I

,
I',
1
,I

i

",

4
1

, 1



FOREWORD

More than one mil110n low-income American fam111es I1ve in
Federally supported, locally managed public housing projects.
Most of these projects provide just the kind of decent home and
suitable living environment that HUD is committed to extend to all
Americans, but other projects have done less well in fulfilling
HUD's mission. Until now, however, there has been little research
on the extent and nature of the problems affecting publ~c housing.

This report, the product of the Division of Policy Studies in
HUD's Office of Policy Development and Research, is a study that
delineates and describes most of the problems that undermine the
operation of public housing projects.

Supervised by Christopher Wye and Martin Abravanel, the study
was conducted by a team composed of Ronald Jones, David Kaminsky,
and Michael Roanhouse (Team Director), with the support of
Paul Manc:mi and Lester Rubin. It reveals that problems ~n

"troubled" publJ.c housing proj ects frequently occur in clusters
and that each problem within one of these clusters tends to
accentuate the ser10usness of every other problem.

Here, for example, ~s a HUD field office description of one of
the projects included in the study sample: "The major problems
are overcrowded structures, vacancies and resultant vandalism,
rent delinquencies, the image of the project throughout the city,
lack of security, ineffectiveness of PHA (Public Housing Author~ty)

management, and very low-income, mult~-problem families. The
problems arose [through] grouping very low-income, multi-problem
families together, lack of maintenance, insuff~cient policing of
the proj ect, acceleratedr

_ deterioration... t1.

The t~mely research presented in this volume ~s intended to
serve those who must answer the policy questions raised by the new
Urban Initiatives Program, a Federal program designed to aim
resources in a comprehensive way at the most critical problems in
the most seriously distressed housing projects of the Nation.

I recommend the report as a contribution to our understanding
of public housing policy.

Donna E. Shalala
Assistant Secretary for Policy

Development and Research
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Executive Summary

Conducted by HUD's Office of Policy Development and Research,
this pollcy study focuses on the cond1tion of the Nation's
publ1c housing projects. The study was undertaken to ,answer
three questions: (1) How many projects are in troubled condit1on?
(2) What kinds of projects are troubled? (3) What problems do
these projects face?

ApplY1ng definitions and methods ou~lined in the body of the
, report, it is estimated that approximately 7 percent of all

public housing projects, containing about 15 percent of all
units, are "troubled." That is, about 700 projects containing
180,000 units are in the least satisfactory cond1tion. These
troubled projects are founq disproportionately among family (as
opposed to elderly) proJects which are, old, large, located 1n
urban areas, and sltuated in ne1ghborhoods Wh1Ch themselves
could be classified as troubled.

.', t I

According to HUD public hous1ng specialists, these projects
u?ua11y face a high level of financial, phys1cal, manager1a1 and
soc1a1 problems. Wh1Ch of these are most critical depends, in
part, on the wayan observer defines the situation. For example,
leaders of tenant groups tended to point to inadequate proJect
management and deteriorated structural conditions as the most
cr1tica1 problems; but PHA off1c1a1s view these more as effects,
and instead rate insufflcient fund1ng as the crltica1 problem.

, .
Wh11e the proJects def1ned as troubled const1tute a relatively
small proportion of the pub11C housing inventory, their
problems are severe and interrelated. The Solut1on to, or
eVen trye easing of, these problems requires concentrated,
multi-purpose resources. Even then, a solution to' some of
these problems appears to be beyond the d1rect control of

'either HUD or 1ndividua1 Public Housing Agencies.

x
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SUMMARY

Introduction
"

Basj:!d on more than 40 years' of program support, the inventory
of federally supported pub11C housing consists of over
1.2 million units in 10,000 projects whlch are administered
locally by 2,700 Public Housing Authorities (PHA)*•.

Reflecting changes which have taken place in both the program
and in the nation since the program's inception in 1937, the
public housing lnventory is composed of projects of various
sizes, ages, and locations. These projects serve a variety of
tenants.

In 1978 the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
reaffirmed its commitment to the public housing program by

. developing a series of init-iatives to identify and upgrade
the most troubled portion of the inventory. In support of'this
Urban Initiatives Program, the Office of Policy Development and
Research (PDR) was asked initially to' identify the conditions
of the public housing inventory and to answer the following
questions:

How many projects are in troubled condition?

What kinds of projects are troubled?

What problems do these projects face?

To answer these questions, the Division of Policy Studies in
PDR obtained data from a stratifled natlona1 probabillty sample
of public housing projects. In addition, staff analysts
interviewed a large number of persons with dlstinct perspectives
on the public housing program and also visited and inspected a
sub-sample of public housing proJects.

*The term, Public Housing Authority (PHA), which is used throughout
this report, is meant to be interchangeable with the more current term,
Public Housing Agency.
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What is "Troubled Condition"

A review of the literature and discussions with public housing "
specialists during an early phase of the study indicated that there
was no expert consensus on the defi~ition or measurement of a "tr,oub,led",
public housing project. However, 'two approaches dominated.

The first approach, which can be called "numerical-objective," is' ':
that the extent of trouble in a project. depends on the number of severe
problems that it faces -- the larger the number of severe problems, the
more troubled the project. The second approach, which can be labeled
"case-study particular," is that for each project the specific kinds and
mix'of problems, rather than just the number of serious problems; deter­
mines whether it is troubled. According to this view, no formula can
satisfactorily explain the working of these factors. Those who took
this position suggest that a judqement as to which projects were
troubled can best be made by individuals who are knowledgeable both
about partlcular projects and about a range of projects.

These two approaches to identifying the extent and nature of troubled
publ ic housing can be qUite different'.', One rel ies on a count ,of project
problems, and the other depends on a personal (If experienced) assessment
of the 'rel ative condition ,of specific projects in the ;'nventory. There
was no assurance in preparing tpis study that such different approaches
would lead to the same conclusions about the number and characteristics
of troubled projects. And, in fact, the two approaches identified a
somewhat different set of troubled projects.

Since the purpose of this 'study was, to' get a realistic appraisal of thE'
magnitude of the problem -- the number of, publlc housing 'projects which
require special assistance in order to insure minimum standards --
it was important that the size of the trouble~ category not be under­
estimated or that the determination of troubled condition not be subject
to the biases of any particular approach. Therefore, to lessen tre"risk
of an underestimate, both of the above approaches were used to classify
the inventory. ft project was considered ,to be trouhled if it had a high
incidence of serious problems or if it was judged by a public housing
speci al i st-to be in "bad" or ""very bad" -conditi on.

, '

, I
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How Many Projects Are Troubled

An estimate of the number of troubled public housing projects ranges
from 4 percent to 7 percent of the total inventory depending upon which
measurement approach or combination of approaches is utilized.

If we adopt the higher estimate, therefore, about 700 of the Nation's
public housing projects, containing about 15 percent of all public housing
units, can be c1asslfied as troubled. This figure is derived as
follows: "

• The'numerica1-objective approach. About 4 percent of all public housing
projects face five or more significant problems as identified by HUD public
housing specialists. Qualitative evidence gathered during the study and
reported in Chapter 3 suggests that when a project faces so many problems,
the problems are often interwoven so as to exacerbate the effect of
individual problems and to prolong the troubled conditions. ThlS, then,
is the first method of identifying troubled projects.

• The case study-particular approach. About 4 percent of all public
housing projects are consldered to be in "bad" or "very bad" condition
when compared to the rest of the inventory. This finding is based on
detailed case-by-case assessments by HUD public housing specia11sts,
the individuals who have basic responsibility for monitoring the
activities of local public housing authorities. This, then, is the
second method of measuring trouble.

Although each approach yields a 4 percent ratio of troubled projects,
the projects ldentified as troubled by the two approaches tended
not to overlap. Some reasons for this are discussed in Chapter 1.
When troubled projects identified by each approach are combined, the
condition of the public housing inventory is as follows:

Table S-l
Condition of Public Housing Projects and Units

(N=699)

Condition

Untroubled
Relatively Untroubled
Troubled

TOTAL

Percent of Projects

67
26

7
--roo

3

Percent of Units

55
30
15

100



What are the Characteristics of Troubled Projects?

From the overall inventory, certain types of projects disproportionately
appear as troubled. For example, family projects constitute 92 percent of
all troubled projects, which is more than their 71 percent share of total
projects (See Table S-2). In addition, troubled proJects include a dispro­
portionately large share of all family projects which also:

• are located in urban areas (43 percent of all projects, but
75 percent of all troubled projects); or

• have more than 200 units (14 percent of all projects, but'-43
percent of all troubled projects); or

• were initially occupied more than 20 years ago (33 percent
of all projects, but 43 percent of all troubled proJects).

Though projects which combine these traits -- family and urban and large
and old -- are only 8 percent of all projects, they make up more than a
quarter (27%) of all troubled projects. These older, larger, urban,
faml1y projects account for 7.5 percent of all public housing units but
constitute a disproportionate share of all troubled public housi~g unlts -­
approximately 50 percent.

Although troubled projects are disproportionately family projects which
are old, large, or urban the large maJority of all PrOJects with one
of these characterlstics are not troubled (See S-3). For example:

• Ninety-one percent of all proJects designed for family use
are not troubled;

• Eighty-six percent of all urban family projects are not
troubled;

• Eighty-six percent of all family projects that were occupied
more than twenty years ago are not troubled.

• Seventy-five percent of all family projects with more than
200 units are not troubled.

4



TABLE S-2
• ,- +

~ompqrison of Selected Project Types As Percent of All Projects and As
Percent of All Troubled Projects

I PERCENT PERCENT OF
.. OF TOTAL TROUBLED PROJECT

INVENTORY INVENTORY
AI I ProJ ects
(N=699) -

71% 92%
Famlly Projects
(N=489)

Urban-Family Projects 43 75
(N=299)

- ,
,Large-Family ProJects1 , - 14 43
(N=172) , ,

01 d-Family Projects2 33 43
(N=164)

Urban', Large, Old
Family ProJects , 8 27,
(N=93)

1 Large projects are defined as proJects wlth 200 units or more.

2 Old projects are deflned as projects over 20 years old.
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TABLE S-3

PROJECT CONDITION BY PROJECT TYPE
(Percentage Distribution)

Project Condltion

Percent
Percent Relatively Percent
froubled Untroub1ed Untroubled Total

AI I ProJects t70 ~b% btl' 100%
(N=699)

Family Projects 9% 34% 57% 100%
(N=489)

Urban-Family 14% 36% 49% 99%
Projects
(N-29l)

Large-Family 25% 45% 31% 101%
Projects
(N=172)

01 d-Family 14% ~5% 41% 100%
Projects
(N=164)

Urban, Large, Old
Family Projects 28% 42% 30% 100%
(N=931

y
Neighborhood Characteristics. Several neighborhood characteristics
ldentlfled by fleld offlce staff distinguished troubled from untroubled
public housing projects. These include neighborhood racial compositlon,
land use characteristics in proJect neighborhoods, crime levels in nelghbor­
hoods, the adequacy of police protection, the quality of schools, and the
overall quality and availability of social ana community services.

• Troubled projects are more likely to be located in neighbor­
hoods with a high concentration of minority residents. Al­
though 30 percent of the total inventory and 22 percent of
all untroubled projects are in areas with minority populations
greater than 50 percent of total popul ation, 57 percent of
troubled projects are in similar neighborhoods.

17
- Neighborhood characteristics are based upon estimates by Field Office Staff.
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_I Only 13-percent of all public housing projects and 10
percent of untroubled projects are in neighborhoods where
mult1-fam1ly housing comprises more than 50 percent of
all housing un1ts. Thirty-nine percent of all troubled
projects, however, are 1n similar neighborhoods.
Similarly, 10 percent of the untroubled category are in
neighborhoods comprised mostly of renters while 42 percent
of troubled projects are in neighborhoods where renters
comprise better than 50 percent of all residents.

I While only five percent of all untroubled proJects are
in neighborhoods Judged by HUD field staff to be high
crime areas, 42 percent of all troubled projects are
located in these kinds of areas.

I Wh1le 32 percent of all untroubled projects were Judged
by HUD staff to be in neighborhoods with poor or fair
police protection, 56 percent of troubled proJects were
bel1eved tb receive such protection.

I While only two percent of untroubled projects were
cons1dered by HUD staff to be near poor quality schools,
this was felt to be true for 15 percent of the troubled
projects.

I While the overall ava1lability and qual1ty of public and
social services for 60 percent of all untroubled projects
were judged by HUD"field staff to be good or excellent,
this was the case in only 19 percent of the troubled
projects. The kinds of services considered here include:
fire and police protection, recreation facilities, employ­
ment information facilities, counseling services, health
services, and day care facilit1es.

What Kinds of Problems Do Publ1C Housing ProJects Face?

The k1nds of problems Wh1Ch pUblic housing proje~ts face fall into four major
categories. They are:

I Financial Problems that reflect r1sing proJect expenses, low
rental income, and reported inadequacies of HUD's Perfor­
mance Funding System (PFS);

I 'Physical Problems that encompass deficiencies in the integrity
and quality of structures and systems, inadequate maintenance,

7



and deslgn flaws involvlng project Slzes and denslties;

• Managerlal Problems that capture the fallure of HUD, PHA, or
project based management to adequately establlsh and lmplement
a varlety of operatlonal pollcles and procedures; and

• Soclal Problems that lnclude crime, drug usage, the absence of
needed soclal serVlces, the shortcomlngs of publlC servlces, and
negatlve nelghborhood condltlons.

Each of these problem categorles can be thought of as representlnga
contlnuum of problem severity -- as a project experlences greater
dlfflculty ln one of the problem categorles, the further along that
contlnuum the project would be.

These four problem categories, whlle coverlng conceptually dlstinct
dlmenslons, do not operate lndependently. Often these problem
types lntertwlne ln a proJect. A flnanclal problem llke lnadequate
funds, for example, may preclude the effectlve delivery of baslc
malntenance serVlces. ThlS occurrence would move a project further
along the "flnanclal problem" and "physlcal problem" contlnuums.
The fallure of a housing authorlty to establish and implement
effectlve tenant selectlon and eVlction pollcles may lnduce severe
soclal problems like crlme and vandallsm. ThlS lnterrelatlonshlp
of probl ems would move a project further along the "managerlal
problem" and "social problem" contJnuums.

These continuums and the interrelationship between problems,
however, should not be lnterpreted as iridicatlve of causal relatlon­
ships. The eXlstence of one problem type, to any degree of severlty
in a proJect, does not necessarlly lmply the eXlstence of any other
problem type ln the same project. Moreover, an interrelationshlp __
between problem types in one project may not occur at all, or may
not occur wlth the same degree of severlty, in another proJect.

In general, however, untroubled projects were reported to have fewer
of these problem types than elther relatlvely untroubled or troubled
proJects. In addltlon, when untroubled projects did experlence these
dlfflcultles, they were less severe and did not threaten project
vlablllty to the same extent as they dld when experlenced by projects
ln the other two groups. Slmllarly, relatlvely untroubled projects
were reported to experlence fewer and less severe problems than
troubled proJects.

For example, untroubled projects were rarely reported to have
problems along the managerlal, physlcal or soclal dlmensions of pro­
ject operatlons. However, they were reported to have some
financial problems prlmarily wlth meetlng project expenses due to
the low rent paying ablllty of tenants and to percelved short-
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comings of the PFS. 2 In the absence of slgniflcant physical, soclal,
or management problems, these projects are presently able to prov1de
safe, sanitary, and decent housing for tenants. In terms of the four
continuums, untroubled projects would be represented in the lower
range of financial problems and would barely be measureable on the
physical, managerial and soclal scales.

The relatively untroubled projects are also hampered by problems
related to the financial dimension. For these projects, howev~r, the
f1nancial squeeze created by high expenses, low rental income, and
perce1ved lnadequacies 1n funding arrangements is greater than that
felt by untroubled projects, in an absolute sense, and 1S exacerbated
by the f1nancial ramificat10ns of other problems along other d1mensions.
The other reported problems were moderate d1ff1culties along
the soc1al dimens10n (lncluding property damage by tenants and negat1ve
1mpacts from the project neighborhoods) and Sllght difficult1es along
the physical dimension (including defenslble space and general
structural problems). These problems and interrelat10nships place
relat1vely untroubled projects 1n the m1d-ranges of the flnanc1al and
social continuums and probably in the lower ranges of the manager1al
and physical scales.

The problems of troubled projects are found along all four problem
dimens1ons. In these proJects, however, phys1cal and soc1al d1ff1cult1es
rather than flnancial problems were reported to be more 1mportant although
financial problems themselves were quite severe. Troubled projects were
reported to have d1fficulties relat1ng to aspects of project design and
physlcal condit1on 1nclud1ng project size and density, lack of defens1ble
space, general structural problems, 1nadequate heat1ng or plumb1ng
systems, and general maintenance def1ciencies. The soc1al problems were
reported to include the 1mpact of vandal1sm and cr1me in project neighborhoods
and the incidence of problems w1th a very small number of dlsruptlve
tenants. The problems along the soc1al d1mens1on which appear even more·
important than these, however, 1nvolve the various soc1al needs of a
tenant population composed predom1nantly of very low 1ncome, slngle parent
households with publ1C welfare as a primary lncome source.

2 The adequacy of the PFS was crit1cized by many field staff, PHA
execut1ves, public off1cials, and academic experts. Slnce this study
was ne1ther 1ntended nor designed to be an evaluat10n of PFS, no
def1n1tive conclusions can be drawn about the validity of these
criticisms. However, HUD 1S undertak1ng a separate, independent.
evaluat10n of PFS.

. -
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Troubled projects, in addition to their physical and social ills, are
reported to face a f1nancial squeeze greater than that faced by
other projects. Although the roots of the financ1al problems are
sim1lar -- r1sing expenses, low rental income, and insufficient SUbS1dy
payments--troubled projects are more threatened than others by these
problems. Similarly, the financial ramif1cations of problems 1n other
categories are more pronounced 1n troubled proJects.

, : .

, -

..

The comb1nation and interrelationship of problems along th~ physical,
financial, and soc1al dimensions in troubled projects produces an
environment that 1S d1fficult ,to manage. HUD field staff did report
that PHA management may somet1mes lack an appropriate m1xture of
resources, skills, and comm1tment to address these multiple problems but
it is not clear whether adequate PHA management would itself be sufficient.
It is more probab1e that a port i on of the perce lVed "management problems"
stems from the weight of other problems fac1ng troubled projects and
another port1on stems from "poor" management itself. In sum, for one
reason or another, PHA management is a severe problem 1n troubled
proJects.

Troubled projects, therefore, would be represented in the outer ranges
along all four of the problem continuums--f1nancial, physical,
managerial, and social.

How Do D1fferent Experts Characterize the Problems Affecting Publ1C
Housing?

In order to obtain a variety of viewpoints and perspectives on the problems
faced by public housing projects, a total of 312 interviews were held 1n
connection w1th the case stud1es in 14 field off1ces. The 1nterviews were
generally held w1th senior level executives or professionals identif1ed
by the f1eld off1ce or by others familiar with the operat1on of the publ1C
hous1ng program in each area. With1n each of the field offices, an
effort was made to interview representatives from the following categories.

• PHA Execut lVes

• PHA PrOJ ect Managers

• PHA Tenants

• legal Services Attorneys

• Public Off1cials

• Hous1ng Professionals

• Academic Experts

• HUD Managers

10



The results of these interviews are summarized below and portrayed
graphically in Table S-4. As the chart lndlcates, there is some
consensus across the several categorles of experts as to the kinds
of problems that adversely affect public housing projects. But,
as one might expect, different experts -- reflectlng varlOUS per­
spectives, lnterests and knowledge about the program -- tend to
emphaslze dlfferent problems. For example, HUD field offlce staff
frequently mentlon HUD funding and proJect expenses as barriers to
vlability, whereas tenants and legal services attorneys cite
funding/expenses less frequently. Tenants and legal services
attorneys frequently point to proJect management and condltion as
serious problems, whlle PHA commissioners and executive directors
mentlon management and condltlon less frequently. Although these
responses appear to differ from group to group, lt is posslble
that some of these differences may be a function of ~ow partlcular
people choose to label a problem. Some persons percelve project
deterioratlon to be a maJor problem whlle others see this condltlon
as the result of a lack of financlal and management resources and
therefore choose to categorlze the problem in these terms.

The views of each group of experts are summarized below.

Project Managers

ProJect managers reported that problems related to HUD fundlng and project
expenses, some tenant-related lssues, and certaln design and site lssues
are the most crucial impedlments to project vlablllty. A paramount concern
to many managers was the percelved mismatch between HUD fundlng of public
housing and project operatlng expenses. These managers either emphaslzed
the funding side, saying that HUD fundlng was inadequate, or the expense
side, saylng that proJect expenses were too hlgh. In both cases, they
were descrlblng an lnadequacy of funds to meet operating expenses. Almost
equally lmportant, according to some proJect managers, were (1) tenant lssues
involving both the unmet non-shelter needs of very low-lncome tenants,
along with the implications that this has for a project's living enVlron­
ment, and (2) the impact that a relatively few disruptive tenants can have
on the quallty of llfe withln a proJect. Other proJect managers belleved
that design and slte configurations and conditions were serious impedi-
ments to proJect vlabllity. Deslgn problems generally lnclude densely
developed agglomerations of buildings, poor mixtures of buildings and
unlt sizes, and conflguratlons WhlCh offer little or no defensible space.
Physical deficiencles, managers sald, involve undeslrable sltes as
well as deterlorated proJect structures due to inadequate routine and
preventive maintenance and insufflcient upgrading and lmprovement.

11
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Tenant Leaders and Legal Services Attorneys

According to tenant leaders and legal services attorneys, the most prevalent
and the most critical problems in public housing projects are project physlca1
condltion, PHA administration, and proJect administration. These respondents
said that physical problems in public housing projects resulted from:
inadequate funding and staffing for routine and preventive maintenance;
poorly managed malntenance operations; and the unmet modernization needs of
older projects. PHA and project management shortcomings, this group said,
covered both the establishment and imp1ementatlon of effective and efficient
policies regarding all phases of operations.

Public Housing Executives, Public Officials, Prlvate Sector Experts, and HUO
Managers

Public housing authority administrators, public officials, private sector
experts, and directors of Housing Management Divisions in local HUD Offices
were also asked to dlSCUSS and evaluate the overall problems affecting public
housing in their areas, with particular emphasis on the PHAs and projects
selected for detailed case study. Although the three groups tended to agree
on many of the problems affecting public housing, they did not agree in all
areas. Thelr differences often reflected the respondents' unique perspective
or source of lnformation. For example, PHA executive dlrectors did not judge
PHA management to be a serious problem while other respondents did.

• HUD Funding - Many respondents identified inadequate HUD funding for
both operatlng subidles'and capital lmprovements as one of the most serious
problems affecting the vlabi11ty of pub11c housing projects. The Performance
Fundlng System came under heavy critlcism as being an inequltab1e tool for
the distribution of operatlng subsidies.

• Tenant Attributes and Behavlor - Although many respondents indicated that
tenant attrlbutes and behavl0r are serious problems, they differed as to
the definition of negatlve attributes and behavior. Some respondents clted
the shift in tenant population from two-parent, working class families to
single-parent, welfare tenants as a source of significant problems. Other
respondents lndicated that tenant-related problems resulted from inadequate
PHA management -- poor screening and enforcement of rules -- rather than
from the tenants themselves.
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,-• Project Des1gn - The fact that some projects have a large
number of total units and a high proportion of larger-units
within each building was believed to be a ser10US problem
by private and publ1C sector respondents. High-rise fam1ly
projects were also c1ted as sources of problems.

• Project Condition - Poor ma1ntenance, deferred maintenance, and
the need for major physical improvements were frequently c1ted as
the source of many problems. These problems, however, were often
explicitly linkea to the problems of 1nadequate HUD funding and_
1nadequate management. '

• PHA/Project Management - Although PHA off1c1als d1d not regard
PHA management to be a slgn1ficant problem, many other respondents
did. Frequently cited problems were inefficient maintenance .
delivery systems, insensitivity of management to legit1mate tenant
needs, poor tenant screening, poor rent collection procedures,
poor eviction pol1cies, and poor bargaining positions with respect
to local union demands for wages and work rules.

What Are The Solutions?

After 1dentifying the problems that affect publ1C housing proJects,
HUD's public hous1ng field staff assessed the expected impact of
var10US remed1al and 1ntervention strategies for alleviating
problems 1n projects which are either relatively untroubled or
troubled. The interventions Wh1Ch were seen as having the greatest
likelihood of posit1ve 1mpact on project problems fall within the
following three categor1es:

• Physical Condit1on Improvements;

• Management Improvements (lncluding project operat1on and
tenant-management relations); and

• Neighborhood Revitalization Actions.

An analys1s of the 1ntervent1on assessments 1ndicates that wh1le the
field staff chose the same types of 1ntervent1ons for both troubled
and relatively untroubled projects, there 1S a sign1f1cant d1stinction
between the specific kinds and 1ntensit1es of the options Wh1Ch were
suggested for the two groups. In general, the field staff, seeing
problems in troubled projects as more numerous, ser1ous, and
interdependent than those in relat1vely untroubled projects, suggested
solutions for the former group Wh1Ch were more comprehensive, expans1ve,
and intens1ve than those chosen for the latter. (See Table S-5.)
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Interventlons to upgrade physical conditlon were seen as the most effective
and necessary types qf lnterventions for troubled and for relatively
untroubled projects. These interventlons lnclude malntenance and modernization
programs as well as major structural and design changes capable of enhanclng
the safety and liveability of proJects.

Physical interventions most frequently identified for relatively
untroubled projects were llmited to modernlzation and malntenance programs
and to less substantlal rehabilltative repairs. Modernlzation and lmproved
maintenance programs were also given the highest priority in troubled
projects. The need for substantial rehabilitation, however, was seen as
significantly greater in troubled than ln relatively untroubled projects.
Fleld staff emphasls on the need for substantial rehabllitation for
troubled projects reflects their view that these projects are in worse
physical condition than the relatively untroubled group.

Although these physical problem interventions include a linkage between
funding and solutions, some of the frequently selected physical solutions
also appear to indlcate that improved maintenance hlnges on better PHA
and project management. For example, options to increase management
efficiency and the skills of maintenance staff were seen as important
ways to upgrade the physical condition of public housing projects.

Management strategies relatlng to both project operations and tenant­
management relations, the second set of interventions, focused primarily
on the social problems of publlC housing projects. Optlons selected in
this group include those which could improve the income, attltude, sta­
bility, and security of project residents. In addition, field staff
focused attention on the need in all projects for establishing better
methods for managing disruptlve or dellnquent tenants. Moreover, for
troubled projects, but not for relatlvely untroubled proJects, field
staff placed the provision of better law enforcement serVlces to combat
crime and vandalism as a fairly hlgh priority.

Actions to revitallze the neighborhoods surrounding publlC housing
comprlsed the thlrd set of lnterventlons recommended by the field
staff. For troubled proJects, the need appears to be greater since
major efforts to reverse nelghborhood physlcal and social blight were
suggested. In contrast, for relatively untroubled projects, the
preference was for provision of better community and public services.
For relatively untroubled proJects, then, neighborhood strategles involve
lmprovements; for troubled projects, they need to be a planned, compre­
hensive attack on overall nelghborhood conditions.
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The three categorles of interventions overlap the four types of
identified problems affectlng troubled proJects. Physical condition
lmprovements, for example, would directly address the physlcal types of
problems affecting troubled projects, but they would also reduce the
financlal, social, and managerial problems of these projects. Project
and tenant management improvements and neighborhood revitalization actions
would directly address soclal and managerial problems lmpacting troubled
projects. However, expandlng tenant social services, lmprovlng security,
reducing vandalism, eliminating disruptive tenants, and alleviating
negative neighborhood lmpacts would also tend to reduce the impact of
financial and physlcal problems facing troubled projects. Since the fleld
staff belleved that the problems affecting troubled projects are multl­
dimenslonal and interrelated, the lnterventions recommended for reducing
these problems are also multi-dimensional and interrelated.

The fleld staff did not believe that physical lmprovements alone
hold the key to the revitallzation of troubled public housing
projects. What emerges from an analysis of thelr assessments and
recommendations is that the occurrence of such lmprovements is an essential
first step, but that interventions to lmprove PHA and project management,
tenant satisfaction and safety, and nelghborhood condltions wlll also
be requlred before troubled projects can be substantially improved.
Flnally, since the field staff also recommended some types of problem
interventions for many of the relatlvely untroubled projects, lt could
be concluded that many of these projects may need addltlonal a6sistance
soon or they, too, may become troubled in the near future.
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TABtE $-5

~roposed Interventlons Rated As Havlng ~

Slgnlflcant Posltive Effect On Project ?roJle,s

I ~elatlve1j

1
1 UntroL<:::led °ro-ec~s

(N=151\

Proposed Interventlon
Strategles

Percent of ProJects 'n Wh,cr ~~o~o5e~

Interventl0n was ~ated as Uavl n g c
Patentlally Slgnlrlcant PGS1:1~e £f~ec~ 1

Troub j ed
Projects 2/

(N=13q)

3?- (1)

" 0

ProvIde adequate modern,zation funds

Catch up on deferred maintenance and
keep malntenance current.

51% (1)

50% (2)

I
I 31~ (2)

Provide adequate fund,ng to el1m,nate
deferred malntenance backlog and
allow prevent,ve maintenance 10 future.

Carry out substantial rehabl1itatlon
of structure (not ,nvolvlng con­
vers,on to alternate use).

Improve manageQent of ma,ntenance
efforts lneluding eff,c,ency and quallty
control ..

MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS

Institute vlgorous tenant selection,
screenlng, and eVlction polic1es and
procedures ..

Provlde better law enforcement serVlces
to combat crime and vandalism ..

ReVlew dwel1lng lease and related pro­
cedures to remove unnecessary obstacles
to prompt eVlctlon.

Modlfy HUO po1lc,es, program and/or
regulatl0ns to meet leg1tlmate needs of
project.

NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION ACTIONS

48~ (3)

46~ (4)

*

42% (5)

37% (6)

*

*

30':; (3)

*

23~ (8)

30% (3)

*

28% (5)

23~ (8)

Obtaln supplemental fundlng (e.g.,
CDBG, LEAA, etc.) through state and
local pub11C agencies.

Undertake neighborhood rev1talizat1on
effort to reverse phys1cal and sac1al
b1lght of the surroundlng area.

Obtain better communlty services.
~

37% (6) 25% (5}

35% (8) * I
* I r

24~ (7) t

ThlS 11St 1S composed of the most frequently c1ted lnterventl0ns ra~ed as
havlng a slgniflcant posltlve effect on the problems of troubled end relatj~ely

untroubled proJects.

2 Numbers 1n parentheses are the rank orderlngs of the lnterve~tlons oy
frequency of mentlOn. 17

* Not one of the elght most frequently m~n!loned lnterventlons.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND, STUDY PURPOSE, AND METHODOLOGY

J

Since the Public HOUS1ng progra~ls inception in 1937, 1.2 ~illion housing
units in 10,OUO projects have been built ana they are managed by 2,7UO ,
Puolic Housing Author1ties. It is estimated that the program presently
prov1des shelter for 3.4 million low income and elderly persons. During
its 40 years of existence, the public housing prograM has undergone
significant growth, fundamental changes, and periodic reassessment. T~e

experience of the program can be divided into three aistinct periods:

• 1937-1948
• 1949-1969
• 1970 to Present

1937 to 1948 Period - Thp bas1c characteristics of the puolic housing
program were fornulated in 1937. ~t that time, 12 to 14 ~ill1pn persons
>Jere unenlployed and I"illions of others were working at depre,ssed wage
levels. Hous1ng starts had fallen to only ten percen_t-of the pre­
aepressi on hi "hs and substandara hOUS1 ng provi ded a 1arge share of
available housing. Enacted against this backdrop, the Hou?ing-Act
of 1937 reflecteG the desires of the Federal government ~o stimulate
the economy, eliminate sluMs, and provide safe, decent, and sanitary
low-cost housi ng.

Projects built under the prosram >Jere generally locat~d in stable, working
class neighborhoods. Screen1ng by housing authority administrators resulted
in the program servi ng predo"ll nantly 1J0rk1ng cl ass and "ter;Jporarlly
poor" families. The advent of liorld Har II further reinforced the .Iorking
class composition of the publ1C housing tenant population and ,stimulated
de~and by opening projects to war industry workers and to the fawilies of
serviceren. The high demand for public houslng continuea dunng the post­
liar housing shortage. The first years of the progran \/ere marked by large
alaounts of construction, high demand, and high degrees of financial ana
soci a1 success.

This sunmary of the public hous1ng prograrl draws primarily from:
Abner Silverman, "Basic Needs and Social Serv1ces",
pp. ~79-606; Papers Submitted to Subcommittee on Housing Papels on
iJousing Production, Housing Demand, and Developing a Suitable Living
Environment, Corunittee on Bani<ln9 ana (.urrency, U.5. House of Repre­
sentatives,92nd Congress; Report of the National COI~mission on Urban
Problems to the Congress and to the Pres1dent of the United States (1968).
Part II, Cha;Jter 3, "Punlic Housing"; and Eugene Heehan, "Ihe Rise and
Fall of PUblic Housing: "Condernation lIithout Trial", 1n Donald Phares
ed., f1 Decent Home and Environrlent: HousinQ Urban America (Camoridge,
nassachusetts 1977}.
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1949-1969 Period - The fl rst major change in the prograw. occurred
wlth the HOUSl nl) Act of 1949. Three con,10nents of ttle Act ai rectly or 1n­
directly had an lmpact on pUblic,houslng. First, a massive new urban
reneVial an<1 slu", clearance prograr,j was inltlated with public housing
servlng as a chief relocation resource for those who were aisplacea by
the effort and ~Iho' IJere unable to find adequate shelter h the private
r~arket. PubllC housing was Obligated to take ~Jhoever was displaced as
a result of government'actlOn. The program, up untll then, di<1 not
serve the kind of tenant likely to be displaced by slu'o clearance
but dla 'serve potentially'more stable families. Second, the r,ct's
1i bera1izea requi rel.ents for 110llieownership unaer HUn's programs I~ay have
reduce'd workin'g ana lOYJer-I:liadle class demand for public housing.
finally, tile' 1949 Act reflected a basic declsion to rely upon the private
sector to solve the 'housing proolems of most Amencans ana it re<l1rected
pUD~ic housing'to the lowest lncome group.

~ 'p

In aaaltion to g1ving first preference to those oisplaced by government
actlvlties, the 1~49 Act instituted several other changes relating
to occupancy, income lir~lts, and welfare tenancy. These changes lea
Senator Allen Ellender to predict that pUb~ic housing in many commul11ties
would oe transforl,en into a "poorhouse". l'loreover, others felt that the
flnancial stabillty ot public housing was being jeopardizea without the
adaitlon of operating subsidies. The econonic and social consequences of
the actions; accordln'g to several cOT,r.entators, were not long ln coming.
The issue of the "problem family" began to damnate management concerns
as dia the flnancial squeeze created by rising costs dnd the limited rent
payl ng abi 11 ty, of' poorer tenants. Abner Sil verman analyzed the E'ffects
of the 1949 A~t and SUbsequent leglslatlve changes on public houslng
occupancy, and concluaea that, "these actions .slowly but surely
Changed the tenant body froln a predonn nantly White, upwardly robil e,
norl1al two-parert, working class population to a predomlnantl~ non- )
whlte, poverty 'affected, non-floolle lower-class population." The
tv., n obstacl es of poverty and raCl al di scriml natl on ,nay have made
pUblic houslng'the only aval1aDle housing alternative for tllese nel'ier
residents and·tnese Obstacles may have also reduced their subsequent
chances for upg'radlng their housing.,

L Citeo'in Irving Helfelct, "American Housing Policy", Public Interest,
rJunDer 48, 'Sunmer 1977.

3 Sil verman; op.cit., p. 5H2.

1'.1
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Three other maJor factors occurring in the fifties and sixties
exacerbated tl-]e problems faced by pUblic housing. The first involved
the rap1d escalation of costs due to inflation, growing phys1ca} plant
obsolescence, and increased project deterioration. Pub11C housing was also
affectea by the same major social changes which affected society in general
and large urban central cities in particular. The problems of unemployment,
rac1a1 and social tensions, increasing crime, and deteriorat1ng neighbor­
hoods all had severe impacts upon public hous1ng located 1n large cit1es.
Also by the late slxties, increasing nunbers of tenants and legal services
attorneys began to challenge the existing public hous1ng policies and
prerogat1 ves.

During this time, pUblic houslng efforts began to shift away from large
single site projects to scattered site developments, leased housing, and
housing for the elderly. In add1tion, private sector subsidized. multi-family
programs were developed and received priority attention. These all
combined to produce negatlve lmpacts on the program.

1970 to the Present Period ~ By the late slxties, there was growing
dissatisfaction wlth the performance of public housing. The problems
of the larger PHA's recelved considerable attent10n in the mass lnedia
ano the experience of Pruitt-Igoe came to symbo1lze the entire public
hquslng program. In add1tion, the Housing Act of 1969 sUbstantially
affected the financial status of housing authorit1es. This Act, and
subsequent amendments to it, re1 i eved seri ous fi nanci al burdens on tenants
by mandating that no r.1ore than 25 percent of income be paid for rent.
However, the resulti ng shortfall in PHA revenues may not have been adequately
matched by Federal funds and many PHAs faced severe financial difflcu1ties.
Finally, in 1973 the puolic housing program was affected by the Federal
housing moratorium and little new construction occurred. ' ,',

HUD's response to these problems has taken various foms. Operating
subsidies have been increased from $12.6 million in FY 1968 to,S685 ni1lion
ln FY 1978. The modernizatlon program, begun in 1968, has providea
over two billion dollars for capital improvements to existing pUblic
housing projects. The Target Projects Program, instituted jn 1974, sought
to apply a comprehensive set of physical, social, and management relijedies
to a limited number of targeted projects. In 1975, HUD lnstltuted the
Performance Funuing System (PFS) intended to provlde each PHA I'll th tile
SUbsidy needed for efflcient management. HUD also framed
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pollcles regardlng tenant selectlon, attemptlng to ensure that familles
with a proad range of lncomes are housed in public houslng projects.
There has also been an effort to establish criteria which preclude the
occupancy by families whose behavior is likely to be detrimental to the
physlcal and social well-belng of the proJect. Other HUD initiatives
have been directed toward improving management-tenant involvement ln
project operations •

• Nevertheless, senous problems are still present ln some projects and
PHA's. In March of 1978 the Department reaffirmed ltS commitment to
public housing with the announcement of the Public Houslng Urban Initiatives
Program. These initiatlves reflected the deslre of the Department to
enhance the quallty of life in the most seriously troubled publlC housing
projects. They are, therefore, speclfically deslgned to apply a

'comprehensive set of resources to the revltalization of this portion of
the inventory.

Study Purpose

ThlS study was undertaken in conjunctlon wlth the Department's Public
Houslng Urban Inltiatives Program. Its purpose, as lndicated in the
Under Secretary's May 19th memorandum to the Assistant Secretaries for
Housing and for POllCY Development and Research, was to provlde the basis
for the development of a strategy to improve the physical conditlon and
management of troubled public housing authoritles and projects. This
required th~ Divlsion of POllCY Studies to:

• identlfy problem publlC housing projects
to as "troubled" projects;

frequently referred

• estimate the number of projects and unlts ln troubled conditlon;

• delineate the major categories of problems faclng troubled
projects, and;

• survey HUD's public housing specialists to identlfy possible
strategies to allevlate the problems of such projects.

Study Method

Because of the short time frame allotted to this study, the only research
designs consldered were those involving structured information gathering
and analysls. Flve such approaches were considered:

• collectlon and analysls of information from on-site audits of
project operatlons by an expert outslde contractor;

• collectlon and analysis of existing Central Office public housing
data by Central Offlce research staff and program experts;
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& collection of project information by field office pUblic housing
mandgeQent staff to be analyzed by Central Off1ce staff;

() collection and analysis of project information from public housing
bUilders, managers, and administrators by Central Office staff, and;

o collection of program informat10n and recommendations from private
sector experts by Central Office staff.

The first option, use of outside experts for collection and analysis,
was not feasible because the short time frame available for the stUdy
confl1cted with the longer time frame neeaed to contract with outside
experts or f1r~s Defore data collection and analysls could beain. The
second option, use of eX1st1ng Central Offlce data, was infeasible because
existing infonnation systems were designed to collect and maintain
information for pUblic housing authorities rather than for individual
projects. Since the unit of analysis in the stuay was the project, lt
was necessary to create an entirely new data base.

The tnree remaining options were selected and integrated into the field
study Design. This design uses various methods to gain both qualitative
and quantitative information about problems in public housing projects.
It integrates: the extensive project-level data that are readlly available
only in field office files; the infonnea Judgments of HUD field staff
chargeo wi th day-to-day monitori ng of the public housi ng program; i ntervi ews
with a wide variety of housing experts; and tne infonnation acquired
through fi el d vi si ts by Central Offi ce research teams. Thi s approach
dO~S not place exclusive reliance on eitner the "Objective" or "SUbjective"
aspects of the data but rather uses the blo to compl ement one another.

In aedition to approaching complex lssues from a number of perspectives,
the integration of these various kinds of data into one study provides a
form of internal check on the individual data components. The use of
multiple data sources g1ves a comparative dimension to findings that
would De absent when a single data sourCe 1S used.

The study itself was carried out in the following three phases: the
identification of relevant issues and the, selection of a sample; the
collection of the data; and the analysis of the data. Each of these
phases is descrlbed in more detall oelow.
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Phase I - Issue Identlflcation and Sample Selection

Issue Identlflcation: To identify and clarlfy the major
policy issues relevant to the public housing program, the Dlvision of
POllCY Studies in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy
Development and Research reviewed relevant literature, documents, legislatlon,
and HUD administrative regulations and handbooks. Also included in this
review were transcrlpts of Congressional hearings, HUD leglslatlve and
historical documents, and related research and reports. Second, a Technical
Advlsory Committee consisting of HUD Central Office personnel was established
to dlSCUSS and reVlew the current status of the program. The Committee
was composed of representatives from the Offices of the Secretary and
the Under Secretary; from the Divisions of Program Services, Financlal
Management, and ProJect Management ln the Office of Assisted Housing
(H); from the Office of Policy Development and Evaluation (H); from the
Division of Management Informatlon Servlces ln the Offlce of Management
(H); from the Office of ADP SYstems Development (A); and from the
Housing Management Research Group (PDR).

Extensive discusslons with these representatlves resulted in the identi­
ficatlon of issues to be addressed and ln outlinlng the types of data
to be collected. The members of the Technlcal Advisory Group and their
representatlves also provided assistance ln the development of the survey
lnstruments used ln the study. These discusslons, however, failed to
produce agreement on elther the deflnitlon of a "troubled" proJect or on
an estimate of the prevalence of "troubled" proJects in the inventory.
The dlScusslons relating to deflnlng a "troubled" project did serve to
highlight the numerous dimensions that observers explicitly and implicitly
use in conceptual i zi ng "trouble".

This lack of consensus on a crucial aspect of the study had two important
lmpllcations for subsequent development of the research. First, the lack
of consensus necessltated the consideration of a variety of views and
possible measures regarding a troubled ProJect. Second, the lack of
consensus also necessitated that a short questionnaire be developed and
administered to field offices wlth projects in the sample in order to
classify proJects according to thelr overall condltlon. The responses
to this questionnaire were then uSSd to stratlfy the sample used for the
four-part survey of field offlces.

4 The survey instruments are described ln detail ln Appendix G.

5 The sampling deslgn is described more fully ln Appendix A.
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but of this number, 719 observations
83 percent response rate.

Sample Selection: Sampling was done in two phases. The object of
both phases was to generate a statistlcally sufflcient subsample of all
proJec,ts in order to collect detailed proJect data. This }u\>sample was
to be used to classify the inventory of public housing projects according
to overall condition. These data were to be supplemented by case studies
and interviews that would give inslght lnto ~he problems that may exist
in those projects found to be troubled. ,

In the first phase, a probability sample of approximately 1500 projects
was selected serially from a complete list of all public housing authority
projects. The sample was stratified according to the size of the public
housing authority in which the project was located -- size being determined
by the number of units under the PHA's management. This stratlficatlon
system was used in order to allow for the disproportionate selection of
projects from each of two categories, purposely "over-sampllng" proJects
located in large PHAs (over 3000 umts) and "under-sampling" proJects located
in small PHAs (under 3000 units) ThlS was to assure that a sufficient
number of projects in large PHAso were included in the sample, following
a presumption that such projects have a higher-than-average probabll ity
of being troubled.

A one-page questionnaire on each of the approximately 1500 projects
was then sent to the HUD fleld office having jurisdiction over these
projects. Public housing specialists in these offices were asked to
classlfy the overall condition of each project using a five-point pcale
ranging from "very bad" to "very good."

~, > '

In the second phase, the data obtained from this questionnaire on
approximately 1500 proJects were used as a basls for further stratifying
the sample for th7 purpose of selecting, on a systematic basis, a probability
sub-sample of 719 proJects. The reason for the stratification was that
there were very few projects judged to be in the extreme categoy-ies --
either in "very good" or "very bad" condltion. The stratified subsample,
selected disproportionately from strata based on the project-conditlon
scale, assured the inclusion of a sufficient number of projects from
these extreme categories. •

The sample Slze was considered sufficient for statistical
purposes and represented the maximum number of projects for which detailed
questionnaires coul d be flll ed out by HUD fiel d office personnel l,n the
time allotted for the study. These 719 projects comprised 'the "data
sample" upon which estimates of the conditlon of the public housing
inventory were made. The proJects ln the subsample were weighted according
to both the size of the adminlstering PHA and the overall conditlon
rating each received. This weighting was done to replicate the distribution
of these characteristics in the entlre inventory. The tables and findings
contained in this. report are based on data qathered from this weighted
sUbsample. -

6 Less than 20 percent of all proJects are in PHAs which manage more than
3,000 housing units.

7 ,
862 proJects were selected for analysis,
were returned in time for analysis.-- an
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Using a completely separate process, 70 public housing projects -- flve
from each of fourteen field offices -- were chosen for field site visits
by Central Office research teams. The projects were chosen on a
judgmental basis; and data gathered from these site visits were neither
designed nor considered to be representative of the inventory as a whole.,

Withln each fleld office,'three proJects were chosen from among
those managed by large PHAs (those who manage over 3,000 units) of which
two had been previously rated as in "bad" or "very bad" condition and one
rated as in "good" or "very good" condition. Also, two projects were chosen
from small publlC housing authorities, one considered to be in relatively
good condition and one considered to be in relatlvely bad condltion.
Thus, the selection matrix incorporated size, conditlon, and location as
primary criteria. These projects served to provlde suppl emental, i n-
depth, case-study information about project conditions and the kinds of
probl~ms t~at may be impacting on troubled projects.

Phase II ~ Data Collection - The collection of data on the 719
projects involved the use of the four-part questionnaire discussed above.
Part One of the questionnaire instructed the field office staff to use
project files in their offices in order to provide detailed infonnation
on each PHA in the study sample. Part Two instructed the field staff to
compile comparable 'lnfonnatlon for each project in the sample. Part
Three asked the field offites to identlfy and prloritize the major problems
of each project. -The staff was instructed to use both infonnation from
their project files and their personal knowledge of the projects to
evaluate the impact of nine general problem types conslsting of 130
narrowly focusedaspecific problem subtypes. The nine general problem
types used were: '

,
• Project Design and Slte
• ProJect Physical Conditlon
• Project Tenant Attributes and Behavior
• Project Neighborhood
• HUD Funding and Oversight
• Local/State/Federal Government Impacts
• Low Rent Houslng Market
• ProJect Expenses
• PHA and Project Administration

Part Four of the questionnaire provided a structured format for respondents­
to indicate the major kinds of interventlon strategies which they would
recommend to ameliorate the problems ldentified in Part Three. These
intervention -strategi es were developed by seni or Housing staff members in
the Central Office. '

a See Part Three of the Questionnalre for a complete list of the one
hundred thirty subtypes.
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As discussed above, several criteria were use~ to select the projects
included in the supplementary case study analysis. First, some' of the:
projects had to be under the jurisdiction of large PHA's ,and others had
to be under the jurisdiction of small PHA's. Second, the p~ojects had to
represent a mlX of good and bad projects as judged by Ar.ea Office pub1i<;
housing specialists. Third, the projects had to maximlze the ,p,:obabi1i~y

of the field teams being able to obserVe a full range of. project conditions
and problems. The criteria were not designed to generate a statistically
representative sub-sample of all projects, since that wouJd.require' at,
least 200 on-site visits, nor were they designed to be representative of
the 719 project national sample. They were designed to generate useful
data on all types of projects in'the public housing inventory as supplements
to the data collected for the more representative sample'.. .,'

In order to obtain a variety of viewpoints and perspectives on'the
problems faced by public houslng projects, a total of 312 interviews were
held in connection with the case studies. A discussion'guide whlch.
identified important issue areas to be covered was used to 9ive a common
format to these on-site interviews. 9 The interviews were generally held
with senior level executives'or professionals identified by the field
office or by others familiar with the operation of the pub11c housing
program in each area. Within every field office, an eff95t;was ma~e to
interview representatives from the follOwing categorles: . "

, .

• PHA Executive Directors
• PHA Project Managers
• PHA Tenants
• Legal Services Attorneys
• Public Officials
• Housing Professional s
• Academic Experts
• HUD Program Managers

9The discussion guide is reproduced in AppendiX G.

lOA complete list of interviewees is included in Appendix F.
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_ Phase 111- Analys1s of the Data - The data analysis phase of the
< study was completed in several stages. First, troubled,

untroubled, and relatively untroubled projects were compared on
such characteristics as location, neighborhood land use, PHA and
'project size; project design, tenancy, number of build1ngs, and
size of bU11dings•. These data were collected in Parts I and II

:6f the surYey:,'~econd, the'field 'office evaluat10ns of the problems
of these,projects were apalyzed to determine the types of problems
prevalent i~ each of the three categories of projects used to describe
projec~ condit10n. This ,apalysis included examination of the 130 problem
sub-types a~ well as the nine general problem types. Third, the on-site
interview data, .supplemenfed by direct observation of the proJects,
were reviewed 1n order to: 1) determine the major project problems
as viewed by project managers; 2) determine the solutions that these
project managers viewed as the most likely to be effective; and
3) determiryethe problems associated with operating the public housing
progra~ as vi~wed.by those 1n daily contact with it. T~ese three
analytical 'stages, consisting of bpth 'luantitatlVe analysis of "hard"
data and "content analysis" of fnterview data, were supplemented by
an extensjve'se~ies.of debriefings held w1th all members of the
Central Office field teams. These debriefings were devoted to dis­
cussi9ns .of, specH,lc, on-site observatjons so that it could be
determ1ned whether/interviewer observations were unique to a project
or were typical of the program as a whole.

- ,

...
. .
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EXHIBIT I - I
PHASE I OF THE STUDY DESIGN

PHASE I
-SURVEYHUD

STAFF TO
DETERMINE
CONDITION OF
SAMPLE ~

PROJECTS

- ALL PROJECTS
RATEDON ­
FOLLOWING

·SCALE:

VERY GOOD MARGINAL BAD VERY
GOOD BAD
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EXHIBIT I - 2
PHASE II OF THE STUDY DESIGN

PHASE II
• SUFtVEY OF

HUDSTAFFTO
. 'DELINEATE
- MAJOR
.PROBLEMS

• NINE MAJOR
PROBLEM

, CATEGORIES
, "

··100 SUB-
. CATEGORIES
• .FIV,E POINT

RATING SCALE
f-----j 2 3 4 5

NO SLIGHT SOME CONSIDERABLE SEVERE
NEGATIVE NEGATIVE NEGATIVE NEGATIVE NEGATIVE
IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT

- '- '-'
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EXHIBIT I - 3
PHASE III OF THE STUDY DESIGN

-.

PHASE III
- CASE STUDIES OF 70

PROJECTS IN 13 FIELD
OFFICES

-312 INTERVIEWS

-ON SITE INTERVIEWS
WITH
-PHA EXECUTIVES
- PROJECT MANAGERS
- PROJECT TENANTS
- LOCAL EXPERTS IN
COMMUNITY

-·PUBLIC OFFICIALS
-HOUSING
PROFESSIONALS

- LEGAL SERVICES
ATTORNIES

- ACADEMIC EXPERTS
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EXHIBIT I - 4
PHA SAMPLE SITES FROM PHASE II OF THE STUDY

DESIGN
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Chapter II
c :.)- ~

TROUBLED PROJECTS: HOW MANY ARE THERE?

Overview

This survey of low rC'1t public housing, incorporating both an evaluation
made by HUD's public housing field staff and a project problem inventory,
suggests that about seven percent of all public housing projects, repre­
senting about 700 projects, may be considered "troubled." These projects,
however, account for fifteen percent of all public housing units. The dis­
proportlonate share of units in the troubled category is due to the
larger average size of troubled projects -- 290 units per troubled
project compared to an average project Slze of 130 units for the
inventory as a whole. Approximately one-quarter (26%) of all projects
representing a sl ight1y larger proportlOn (30%) of units are "relatively
untroubled." The majority of public housing projects (67%) representlng
approximately half (55%) of all units are basically "untroubled".
(See Table 1I-1.)

TABLE II - 1

Estimated Distribution of Public Housing
Projects and Units, by Condition

(N=699)

ProJect Condition

Untroubled

Relatively untroubled

Troubled

Percent of Projects

67

26

7
100

32

Percent of Units

55

30

15
100



Defining a "Troubled Project"

Houslng speclalists frequently refer to an insured multl-family proJect
as "troubled" when ltS sponsor is no longer abl e to make regul ar
mortgage payments. In the public housing program this lndlcator lS
not appropnate. Unllke insured multi-famlly proJects, public houslng
projects are not placed in recelvership nor acqulred by the
Department regardless of their condltion. Public houslng projects are
developed and operated by local housing authorltles and remaln under
thelr ownershlp and control ,at all t~mes. In other words, the commonly
accepted lndicators of financlal trouble (default, asslgnment or acqulsitlon)
cannot be used to dlstlnguish a troubled publlC houSlng project from one
that is untroubled.

In the absence of accepted lndicators there is llttle consensus as to the
definltlon of a troubled publlC housing project. There are, to be
sure, many alternative indlcators of troubled public housing projects.
Such a llSt would lnclude: project income-expense ratlos, vacancy rates,
project operatlng costs, rent delinquency rates, family turnover rates,
buildlng condition, vandalism costs, crime rates, tenant satisfaction,
and serVlces provlded. There are, however, several reasons why these
indicators are inappropriate in the present case. Flrst, thlS study
only had a short tlme allotted to it and there was an insufficient
amount of time to collect the data needed to develop the indicators
discussed above. Second, there were no commonly accepted sets
of crlteria or classlfication schemes which c~uld be adapted to provlde
a clear divlsion between troubled and untroubled public houslng projects
or between any of the alternatlve indicators. Thlrd, there was no
eXlsting data base WhlCh could be used to measure these indicators on
a proJect level.' The data that Old eXlst were from PHA reports on a
PHA-wlde or consolidated proJect basls as opposed to an indivldual
proJect basls. To develop orlglnal prOJect-based data would requlre a

" multl-phased data collection effort lnvolvfng signiflcantly more time
and resources than were alloted for this study.

Given both the inappropriateness of measures commonly used to evaluate
other multl-family housing programs and the tlme constraints of the
study, it was determined that the most approprlate method available,
and the one deslgned to produce the most rellable and valld results,
was to (1) sample the lnventory of public housing projects; (2) collect
as much obJective f'hard") data as could be obtalned on the klnds of
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problems faced by these projects; (3) survey the HUD fleld staff who
have the most knowledge about the sampled projects; and (4) cross-validate
and supplement these views wlth the qualitatlve assessments of other
public housing experts. In essence, all available PHA and project-level
"hard" data were collected and were supplemented by the views and
Judgments of those most knowledgeable'about the public housing program
in general and the sampled proJects.ln particular.

These steps led to the development of'two separate measures to evaluate
the condition of a public housing project. The first one measures 1
overall proJect conditlon and the second measures the severity of
speciflc project problems.

Method for Assesslng Overall Project Condltion

The measure of a project's overall conditlon was obtained for the
sample of 719 proJects by asking the HUD field offlce staff
members who were most familiar wlth each proJect ln the sample to
assess ltS overall condltlon to*the best of their ability according to
the following flve-point scale:

l. Very Good
2. Good
3. Margi nal
4. Bad
5. Very Bad

In order to apply the ratl ng scale, lt was necessary for the
field staff to evaluate and weigh many of the potential problems
affectlng proJects. For example, such factors as a project's
physlcal deterloratlon, financial difflcultles, tenant dlS­
satlsfaction, and social problems might have been considered.
The fleld staff was instructed to rely not only on their flrSt
hand knowledge of speclfic projects and problems but also to use
the data in project files to assist them ln evaluatlng a project's
condltion. '

*These data were collected durlng the flrst phase of sample selection.
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For ana1yt1ca1 purposes, projects reported to be 1n bad or very
bad cond1tion were grouped together and c1ass1fied as in bad overall
condition and those proJects reported to be in good or very good
cond1tion were grouped and c1ass1fied as in good overall condition. The
projects which fell into the m1dd1e category were considered to be
in average cond1tion. A we1ghting of the projects in the sample leads
to the following estimate o~ the distribut10n of the entire public
hous1ng 1nventory accord1ng to overall cond1t10n:

Projects in Good Overall Condition 75%
Projects in Average Overall Condition - 21%
ProJects in Bad Overall C6ndit10n - 4%

The overall cond1tion measure 1S a useful ind1cator although it is
not perfect. Its main value is that 1t presents a single, easily
understandable ind1cator which can be used to broadly classify the
public housing 1nventory according to degree of trouble. However,
ask1ng field off1ce staff to make an overall eva1uat1on of proJect
conditions raises the possibility of bias in the1r response. For
example, one could argue that some field office staff may have over­
est1mated the number of "troubled" projects in hopes of increasing
the1r office's share of pub11c housing resources. On the other hand,
one could argue that some may have underestimated that number to
make their off1ces appear to be d01ng a good job in the hous1ng area.
However, the 11ke1ihood of b1as is minim1zed by the fact that ratings
are based upon judgments of individuals who, although very familiar with
projects,-are not directly responsible for their operat1on and perform­
ance and who, therefore, are not 11ke1y to possess the bias that results
from proJect ownership or responsibility. Moreover, these individuals
had access to project 1nformation supp11ed by technical experts such
as f1nanc1a1 and management analysts, construction eng1neers, and
occupancy spec1a1ists upon which 1nformed eva1uat1ons could be based.

Inter-rater var1ance 1S minimized by the use of a measure which has
f1ve response categories. However, to the extent that a rater com­
pares projects to others w1thin his/her purv1ew or field office,
there may be reg10na1 var1ations in ratings of condition. Thus, a
project defined as bad in Omaha may be considered good by field office
staff in Boston. This criticism of the measure is somewhat muted by the
likelihood that a project's marketabi11ty and attract1veness to
10w-1ncome tenants and 1mage 1n the community will be Judged within
the context of local standards. A relative measure of condition then
captures a sign1ficant aspect of troubled public housing across the
country. Asking f1e1d office staff to make overall evaluations of
project cond1t1on, therefore, has its advantages and d1sadvantages,
and, in conjunct1on w1th a second, problem-oriented approach is
reasonable and appropriate for the present purpose.
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Method for Assess1ng Problem Sever1ty

The second measure of project condition was obta1ned through an
analys1s of the problems affecting the specific projects ,in the sample.
Th1S measure is based on the assumption that there 1S a d1rect

"POSit1V~ relationship between the number of slgnificant problems
affect i ng a project and the 1i ke 1i hood that a proJect 1s "troub 1ed."
The measure was developed by utilizing the field office data andi
evaluations of the negative impact of nine general problem types

e.on the proJects in the sample. The field staff evaluated the,
"problems affect1ng each project accord1ng to the followlng scale:'

, . Problem type has:

1. No Negat1ve Impact
2. Sl i ght Negat i ve Impact
3. Some Negative Impact
4. Considerable Negative Impact
5. Severe Negatlve Impact

For analyt1c purposes, a problem reported as hav1ng "considerable"
or "severe" negative impact was considered to be a slgn1ficant- problem.
A proJe~t, therefore, could be reported to have from zero to nine.
sign1f1cant problems to match the number of general problem categories
on the survey instrument. A weighting of the sample projects leads to
the follow1ng estimate of the distribution of the total pU£lic housing
inventory according to the number of sign1ficant problems:

. '

ISee Chapter 4 for the problem types used.
\" . -

2The 'numer1cal problem groupings were selected after rev1ew1ng the' .'
1n'terviews with public hous1ng experts and the "Problem Dynamics" .
(Survey Inst~ument Part III-D) narrat1ve written on each sample project
by f1eld off1ce staff. The proJects were div1ded 1nto three categor1es:

. those·for which fewer than one-third of the nine problem categories.
were reported to have a sign1ficant negative impact; those for which
this impact was reported for from one-th1rd to one-half of the cate­
gor1es; and those for Wh1Ch a slgnif1cant negat1ve 1mpact was reported
for more than half of the categories.

4 f' L
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Projects with Two or Fewer Sign1ficant Problems 83%
Projects with Three or Four Significant Problems - 13%
Projects with Five or More Significant Problems 4%

As with the overall condition measure, there are both advantages and
disadvantages associated with th1S measure. On the positive side, it
1S a reasonable, problem-related, non-mathematically oriented indicator
of the condit1on of a proJect. It is based upon information provided
by the HUD field off1ce staff who work most closely with the public
housing program. They were requested to reV1ew relevant project files
and to use their best Judgments to assess the impact of spec1fic prob1 ems
on the projects included in the sample. The response categories that
they were provided with were broadly defined in order to min1mize inter­
rater variance. The data were then summarized using a commonly accepted
method for aggregating the ordinal responses of many d1fferent raters.

The measure, however, is not constructed to allow the degrees of
differences between the response categor1es to be dist1nguished.
In addition, the measure is based on the assumpt10n that all
"slgnif1cant" problems have approxlffiate1y the same negative impact
on projects. F1nally, although there is a certain logic to the
argument that a project with several problems is more likely
to be troubled than a project with fewer problems, there is no
equally compelling argument that a certain number of problems are
required for a project to be troubled. For example, one slgn1f1cant
problem alone, if severe enough, could result in a project being
more "troub1 ed" than a project with several problems.

Combined Method of Assessing Project Cond1tion

Since both the overall project condition and problem severity measures
are reasonable indicators of proJect condition, either could be used
separately under ideal conditions to identify a group of troubled
proJects. In doing so, the group 1dentified as troubled by either
method is approximately four percent of all pub11C hous1ng proJects.
However, since the two measures were 1ndependent1y constructed, they
do not always identify the same projects as troubled. In order to
insure that a maX1mum number of troubled projects were included re­
gardless of the defin1tion of "trouble" and because of the 1im1tations
associated with each method, it was decided to combine the two measures
into a composite measure. To use only one of them runs the risk of
potential13 underestimating the number of troubled projects in the
inventory.

3There are several additional reasons why the two measures of project
condition were comb1ned. First, as indicated earlier, both the overall
proJect condit1on measure and the problem severity measure are, on their
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The combined indicator of project condition is used In this report to
dist1nquish "troubled" publ ic housing projects from non-troubled
projects. Table 11-2, a cross-tabulat1on of the two measures, shows
,where the measures overlap. The.underlined figures in the Table indicate
the projects which comprise the "troubled" category.

By comb1ning the overall condit1on and problem severity measures,
three categories of public housing projects were identif1ed. They are:

A Troubled Project: A project was considered troubled 1f
it was reported to be in bad or very bad condit1on by the
field office (3.8% of all projects) or was rated in good or
average condition but was reported to-have five or more
significant problems (2.9% of all proJects).

A Relatively Untroubled Project: A proJect was consider.ed
to be relatively untroubled if it was reported to be in'
average condition w1th fewer than f1ve sign1ficant problems
(19.2% of all projects) or if it was reported to be in good or
very good condition but had three or four signif1cant problems
{6.8% of all projects). 4

An Untroubled Project: ·A proJect 1S cons1dered to be
untroubled if it was reported to be 1n good or very good - ,
conditlon and had two or fewer signif1cant problems'
(67.3% of all projects).

face, reasonable indicators of the condition of public housing projects.
Second, also as noted earlier, each.ind1cator has shortcom1ngs that,
if used separately, could lead to underestlmating the· extent of troubled
proJects 1n the inventory. Thlrd, a comb1ned measure would tend to
offset both the less than 100 percent rel1ab1lity of the first measure
and the inabil1ty to d1fferentiate between degrees of l~pact of the
second measure. Combining the two measures of 'project' condition yields
a larger proportion of troubled projects '(i.e., 7 percent .of all projects)
than either of the individual measures. Hence, if the combined'lnd1cator
has any obvious bias, it is in the direction of over-estimating, not
under-estimating, the number of troublea projects in the' inventory and
is likely to include all projects in trouble regardless of defin1tion.

'4The middle category of proJects was labeled "Relatively Untroubled"
based on a' ~eview of "Problem Dynamics" (Survey Instrument--Part III-D)
narratives written by f1eld office staff. It was determined that these
projects more closely resembled the untroubled projects than the~

did the troubled projects.
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Table II - 2

Number of Significant Problems
and ProJect Condition as a

3Percent of all Projects
(N=699)

Problem Severity Indicator

Number of Significant Problems

Three or FlVe or
Overa11 Project Two or Fewer Four More

Condition Indicator Problems Problems Problems Total

Percent of
Projects in
Good Condt i on 67.3 6.8 1.4 75.5-

Percent of
Projects 1n
Average Cond1tion 13.9 5.3 1.5 20.7-

Percent of
Projects in

.

Bad Conditi on 1.8 1.0 1.0 3.8- -- -

Percent of
all Projects 83.0 13.1 3.9 100.0

3 The lack of overlap in the proJects 1dentified by these two measures
is partially a function of the specif1c character1stics of each 1ndi­
cator. For example, a project with only a few slgnificant problems may
be 1n bad overall condition due to the severe impact of those problems.
On the other hand, a project with several problems may be 1n re1at1ve1y
good condition due to the less severe 1mpact of those problems or to the
offsett1ng influences of other factors. In short, the two 1ndicators do
not match perfectly because there 1S not a perfect corre1at1on between
the number of problems affecting a project and the overall cond1tion of
the proJect. However, despite the lack of perfect overlap, 95% of all
projects reported to be in bad overall cond1tion were found to have one
or more serious problems. The remain1ng proJects were reported to have
several problems w1th moderate 1mpact combining to place the project
1n a bad overall condition. ' '
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Chapter III

WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF TROUBLED PROJECTS?

Overvlew

There are several characteristics th?t appear to be associated with troubled
projects. These are: proJect design (i.e., projects designed for family
occupancy); project age (i.e., over 20 years old); project size (i.e., over
200 units); and project location (i.e., in an urban area). Projects with
these characteristics account for a large share of the public houslng lnventory,
however a maJorlty of proJects with these characteristlcs are not troubled.
For example, 90 percent of all troubled projects are family projects, but only
9 percent of all family proJects are troubled.

The stereotype of public housing is often of a project WhlCh has all four of
these characteristics: a large, old, urban, famlly project. Morepver,
the stereotypical public houslng project is often thought of a~ a troubled
project. Data collected in the study indicate that the publi~ hq~sing

stereotype is neither completely accurate nor inaccurate. On t~e one hand,
large, old, urban, famlly projects are disproportionately troubled. Such
projects account for only 8.3 percent of all public houslng proJects, but
they account for 27 percent of all troubled proJects. In addltlon, since
they normally contain a large number of units, these types of proJects
account for approximately 50 percent of all troubled pub)ic housing units.
On the other hand, not many public housing projects are large,. old, ~rban,
family proJects, and only a minority of these projects are troubled. Almost'
three-quarters of the stereotypical public housing proJects are, in fact,
not troubled according to the definitlon employed in thlS study.

Background

A large ~uantlty of descriptlve information was gathered on the PHAs and
projects comprlsing the sample. Data collection instruments, completed
by HUD field office public housing specialists familiar with the indivldual
PHA's or projects, were used to systematically collect this lnformation.
Most of the information, such as project physical description, was extracted
from PHA or project flles and from HUD forms used in monitoring the program.
Some, such as the racial composition of a project'~ neighborhood, was based
upon the best information available to the HUD staff•

.
Before presenting this lnformation a few words of caution are appropriate.
The data collected were designed to ldentify and describe the characteristlcs
of troubled public houslng but were not lntended to be used as the basls for
identlfying the reasons for the existence of troubled conditlons.
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Although certain characteristics are associated with troubled projects
the analysis presented here does not permit the conclusion that any
of them is the cause of the trouble. This caveat should be kept in
mind throughout the presentation below.

General Description of the Public Housing Inventory

The following profile of the nation's public housing inventory provides
a basis upon which to contrast and compare the characteristics of
untroubled, re1ative1Y1untroub1ed, and troubled projects and the agencies
which administer them.

The typical public housing agency owns and operates about four separate
projects. However, those agencies which manage more than three thousand
units (2% of all agencles) have an average of thirty projects. The
typical agency employs 118 people over half (61) of which are involved in
ordinary maintenance and one-third (40) in administrative duties. However,
this average may be misleading in that it is affected by a re1ative1Y,large
number of people employed by the very small number of large PHAs. There­
fore the median number of PHA employees (14) may be more repr~sentative of
the typical PHA staff size.

The typical public hpusing project was built under the conventional public
housing progr,am prior to the late 1950's. It has about 140 units in about
10 non-highrise buildings whlCh were deslgned primarl1y for the use of
family or a'mix of faml1y and elderly tenants. The typical project is
located in'an urban, midd1e- or low-income residential neighborhood of
predominantly single-family, owner-occupied homes.

Characteristics of Troubled ProJects

Public housing has frequently come to be thought of in terms of its more
publicized failures like Pruitt-Igoe. This chapter examines the charac­
teristics of public housing proJects in order to determine: 1) if that
characterization is valid; 2) which, if any, characteristics are
associated with troubled projects; and 3) if there are any differences
between :the characteristics of troubled 'and untroubled proJects.

1The three categories of projects described in the previous chapter ar:e
used thr,oughout this analysis.
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Family vs. Elderly Tenants. As detailed earlier, approximately
7 percent of all public· housing projects are considered troubled. Of
them, an overwhelming maJority (92%) were designed ,for occupancy by
families. This compares to ,71 percent of the total lnventory that was
designed for family occupancy. (See Table 111-1.) The remaining 29
percent of the total public housing inventory was designed for use
solely by elderly tenants, but elderly projects comprise-only eight
percent of all troubled projects. Although only-8.8 percent of all
family projects in the public Wousing inventory are troubled, this
rate is over 4 times greater than the 1.8 percent of all elderly projects
in the inventory which are troubled. It appears, therefor,e, that family
projects are much more likely to be troubled ·than elderly project's. "

The corresponding proportions of elderly and family proje~ts which
were found to be in relatively untroubled condition are even more diver­
gent. Family projects are almost six times more likely (34.5 percent to
5.7 percent) to fall iryto the relatively untroubled category. This is
balanced, however, by the fact that family projects were found to comprise
a greater percentage of the inventory of relatively untroubled projects
than they did of the troubled projects (93.6 percent compared to 92.1
percent). There was a corresponding reduction ln the repr.esentation
of elderly projects in the relatively untroubled cateuory compared 'to 'the
troubled category (7.9 percent and 6.4 percent). Finally, elderly pro­
jects comprise a disproportionately large share, and family proJects
a disproportionately small share, of the untroubled category (40.5 per­
cent and 59.5 pe~cent).

TABLE III-1A

Family vs. Elderly Projects By Conditi,on

.,~. ,

ProJect Condition
Project % of Total Relatively
Occupan~_ InventorY Untroubled Untroubled Troubled

29.4% ,'" tt92 .5% h>' .

7~ derl
l
) 5.7% ' . 1.8%

N=200
~

Fami ly 70.6 56.7 34.5 . .. 8.8
(N=4891

Total . -

~nventory 100 67.2 26.0 6.7
N=689)

Chi square is significant at p. ~ .01

2Mixed Family/Elderly projects were found to be predominantly family
occupied and henceforth are included with Family projects.
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TABLE III-1B

Elderly and Family Project As a Percent of,'
of Proj~c~ Condltion Group

(N=689)

Project Condition

'Proj ect OCCUpanCY.. '

'RelatlVely
Untroubled Untroubled Troubled

Elderly Projects

(N=200)

40.5 % 6:4% 7.9%

, '

v" ,

Family Proj ects' 59.5 93.6 92.1
" .

(N=489,l
, .

Total Inventory 100 100 100

Chi square is significant 'at pi .01

Two other tenant characterlstlcs are also of lnterest. The number of .
single-parent and female-headed households were found to be dlsproportion­
ately greater in troubled than untroubled projects. (See Table 111-2.)
Although female-headed households comprise 26. percent of all households
in public housing (26 percent also for single-parent households), they
comprise an average'of 18 percent of the households in 'untroubled proJects

- (22 percent for single-parent households) and.45 percent of, the house-. ,
holds in troubled projects (46 percent for single-parent'households).

, '
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TABLE II I-2

Femal e-Headed and Sfngl e-Parent
Households in Public Housing, By

Project Condition

(N=699)

TroubledType of Household

Female-Headed

Project Condit,on

Relatively
Untroubled Untroubled

-"
-All :y,

ProJects

o - 25%

. 26 - 50%

51 - 75%

76 - 100%

Single-Parent

o - 25%

26 - 50%

51 - 75%

76 - 100%

70%

18

9

2

65

20

9

6

41%

26

23

11

41

27

18'

13

34%

24

18

24

34

23

f8

26

60%

20

14

L_

57

22 '

12

9

The problems of troubled public housing, however, cannot' be attr:,buted '
to the significantly larger-than-average proportion of either female~headed

or single-'parent households. These characteristics, wh,ch are themselves
correlated, may only reflect the fact that the public housing program is
often targeted to serve this population. Although HUD staff tended to
mention single-parent or female-headed households as a characteristic, of
troubled projects, it was not at all clear whether respondents cons,dered
the characteristics to be proxies for some other problem~ or causes of
problems themselves.
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Urban vs. Suburban and Rural Projects - The data suggest that
troubled public houslng projects are more likely than untroubled proJects
to be located ln urban areas (See Table 111-3). Although the geographic
distributions of projects in the untroubled and re1atlve1y untroubled
categories almost exactly duplicate the distribution of all proJects in
the inventory, urban projects have a dlsproportlonate1y greater represen­
tation ln the troubled category while rural projects have a dlsproportionate1y

- smaller representation in that category. The differences among categories'
of troubled are larger for the urban location characteristlc than they are
for other locationa1 measures such as SMSA - non-SMSA districts., ,

TABLE 1II-3

Project Location, by
Project Condition

Project Condition

Location

Urban

Suburban

Rural

I'
Untroubled

23

14

(N=689)

Relatively
Untroub1ed

63 %

22

15

Troubled

75 %

23

Percent of ­
All ProJects

- 64'£ -­

23,

13

There are, however, several other ki nds of "nel ghborhood" cnteri a whi ch
can be used to distlnguish troubled from untroubled proJects. These
include field office staff estimates of neighborhood racial composition,
land use characteristics in proJect neighborhoods, crime levels in ..
neighborhooas; the-adequacy of police protectlon, the quality of schools,
and the overall quality and aval1abl1ity of social and communlty services.
The fo11ow~ng points-summarize the flndings with respect to these-
variables., . . ' ','_

- '.

" - ""

• Troubled projects are more likely to be located in neighborhoods
-, with a hlgh concentratlon of mlnority residents. Although 30

percent of- the total ,inventory and 22 percent of all untroubled
projects are ln areas with mlnority populations greater than 50 ­
percent of- total, population, 57 percent of troubled projects are ­
in similar nelghborhoods.

3Supporting data tables are appended to this chapter.
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• Only 13 percent of all public housing projects and 10 percent
of untroubled projects are in neighborhoods where multi-family
housing comprlses more than 50 percent of all housing units.
Thirty-nine percent of all troubled projects, however, are in
similar neighborhoods. Similarly, 10 percent of the proJects
in the untroubled category are in nelghborhoods comprised mostly of
renters whl1e 42 percent of troubled projects are in neighborhoods
where renters comprise better than 50 percent of all resldents.

• While only five percent of all untroubled projects are in
neighborhoods judged by HUO field staff to be high crime areas,
42 percent of all troubled projects are located in these ki nds
of areas.

• Whi1 e 32 percent of all untroubled proJects were judged by HUD
staff to be in nelghborhoods with poor or falr police protection,
56 percent of troubled projects were believed to yeceive such
protection.

• While only two percent of untroubled projects were considered
by HUD staff to be near poor quality schools, this was felt to
be true for 15 percent of the troubled proJects.

• While the overall aval1abl1ity and qua1lty of public and socla1
services for 60 percent of all untroubled projects were judged
by HUD fle1d staff to be good or excellent, this was only the
case in 19 percent of the troubled projects. The kinds of
services considered here include: fire and po1lce protection,
recreatlon faci1itles, employment lnformation facilities,
counseling services, health services, and day care facilities.

Although the data tables appended to this chapter on each of these
neighborhood characterlstlcs show statistically signlficant dlfferences
between troubled and untroubled projects, this does not necessary indicate
whether these characteristics are "causes" of problems themselves or are
"caused" by other problems or factors.

Older vs. Newer ProJects. Although there is a positive association
between age of housing and the probabi1lty of belng in trouble, the
dlfference between older and newer projects is not large. Older projects
are just barely more likely to be in the troubled category than newer
proJects.
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,The data show that the average age of all projects in the inventory 1S
14 years and that the average age 1n untroubled, relat1ve)y untroubled,
and troubled projects are 12, 17, and 19 years, respectively. As
discussed below, however, it may be that in combination with other
characteristics, project age has a more positive association _with the
probab1lity of trouble.

Large vs. Small ProJects - The measure of relative project size most
closely related to the presence or absence of troubled conditions is the
number of units per project. On this measure, troubled proJects have,
on average, about twice as many units as relat1vely untroubled proJects
and nearly three t1mes as many as untroubled proJects -- 290 versus 156
and 106 average units, respectively. Although it appears that troubled
projects are larger than untroubled proJects, it is uncertain whether
this relationship reflects one, some, or all of a series of other
characteristics that may be associated with size. For example, physical
size may simply create a less manageable or controllable environment.
The size character1stic might be a proxy var1able for high density usually
associated with multi-family housing. In addition, size may reflect or
measure other locational factors; for example, larger public housing
proJects tend to be more urban and, hence, more frequently located in
middle- or lower-income m1nority ne1ghborhoods that have poor services
and that lack many amen1ties.

Considering the character1stics of intended occupants and unit size,
it was found that family proJects that are troubled have a greater
proportion of larger un1ts than all untroubled projects. One-f1fth of
the units 1n untroubled projects are efficiency apartments (zero bedroom
units) while only two percent of the units 1n troubled projects are
effic1encies. Here, too, size may only be a proxy for the negative
impact of project location and tenancy. Troubled proJects are also,
larger in terms of the number of buildings in the project, averaging
33 buildings per project, wh1le there are only 19 bU1ld1ngs 1n~the
average untroubled project. '

A Profile of Troubled Projects -- A Combination of Factors

To this point, the discussion of the characteristics of troubled projects
focused on four major characterist1cs -- family vs. non-family design;
urban vs. non-urban 10cat1on; older vs. younger proJect age; and larger
vs. smaller design. When considered independently, it was shown that
three of these -- family design, urban location, and large design -- each
appear to be associated with an increased probability of trouble. It is
poss1ble, moreover, that some combination of these factors accounts for a
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disproportionately large share of the troubled lnventory and, therefore,
may provide a reasonable profile of a troubled project. A "comblnatlon"
analysis which focuses on the overall condition of larger, family; older,
urban projects can shed light on the degree to which this~type of'public
housing project is already in trouble or is llkely to become troubled.
As 'discussed in the overVlew of this chapter, this type of project is
often perceived to be the stereotypical public housing project.

• ~ ... " I,

As shown in Exhibit III-l, famlly projects account for a large majority
of, al.l. public houslng projects. Of these famlly proJects,_9 percent
are troubled. This 9 percent, however, accounts for more than 90
percent of all troubled projects.

EXHIBIT

Dlstributio
By DeSl gn a
Conditlon

Total Inventory
III-l

10.000 Projects
n of Inventory of WhlCh
nd Project 7% Are Troubled

--- ---.
Family Inventory Elderly Inventory

7.060 Projects 2.940 Projects
, . Of WhlCh Of WhlCh

9~ Are Troubled 2S Are Troubled

Building on this, Exhibit 1II-2 indicates that newer-famlly projects
outnumber older-famlly projects by almost two-to-one. But family
projects first occupled 20 or more years ago (defined as older projects)
are more likely to be troubled. Hence, older-family projects have a
greater probabil ity of being troubl ed than newer-family projects or
than elther old or new elderly prOJects.

, .. ,- .

, . , .
EXHIBIT III.2 ..· , , Total Inventory

, .
· Distrlbution of Inventory By Age . .,

,
of Family Projects and Project , - -~fConditlon •.. .

~~
,. ;

. · ,,
\

. , ": ' ' , .' ' . ,
,

Family Inventory Elderly Inventory

------~Older-Famlly Newer-Faml1y
Inventory Inventory

2.718 Projects 4.342 Projects
Of Which Of WhlCh

13 7% Are Troubled 9 as Are Troubled
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'Continuing the analysis, Exhibit 111-3 shows that the size of older­
_family projects greatly affects the likelihood of trouble. Smaller,

, older-family projects outnumber large, older-family proJects by a two­
to-one margin, but the larger, older-family projects are more than four
times as likely to be 1n trouble. The older and larger of the family
projects, tnerefore, are more likely to be troubled than projects with
any other combination of the age, design, and size characteristics.

0istr
and A
Condi

EXHIBIT II1-3

ibution of Inventory By Size Total Inventory
ge of Family Projects and Project
ticn

------- ---
Family Inventory Elderly Inventory

~ -----
Older-Family Newer-Family

-- - Inventory Inventory

/ -----Large-Older· Small-OldeT~

Family Inventory Family Inventory

905 Projects 1.813 Projects
of Which Of Which

28% Are Troubled 6.5% Are Troubled

_ J

-.

Exhibit 111-4 illustrates that the final characteristic usually
incorporated into the definition of the stereotypical public housing
project -- urban location -- serves more to ind1cate that larger-older­
family proJects are much more likely to be in urban areas than 1t
serves as an indicator of-the probabil1ty of trouble. As can be seen,
urban projects, wh1ch-account for more than 92 percent of all projects
that are;large,'older, and designed for families, are only slightly
more likely to be in trouble than non-urban projects with the same
characteri st ics.
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EXHIBIT III-4

Distribution-of Inventory by
Location, Size, and Age of
Family Projects and Total Inveptory
Project ~ondition

Family Inventory Elderly Inventory

01 der-Family
Inventory

Newer-Fami ly
Inventory

Large-Ol der­
Family Inventory

Urban-Large-O der
Fam11y Inventory.

834 ProJects

Of Which
28.3% Are Troubled

Sma11-01 der­
Family lnventory

er

71 ProJects

Of Wh1Ch
25% Are Troubled

"

, .
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In sum, older projects designed for families that are either large or
urban have a high probability of being troubled. "Urban location" and
"large project" are likely to be proxies for each other, either one of
which will increase the probabi11ty of trouble. The stereotypical
project, therefore, accounts for 27 percent of all troubled proJects,
but for only 8.3 percent of all projects. Although more than one of
every four projects with these stereotypical characteristics is 11kely
to be troubled, almost three of every four of these types of projects
are likely to be untroubled.

NOTES ON DATA IN TABLES 111-4 TO 111-8

Income of Project Residents

Time llmitations prevented a fuller analysis of the presence of a hlgh
percentage of high income occupants in troubled projects (Table 1II-4).
However, two explanations seem plausible. Troubled projects are likely
to be found disproportionately in areas where the cost of 11ving is higher,
particularly large urban areas. If Consumer Price Indices were available for
every area, rural and urban, it is likely that real incomes would be lower
in troubled proJects. Another explanation for a higher percent of high
income families occupying troubled projects is that public assistance
payments are scaled to family size and the level of payment varies from
state to state. It is likely that troubled proJects are in states with
llberal public asslstance payments and/or that fami11es predominate in
troubled projects versus elderly in untroubled projects.

Racial Composition

Data on racial composition ln projects was not available for analysis
because of the poor quality of data returned for analysis.

Source

The data used in constructing Tables 111-4 to 111-8 are drawn from a
questionnaire on project characteristics (See Appendix G) completed on
a sample of projects by HUD fleld office staff most familiar with
public housing.
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Income of Continulng
Occupants 2/

$ 0 - 2,000
2,001 - 4,000
4,001 - 6,000
6,001'; 8,000
8,001 and Up

Table 111-4

Income of ProJect Households
By ProJect COndltlon 11

(Percentage Dlstrlbutlon)

RelatlVely
All Untroubled Untroubled Troubled

ProJects ProJects ProJects ProJects

(N=623) (N=307) (N=178) (N=138)
(Nw=623) (N",,424) (Nw=162) (Nw--40)

8% 6% 11% 1%
51 57 42 44
21 19 23 21
10 9 11 12
11 9 14 '11

Chl square 1S not signlflcant.

Income of Recent (N=678) (N=307) (N=l78) (N=138)
Occupants 3/ (Nw=678) (Nw=463) (Nw=173) (NW=43)

$ o - 2,000 6% 5% 13% 16,%
2,001 - 4,000 55 57 39 50
4,001 - 6,000 29 31 26 22
6,001 - B,OOO 6 5 13 7
8,001 and Up 3 2 8 5

Ch1 square is slgnlficant at p.~ .05

1/ The data presented 1n th1S table are percentage dlstr1butlons of households.
N=Numb~r of proJects 1n sample, Nw=We1ghted number of proJects 1n sample.

II Percentage dlstributlon of Tncome of households res1d1ng 1n publlC houslng for
more than one year.

1/ Percentage dlstrlbutlon of lncome of households who moved into publ1C houslng
last year.
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Table III-5

ProJect Characterlstlcs
by ProJect Cond1t10n

(Percentage Dlstr1but1on)

Rel atlVely
All Untroubl ed Untroubl ed Troubled

Umt SlZe Pro ects Pro ects Pro ects Pro'ects

(N=688) (N=345) (N=l72) (N=15l)
(NW=688) (Nw=463) (Nw=208) (Nw=47)

o Bedrooms 12% 22% 3t if,
1 Bedroom 32 44 25 25
2 Bedro,,"s 28

2~
35 38

3 Bedrooms 20 26 27
4 Or More Bedrooms 7 6 11 8

Ch, square 1 S slgmflcant at p.i .01

umber of BU11dlngs
1 n ProJect

Slngle BU1ldlng 21 % 23 % 7 % I1%
2-4 BU11d1ngs 10 11 8 8
5-10 8u1ldlngs 13 11 12 16
More Than 10 8uild,ngs 53 52 69 56
Not Avallable 3 3 4 9

Chi square 15 s;gnlflcant at p.i .05

Average Number
of BUlldings 22 19 27 33

Medlan Number
of BU11dln s 12 11 17 15

Conventlonal
Turnkey
Sect10n 23
Turnkey III
Acqulred
Other

73%
16

5
2
3
2

70 %
18

6
2
3
I

79 %
10
4
3
2
3

83%
10
3
2
I
I

Chi square 15 slgniflcant at p.i .01
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Table 111-5 (Con't)

ProJect Characterlstics
By ProJect Condltlon

(Percentage Dlstr1butlon)

Untroubled
RelatlVely

All Untroubled Troubled
ProJects ProJects ProJects ProJects

Percent Female- (N=606) i~=306L i~=172i) i~=128)
Headed Households iNw=6061 Nw=408 Nw=157 Nw=41i

0-25 Percent 60% 70% 41 % 34%
26-50 Percent 20 18 26 24
51-75 Percent 14 9 23 18
76-100 Percent 6 2 11 24

Ch, square 1$ slgnlflcant at p.~ .01

Percent S1ngle- ~~ 6°~l 1~;3~~2, 1~=17~2 1~=12i ~Parent Faml11es Nw=6021 N~=40!51 NW=1561 Nw=4l

0-25 Percent 57% 65% 41 % 34%
26-50 Percent 22 20 27 23
51-75 Percent 12 9 18 18
76-100 Percent 9 6 13 26

Ch, square 1S slg"lflcant at p.~ .01

Presence of Tenant ~~=6~~l, ~~=34~2, ~~=19~l ~t15HDream zat, cns Nw=68ill Nw=4621 Nw=180) Nw=47

ProJects wlth
40%Orgamzatlons 42% 42% 68%

ProJects W,thout
Orgimlzatl0ns 58 60 58 32

Chl square is significant at p.~ .01

Project Style \N=6~! \~=34~! \~=19:l \~=l4~!(Nw=680) (Nw=456) (Nw=178) (Nw=46)

Slngle-Famlly (Detached) 10.6% 11.2% 11.2% 2.3%
Townhouse 8.5 6.1 13.9 11.4
Garden Apartment 25.1 26.0 21.8 29.5
Walk-Up 12.7 6.9 22.8 31.2
Hlghrlse (Elevator) 21.0 27.2 7.9 12.6

Family -- 30.0 23.0 46.0
Elderly -- 88.0 10.0 2.0

Other 22.0 22.7 22.4 13.1

Ch, square 15 slgnlflcant at p.~ .01
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Table llI-6

Nelghborhood Characterlstlcs,
By ProJect Conditlon

(Percentage Oistr,bution)

Percentage Elderly
, n Nelghborhood

a Percent
1-25 Percent ­

26-50 Percent
51-75 Percent
76-100 Percent

All
Projects

(N=688)
(Nw=688)

21 %
45
22
6
6

Untroubled
Projects

(N=345)
(NW=~63)

2:J:
41
22

7
_ 7

Re1atlVe1y
Untroubled
Projects

(N=192)
(Nw=178)

191:
52
23
4
2

Troubled
ProJects

(N=15l)
(Nw=47)

91:
53
23

6
8

Ch, square 1S slgnlflcant at p.i .01

Percent Mlnorlty
1n Nelghborhood

o Percent
1-25 Percent
26-50 Percent
51-75 Percent
76-100 Percent

(N=688)
(Nw=688)

31 %
30­
10
8

22

(N=345)
(Nw=463)

35 %
34

g
6

15

(N=142)
(Nw=178)

25 %
20

.11
12
32

(N=151)
(Nw=47)

11%
20

6
11
46

Chl square 15 slgnlflcant at p.i .01

ProJect Locatl0n

Metro Area
Non-Metro Area

50%
50

46 %
54

54 %
46

70 %
. 30

/

Ch, square 1S slgnlflcant at p.i .01
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Table 111-6 (Con't)

Neighborhood Character,st,cs by ProJect Cond,t,on
(Percentage O,str,but,on)

q

All Untroubled
Relat,vely
Untroubled Troubled

Tvne of Neiohborhood Prolects Pro.1ects Prolects Prolects

(N=688) (N=345) (N=192) (N=151)
(Nw=688) (Nw=452) (NW=184) (Nw=52)

Urban - CaD 11 6% 8% 3% 2%
Urban - Core Area 18 14 24 31
Urban - Other 40 41 36 44
Suburban - CaD 1/ 4 4 2 0
Suburban - Other 19 18 20 23
Rural 13 14 15 0

Chi s uare lS s1gnlflcant at .< .UI

Lana use ,n "e,gnDornooo ~~=b~~l ~~::~~J ) ~~: I:'~l ~~~~~~NW=68in Nw=182)

Resident, al 58% 62% 55% 44%
Commerclal 1 2 0 0
Industrlal 0 0 0 0
Res,dential/Commerc,al 29 28 30 38
Res,dential/Industr,al 5 4 7 6
Commerc,al/lndustrial 0 0 1 I
Resident,al/Commerc,al/

Industr,al 6 5 6 11
Ch, square 15 slgn1flcant at p•.5. .UI

"e,gnoorhooa Hous, ng M, x ~~:6881 ~~=5451 !~'J9~1 W=15llNW=688 ) Nw=45:11 N;;'183) Nw=53

100 Percent S,ngle-fam,ly 31% 31% 33% 21%

75 Percent Single-family/
25 Percent Mult,-fam,ly 39 41 37 30

50 Percent Single-family/
50 Percent Mult,-famlly 13 13 12 8

25 Percent S,ngle-fam,ly/
75 Percent Mult,-fam,ly 10 8 11 33

100 Percent Mult,-Fam,ly 3 2 5 6

Not a Res,dent,al
Neiohborhood 4 5 3 2

en, square 15 slgniflcant at p•.5. .U I

11 CBD=Central Buslness Dlstrlct
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Table 111-6 (Con't)

Nelghborhood Characterlstlcs
By ProJect Condltl0n

(Percentage Dlstrlbutl0n)

, Relatively
Percent of Owners and All Untroubled Untroubled Troubled
Renters 1n Nelghborhood ProJects ProJects ProJects ProJects

(N=688) (N=345) (N=192) (N=151)
(Nw=688) (Nw=450) (Nw=185) (Nw=54 )

100 Percent Owners 11% 12% 11% 8%

75 Percent Owners/
25 Percent Renters 44 49 34 36

50 Percent Owners!
50 Percent Renters 21 20 27 12

25 Percent Owners/
75 Percent renters 17 13 21 34

100 Percent Renters 4 4 5 8

Not ReSldentlal 3 3 2 2

Chi square 1$ slgnlflcant at p.~ .01

Ratln9 of Neighborhood (N=688) (N=345) (N=192) (N=15l)
on the Issue of Crlme (Nw=688) (Nw=45l) (Nw=185) (Nw=53)

Poor 13% 6% 20 % 46%

Falr 33 32 41 22

Good 42 49 29 27

Excellent 8 10 7 5

Not Sure 3 4 4 0
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Table III-~ (Con't)

NeTghborhood Characterlstlcs
By Project Condltlon

(Percent Dlstributl0n)

_ RelatlVely
All Untroubled Untroubled Troubled

ProJects ProJects ProJects ProJects

Rat,ng of Police Five Five FlVe : Five
Protectlon Now Yrs.Aoo Now ' Yrs.Ano Now "Yrs.Aoo Now Yrs Alia

(N=688) (N=688) (N=345) (N=345) (N=192) (N=192) IN=15l) (N=151)
(Nw=688) (Nw=688) (Nw=454) (NW=453) , (Nw=18l) (Nw=183) NI<i=52)'(Nw=52)

, '. ' "

Poor 5% 6L 3% 3% ' ,8% . . 9% ,14% .. 20 %
Falr 34 38 29 33 44 47 42 44
Good 57 53 63 60 45, 40 42 34
Excell ent 4 3 5 3 4 4 2 2

Ch, square for now 15 slgniflcant at p.i .01
Ch, square for "flYe years ago" 15 slgnlflcant at p.~ .01

q g, p-
Chl square for IIflVe ye~rs agoll 15 slgnlflcant at p.,5,'_oOl " ,

Ratlng of Flre 1\~=688~1 \~=688§\ \~=345~\ \~=345l) i~=192L i
j
N=192L i~=15i\ ~~=15i\Protectlon Nw=688 Nw=688 Nw=452 Nw=452 Nw·183. Nw=183 Nw=53 NW"53

Poor 3% 5% 2% 2% 6% 10% g% 9%
Fair 25 27 25 26 28 ' 29 " 20 25
Good 61 60 63 63 56 52 57 53
Excellent 11 9 11 8 10... .9. 13.• _ 13

Ch, s uareror now 15 51 niflcant at .< .01

liN=688~\ i~=688i\

_ _ _ _ 4' •

Ratlng of Public i~=345l\ i~=345~) i~=1921\ ~~=192i\ i~=15~l i~=15;lSchools Nw=688 Nw=688 Nw=453 Nw=453 Nw=182 Nw=183 Nw=53 Nw=52

Not Available 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor 5 4 2 1 9 8 15 8
FaT r - 34 36 .33, 32 34 ... 42 ..49 .51-
Good 56 55 58 62 55 44 35 39
Excellent 4 4 5 4 2 6 ' 1 1

(liT square for now 15 slgnlflcant at p.< -~aT
Ch, square for "flYe years ago" is sign1fTcant at p.i .01
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Table 111-6 (Con't)

Nelghborhood CharacterlstlCs
, By ProJect Condltlon

-{Percentage Dlstrlbutlon}

All
Projects

Untroub1ed
Projects

Re1atwely
Untroub1 ed
ProJects

Troub1 ed
Projects

Quality, of
Soclal/Communlty
Services

flVe
Now Yrs. Ago Now

f1Ve
Yrs.Ago

Fwe
Now Yrs.Ago

Fne
Now Yrs.Ago

(N=688) (N=688) (N=345) {N=345} (N=192) (N=192) (N=15l) (N=151)
(Nw=688) (NW=688) (Nw=453) (Nw=453) (Nw=183) (Nw=183) (Nw=52) {Nw=52}

Not Aval1able - 2 % 4% 2% 4% 1% 4' 31 2l
Poor 15 24 11 23 21 24 24 33
Falr 42 42 43 42 38 39 51 53
Good 35 28 36 28 36 32 20 12
Excellent 7 3 8 3 4 2 2 1

Ch, square for Il nowll is slgmficant at p.< .01
Ch, square for "fHe years ago" 15 slgmflcant at p.i .01

Overall Avail a-
bl11ty &Quallty (N=688) (N=688) (N=345) (N=345) (N=192) (N=192) (N=15l) {N=15l}
of Services {Nw=688} (NW=688) {Nw=454} (Nw=453) (Nw=182) (NW=182) (Nw=52) (N",:52)

Poor
Falr
Good
Excellent

6% 8%
44 48
48 43
'2 2

3%
38
56
4

5%
44
49
2

12 % 131:
52 51
36 36
o 0

19 % 20 %
62 67
19 13
o 0

Chl square for IInow" 15 slgmflcant at p.i .01
Ch, square for "fwe years ago'l , S slgniflcant at p.~ .01
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Table III-7

ProJect Age by CondltlOn . ,
(N=653) "

" .
Rel ati ve ly .

, Untroubled Untroubled - .. -;- .. Troubled ..

(N = 330) (N = 179) (N = 144)
. (NW = 439) (NW

' .
45)

..
= 169) ; (NW -

New .. - . . .- . "-

ProJects
',' <r .... '-

( 1-20 )
89.6% 66.2% 0 .. 60.9r(Years 01 d)

.. ..
, ,. .

Old . . . - -,

ProJects .
J' 0-

( 21-41 ) 10.4 33.7 39.1( Years old) . .. .. . . .. . . ---- -~- - ..
. . ... . ..

Chi square is significant at p. ~ .01

"

.. '
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TABLE 1II-8

Distribution of Units in Family and Elderly Projects

(N=689)*

Average Number of Units

Relatively
Untroubl ed Untroubled Troubled

Unit Family Elderly Family Elderly Family El de\'ly
Size "- *(N=171) ~~=178~) ~~=173~) ~N=17~) ~~=14~l (N=5)

*(NW=236) NW=227 NW=162 NW=16 NW=46 (NW=2)
,

Efficiency 16 51 7 13 22 4

l-Bedroom 44 90 54 88 70 33

2-Bedroom 57 6 98 7 120 3

3-Bedroom 36 1 69 -- 89 --

4-Bedroom 9 .-- 20 -- 24 --

5-Bedroom 3 -- 6 -- 5 --
6 or more .3 1.4 .4Bedrooms -- -- --

Chi square for "family" is not significant

Chi square for "elderly" is significant at p. ~ .01

*Number of projects

61



TABLE 1II-9

Comparison of Project Slze By Family and
E1 der1y Projects

(N=684)

Relatively
Untroub1ed Untroub1ed Troubled

ProJ ect Family E1 der1y Family E1 der1y Family E1 der1y
Slze (N=171~ (N=178l {N=173~ . {N=17l (N=141) {N=4 ~

{NW=225 {NW=235i (NW=161 {NW=16i {NW=46r {NW=l
1-99 80 % 58.4% 65.6 % 58.5% 40.1% 93.9%

100-199 9.5 30.2 14.1 33 14.6 6.1

200-299 4.6 9.1 6.4 8.6 7.3 --

300 + 5.9 2.3 13.9 -- 38 --

Chi square is significant at p. i .01
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Chapter IV

PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING ACCORDING TO HUD FIELD OFFICE STAFF

Overview

According to the Housing Management staff in HUD field offices, the most
significant problems affecting all public housing projects are the finan­
cial aspects of the program itself and the economic characteristics of
the clientele the program is designed to serve. Departmental field
staff believe that a significant number of public housing projectslare caught in a squeeze between rising expenses, low rental income
and inadequate federal funding arrangements. To varying degrees, this
project in~ome/proJect expense "squeeze" affects a 1arge number of
untroubled, relatlvely untroubled, and troubled projects. ,~l

The most distinctlve dlfferences in problem experience between troubled
and non-troubled projects are proJect deslgns and project sites. '
Project design and slte deficiencies, as general types of problems.
are reported to have a considerable or severe adverse lmpact on:

(1) four percent of untroubled projects;
(2) sixteen percent of relatlvely untroubled projects; and
(3) sixty-three percent of troubled projects.

There are three additional important dlfferences between the problems of
troubled projects and those of untroubled and relatively untroubled
proJects. First, the attributes and behavior of project tenants
were cited more frequently as a problem for troubled projects (76%)
than for relatlvely untroubled projects (38%) or for untroubled projects
(6%). Second, field office staff more frequently report that neighbor­
hood conditions have a significant negative lmpact on troubled projects
(62%) than on either relatively untroubled projects (21%) or on
untroubled proJects (1%). Thlrd, PHA and project administratlon
deficiencies are cited as significant problems for troubled projects
39 percent of the time, or more than twice as often as they are problems
for relatively untroubled projects (18%) and almost eight times as often
as they are for untroubled projects (5%). (These relationships are
shown in Tables IV-3, 4, and 5.)

Background

The conclusions stated above are based on an analysls of responses to
Part III of the questionnaire, the problem analysls section used in

lMost tenants have very low incomes and are restricted by statute to
rent payments which do not exceed 25% of income.
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the survey of HUD field offlces. This ,part was designed to pro­
vlde infonnation regarding ,the impact of possible problems on
public houslng projects.

Two lists of potential problems were provided. Dne list was,composed
of nine broad general problem types. They are:

o Project Design and Site;
o Project Physical Structure (Condltion); "
o Project Tenants' Attributes and Behavior;
o Project Neighborhood;
o HUD Funding and Oversight of PHA/ProJect; , ..
o Local/State/Federal Governmental Impacts;
o Low Rent Housing Market;
o Project Expenses; and
o PHA/Project Administratlon.

The second. list was composed of speciflc aspects, or subtypes; of each of
these nlne general problem types. A total of 130 narrowl~' focused problems
were 11 sted. , ' , ,
Two methods were used to assess the impact of types of problems in

, lndivldual projects. One required HUD field staff flrst to 'rate the
impact of the 130 narrowly focused problem subtypes on each project
and then to evaluate the overall lmpact of the nine general problem
categories. These judgments were to be based on data from
project flIes which contaln PHA reports on finances and occupancy,
summaries of management reviews and'physical inspections conducted
by HUD staff, as well as on experience and knowledge of the HUD staff
who monitor the respective housing authorities.,' The foHowing
five-point scale was used to make these ratings:

1. No ,negative lmpact
2. Sl ight negative impact
3. Some negatlve lmpact
4. Considerable negatlve impact
5. Severe negative lmpact
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A problem was considered to be significant for a project if it was
reported to have a considerable or severe negative impact on that
project.

The other impact assessment method required HUD staff to consider both
lists of possible problems again, and to rank order the flve from each
list which they viewed as the most serious for each project. This
ranking was used to identify which of the significant problems were
also considered to be the most serious.

The rating of the nine general problems was considered to be a summary
assessment of the overall impact of each major category. The ratings
for these general problem categories provided the basis for the identi­
fication and enumeration of project problems. The primary analytical
function for ratings of the 130 narrowly focused problem subtypes was to
guide the interpretations of these summary ratings.

The remainder of this section presents the responses to these rating
systems. The section also provides profiles of selected projects which
were written either by the HUD field staff members who monitor these
projects or by members of the research team which visited the projects.
These narratives, reported verbatlm, add detal1 to and provlde a context
for evaluation ~f the data generated from the problem analysis instru­
ments. ,The narratives are not a systematic assessment of the public
housing inventory. They do, however, show the variety of projects
found in the inventory, the range of conditions and problems which
affect these projects, and the interrelationships among various
condltions and problems in individual developments.

Problems Affecting Untroubled Projects

HUD field staff indicated that the two most significant problems found
in untroubled proJects are those involving project expenses and HUD
funding and oversight. These general problems were reported to have
signlflcant (i.e., considerable or severe) negative impact on at least
ten percent of all untroubled proJects. No other general problem type
was cited for more than six percent of this group. {See Table IV-11
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"

The most frequently cited problem subtype for the untroubled category
relates to the general area of project expenses. Almost half of all
untroubled proJects were reported to be facing high fuel. oil. gas.
electricity or coal costs and this was having a negative impact on these
projects. One-third of all untroubled projects were negatively affected.
by high utility and insurance rates. Only eight of the more than one:
hundred other problem subtypes were mentloned for as many as one-fifth
of the untroubled proJects. Five of the eight were from the general
problem area of HUD funding and oversight; three of· these flve'
referred directly to the Performance Funding System (PFS). (See - .
Table IV-2) ,

Exhibits One through Five. IlhlCh follow. are project descriptions of
untroubled housing projects. They were prepared by HUD field $taff .
or research teams and are reproduced here with no changes from the
origi na1 text.

I'

EXHIBIT IV-1
, , ">

"The greatest negatlVe impact on [ProJect Number One] is the'rapid1y
rlsing cost of utilities WhlCh has caused a'substantia1 loss in··
rental revenue. We hope to.be able to include this PHA in next,
year's modermzation funding to add' more insulation to the'attics
of their structures and by this means reduce the fuel costs;'

"There are no great social problems here, as the small town is
agriculturally oriented and rather close to the largest. city, i.n. the
state. Most of the really poor, large families have moved to the
city where their economic situation is better. Of the families
that do live ln these proJects, nearly all work and practically
all famill es have an employed head-of-househo1 d." . . "
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EXHIBIT IV-2

"This is a small (6 unit) project in a small rural community built
around a small denominational college. The project has almost no
problems, turnover is practically non-ex1stent. Vandalism is minimal.
Project neighborhood as would be expected in a small college town is
good. Maintenance is performed from the central office of the small
PHA (12 miles away) which presents some need for planning. PHA book­
keeping is a little less than desirable at the moment. Actually, we
have very little to quarrel with the PHA about th1S project."

EXHIBIT IV-3

"The most serious problem affecting[ProJect Three]is the increasing
cost of operation. Costs for labor, utilities, materials, and con­
tracts are steadily rising while rental income, because of fixed in­
comes of elderly tenants, is not keep1ng pace. Operating subsidy 1S
becoming insufficient to fill the gap, with the PHA resorting to use
of reserves to meet its deficit. Continuation of this situation will
adversely affect the financial viability of the project. The PHA will
find it difficult to perform future non-routine maintenance and to pro­
vide essential soc1al and protective services."

EXHIBIT IV-4

"[Project Four]is a family project consisting of townhouses. The units
were recently constructed (mid-sixties), brick and are in very good
condit10n•. The project sites themselves were dispersed throughout
the area, not concentrated in rac1ally impacted areas or in deteriora­
ting private market areas. The greatest problems for this project
are poor landscaping (bare ground without grass) and some comparatively
minor exterior maintenance (door handles, gutters and downspouts,
door thresholds)."
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EXHIBIT IV-5
, .

"[ProJect Number Fi ve]i s operated by one of the better managed 'authorities
of its Slze in this Area Office jurlsdlction. The project was completed
in 1940 but it remains a good place to 11ve. Funds are commltted for
substantla1 modernlzation of units in thlS project which will make it a
very comfortable place to live. .

Other matters pertinent to management generally are the increased cost of
utilities and lack of sufficient HUD staff to monitor this and other
PHA programs closely. A recent management review reflected
above-average performance, however." '

Problems Affecting Relatively Untroubled ProJects

Several general problem types were reported to have a significant negative
impact on roughly one-fifth or more of the relatively untroubled projects.
The three most frequently cited problem types--Project Expenses, HUD Funding
and Oversight, and Tenant Attributes and Behavior--were each reported to
affect at least one-third of all relatively untroubled projects. Project
Neighborhood and the impact of Loca1/State/ Federal actlons were each
reported to have a signlficant negative impact on Just over twenty percent
of these projects. Three of the remaining four problem types--PHA/Project
Admlnistration, ProJect Design and Site and Project Physical Conditions-­
were seen as significant problems for a slightly smaller share of projects.
(See Table IV-3).
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Twenty-one of the 130 specific problem subtypes were reported to
have a significant negat1ve impact on more than thirty percent of
all relatively untroubled proJects. The most frequently cited of
these subtypes were the same as those 1mpacting untroubled projects:
aspects of Project Expenses, specifically utility and insurance rates.
The subtypes involving HUD funding and oversight of PHAs and projects,
which ~ere frequently cited for relatively untroubled projects, are also
nearly ident1cal to the funding and oversight subtypes reported for the
untroubled proJects. These subtypes indicate that several aspects of the
Performance Fund1ng System have a negat1ve impact on a larger share of
relatively untroubled proJects.

Six of these same twenty-one problem subtypes were from the general
problem area of attr1butes and behav10r of project tenants. Four of
the six reflected the economic characterist1cs of the tenant populat10n:
general or frequent unemployment; very low income; large percentage
receiving public assistance. Only two of the six--rent arrearages
and property damage- can be lnterpreted as pointi ng directly to tenant
behavior. (See Table IV-4)

Exhibits SlX through Eight are verbatim HUD field staff or research team
summaries which glve some examples of problem 1nteraction in proJects
which are relat1vely untroubled.

EXHIBIT IV-6

"[ProJect" Number SlX] has enJoyed a reputat10n of being well organized
and professionally run, generally free of serious problems.

Obsolescence 1S beginning to show in some of the buildings but it is
being dealt w1th through its extraord1nary maintenance or the moderni­
zation programs.

The neighborhood shows signs of becom1ng racially 1mpacted due perhaps
to the project's having a racial imbalance. This seems to be a problem
that the authority is dealing with and it has made local authorities
aware of the consequences. Road building by the community is using up
much of the recreation and playground space. Once aga1n the Housing
Authority 1S working with the community to find a solution to the pro­
blem that as yet has not shown a negatlVe impact on the project."
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EXHIBIT IV-7

"Built duri ng the early 1940' s, [Project Number Seven] consi sts of 246
unlts of housing ln an arrangement of townhouses and three-story
walk-up buildings. It is located in a mlxed industrial and resldential
area in a large Clty. Its tenants are predominantly Black and the
households are predominantly female-headed. Although there are some
major deferred maintenance problems such as outmoded casement windows,
doors and locks, and needed roof repairs, the project is well maintained
and does not give the appearance of deterioration despite the age of
the buildings. The PHA attributes this to its pollcies of "prudent manage­
ment and proper fiscal responslbilities." There are some social and
security problems, especially in the three-story walk-up, resultlng from
the highly concentrated nature of the proJect, the fact that there is no
controlled access, and its neighborhood locatlon. On a site adJoining
the complex, there is a PHA owned multl-purpose community center developed
under the Modernlzation Program. The center is open to the entlre commu­
nlty, provides a large number of services and facllities, particularly
for young children and for the elderly, and is operated under an lnno­
vative agreement in which the PHA, local social service agencies and
faculty from the local university participate jointly."

EXHIBIT IV-8

"[ProJect Eight] and the addition to [Project Eight] are operated as one
proJect and are adjacent to the Authority Central Office. The dlstrict is
prlmarily in an area of apartment complexes. The projects are good ones
and have over the years served the tenants well. They are old and need
to be totally modernized. The projects are structurally sound and, for
their age, look good.

Expenses, partlcularly utilitles and insurance, have significantly
increased in recent years.

The Authorlty management is relatively new and inexperienced and has had
trouble with HUD requirements. The HUD staff has been too limited to glve
them the guidance needed.

The PFS adequacy has been a negative factor. Because PFS is not avail­
able until midyear in the fiscal year, the Authority cannot plan operations
and must operate using other funds until the PFS is paid. Other funds may
not always be available."
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Problems Affecting Troubled Projects

There are several differences between the responses of the fleld offices
to the problem analysls section for troubled projects and the responses
for untroubled and relatively untroubled projects. The most frequently
mentioned problem types for troubled projects are the attributes and
behaVlor of proJect tenants, project site and design, and neighborhood '
conditions. Thus unlike the untroubled and relatively untroubled groups,
the most frequently cited problems for troubled projects are not those
involving project expenses or HUD funding and oversight, although these
are also reported to have a significant negative impact on these troubled
projects.

Each of the three most frequently mentioned problem types is reported to
have a slgnificant negatlve impact on more than sixty percent of all
troubled proJects. Project 'expenses are cited as a problem for 58 percent
of the troubled projects and HUD funding and oversight is cited for Just
under half (49%). PHA/project admlnistration is reported to be a significant
problem for just over one-third of all troubled projects with a slightly
smaller proportion of projects reported to have a comparable problem
with Local/State/Federal Government impacts (30%). Only eleven percent
of all troubled projects are reported to have a significant problem
because of the low rent housing market in the community. (See Table IV-5)

In addltl0n, th~ most frequently cited problems havlng conslderable or
severe lmpacts on untroubled or relatively untroubled proJects were
also the problems that most frequently appeared on the list of the
projects' three most serious problems. This is not the case, however,
for troubled projects. In troubled proJects, the most frequently
reported problems, as indicated above, relate to tenant attributes and
behavlor, proJect design and site, and proJect neighborhood. However,
the problems most frequently reported to have both a considerable or
severe negative impact and to be one of a project's three most serious
problems are tenant attrlbutes and behavior, proJect design and site,
and PHA/proJect administration. (See Table IV-5)., This suggests that
although the majority of troubled proJects are negatively lmpacted by
conditions in the surrounding neighborhood, the impact of this condition
is not as serious as the impact of other problems. It also suggests
that a negative impact from PHA/project administration is not a widespread
phenomenon but when the problem is present it becomes one of the most
serious problems for a project.
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There is a third major difference between troubled and other projects
relating to the problem sybtypes that were most frequently cited. Among
untroubled and relatively untroubled projects, very few probJem subtypes
were llsted under the general heading of Project Design and Site.
Several project des1gn and site problems, however, were reported to
have a significant negative impact on roughly half of all troubled
projects. -

For untroubled and relatively untroubled projects, the most frequently
cited specific problem involving project design and site is the lack
of amenities like swimming pools, play areas, and parking. The lack
of defensible space 1S reported to have a sign1ficant negative impact
on only eleven percent of untroubled projects and thirty percent of
relatively untroubled projects; however, it is seen as a significant
problem for 57 percent of all troubled projects. In addition, project
size, build1ng mix, and unit mix are reported to have a negative
effect on roughly one-half of all troubled projects.

Exhibits Nine through Eighteen, presented exactly as they. were ~rafted

by HUD field staff or research teams, illustrate the 1nteraction of
conditions and problems Wh1Ch face troubled pUblic housing projects.

EXHIBIT IV-9

"The major problem areas in [Project Number Nine] are: a
high percentage of low-income families w1th a predomi­
nance of single parent female heads of household; a very
low level of tenant employment (and an unhealthy reliance
on ADC as the primary financial support mechanism).
Project incurs a high rate of vandal1sm, has a lack of de­
fensible space construction, a paucity of basic security
hardware, and non-on-site professional security personnel.
There is a need for an upward revis10n on an annual
basis of the operat1ng subS1dy, in part, simply to cover
the exorbitant fuel costs. (continued)
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EXHIBIT IV-9- (continued)

,.: "As l.ow-rent public housing remai'ns the primary vehicle
for the 'housing of low- and very low-income-families, its
financial. reliability is of paramount· importance, and is
rapidly.becoming a target of increased concern (and
criticism). As a result of the Brooke Amendment, and the
high percentage of very low-income families, operating re-

, :' cei pts- ar.e. satl sfyi ng a gradually decreasi ng percentage
of operating expenditures. Hence, the need for, or the
virtual d~pendence upon, the operating subsidy has in­
cre~sed snarply, influenced by the marked increase in the
cost. of utilities, the burgeoning cost of technical and
no~-technical general labor and speclal contractual services.
• ~ 1 ';" I , ,I - t

"Further, on-site vandal ism and serlOUS crimes have had a
debilitating effect on tenant attltudes, malntenance costs,
the ever-increasing need for MOD funding to satisfy deferred
ma1nteQance,.the increasingly negative attitude of neighbor­
hood resldents toward PHA projects, and have fueled the
clafl)or for, increa~ing security services anq defenslble space,
items." .,

, ,
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EXHIBIT IV-IO
"

"The problems associated with [Project Number Ten] are
both physical and social. The primary phYsical·prob1ems
are the result of poor design and inferior wor~manship.
The buildings are typical two-story rectang41ar structures
with built-up flat roofs giving a general appearance of an
lnstitution. This is not conducive to community pride"
sense of security and wholesome family adtJYJties •. E~ch
building contalns eight to ten dwelling units varylng jn
SlZe from one to four bedrooms. This comb,ined with the".
general layout of the project and the close proximity of
the building results in an extremely high population
density. Landscaping is very poor with no physical
characteristlcs that conform to the concept of defensible
space. The poor design and workmanship is the maJor
cause of structural damage to the buildings, high
maintenance cost, over population, hlgh crime rate, and
lack of pride on the part of the residents.

j I, I 1

"The social problems associated wlth this projecL.~re an,
outgrowth of the physlca1 problems ·and are compounded by.
the concentration of minority residents with a high ra~e

of unemployment, low income, and a high degree of female . ­
heads of household. Additionally, there i.s a lack of
recreational facilities and commercial areas. Thfise
socla1 prob1ems"add to the frustration of the residents:­
This frustration is a major cause of·vanda1ism and lack
of pride among residents. This results in high maintenance.
costs and loss of income due to a high turnover and vacancy
rate. II

"
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I~· -,. EXHIBIT IV-ll

"[Project Number Eleven] is a 2,000 unit fam1ly project which was bU1lt in
1943•. It cbnsists of high-rise and low-rise four to eight unit build1ngs,
and half of the unitfi in the proJect are vacant. The physical condition

, of the project is very poor. Grass, 1S unmowed; common areas are llttered
with trash;'.v,acant 'units are not boarded up, have been extenslVely vandal ized,
and are 'being 'used by derelicts and teenagers; floodlights are not function­
ing properly or ~re missing; maintenance of occupied units appears to be
inadequate and slow; and there is no on-site security system. Compared to
the overall cnndit10n of the project, the general appearance of the area
surrounding"the project office was excellent and well mainta1ned."

, > • ..

, ,

,, .
,EXHIBIT IV-l2

"[Project Number Twelve] (736'units) was built in 1969 as an extension
of the or,igirial proJect (920 units, 1957). The proJect is located 1n a
semi-industr,al 'area, along an elevated transit authority track.
(The nois({'is deafening but people get accustomed to it accord1ng to
the proJect manager.) , The"project has 7 buildings,' and the Extens10n
has a large number of 3, 4, and 5 bedroom un1ts. Together, both projects
house 4,155 persons w1th.an average of 4.3 ch1ldren per fam1ly. The pro­
ject is all 'minority and SO 'percent of the tenants are single-parent
families on welfare. The project has many broken windows, and some
boarded-up units. The el'evators don't work in several buil di ngs and
the project hallways are f1lled w1th graff1ti and grime. End un1ts,
by des1gn, are virtually 1solated from everyone and their occupants are
frequently, the subjects of,orime. Recently, for example,'two assailants
were caught raping a mother in front of her 3 small ch1ldren after they
had broken through a heavily padlocked accordian steel gate welded to
the outside door frame, a door with a large metal plate around the lock,
and several inter10r safety bolts. Approx1mately one m1ll10n modern1za­
tion dollars have been spent 1n the proJect but mult1-problem families,
crime, unemployment and lack of social service continue to cause problems."
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EXHIBIT IV-13

"[Project Number Thirteen] consists of 716 units varying ,in
Slze from one to four bedrooms. The proJect was built in two
phases. Phase I was completed in January 1941 and Phase 2 was
completed in April 1943. In total, there are 130 buildings ,
with a gross area of 63.75 acres designated as play-areas, and
8.15 acres of parki ng lots. ' ,

"In the project, income is at poverty level with 90% of the residents
receiving some form of assistance. In 1973, median family income in
the Project was $2,878 with a mean income of $3,010. This is
markedly low when compared to the surrounding community which exhlbits
a median income of $9,186 and a mean income of $10,652.

"The racial composition of the project consists predominartly of
Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics. As shown below, the percentage compo­
sition by race is fairly consistent with the surrounding community.

PERCENTAGE COMPOSITION

RACE PROJECT

Whlte 73.7%
Bl ack 13.1%
Hi spanic 12.7%
Other .5%

SURROUNDING COMMUNITY

89.3%
5.3%
3.8%
1.6%

,

"The family structure, in contrast to th'e racial composition, shows a
marked disparity to the surrounding community as shown below:

HEAD OF HOUSEHuLD

Female Only
Male Only'
Male-Female

PROJECT

80%
2%

18%

SURROUNDING COMMUNITY

20.9%
2.2%

. ,76.9%"

"In recent years the project has suffered from high vaca~cy, vandalism
and a general lack of maintenance to both the structures and the
grounds. Rent strikes have 'also prevailed in the project.

"Recognizing the above problems, HUD, in its 1974 Modernization program,
approved a program to revamp the project. Funds approved were in the
magnitude of $3.9 mlllion and $1 million in Target Projects funds. The
entire effort was aimed at demollshing many frame structures and the
substantial rehabilitation of the concrete structures and selected
frame buildings."
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EXHIBIT IV-14

"The major prob1ems- with [ProJect Number Fourteen] are directly re1 ated
to the density of the project, its location in a commerc1a1/1ndustria1
area and the general deteriorati9n of the economy in the area. Isola­
tion from other neighborhoods, the switch to a black maJority 1n a
formerly wh1te ne1ghborhood and some problems of long standing w1th the
PHS's attitude toward this switch have compounded the bas1c problems of
this project.

" Unemployment and increases in Crlme and vanda11sm have also been
negative factors in the increase in the rate of deteriorat10n of this
area.

"Modernization funds have helped 1n improvements to the physical plant,
but "image". i-n the eyes of tenants, PHA, neighborhood and the city must
be upgraded."

EXHIBIT IV-15

"Consisting of 1151 units in 80 townhouse buildings, [Project Number
F1fteen] is spread over a 48 acre site. It is surrounded by a mixture
of d11apidated buildings characterist1c of inner C1ty blight and
inst1tutions supported by public and private agenc1es, inc1ud1ng other
PUp11C housing proJects. The project houses about 3,000 people,
approximately 90% of the households are female-headed, and the
average tenant 1ncome, in 1974, was $2,369. Despite the fact that
the project was assisted by a private contractor as part of a limited
HUD Innovative Modernization Project demonstration, the project has
a 1arge- number-of maintenance, social, and security problems. The
grounds and bUildings show many ObV10US signs of deter10rat10n
including broken windows and doors, indications of fire damage, and
poorly maintained landscaping. T~e PHA est1mates that the project has
a deferred ma1ntenance backlog of approximately $4.5 million."
I--- ~---------ll-
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EXHIBIT IV-16

"A maJor problem is the deteriorated condition of [ProJect Number Sixteen.]
The PHA had no preventative maintenance program and no reserves to fund
needed repairs. (The PHA has been in serious financlal dlfficulties for
several years and required a $1 million Administrative Loan in 1975).
Modernization funds were lnsufficient and not effectively used. Plumbing
and electrical systems are particularly deteriorated. Routine maintenance
was poor; attributable to the centralized maintenance system in which
project managers had no control over maintenance staff. Work under
processing was often delayed, no monitoring was performed, deployment
of maintenance staff was inefficlent and necessary materials not available.
Administrative costs were high because of overstaffing in its Central
Office, thus reducing resources available to the proJect. (A new
administration has recently taken control and is attempting to rectify
these problems). The tenant body of the project is comprised mostly
of welfare families and the social problems associated with low income
families exist at the project. The incidence of crlme, drug usage and
vandalism is high. The PHA cannot attract higher income families and
its low rental income, coupled with high delinquencies, is insufficient
to meet rising operatlng costs."

EXHIBIT IV-17

"[Project Number Seventeen] 1 s located in an area adjacent to the
freeway network. The project residents are predominantly Spanish­
surname. There is, however, also a large number of Black families
in the projecL

"With the proximity to freeways and being adjacent to a wholesale
commercial area, there is a considerable amount of noise and air
pollution.

"Drug traffic in the area is a serious problem. Theft and vandalism,
which are drug related, also present a serious problem. Apartments
are frequently broken into during day-time hours while the residents
are at work. Gang activlties are prevalent and there is much rivalry
between gangs. (continued)
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EXHIBIT IV-I7 (continued)

"Many of the res1dents are mult1-problem famil ies requlrlng intensive
supportive services. Some medical services are avail able at the
commun1ty center, but generally the resident needs to travel to the
County General Hosp1tal for this service. Although bus transportation
is available on a street adJacent to the proJect, frequent transfers
are needed to get to one's destination.

"Addit1onal securlty provisions are needed 1n this project as well as
more modernization work. Some of the kitchens have been done but no
bathroom modernizat1on has yet been started. Port1ons of the proJect
still need to be re-roofed. Floor coverings also remain to be done.

"Educational programs are needed since many of the Spanish-surnamed
families do not speak English. Because of the cultural differences
between the tenant families, more effort needs to be directed 1n this
area. II

EXHIBIT IV-18

"The maJor problems at [Project Number E1ghteenJ are overcrowded structures,­
vacanC1es and resultant vandalism, rent del1nquencies, image of project
throughout the C1ty, lack of security, ineffectiveness of PHA management,
very low income, multi-problem fam1lies. The problems arose as a result
of poor placement of tenants by PHA, 1.e.; grouping very low income multi­
problem families together, lack of ma1ntenance, insuff1cient policing of
the project, accelerated deterioration, etc.

"Therefore, since most of the families res1d1ng at this project were in
the very low income categories, any problems assoc1ated with their
economic plight carried over 1nto a lack of pr1de or motivation in
their neighborhood and the PHA suffered f1nancial problems. This project
was not phys1cally maintained, eventually becoming "hous1ng of the
last resort" in the City. The ProJect 1S also stigmatized by one
newspaper story deplct1ng a woman and child sleeping in a car rather than
accept a un1t at this proJect. This office has begun a process of
demol1tion and rehab1litation which ult1mately should improve living
conditions at th1S project."
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Problems Affecting All Public Housing ProJects

Comblning the responses for the three groups of projects provides
an overall view of the problems facing the,public housing' inventory.
According to the Department's field office 'staff, the most significant
types of problems in the inventory are Project Expenses,-HUD Funding ­
and.Oversight, and·.Tenant Attributes-and Behavior.- Each of these-general
problem types is consldered to have a slgnificant negative impact on
the vlability of one:fifth to one-fourth of all projects. No other
general problem type was cited as having a sjgnlficant negative impact
on more than eleven percent of all projects. (See Table IV-7.)

Of the one hundred and thirty specific problem subtypes, only twelve were
reported to have a significant negative impact on more than twenty-five
percent of all projects•. The three most frequently- cited problem-sub­
types involve project expenses. Each of the three -- energy rates,
other utility rates, and insurance rates -- was reported to have a pegative .
effect on more than one-thlrd of all projects.

Several aspects of HUD Funding and Oversight were singled out too. '
Most relate directly to the Performance Funding System (PFS). Specifically;
respondents reported that the PFS falls to include certain PHA needs,that
it is generally inadequate, and that it is causlng signiflcant problems affecting
the viability of many housing projects. Two other problem subtypes were also
cited with simllar frequency. One was an apparent conflict between housing
low-income persons while satisfying mandates for maintaining both an
an income mlX among tenants and PHA economic self-sufficlency. The other
was an lnadequate number of HUD staff.

Problem subtypes regarding tenant attributes, but not the subtypes in­
volving tenant behavior, were the ones frequently cited as pro~lems,

having a significant negative impact on the public housing inventory.
The fact that most tenants have very low incomes, that they experience
general or frequent unemployment, that they depend basically on public
asslstance as a source of income, and that there is a predo~inance in
projects of single-parent female-headed families with children (the
principal group receiving public assistance in thlS country) were all
viewed as tenant attributes which affect the viability of more than one­
quarter of all publlC housing developments. The financial viability of
projects appears-to be primarily-affected by the·limited rent-generating-­
capacity of such tenants.
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Prob1em Type

!'-;

TABLE IV-l

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR
UNTROUBLED 'PROJECTS

(N=353)

Percentage of
Times Rated as

Having Considerable
or Severe

Negat ive Impact

Percentage of Times
Rated as One of

Three Most Serious
Problems and Having
Considerable or

Severe Negative Impact

PrOJ ect Expenses 17 11

HUD Fundi ng and 14 13
Oversight

Tenant Attribut~s 6 5
, and Behavi or

PHA/Project Administration 5 3

Project Des'i'g~ 4 3
and Site

Local/State/Federal 3 3
Government Imppcts

Project Physical Co~ditlOn 3 1

Low Rent Housing Marke-t 2 2

Neighborhood 1 1
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TABLE IV-2

FREQUENTLY CITFD PROBLEM SUBTYPES
FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

AS APERCENTAGE OF UNTROUBLED PROJECTS
(N=353 )

GENERAL PROBLEM TYPE
- Problem Subtype PERCENT

r. PROJECT EXPENSES

- Fuel, oil, gas, electricity, and 48
coal rates/availabillty

- Other utility rates/avallability 34

- Insurance rates/availability 34

II. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT

- Adequacy of PFS formula 21

- Timeliness of PFS allocation 22

- PFS formula's failure to include 22
certain needs (i.e., security)

- Confllct between serving low-income 24
persons and mandates on income mlX
and PHA economic self sufficiency

- Number of HUD staff 23

III. TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR

- Predominance of very low-income 21
tenants

IV. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE

- Insulation 24

V. NEIGHBORHOOD

- Transportation 20
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Problem Type

TABLE IV-3

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR
RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

(N=1,93)

Percentage of
Tlmes Rated as

Having Considerable
or Severe

Negative Impact

Percentage of Times
II'Rated as One Rf

Three Most Serjous
Prob1ems and Havi'ng

Considerable or
Severe Negative Impact

Project Expenses 42 33

Tenant Attrlbutes 38 30

Ii
and Behavi or

,I HUD Fundi ng and 38 30

1\
Oversight

il Neighborhood 21 17
I

Local/State/Federal 21 13
Government Impacts

PHA/Project Adminlstration 18 15

ProJect Design 16 11
, and Site
"

Project Physical Condition 12 6,

Low Rent Housing Market / 0 0,

, \
,'I'
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TABLE IV-4

FREQUENTLY CITED PROBLEM SUBTYPES
FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

AS A PERCENTAGE OF RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS
(N=193 )

GENERAL PROBLEM TYPE
- Problem Subtype

I. PROJECT EXPENSES

- Fuel, oil, gas, electricity, and
coal rates/availabillty

- Other utl1ity rates

- Insurance rates

II. TENANTS ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR

- Predominance of single-parent
female headed families versus
two parent headed famil i es

- Adults/children ratio

- Source of income (most families
receiving public assistance)

- Predominance of very low-income
tenants

- General or frequent unemployment

- Property damage

- Chronic rent arrears

III. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT

- Adequacy of PFS formula

- Timeliness of PFS allocation

- PFS failure to include certain
PHA needs (i.e., security)

- Number of HUD staff

- Amount of time spent providing
technical assistance to PHAs

84
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PERCENT

61

40

51

41

37

46

45

43

35

35

31

34

45

32

35

I
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Table IV-4-continued

IV. NEIGHBORHOOD

- Concentration of low-income 42
persons

- High unemployment 43

V. LOCAc/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IMPACTS

- local courts 31

VI. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

- Adequacy of modernization funds 30

VII. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE

- Amenities 33

- Defenslble space 30

VIII. PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION

- General structure 30

- Parking area (condltion) 30
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Problem Type

TABLE IV-5

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR
TROUBLED PROJECTS

(N=153)

Percentage of
Times Rated as

Having Considerable
or Severe

Negative Impact

Percentage of Tlmes
Rated as One of

Three Most Serious
Problems and Having

Considerable or
Severe Negative Impact

Tenant Attributes 76 44
and Behavior

Project Design 63 38
and Site

Nelghborhood 62 20

Project Expense 58 26

HUD Fundl ng and 50 21
Oversight

ProJect Physical Condition 43 19

PHA/Project Administratlon 39 31

Local/State/Federal 30 2
Government Impacts

Low Rent Housing Market 11 4
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TABLE IV-6

FREQUENTLY CITED PROBLEM SUBTYPES
FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

AS A PERCENTAGE OF TROUBLED PROJECTS
(N=153)

\
\

GENERAL PROBLEM TYPE
- Problem Subtype

I. TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR

- Predominance of families

- Predominance of large families

- Predominance of single parent
female headed families versus
two parent headed fami11es

- Adult/children ratio

Large number of teenagers

- Source of income (most families
receiving public assistance)

- Predominance of very low income
tenants

- General or frequent unemployment

- Property damage

- Chronlc rent arrears

II. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE

- Project size

- Building mix, size, or layout

- Unit mix, size, or layout

- Amenitles

- Defensible space
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PERCENT

40

49

66

54

55

61

57

54

48

41

61

48

45

51

57



Table IV-6-continued

III. NEIGHBORHOOD

- Vandalism and other crime

- Project image in nelghborhood

Concentration of low income
persons

- High unemployment

IV. PROJECT EXPENSES

- Fuel, oil, gas, electricity and
coal rates/availability

- Other utility rates and/or
availability

- Insurance rates and/or availability

V. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT

- Adequacy of operating SUbSldy level

- Adequacy of PFS formula

- PFS formula's failure to include
certain PHA needs (i.e., security)

- Conflict between serving low-income
persons and mandates on lncome mlX
and PHA economic self sufflciency

VI. PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION

- General structure

VII. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

- Adequacy of modernization funds

VIII. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IMPACTS

- Local courts

88

51

41

50

49

54

46

57

45

48

58

48

49

43

40



Prob1em Type

TABLE IV-7

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR
ALL PROJECTS

(N=699)

Percentage of
Tlmes Rated as

Having Considerable
or Severe

Negative Impact

Percentage of Times
Rated as One of

Three Most Serious
Problems and Having

Considerable or
Severe Negative Impact

Project Expenses 27 21

HUD Fundl ng and 23 17
Oversight

Tenant Attributes 19 14
and Behavi or

PHA/Project Admlnistration 11 8

Project Design 11 7
and Site

Neighborhood 10 6

Local/State/Federal 9 6
Government Impacts

Project Physical Condition 8 6

Low Rent Houslng Market 2 1
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TABLE IV-8

FREQUENTLY CITED PROBLEM SUBTYPES
FOR ALL PROJECTS

(N=699)

General Problem Type
Problem Subtype Percent

I. PROJECT EXPENSES

- Fuel, oil, gas, electricity, 52
coal rates and/or availability

- Other utility rates and/or 36
avallability

- Insurance rates and/or availabllity 40

II. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT

- Adequacy of the PFS formula 26

- PFS formula's failure to include 30
certain PHA needs (i.e., security)

- Conflict between serving low-income 26
persons and mandates on income mix
and PHA economic self sufficiency

- Number of HUD staff 26

III. TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR

- Predomlnance of single parent female 25
headed families with children versus
two parent headed families

- Source of lncome (most familles 27
recelving public assistance)

- Predominance of very low income 30
tenants

- General or frequent unemployment 27

IV. PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION

- Insulation 26
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EXHIBIT IV-19
PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS FACING

SERIOUS PROBLEMS

LEGENO

UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENT
eo

70

60

40

30

20

10

PROJECT
OESIGN
AND SIH

HUD FUNDING
AND
OVERSIGHT

o
rd

•

PROJECT
PHYSICAL
CONOI TI ON

PHA/PROJECT
ADHINISTRA
TlON

LOW RENT
HOUSIHG
HARKE T

"

PROBLEM TYPE



TABLE IV-9

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM ,IMPACT ON
TROUBLED, RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED,
AND UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

TROUBLED PROJECTS RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS UNTROUBLED PROJECTS
PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PERCENTAGE OF RATED AS ONE OF PERCENTAGE OF RATED AS ONE OF PERCENTAGE OF RATED AS ONE OF
TIMES RATED AS THREE MOST SERIOUS TIMES RATED AS THREE MOST SERIOUS TIMES RATED AS THREE MOST SERIOUS
HAVING CONSIDERABLE PROBLEMS AND HAVING HAVING CONSIDERABLE PROBLEMS AND HAVING HAVING CONSIDERABLE PROBLEMS AND HAVING
DR SEVERE CONSIDERABLE DR DR SEVERE CONSIDERABLE OR DR SEVERE CONSIDERABLE OR
NEGATIVE IMPACT SEVERE NEGATIVE IMPACT NEGATIVE IMPACT SEVERE NEGATIVE IMPACT NEGATIVE IMPACT SEVERE NEGATIVE IMPACT

76 44 38 30 6 5
,

63 38 16 11 4 3.
62 20 21 17 I 1

S 58 26 42 33 17 11

50 21 38 30 14 13

L
43 19 12 6 3 1

39 31 18 15 5 3
.

30 2 21 13 3 3

11 4 ' 0 0 2 2
,

PROJECT TENANTS
ATTRIBUTES AND
BEHAVIOR

PROJECT DESIGN
AND SITE

NEIGHBORHOOD

PROJECT EXPENSE
\0

N HUD FUNDING AND
OVERSIGHT OF
PROJECT

PROJECT PHYSICA
CONDITION

PHA/PROJECT
ADMINISTRATION

LOCAL/STATE/
FEDERAL GOVERN­
MENT IMPACT

LOW RENT
HOUSING MARKET

,"



CHAPTER V

PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING ACCORDING TO PROJECT MANAGERS

Overv1ew

Project managers reported that problems related to HUD funding and project
expenses, some tenant-related 1ssues, and certain design and site
issues are the most crucial imped1ments to proJect viabil1ty. A
paramount concern to many managers was the perceived mismatch
between HUD funding of publ1C hous1ng and project operating expenses.
These managers either emphasized the fund1ng slde, saying that HUD funding
was inadequate, or the expense slde, saying that project expenses were
too high. In both cases, they were describ1ng an inadequacy of funds to
meet operating expenses. Almost equally important, according to some
project managers, were (1) tenant issues 1nvolving both the unmet non-shelter
needs of very low 1ncome tenants, along with the 1mplications that this
has for a project's llving environment, and (2) the 1mpact that a relatively
few d1sruptive tenants can have on the quality of llfe within a project.
Other project managers believed that design and site configurations and
conditions were serious impediments to project viability. Design problems
gener,ally include densely developed agglomerations of buildings, poor
m1xtures of bU1ld1ng and un1t sizes, and configurations which offer
llttle or no defens1ble space. Physical defic1encies, managers sa1d,
1nvolve undes1rable sites as well as deteriorated proJect structures
due to 1nadequate routine and prevent1ve maintenance and insufficient
u~grading and 1mprovement.

Background

The purpose of this chapter 1S to ident1fy the major problems affecting
public housing as seen through the eyes of the people who manage the
proJects. Because they deal w1th the public housing program, and its
policies and regulations, on a regular basis and have in-depth, on-site
fam1liarity w1th the day-to-day problems affecting their projects,­
these "experts" are among the most knowledgeable people on the issues
affecting public housing. Although the judgments of project
managers may reflect the biases of their particular role and responsib1lity,
their perspect1ve is an important component of an overall evaluation of
the. problems facing public housing and of how public housing policies
and regulations operate at the proJect level.

The f1eldwork portion of the public hous1ng study 1ncluded visits by
HUD f1eld teams to approximately seventy publ1C housing projects in
the jurisdict10ns of fourteen HUD field offices. The projects Wh1Ch
were vislted in each jurisdict10n generally included at least one
project which HUD field staff judged to be in good to very good overall
condition and at least one project owned and operated by a small PHA -­
defined to mean a PHA which manages fewer than 3000 housing un1ts. Most
of the projects which were visited, however, were in large PHAs, and had
been judged to be in marginal, bad, or very bad overall condition.
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At each project slte, managers or other individuals most clearly
responsible for daily operation were interviewed in two phases. First,

, the managers' overall comments on project problems, along with their
rank ordering of these problems according to severity of lmpact'lwere
recorded by the HUD field team on the Experts Discussion Guide.
The Guide served to focus the discussion on major problem
types rather than on specific problems. Second, each manager evaluated
the lmpact of each of the more detailed potential problem ~reas identified
in Part III of the structured four-part survey instrument. Part III
provided a method for ldentifying the relative negative impact of
more than 100 types of probl ems, grouped into m ne general categori es.
Relative negative impact was measured using a flve-point scale which
ranged between "no lmpact," "slight lmpact," "some lmpact," "considerable
impact," and "severe impact".

The following sections are based on both the overall priorities lndicated
on the Experts Discussion Guide and the overall problem types reported on
the Part III Form. The nature and implications of these problems are
developed from Discussion Guide Notes and from the more detailed
informatlon collected on the Part III instrument.

HUD Funding and Project Expenses

Just over one-thlrd of all project managers said that HUD funding levels
were too low, and approximately one-third said that proJect expenses
were too high. Although both groups were addressing a similar issue, it
is probable that little overlap exists between the two groups since
discussion notes indlcate that most managers chose elther one category
or the other to explain a mismatch between funding levels and operatlng
costs for their projects. Hence, it is likely that those managers who
felt that the relatlonship between project lncome and project expenses
was the most cruclal pr,0ject problem account for the slngle largest
group of respondents.

The most common comments WhlCh managers made regarding fundinq and
expense problems involved the high cost (and sometimes the unavail­
ability) of utilities, insurance, labor, and contract services for
project operation. Managers specifically described what they considered
to be excessive union wage rates for skilled labor and restrictive union
work rules which increased the manpower needs for accomplishing Slmple
maintenance tasks.

See Appendlx G.

2 See Appendix G.
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Tenant Related Problems

Over one-third of all project managers bel1eved that certain attributes
of tenants' needs and behavior were crucial problems in public housing
proJects. Many said that meeting the social needs of a very low income
tenant group presents special problems. A large number of managers also
indicated that rule breaking and property damage, resulting from the
inadequate supervision of children by a growing number of single-parent
families, were significant concerns.

Project managers were also concerned about the processes of tenant
screening, tenant selection, and the eviction of problem tenants.
Although managers sometimes cons1dered these as administrat1ve problems,
they always related them to tenants. Managers said that the overall
quality of the living environment in a public housing project can be
seriously impaired by only one or a few disruptive tenants who perhaps
could have been screened out or evicted. These few tenants, managers
claimed, can make the project environment undesirable to current and
prospective tenants·and that problem tenants often are responsible for
costly acts of vandalism. They reported that evictions are d1fficult
because of perce1ved court bias or delays. In add1t1on, preparing a
case against a problem tenant 1S likely to require a formal complaint
by another tenant. Other tenants, fearing repr1sals from the disruptive
tenant, are often unwilling to lodge such complaints.

ProJect Design and Site

Roughly th1rty percent of all managers said that their proJects were
poorly designed and located on undes1rable sites. When managers
identified such problems, they frequently considered them to be the
most serious impediments to project viability.

The most common design problem, it was contended, is that building
and un1t sizes are mixed inappropr1ately on ind1vidual sites. In
addition, managers indicated that these agglomerations are too densely
developed. They also said that building and site designs do not provide
defensible living space for project residents nor signif1cant control
of access by outsiders to the project site.

Managers stressed that it was the impact of these conditions, rather
than the conditions themselves, which was most important. The presence Of
many large units in a particular project or building, for example, means
that a project houses large numbers of children. Th1S leads to increased
rates of normal wear and tear and, in some cases, to vandalism which result
in extraordinarily high costs for routine maintenance. Similarly, des1gn
configurations which create indefensible space and uncontrolled access
to project sites require implementation of costly security measures.
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Physlcal Conditlon

About one-third of all proJect managers who were interviewed during
the field study lndlcated that physical deficiencles ln proJects posed
significant problems. They typically thought that physlcal problems
were severe when they occurred and that they are the result of insuffi­
clent funding to carry out proper routlne and preventive maintenance.
Managers indicated that, in some cases, this led to shortened llves for
major mechanlcal systems and structural components and to the need for
systems replacements and major structural repalrs in older projects.

Other Prob1ems

Although the precedlng discussion covered the major concerns of project
managers, smaller numbers of them saw several other categories of problems
as negatively lmpacting public housing. Many of these concerns, however,
could have been classlfied under one of the maJor problem categorles
discussed above or may have been subsumed in the dlScussion of the
problems listed previously. For example, although less than twenty
percent of all managers noted nelghborhood-related problems as having a
severe lmpact, they may have lncluded these problems in their concerns
regardlng proJect design, i.e., the project is on an undesirable site.
Many of the managers who stressed the security problems caused by
indefensible space gave clear lndications that at least some of the
crimes WhlCh are committed against project property and tenants involve
neighborhood residents.

Similarly, matters lnvolving tenant screenlng, tenant selection, and
eVlction of tenants were most often described by managers as issues
relating to tenant attributes and behavior. Their comments, however,
might have also been classified as indications of shortcomings in PHA
administration or as negatlve impacts caused by either the need to
meet varlOUS social goals in resldent selection, or the need to
operate wlthin a judiclal eviction system they saw as biased in favor
of tenants.

Although a sizeable proportion of all proJect managers said that
physlcal conditions of project structures were inadequate, they did
not feel that the condltions were so bad as to make the unlts
unmarketable. In fact, many managers suggested that thelr projects,
desplte the physical condltions, were among the best low rent houslng
available in the locale.
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CHAPTER VI

PKOBLEHS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING ACCORDIilG TO TENANT LEADERS AND LEGAL
SERVICES ATTORNEYS

Overvievi

According to tenant leaders and legal serVlces attorneys, the most
prevalent and the l'lOSt critical problelns ln pUblic houslng projects
are project physlcal condltion, PHA adminlstration, and project admini­
stration. These respondents sald that physical problems in public
housing projects resulted frun: lnadequate funding and stafflng for
routine and preventive maintenance; poorly managed maintenance opera­
tlons; and the unnet 11odernlzation needs of older projects. PfiA ana
project management sllortcomi ngs, thi s group sal d, covered both the
establlshment and inplementation of effective and efficient pollcies
regarding all ,phases of operations..

Background

The views of pUblic housing tenants and legal serVlces attorneys
were gathered in twenty-fi ve seml -structured di scussion sessions
which Here held Illth these respondents during the held work
phase of the study. Intervl ews were conducted Wl th representati yes
of offlcially sanctioned as well as ad hoc tenant groups ln
either specific proJects or in the jurisdictlOn of the local housing
authorlty. In a few instances, discussions were held vlith unaffillated,
indlvidual tenants. Attorneys were generally famillar wlth public housing
lssues in one or several of the authorities' projects or in the locale
as a v/hole. Each dlScusslon seSSlOn included more than one tenant and
most of the meetlngs included both tenants and attorneys. Hence each
session actually represented the Vlews of a number of lndivldual respondents.

The discussion sessions were conducted using the Experts
Discussion GUlde. The information reported here is presented
on the basis of the categorizatlon and prl0ritizatl0n of proJect
problem types contained in those guides and on the basls of "content
analyses" of the sur.lmaries prepared from discussion guide notes.

Project Physical Conaitl0n

In about sixty percent of all tenant and attorney seSS10ns the
discusslOn focused on project physlcal deficiencies. These were
considered to be s1gniflcant impediments to project vlability. In
general, the respondents felt that routine and preventive maintenance
were inadequate. They attributed this to inadequate fundlng, undersized
maintenance staffs, and poor management of I'laintenance operations by
PHAs.
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Tenants and attorneys also pointed out that in many projects,
including but not limited to older ones, there are major needs for
upgrading and modernizatlon. These needs extend to mechanical systems
like heating, coollng, and plumbing, which are sometimes outmoded or,
in a few instances, inoperative, as well as to structural elements like
roofs which leak.

Many tenants also contended that they would like to participate
in project malntenance operations. They felt that they could make the
best decisions regarding the allocation of scarce maintenance resources
and that many res idents woul d benefit economically from part-t lme employ­
ment performing routine malntenance functions like sweeplng hallways and
changing lightbulbs.

PHA and ProJect Admlnistratlon

PHA and proJect adminlstration problems were mentioned in nearly two-thirds
of all conversatlons wlth tenants and attorneys -- at least as often as
these respondents mentloned any other problem type. In addition, nearly
all of those who spoke about PHA and proJect adminlstratlon considered
this to be among the most critlcal problems lmpacting the vi abll ity of
publlC houslng.

Tenant and attorney compl aints about both PHA and on-site management
included references to policy, operations, and attltudes. The respondents
often claimed that PHAs lack clear and equitable policies regarding
tenant selection, tenant screening, and tenant eviction and that even in
some cases where these policies exist, they are not adhered to. Main­
tenance operations, and particularly maintenance staffing, as well as
expenditures of HUD and other capital improvement funds by housing authori­
ties, came under frequent attack from those who cited PHA management
inadequacies as a serious problem. Finally, tenants and attorneys claimed
that PHAs and project managers who cons lder the program as "housi ng
of last resort" or who hold public housing tenants in low regard lffipair
the overall quality of the public housing environment.

HUD Funding and Oversight

About one-half of all discussion sessions included mention of HUD fundlng
and oversight as a.proJect problem. In roughly two-thirds of these
cases, or one-third of all tenant and attorney meetings, inadequate
funding and oversight by HUD was considered to be a serlOUS probl em.

Most of the respondents ln these sessions did not feel that money, alone,
was the cause of, nor the Solutlon to, problems in troubled publlC housing
projects. Nevertheless, most of the comments regarding HUD carried strong
implications that inadequate proJect malntenance, inoperative mechanical
systems, and generally deteriorated project physical condition could be
alleviated lf additional HUD funding for both operations and lmprovements
were made available. Those tenants or attorneys expressing concern
about HUD oversight of PHA and project operations stressed that HUD
appeared to have no requirements for tenant responsibility in project
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operatlons and, depending on the sesslon, that HUD pollcies are too
rlgld or too lax.

Tenant Attributes and Behavior - About one-half of all sessions
with tenants and legal serVlces attorneys included discussions of
tenant attrlbutes, and particularly tenant behavior, as problems
impacti ng the vi abi 1ity of publlC housi ng, and these tenant-related
issues were consldered to be crucial problems In about one-baH of the
cases where they lIere mentioned. Those sessions where tenant issues were
.onsidered among the most important project problems make up twenty
percent of all discussions conducted with tenants and legal serVlces
attorneys.

In lnstances where tenant attrlbutes \1ere mentioned as a problem,
the reference was generally to the unmet, non-shelter needs of low-lncome
pub1ic hous 1ng tenants. It wa s noted, for example, that the 1arge number
of 101l-lncome single-parent famllles in public housing rrade on-site
child care centers and lmproved recreation facilitles legltimate but
unsatisfled tenant needs.

It was also common, however, for the dlScusslons regardlng tenant­
related problems to focus on dlsruptive tenants. The general feeling
among tenants and attorneys was that only one or a few disruptive
tenants in a project could seriously lmpair the quality of the livlng
envirom~ent for all tenants. These respondents bl arne PHAs for havi ng
lax tenant screening, selection, and eviction policies. Tenants also
reported that many residents are afraid to lodge formal complaints
against disruptive tenants fearing reprlsals by the subject of the
complaint.

Project Design and Site - Project pro~lems lnvolving design considera­
tions and physical site condltions were mentioned by respondents ln
about one-half of all seSSlons held with public housing tenants and
legal services attorneys. And, in about one-half of these instances,
design and site problems were considered to be one of the two most severe
problems impactlng the viability of public housing. Those who thought
that design and site were of utmost importance, then, represent twenty
percent of all such groups.

Some tenants and legal services attorneys viewed securlty as a primary
lssue. ThlS involved poor project deslgn and the lack of defenslble
space and features to control access by outsiders. They al so rernarked
that projects sometirnes do not have adequate facilitles llke playgrounds
and recreation areas or that amenities like parking are insufficlent.
In regard to project sites, the most common concerns of tenants and
attorneys were that project locations are lsolated and sometimes lack
access to adequate transportation, shopping, and other serVlces.
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Other Problems

A number of other issues were raised by tenants and attorneys. They
included project neighborhoods, local, state, and Federal government
lmpacts, project expenses, and the low rent houslng market. None of
these concerns, however, were discussed as frequently, nor were con­
sidered to be as significant, as the problem categories described in the
preceding discussion.

It is not clear, however, that lssues pertaining to some of these
categories were as unimportant as it mlght seem. Project neighborhood
problems, for example, were frequently captured under tenants' and
attorneys' concerns about project security even though these were
discussed as project design and site lssues. Similarly, many of the
groups which had serious concerns regarding HUD funding levels were also
describing the impact of rising expenses on proJects for all phases of
operation.

There were very few sessions -- only about ten percent -- where Federal,
state, and local government impacts were raised as project problems.
The one instance where this was considered a crucial problem occurred in
a locale where tenants and attorneys said that the local government
failed to enforce housing code standards in public housing projects.
According to these respondents, the result was that public housing units
contained many code violations.

The other issue, which was raised only occasionally in these sessions,
was the impact of market supply of, and demand for, low-rent housing
units. In general, the feeling of these respondents was that public
housing was about as good as other low-rent housing in the locale. They
contend, however, that public housing, unlike private market housing,
has the potentlal for providing considerably higher quality units than
it does.
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CHAPTER VII

PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING ACCORDING TO PUBLIC HOUSING EXECUTIVES,
PUBLIC OFFICIALS, PRIVATE SECTOR EXPERTS AND HUD MANAGERS

Overview

Public housing authority administrators, publlC offlcials, private
sector experts, and Directors of Housing Management Divisions in local
HUD Offices were also asked to discuss and evaluate the overall problems
affecting public housing in their areas, with particular emphasis on the
PHA's and projects selected for detailed case study. Although
the three groups tended to agree on many of the problems affecting
public housing, they did not agree in all areas. Their differences
often reflected the respondents' unique perspective or source of
lnformatlon. For example, PHA executive directors did not Judge PHA
management to be a serlOUS problem while other respondents did. The
followlng spctions provlde an overview of the most freauently ~7ntioned

problems and a more detailed discussion of each problem area. _

HUD Funding - Many respondents identified inadequate HUD funding for
both operating subidies and capital improvements as one of the most
serious problems affecting the viabllity of public housing projects.
The Performance Funding System came under heavy critlcism as being an
inequitable tool for the distribution of operating subsidies.

Tenant Attributes and Behavior - Although many respondents lndlcated
that tenant attrlbutes and behavior are serious problems, they dlffered
as to the definitlon of negative attributes and behavior. Some respondents
cited the shift in tenant population from two-parent, working class
families to single-parent, welfare tenants as a source of signiflcant
problems. Other respondents indicated that tenant-related problems
resulted from inadequate PHA management -- poor screening and enforcement
of rules -- rather than from the tenants themselves.

~/ The percentages used reflect the number of tlmes respondents ranked
one of nine problem categories as a flrst or second most serlOUS
problem-affecting public housing.
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Project Design - Projects designed with a large number of total
units and with a hlgh proportion of larger unlts wlthin each bUllding
were cited as serious problems by private and public sector officials.
The high-rise family project was also cited as a source of problems.

Project Condition - Poor maintenance, deferred maintenance,
and the need for major physical improvements were frequently cited
as the source of many problems. These problems, however, were often
explicitly linKed to the problems of inadequate HUD funding and
inadequate PHA management.

PHA/Project Management - Although PHA officials did not regard PHA
management to be a significant problem, many other respondents did.
Frequently cited problems were inefficient maintenance delivery systems,
insensitivity of management to legitimate tenant needs, poor tenant
screening, poor rent collection procedures, poor evictlon policies, and
poor bargaining positions with respect to local union demands for wages
and work rules.

Background

During Phase III of the study, interviews were conducted by Central
Office field teams with three groups of respondents who possess in­
formation and an understanding of public housing which is generally
different from those of project managers or HUD Loan Management
members. The interviewees were either:

• Public Housing Commissioners and Executives,

• Public Officials, Academic Experts and Housing Professionals, or

• Senior HUD field office managers.

The interviews were conducted using an Expert Discussion Guide, and
were distributed among the three groups of respondents as follows:
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PHA Executives

Public Officials

HUD Offlcials

Number of
Intervi ewees

53

119

40

Expertise of
Interviewees

Executive Directors
PHA Commissioners
Other High-Ranking Personnel

Mayors
Housing Department Heads
Urban Studies Academlcians
Real Estate Management Executives
Directors of ~on-Profit

Organizations
Public Interest Groups

Area Managers
Housing Management Directors
Housing Management Branch Chiefs

Inadequate HUD Funding

Many respondents identified inadequate HUD funding for both operating
subsidies and capital lmprovements as one of the most serious problems
affecting the viability of public housing projects. Seventy five percent
of HUD field staff, 60 percent of PHA offlcials, and 35 percent of publlC
officials, academic experts and housing professionals shared this view.
The judgments of HUn field staff regarding the adequacy of funQing stem
from their main function of management and disbursement of the funds
allocated to support PHA's and public housing projects. In addition to
their funding focus, many of these officials deal with upper level PHA
management functions and, to some degree, their judgments are based on
that perspective.

Comments regarding the inadequacy of operating subsidies tended to
focus on the shortcomings of the Performance Funding System (PFS).
The directors of larger PHA's were particularly critlcal of the
inequities of PFS's dlstribution of operating subsidies. In their vipw,
the sampling technlque used to develop the formula did not capture the
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unique, qualitative factors associated with the problems and needs of
large, urban PHA's. These offlclals thought that the PFS should account
for the fact that large, urban PHA's often provide a wider range of'
social and security serVlces to tenants than do smaller PHA's. The PFS
system was also found not to provide adequate resources to malntain
sufficient staff and to purchase needed materials to meet the demands
of both routine and preventive maintenance.

Additional critJcisms of PFS highllghted the facts that: it may be
lnsensitive to particular situations of individual PHA's;'it may not
reflect the true impact of lnflation and uncontrollable costs on PHA
budgets; and, it may not account for the peculiarities of income and
expenses in the formula's base year. For example, it was suggested
that the PFS may encourage PHA's to increase vacancies because overall
operating costs may be reduced by an amount greater than the sum of
rental incomes and PFS subsidies if all units were occupied. Some
respondents believed that PHA's cannot plan properly because, in some
cases, HUn has not approved PHA budgets or made PFS payments until well
after the start of the PHA ~iscal year. In other instances, it was
noted that although computerlzed and decentralized PHA management could
improve efficiency and could enhance the quality of services provided,
there were no resources available with which to implement and underwrite
the costs of such systems.

In terms of capital improvement fundlng, people representing larger
PHA's noted that a lack of resources for physlcal lmprovements resulted
in deferred maintenance and the need for major systems renovations,
especially in older projects. Although many of the executives of larger
PHA's expressed a preference for the TPP approach, they-did point out
that the system would eventually have to be supported by operating sub­
sidies in order to maintain the improved facilities and services.

Tenant Attributes and Behavior

About 40 percent of HUn field managers agreed with approximately
the same percentage of public officials, academic experts and housing
professionals that certain kinds of tenant characteristics and behavior
can seriously affect public housing. This view was shared by 28 percent
of public housing executlves. The degree of emphasis on, and the
definition of what constitutes negative tenant attributes and behavior,
however, varled widely among and within the three respondent groups.
Some respondents, particularly HUn managers and private sector experts,
viewed the shift in tenant populations from two-parent, stable, working
class families to single-parent, welfare tenants as a' key factor
underlying the present flnancial and social problems in public housing.
In their view, the program has disproportionately served second and
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third generations of chronically unemployed, low-income, multl-problem
famllies and it is serving them on a long-term basis. These officials
indicated that single-parent, welfare families may be a slgnificant
factor in the financial difflculties of housing authorities because the
incomes of these tenants do not warrant more than a minimum rental charge
and in some cases, these payments are not made on a timely basis. This
creates a greater reliance upon what many feel are inadequate operating
subsidy payments. One PHA executlve lndlcated that some of the criminal
activity within public housing is related to the kinds of people who
visit tenants.

Other respondents lndicated that the concentration of single-parent
families, often with multiple problems, in hlgh density projects and in
poor neighborhoods, created a negative public housing environment and
made it dlfficult for parents to adequately supervise their children.
These offlclals also indicated that large numbers of unsupervised youths
often result in a small but significant amount of criminal and otherwise
anti-social behavior. Such developments can create the image that publlC
houslng is unsafe and unsatisfactory as a living environment. Most
respondents believed that, overall, the vast majority of tenants were
law abiding and that disruptive behavior was confined to a small group.

Some respondents felt that tenant-related problems were generally the
result of inadequate management rather than the result of any particular
tenant characteristlcs. These "management" problems include the failure
to screen out potentially disruptlve tenants, the failure to enforce
rules, and the failure to follow through with eviction procedures.
Several executlve directors, however, lndicated that adequate management
alone was not sufficient to reduce tenant-related problems and that,
frequently, legal "red tape" prevents management from establlshlng and
enforclng rules.

Project Deslgn and Site

The most frequently mentioned design problems include: 1) projects wlth
large numbers of units, 2) projects with a high proportion of 3,4, and 5
bedroom units; and, 3) projects located on intensively developed sites.
The undeslrability of highrise complexes as low-income family living
environments was also mentioned by several PHA executive dlrectors as
the root of some serious problems. About 3 of every 10 public and private
sector respondents and PHA executives identified project design as one
of the most serious problems facing public housing projects.

105



Nearly all PHA executives, however, indicated that large scale
demolition is not a satisfactory solution to project problems because
the need for low-income housing is so great. Although a large number of
executives suggested that selective demolition could reduce the severity
of certain problems, some recommended converting specified highrise
buildings to elderly occupancy as a better solution.

Project Condition

Although 23 percent of the public and private respondents and 21
percent of the PHA executive directors cited physical condition as one
of the most serious problems affecting public housing, many of them ~

related physical condition problems to elements of proJect design and to
tenant characteristics, tenant behavior, management lnefficiency, and
resource inadequacy. HUD field managers pointed to the presence of
substantial deferred maintenance and to the need for major interior and
exterior renovations, but they tended to view these problems as a function
of a more serious problem -- inadequate HUD funding. Similarly, PHA'
executives tended to subsume physical condition problems under the HUD
funding issue.

Although the public and private sector experts were not familiar with
project-specific physical problems, many relied on their general knowledge
of public housing to indicate that projects are poorly maintained and, in
need of major physical improvements. This respondent group tended to link
poor physical condition with insufficient funding and with-inadequate
management of maintenance operations at the PHA level. According to this
group, a considerable portion of project maintenance and physical improve­
ment needs are attributable to vandalism by other tenants and by outsiders.
Some of the private market experts suggested that providing good maintenance
services is the most crucial element of successful management of low-income,
multi-family housing.

PHA/Project Management

Many of the respondents who were not directly associated with the
local PHA indicated that the quality of PHA and project management 'is a
major issue. Although 12 percent of PHA executives also rated management
as a serious problem, 36 percent of public officials, academic experts,
and housing professionals and 25 percent of HUD officials pointed to PHA
management as a source of difficulty.
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The most frequently mentioned management problems include tenant
screening, tenant selection, rent collection, and eviction policies and,
in addition, HUD officials critically commented upon PHA efficiency and
cost-effectiveness. PHA's were also criticized for having ineffectlve
bargaining positions with regard to local union demands for wages and
work rules. Private sector experts, in particular, usually noted that
the components of good management appear to be missing in public housing.

Some respondents raised doubts as to whether PHA's could have
any impact on the management of the "problem tenants" especially
once they are in residence. Moreover, these respondents contended that
statutory and regulatory restrictions, including fair housing
laws and requirements for maintalning waiting llStS, prevent PHA's from
denying occupancy to any applicant. A number of private and academic
experts, as well as several PHA executives, believed that legal services
attorneys have advanced tenants' rights to the point where housing authori­
ties are seriously handicapped in tenant selection, rule enforcement,
and eviction. In addition, some claimed that some judges often refused to
order the eViction of public housing tenants under any Clrcumstances. On
the other hand, it was argued that if stricter, less liberal rules were
adopted, these standards would conflict with the concept of public housing
as a resource for the neediest families.

Other Problems

Four other general problem categories -- project expenses, government
impact, the housing market, and neighborhood impact -- were mentioned
less frequently as sources of serious problems. In terms of project
expenses, increasing energy rates, heavy energy usage during recent
severe winters, and the rising costs of materials and insurance were
mentioned by some respondents as straining the financial viability of
several PHA's. HUD officials, more than any other group, pointed to
proJect expenses as a serious problem.

Less than 15 percent of any respondent group pointed to the impact
of local, state, or Federal government as a serious problem for public
housing. Several PHA executives did indicate that some judges may be
slow or entirely unwilling to evict troublesome tenants. Similarly,
fewer than 15 percent of any group identified the overall supply of,
and demand for, publlC housing as a serious problem although some did
point to demand shortages for specific projects and for specific buildings
within projects. One PHA was reported to have suffered rapidly rising
vacancy rates caused by legislatively mandated rent increases and the
availability of alternative, private market housing.
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Thirteen percent of public and private respondents, 12 percent of HUD
officials, and 8 percent of PHA executives identifled neighborhood
conditions as a serious problem. Respondents who identified the neigh­
borhood as a major problem often cited as references public housing
projects which were in racially and economically impacted areas or which
were surrounded by severe physical deterioration and social disorganization.

, .
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CHAPTER· VIII

WHAT ARE THE SOLUTIONS TO THE PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING?. .

Overview

A review of the proposed interventlOns selected by the HUD field
staff as likely to have the most signlficant pqsitive effect, and as
having the potential to be one of the five best actlons for public
houslng projects, indicates that for both troubled and relatively
untroubled public housing projects, future interventions should focus on:

• the provislon of fundlng and stafflng, as well as the
lmplementation of more efflclent management strategies,
to enhance the physical condltion of public housing
proJects;

• the execution of program, project, and management
initlatives capable of improving the attitude, stabllity,
diversity, and safety of public houslng tenants; and

• the revitallzation of neighborhoods surrounding publlC
housing projects.

Although lnterventions related to physical upgradlng were most
frequently selected, all of the above categories were stressed
by HUD field staff as being important for enhancing the quality of
llfe within troubled and relatively untroubled public housing proJects.

The HUD field staff dlffered as to the degree and scope of
lnterventions suggested for the troubled lnventory versus the
relatively untroubled project sample. The staff suggested that the
more serious and complex problems affecting the troubled proJect
inventory require that the interventions used to attack these
problems be more comprehensive, expansive and intensive than those
necessary for deallng wlth the difficultles eXlsting wlthln relatively
untroubled public housing projects.

The physical upgrading interventions proposed for troubled housing
proJects emphaslzed maintenance and modernlzation programs, as well as
the need for structural and design changes capable of enhancing the
safety and 1lVeabl1 ity of troubled housing proJects. Whlle some relatively
untroubled proJects were recognlzed as needlng substantlal rehabllltation,
the interventions most frequently identified for these projects were
limited to modernizatl0n and maintenance programs and to repairs and
replaceMents short of substantlal rehabilitation.
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In regard to neighborhood lnterventions, a comprehenslVe neighborhood
revltalization effort capable of attacking the physical and social blight
emerged as most important for enhancing the qual ity of I ife within troubled
proJects. For relatively untroubled proJects, HUD staff thought that
nelghborhood interventions likely to be ~ost effective should address
the quallty and avallabillty of publlC services.

Background

Part Four of the survey lnstrument asked HUD publlC houslng field staff
to assess the expected impact and utlllty of various remedlal strategies
for alleviatlng problems found in publ ic housing. The instrument (Part
IV) contains a IlSt of 93 potential intervention actions, developed by
the Office of Houslng, which are closely related to the broad range of
problems delineated in Part III of the survey, the Problem Analysis
Form. A Part IV form ~Ias campl eted only ~Ihen a project ~Ias deslgnated
as ln marginal, bad, or very bad overall condition. For these projects,
field office staff were asked to rate the effectiveness of each intervention
alternative using the following scale:

1. Signiflcant negative effect on the problems of this project.

2. Slight negatlve effect on the proble~s of this proJect.

3. Mo effect on the problems of this proJect.

4. Modest positive effect on the problems of this project.

5. Significant positive e"fect on the problems of this project.

In order to focus discusslon on the percelved best strategies, each
respondent was then asked to rank order the flve actions havlng the best
potentlal to lmpact posltlvely on the long-range physical, social, and
financlal vlablllty of a project. For this ranking, the following system
was utillZed:
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A--The best action.

B--The second best actlon

C--The third best action

D--The fourth best action

E--The fifth best action

Two methods were used to identify those strategies felt by HUD field
staff to be the most important and useful for assisting public housing
projects. They are:1!

• Identifying the proposed intervention actions most
frequently selected as having a sirnificant positlve
effect (or a 5 on the rating scale; and

• IdentlfYlng the intervention strategies most often
recognlzed as one of the five best out of the 93
potential strategies listed.

Interventions Rated as Having a Slgnificant Positive Effect
on Project Problems

As indicated in Table VIII-I, the intervention strategies
most often clted by HUD fleld staff as having the potential for
producing significant posltive effects for public housing pro­
jects encompass three broad categories. These categories are:

(1 )

(2)

(3)

Physical Condition Improvements (Strategies one through
four and eleven);

Project and Tenant Management Changes (Strategies five, six,
nlne and twelve); and

Neighborhood Revitalizatlon Actlons (Strategles seven,
elght, and ten).

l/Supporting data for thlS sectlon are presented in Appendix t.
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TABLE VIII- 1
PROPOSED INTERVENTIONS RATED AS HAVING A

SIGNIFICANT POSITIVE EFFECT ON PROJECT PROBLEMS

Percent of ProJects 10 WhlCh Proposed

Proposed Interventlon
Interventl0n was Rated as Having a lotentiall y

S'Qn,f,cant Pos,t,ve Effect
Strategles

Tr(~b1ed pro~)cts2 ProJects2Relat,ve1y Untroubled
N = 139 eN = 151)

1• Provlde adequate modernlzatlon funds. 51% (1) 31% (2)

2. Catch up on deferred fflalntenance and 5~ (2) 32% (1)
keep malntenance current.

3. Provlde adequate fundlng to el1ffilnate 48% (3) 30% (3)
deferred malntenance backlog and
allow preventlve malntenance 10
future.

4. Carry out substantlal rehabll1tatl0n 46% (4 ) *
of structure (not lnvolvlng
converSlon to alternate use).

5. Instltute vlgorous tenant selectlon, 42% (5) 30r, (3)
screenlng, and eVlctlon pollcles and
procedures.

6. Provlde better law enforcement 37% (6) *
serVlces to combat crlme and
vandallsm.

7. Obta,n supplemental fund,ng (e.g., 37% (7) 251- (6)
CDBG, LEAA, etc.) through state and
local publ1C agenCles.

8. Undertake nelghborhood revltallzatlon 35% (8) *
effort to reverse physlcal and soc1a1
bl1ght of the surroundlng area.

g. Revl ew dwell i ng 1ease and related pro- * 28% (5 )
cedures to remove unnecessary obstacle
to prompt eVlctlon.

10. Obtaln better communlty serVlces. * 24% (7)

11. Improve management of malntenance * 23~ (8 )
efforts lncludlng efflclency and
quallty control.

12. Modlfy HUD pol1cles, program and/or * 23% (8 )
regulatlons to meet legltlmate needs
of proJect.

lThlS lTst 1$ composed of the most frequently clted lnterventlons rated as havlng a slgnlflcant
posltlve effect on the problems of troubled and relatlvely untroubled proJects.

2Numbers 1n parentheses are the rank orderlngs of the lnterventlons by frequency of mentl0n.

*Not one of the elght most frequently mentloned lnterventions.
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Within these categories, the intervention strategies selected
by HUD field staff as llkely to be the most effective focused on
upgrading projects' physical conditions. For both troubled and
relatively untroubled projects, the provis1on of fund1nq for project
modernization, funding for eliminating deferred maintenance backlogs,
and the execution of a preventive ma1ntenance program, emerged
as the top three intervention strateg1es from the 93 alternatives
1i sted.

For troubled projects, the importance attached to physical
improvements went beyond modernization and maintenance to include
substant1al structural rehabilitation. Tris latter need, while
ident1fied as the fourth most effective 1ntervention strategy
for troubled projects, did not recelve much emphasis for the
relatively untroubled group. According to HUD field staff, the
degree of physical deterioration within troubled proJects is more
severe than found in relatively untroubled projects and, therefore,
troubled projects requ1re more expansive and in-depth corrective actions.

It should be noted, however, that the data do not 1ndicate
that only "bricks and mortar" improvements hol d the key to the
the revital1zation of troubled houslng proJects. What emerges
1S that the occurrence of such improvements, in comb1nation w1th
the strategies of changes in project/PHA management and increas-
ing the availability of money and staff, are the maJor ameliorat1ve
actions required for substantially improving troubled public housing
projects.

The other intervent10ns identified as having the most slqnif1cant
potential effect on troubled housing proJects imply that problems related
to the social and neighborhood environments of public housing projects
should also be addressed. More specifically, the public housing field
staff cited these as essential interventions capable of improving the
income, attitude, stability, and security of tenants within trouQled
projects. In add1tion, importance was attached to ameliorative act10ns
aimed at enhancing the physical and soc1al environwents of areas surrounding
troubled projects, and at 1mproving the law enforcement services within
such neighborhoods.
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The remalnlng interventions selected for the relatively untroubled
inventory also addressed neighborhood issues and tenant and management
concerns. As with the troubled projects sample, the field office
staff emphasized the need for improved procedures for dealing with
troublesome and/or delinquent tenants.

It is in the selection of neighborhood-related interventions
• aimed at relatively untroubled projects tpat a different focus

emerges from that reflected by the choices made for the troubled
inventory. In the troubled inventory, the neighborhood inter­
ventions selected implied the need for a comprehensive overhaul
of the livlng environments of tenants and neighborhood residents.
These went to the core of conditions affecting the quality of
life of those wlthin troubled houslng projects. In contrast, the
nelghborhood interventions suggested for the relatively untroubled
inventory reflect the need for changes in existing programs rather

· than for maJor alterations ln the surrounding neighborhoods. For
example, the upgrading of existing community serVlces, rather than
the initlal provlsion of new services, received signlficant attentlon
as a nel ghborhood strategy for the re1at i ve ly untroubl ed inventory.
As was the case with the projects' physical needs, HUD fleld staff
indicated that the troubled inventory requires more expansive and com­
plex neighborhood interventions than those suggested for the
relatively untroubled sample.

Interventions Rated as Being One of the Five Best Actions to Solve
· Project Problems

Vigorous tenant selection, screening, and evictlon policies
and procedures (strategy number one) was most often cited among tpe
the flve best actions for both troubled and relatively untroubled
projects. ThlS intervention strategy was selected by HUD field
staff as one of the flve best actlons for 23 percent of the troubled
public houslng proJects and for 24 percent of the relatively
untroubled proJects.

Tpe findings, as shown ln Table VIII-2, also show an emphasis
on strategies capable of altering and enhancing physical condi­
tions wlthin public housing projects. Seven of the ten proposed
interventions identified as one of the best actions for troubled
housing projects were related to projects' physical environments.
More speclfically, these actions included:
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TABLE VIll- 2
PROPOSEO INTERVENTIONS RATED AS BEING ONE OF THE FIVE BEST

ACTIONS TO SOLVE PROJECT PROBLEMS

Percent of ProJects In WhlCh Interventlor was
Ranked as One of Flve best Actions

Proposed Intervention Tr~b1ed pro~ects2 Relatively Untroubled ProJecit
N = 139 (N = 151)

1. Inst,tute v190rous tenant select lon, 23% (1 ) 24% (1 )
screenlng and eVlctlon pollcles and
procedures.

I

J2. Provlde adequate fundlng to ellminate 21% (2) TBl, (3)
deferred malntenance backlog and allow

13.

preventive malntenance 1n future.

Carry out substantlal rehabil,tatlon 2~ (3) 16% (6)
of structures.

4. Adapt bui1d,ngs and grounds to 20% (3) *
defenslble space concepts.

5. Increase rental lncome. 18% (5) 12% (8)

6. Provlde adequate modernlzatlon funds. 181- (5 ) 17% (5 )

7. Provide lncentlves/dlslncentlves to 17% (7) *
encourage tenant Care.

8. Allow underutil1zatlon of unlts in 16% . (8) *
order to reduce populatlon density.

9. Catch up on deferred malntenance 16% (8) 12% (8)
~nd keep malntenance current.

10. Unaertake nelghborhood~evlta11zation 16~ (8) *
effort to reverse physlca1 and soclal
bllght of the surroundlng area.

11. Make repalrs and replacements short * 22% (2)
of substantlal rehabilltatlon.

12. Obtain better commun1ty servlces. * 18% (3)

13. Increase HUD stafflng aval1able * 13% (7)
to work wlth PHA.

14. Obtaln adequate delivery of baslc * 12% (8)
pub 11C servl ces.

lThlS llSt is composed of those interventlons ranked as one of the flve best actl0ns
havlng a posltive effect on the long-range physical, social, and flnanclal vlabll1ty of
troubled and relatively untroubled proJects.

2Numbers in parentheses are rank ord~r,ngs.

*Not one of the top elght ranked interventlons.
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• reduclng deferred maintenance, instltutlng pre­
ventive maintenance programs, improvlng management,
and tenant incentive programs;

• allocating greater financla1 resources to projects; and

• altering the design and structure of troubled projects
through modernlzatlon, substantial rehabilitation,
and the adaptatlon of bui1dlngs and grounds for lncreased
security and reduced popu1atlon density. Signlficant1y,
one of the two interventions most frequently selected by
the HUD fleld staff as the single best actlon was to
allow for the under-utilization of unlts in order to
reduce population denslty.

Physical improvements were also suggested for relatively
untroubled projects. " These remedial actions were usually
associated with rehabilitation, maintenance, and the provision
of monetary resources necessary to accomplish such improvements.
Two of the three single best actlons selected, encompassing pro­
ject rehabilitation, were:

(1) the implementatlon of physical repalrs and replacements,
short of substantial rehabilitation; and

(2) the execution of substantial structural rehabilitation,
not involving conversions to alternate uses.

However, the latter intervention did not receive as much
support from HUD field staff for relatively untroubled projects
as it did within the troubled project sample. As was indicated
ln the precedlng section, the interventlons selected for improv­
ing the physical conditions of relatively untroubled projects
dld not emphasize major structural and deslgn changes as did
suggestlons for improving the troubled lnventory.

116



-----------------------------------------

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

ThlS sectlon explains the processes and data used to select the 
sample of fleld offlces and proJects lncluded in the study. 

Sampllng was done in two phases. The object of both phases was to 
generate a statistically sufficient subsample of all projects in order 
to collect detailed proJect data. ThlS subsample was to be used to 
classlfy the inventory of publlC houslng proJects accordlng to overall 
conditlon. These data were to be supplemented by case studles' and 
interviews that would glve insight lnto the problems that may exist 
in those projects found to be troubled. 

In the first phase, a probabllity sample of approximately 1500 
proJects was selected serlally from a complete llSt of all public
houslng authority projects. The sample was stratlfled according to the 
Slze of the public houslng authority in which the proJect was located -­
size being determined by the number of units under the PHA's management.
This stratiflcatlon system was used in order to allow for the dispropor­
tlonate selection of proJects from each of two categories, purposely 
"over-sampling" proJects located in large PHAs (over 3000 units) and 
"under-sampling" projects located in small PHAs (under 3000 units). This 
was to assure that a sufficient number of projects in large PHAs were 
included ln the sample, following a presumption that such projects have a 
higher-than-average probability ~f being troubled. 

A one-page questionnalre on each of the approximately 1500 proJects 
was then sent to the HUD fleld offlce havlng jurlsdictlon over these 
proJects. Public housing specialists in these offlces were asked to 
classify the overall condition of each project using a flve-point scale 
rangi ng from "very bad" to "very good." 

ThlS classificatlon was needed to provide a guide that would lnsure 
that the proJects selected for most detailed analysls would lnclude projects 
ln a wlde range of conditions. . 

The 57 large PHAs included in this phase of the sample represent the 
largest PHAs in the publlC housing program. They represent ~wo percent 
of all PHAs, 11 percent of all public houslng projects, and 51 percent of 
the natlonal total of "units available for occupancy." The sample thus 
over-represents the large PHA group at the PHA and project level but provldes 
a rough balance between large and small PHAs at the level. 

Overall, the total sample of 1490 pr.oJects from both.large and small 
PHAs represents 15 percent of the total number of approxlmately 10,OgO
projects; and it includes projects ln 10 HUD Reglons, 35 Area Offices, and 
12 Insuring Offlces. 
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The selection process for the second phase of the sample was designed
to insure inclusion. where possible. of sufficient cases in each of the
five rating categories to permit their separate analysis.

In the second phase. the data obtained from this questionnaire on
approximately 1500 projects were used as a basis for further stratifying
the sample for the purpose of selecting on a systematic basis, a proba­
bility sub-sample of 862 projects of which 719 (83%) were returned in
usable condition in time for the analysis. The reason for the strati­
ficatlon was that there were very few projects judged to be in the
extreme categories -- either in "very good" or "very bad" condition.
The stratified subsample, selected disproportionately from strata
based on the project-condition scale. assured the inclusion of a
sufficient number of projects from these extreme categories.

Table I shows the number of projects in each rating category
and indicates in parentheses the percentage of each category selected
for the second phase sample.

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS IN PHASE I RATING
CATEGORIES, AND SELECTION OF PROJECTS FOR

PHASE II SURVEY
R.tlng Cttt9o"e., 2 3 4 5

S,ze of Very Very
PHA Good Good Marg,n.1 Bad Bod

Ph.st I Sm.1I PHA 161 420 134 31 11
SAMPLE

OF Large PHA 87 337 207 &3 1~

1490
Total 248 757 341 114 30

Ph... II Sm.1I PHA 108 128 67 24 10
SAMPLE

OF Large PHA 74 104 106 79 19
719

Totll 182 232 173 103 29
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The sample Slze was considered suff1c1ent for stat1stical purposes
and represented the maximum number of proJects for which detailed
questionnaires could be f1lled out by HUD f1eld office personnel 1n the
time allotted for the study. The information generated from the proJects
in this sample comprised the "data sample" upon which est1mates of the
cond1tion of the public housing inventory were made. The projects in the
subsample were we1ghted according to both the size of the adm1n1stering
PHA and the overall cond1tion rat1ng each received. This we1ght1ng was
done to replicate the distribution of these characteristics in the entire
inventory. The tables and findings contained in this report are based on
data generated from this weighted subsample.

Exhibit I outlines the sampling design.

EXHIBIT I

SAMPLE DESIGN
PUBLIC HOUSING FIELD STUDY

UNIVERSE OF 9.71J
PUBUCHOUS~GPROJECTS

SAMPLE OF
1.490 PROJECTS

SAMPLE
OF 719

PROJECTS
•
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Using a completely separate process, 70 public housing projects -­
five from each of fourteen field offices -- were chosen for field site
vlsits by Central Office research teams. (See Exhibit II) The projects
were chosen on a Judgmental basis, and data gathered from these site
visits were neither designed nor considered to be representatlve of
the lnventory as a whole.

EXHIBIT II

DISTRIBUTION OF FIELD OFFICES BY REGION

Reg I Reg II Reg III Reg IV RegV Reg VI Reg VII Reg IX

Boston New York PIttsburgh Atlanta Chicago New St. San
Newark Louisville Columbus Orleans LouIs FrancIsco

DetrOit Dalla,
Cleyeland

*Reglons VIII and X were excluded from the Phase III because of their low volume of
large PHA,

Within each field office, three projects were chosen from among
those managed by large PHAs (those who manage over 3,000 units), two of
which had been previously rated as in "bad" or "very bad" condition and
one rated as ln "good" or "very good" condition. Also, two projects
were chosen from small public housing authoritles, one consldered to be
in relatively good condition and one considered to be ln relatlvely bad
condltion (see Exhibit III). Thus, the selection matrix incorporated
Slze, condition, and location as primary criterla. These projects served
to provide supplemental, in-depth, case-study information about project
conditions and the kinds of problems that may be lmpacting on troubled
proJects.
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Field Offices for
Sma 11 PHAs wi th
ApproXlmately 1250 Unlts

EXHIBIT II I

Field Offices for
Sma 11 PHAs wi th
ApproXlmately 750 Units

Boston Newark

New York Pittsburgh

Cleveland Atlanta

Chicago Detroit

New Orleans Da11 as

San Francisco Columbus

St. Louis Loui SVl 11 e

~Xhlbit IV shows the relationship between the universe and the various
subsamDles. Jhe solid lines between samples indicate that the lower
sample is both a subset of the sample directly above it and representative
of that group. The broken lines indicate that the proJects are a subset
of the larger group but not necessarl1y representative of that group.
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EXHIBIT IV

SAMPLE DESIGN
PUBLIC HOUSING FIELD STUDY

UNIVERSE OF 9.717
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

SAMPLE OF ~ • SHORT
1,490 PROJECTS SURVEY

SAMPLE

4 • DETAILEDOF 719
PROJECTS

SURVEY

,,,,
SAMPLE

OF 70 I--~

PROJECTS
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APPENDIX B-1

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING
PROJECT RATING SHEET

The Public Housing Project Rating Sheet was used in the first phase of
the study to provide a rap1d assessment of the conditions of a sample
of 1500 public housing projects. The purpose of this survey was to
identify "troubled" and "untroubled" projects and to provide a rough
estimate of the number of proJects in each category.

The Rating Sheet was divided into three parts. The first part was designed
to del1neate the range of conditions within a given public housing
authority, Respon ents were asked to class1fy the "best," "typical,"
and "worst" project in a PHA on a five point rating scale which ranged
from "very good" through "good," "marginal," "bad," to "very bad."
Part I of the survey is displayed below:

PUBLIC HOUSING PROJeCT RATING SHeET

PHA NAMe! _

NAME OF INOIVIOUA", Fll.LtNG OUT THISFOAM _ TEl.EPHONE (FTS f1t,lmbet' .-;. _

USJ:J. It IS 01.. that PHA', M1d Ute Clt'OiecU In th«n qry ,,.dd,lv. A few PMA', "'.....
no cro(ecu In .......-v good'" condldon. whlfe Omtn h..... f\OtW In "v«y~
condition. The ""·t thrH quatfon, ak IbOut tnt 111"9'1 of ~OJlCts In ttllt PHA.

1. TM~PrctlCtl" ''-'' 2...... 30fnltgtnal "bod '5-vert
this A It: lclrete OM) - "'"

2. The~ Pl'Q1lCt In ,.- 2·_ 3-menjnll .."'" 5-w",
this A IS: (cirde one} - "d

3. T1lo~~_..t •• ,.- 2...... 3-m~".. ....d 5.-.,
this u:e:rcle on•• - "'"

The second part of the survey was designed to assess the conditions of
specific projects within a glven PHA. In this section respondents were
asked to evaluate individual projects on the same f1ve part rating
scale employed 1n Part I. Part II 1S displayed below:
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PART I[ Th,s part asks you to make an overall assessment
~bout the cQfldlt,on of each prOject hsted on thiS
page In the apprOI:mate box~ each prOject
number Write thl' number 1 2' 3 4 or
"5" wh,eh most apprOPriately summarizes the
over4lU eondltlon of each prOject ilCcordlng to the
follOWIng PrOject Ratlng Scale

VERY
GOOD

GOOD MARGINAL BAD VERY
BAD

The third part of the survey was used to identify the general nature
of the problem affecting sample projects. Respondents were asked
to assess the impact of eight major problem categories using a flve
pOlnt scale WhlCh ranged from "significant positive lmpact" through
"sl ight negative impact," to "significant negative impact." Part III,
including the eight problem categories, is displayed below.

~ ThIS part asks you to _ the Impxt of I I I I I I I I
tight separ~te fletors on the vllbillty of
txh prOject lIstlld. Each fXtor C¥l h..,e
a range of ,mpacn on ttlt prOjects from
'Slgn,flcant pOSItive Impact" to "Slgmf..

c.nt negatIve Impler", In the aPproprllte'
box under tach prOJect number, wrIte the

~number '1 ',"2", "3", '4", or "5" whICh w
most epprQPnltely T'ilms the Impact of ~

each faetor on the project according ~
~

to the follOWing Impact Rlltlnll Seal. Z --,....- ---- ---- -- --
~
uwa
~
~

1 2 3 • 5

SIGNIFICANT SLIGHT NO SLIGHT SIGNIFICANT
POSITive POSITIVE IMPACT NEGATIVE NEGATIVE
IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT

• • , • ,.
1 Pro,ect DeSIgn (sIze I4IYou\, btllldln9 and umt m,x

s'te facIlities, amenL11esl

2. PrOtect Structure (phySical condItIon mechanical
and other sysmmsl

3 PHA lind Pro,ect ManaO!!ment (maintenance secUrlty
reOlal4lCtlvlties rei'll collections tfln4lnt screening,
tenant rela110ns, fIscal and personnel 4Idmln,strat,on
resource levels and dlstrlbutlonl

4 Project Tenants (behav,or ,flmlly StruCture or sIze
r4ICI4I1 or age mIX, mOblllty Income mIx or level)

5 Pro'ect NeIghborhood (proxlml1y and availability of
services like schOOls pohce, fire prOtectiOn parks
transportation hea'th C4lre shOPPing, eXiStence of
conditions Jlke pollut,on crime vandalism)

6 Public Image of PrOject (reputatiOn In commumty)

7 HUD Mal'llrsement {pollcy decIsions subsidY levels
qualitY and avaIlability of technIcal aSSlstancel

B Local Government ldehVllry of adequate pubhc
SOC'4I' servICes attltuoes Commitment}
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APPENDIX B~2

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF DETAILED PROJECT ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT

The analysis of project condition was carried out through a four part
survey instrument.

PARTS I AND II

The first two parts are essentially data gathering instruments deslgned
to complle a detailed profile of each PHA and project included ln the
study. Part I asks for data on PHAs; Part lIon projects. The major
categories of data collected in each area include:

• Program, PHA, and Project Identification
• PHA and Project Physlcal Characteristics
• PHA and Project Administrative Characteristics
• PHA and ProJect Financlal Characteristics
• PHA and Project Occupancy, Rental, and

Tenant Information
• PHA and Project Neighborhood and Market

Characteristics

PART III

Part Three of the questionnaire is a more analytically oriented instru­
ment designed to delineate, categorize, and prioritlze the major problems
facing a given project in a format which allows rapid aggregation and
summary. ThlS section of the instrument includes three subparts, each
of which is listed below and discussed in more detall in subsequent
paragraphs.

• A Standardized Checklist of Project Problems
• A Standardized Form for Prioritizing Among

ProJect Problems
• An Unstandardized Format for a Written

Discusslon of Problem Dynamics

Standardized Checklist of Project Problems: Part Three of the survey
form includes a baslc list of potential proJect problems. The list is
divided into nine major problem categories:

• ProJect Design and Site
• Project Physical Conditlon
• Project Tenant Attributes and Behavior
• Project Neighborhood
• HUD Funding and Oversight
• Local/State/Federal Government Impact
• Low Rent Housing Market
• Project Expenses
• PHA/Project Admlnistration
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Each of these categories is divided into a number of sub categories.
In some instances, the sub-categories are aggregated into general
topical areas. An illustrative section of the survey form coverlng
one of the nine major problems areas, its sub-categories, and
its general topical areas is provided below:

PROBLEM TYPE

STEP 1
RATE THE NEGATIVE
IMPACT OF EACH
PROBLEM TYPE ON
TH IS PROJECT:

1 = No Impact
2 = Slight Impact
3 ... Some Impact
4 =Considerable

Impact
5 = Severe Impact

STEP 2
RANK ORDER THE
FIVE MOST
SERIOUS PROBLEMS

A = Most seriOUS
B= Next most

senOUS

E = Least sen'
ous of 5

5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF
PHA/PROJECT

~ Iprograms and POItCles I
(a) Adequacy of operating subsidy

level

(b) Adequacy of PFS formula

{el Timeliness of PFS allocation

(d) PFS formula's failure to Include
certain PHA needs (i.e. security)

(e) Conflict between servmg low'lncome
persons and mandates on Income mIx
and PHA economic self·sufficlency

(f) Conflict between serving higher
Income persons and antl-chscnml'
nation statutes and orchnances

(g) Conflict between affirmative
integration In racially Impacted
projects and malntaimng full
occupancy

.... HUD Personnel and Processing

(al Number of HUD staff

(bl SkIlls of HUD staff

(el Amount of time spent monItoring
PHA comphance With HUO regulations
and forms

(d) Amount of time spent providing
substantIVe technical assistance
to PHAs

(e) SensltlVl'ty of staff to PHA, pro­
ject and tenant problems (ablll'ty
to balanco HUD naeds against PHA/
project and tenant needs)

(f) Other (SpecIfy)
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Dup.l­
punch 83
,n 14-15

16-17

18-19

2Q.21

22-23

24-25

26-27

28-29

3Q.31

32-33

34-35

36-37

38-39
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Standardized System for Priorit1zing Among Project Problems:
Part Three of the data gather1ng 1nstrument also indicates a
standardized format for prioritizing among the problems indicated
1n the preceding checklist. Two separate prioritizing systems
are provided. The systems:

• Rate of severity of the negative impact of each
problem type on the project; and

• Rank order the five most serious problems in the
project.

These prioritizing systems crosscut the same general problem
categories and sub-categories as those in the initial section of
Part Three.

Unstandardized Format for Discussion of Problem Dynamics:
Th1s section of the survey prov1des the respondent w1th an'
opportunity to present his analysis of a project in a less
standardized format. The section asks for a written discussion
of maJor project problems, an explanation of why they arose and
how they relate to each other, and an assessment of their impact
on the physical, social, and financial viability of the project.

PART IV

Part Four of the instrument is designed to delineate, categorize,
and prioritize the major kinds of interventions which might be
applied to the problems identified in Part Three. This section
of the instrument includes three subparts, each of which is
listed below and discussed in more deta1l 1n later sections:

• A Standardized Checklist of Project Interventions
• A Standardized System for Prioritizing Among

Interventions
• An Unstandard1zed Format for a Written Discussion

of Project Interventions

Standardized Checklist of Project Interventions: Part Four of
the survey form glves a basic (1st of nine potential project
interventions which parallel the list of project problems pre­
sented in Part Three. Each of these categories is divided into
a number of sub-categor1es. An illustrative section of the
survey form covering one of the nine major intervention cate­
gories and its sub-categories is provided below:
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the project interventions included in the
Two separate prioritizing systems are provided.

part rour ot tne lnstrument·also prOVldeS a standarldlzed tormat .
for prioritizing among
preceding checklist.
The systems:

• Rate the effectiveness of each intervention type on,
'the p\oject, and

• Rank order the frve best 'interventions for the project

··These prioritizing systems crosscut the same general problem-categories
and sub-categories as those in the initial section of Part Four.

Unstandardized Format for Discussion of Intervention D*namics:-
'ThlS sectlon of the survey provides the respondent Wlt an opportunity
to present his assessment of the impact of the project lnterventions
which he has recommended for a.given project. The section asks
jor a written discusslon of the recommended interventions;.an
explanation of why tHey were chosen, and an assessment of how they

-wi'll combine to alleviate 'the problems.

INTERVENTION TYPE

STEP 1

RATE THE EFFECTIVE
NESS OF EACH IN·'
TERVENTION ON
THIS PROJECT'S
PROBLEMS
(USE 1,2,3,4, or 5)

STEP 2

RANK ORDER THE
FIVE BEST •
ACTIONS

(USE A,B,C,D, or
E)

Dup.l·13
punch 92
In 1"'15

4 HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT'

(a) Modify HUO "allcles. programs and/or
regulations to meet legitimate needs
of project 16·17

(b) Simplify HUe forms, reporting re-
qUirements and/or compliance regu-
lations . ' 18·19

(e) Increase HUD staffmg available to work
WIth PHA. 20·21

Cd} Provide better~ of HUD over·
Sight of, and techmcal assistance
to,PHA ' 22·23
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APPENDIX C

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF PHAs AND PROJECTS VISITED

This section contains a detailed descriptl0n of the 70 projects in 41
Public Housing Authorities which were visited during the field phase
of the study. The section is divided into three parts. The first
part gives an overview of the number of units in the PHAs and projects
visited. The second part presents selected PHA characteristics and
the third part contains selected project characteristics.

I"

Number of PHAs and Projects

II: PHAs and Projects: Seventy projects in Number of
i' forty-one public housing authorities PHAs or

II

were visited during the two-week field Projects Number
ViSltS. These projects included a Visited of Units

, total of 37~780 units, and the PHAs
I a total of 287,771 units.

I
PHAs 41 287,771

Projects 70 37,780il

Characteristics of PHAs

Metro-Nonmetro Distrlbution: The
field visited sample of PHAs included
twenty-five which were located in
metropolitan areas and sixteen which
were located in nonmetropolitan areas.

Metropolitan
PHAs

25

Nonmetro­
politan
PHAs

16

Community Types: The field visited
PHAs were located in a variety of
community types ranging from small
rural areas to large central cities.
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Number of
Community Type PHAs

Sma11 City 11
(under 50,000)
Medium City 12
(50,000-150,000)
Large City 13

(150 ,000+)



PHA Type: Twenty-five PHAs which
were visited had under 3,000 units
and were defined as Small PHAs and
sixteen PHAs had over 3,000 units
and were defined as large PHAs.

PHA Units: The distribution of PHA
size ranged from under 100 units
to over 96,000. The study included
visits to the two largest PHAs in
the country, New York and Chicago.
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Number
PHA Size of PHAs

Large 16
(over 3,000 units)

Small 25
(over 3,000 units)

Number
PHA Units of PHAs

1 - 99 1

100 - 499 12

500 - 1249 7

1250 - 2999 5

3000 - 4999 3

5000 - 9999 4

10,000 - 19,999 7

43,294 1

96,006 1

•



I

Project Characteristlcs

1
i

I

'I ProJect Sample: The seventy
field visited projects were
a judgmental samp1e'chosen from
the PDR random sample of pro­
Jects (PD~ Sample) and two
other lists of dlstressed pro­
jects; the Dfflce of Houslng List
and c**** list. Some of these
projects appeared on two'and a
few were on all three lists. The
fo11owlng table summarizes the
number of projects visited from
each 11St.

Sample Type

PDR Sample

PDR, and Housing List

PDR, and C**** L1St

'PDR;;,,~ousing, and
C***'* L1sts

, < I

Hoilsl ng Li st

~ .. ,

"~Num!:l,er of
Pr9Jects

10

1

17

Housing and C**** Lists 1

, Project Type: Sixty-two converi- ,
. t lOna1 projects and ei ght scat­
tered site projects were vi?ited.
Approximately fifty four family
projects included in the field
visits, along wlth ten elder1y/
family proJects and SlX all
elderly projects.

Pr,oject Number of,
Type Projec~s,

~< ..

Family 54

Family/Elderly 10

E1 der1y 6
,
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Age of ProJect: The field v1sited
proJects ranged from a few years to
over thirty years old. The d1stribution
of project age by year of construction
1S 11sted below.

Year Number Qf ,
i

Proj~cts; -
--

1930-39 10
1

1940-49 21

1950-59 14

1960-69 17

1970- 8

;Design -Type: F1 nally, the pro­
jects which were visited co~tained

'a wide variety of construct1on
and-des1gn-characteristics-­

'rangjng from low rise, and high
'rise structures to townhouses
-and slng1e family units; to com­
binations of these in the same
project. A distribution of these
deslgn-and construction styles

'are listed below.
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Desi gn Type Number of
Projects

Low Rise 32

Townhouse 13

Si ng1 e Family 4

High Rise 10

High and Low Rise 4

Other Combinations 7



Project Size: Awide distrlbution
of project sizes were field visited,
ranging from under fifty unlts to over
3,000 units.

",
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ProJect Size Number ,of
, ProjeCts'

1 - 49 5 ' ,

50 - 99 7

100 - 199 16

200 - 299 8

300 - 499 14

500 - 749 7

750 - 999 1

" " "

1000 - 1499 7
, ,

1500 - 1999 2

,
2000 - 2999 ' 1

3000 - 3500 2



APPENDIXD

SUMMARY OF PHAs AND PROJECTS VISITED

Region Field Office Number of PHAs Number of Projects

I Boston 3 5

II New York 2 -5 .
Newark 4 5

III, Pittsburgh 3 5
,~ J •

IV Atlanta 2 5
Loui svi 11 e 3 5

V Chicago 5 5
Clevel and ~~--~~-- 2 _. - - - . 5
Columbus 3 5
Detroit 3 5

VI Da11 as .3 5
New Orleans 3 5

VIr: St. Loui s 2 5

IX San Francisco 3 5

8
Regions

14
Field Offices

134

41
PHAs

70
Projects



APPENDIX D

List of PHAs and ProJects Visited

Regi on I

Number of Units
Houslng ProJect Name ProJect Number

Authority PHAs ProJects

Boston 14,059
~

Mavenck Square Mass. 2-8 407
Columbia POlnt Mass. 2-20 1,373
Misslon Hill Ext. ~Mass. 2-14 577

Fall River 2,227

Sunset Hill s Mass. 6-1 356

Woburn 100

Spring Court Ext. Mass. 19-1 100
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Region II'

Number of Units
Housing Project Name Project Number

"
Authority PHAs ProJects

Newark 13,419

Hayes Homes N.J. 2-12 1,458
Baxter Terrace N.J. 2-22 1,000

Jersey Clty 4,009 '

Marl on Gardens N.J. 9-2 463

Asbury Park 686

Asbury Park Vi 11 age N.J. 7-1 126

Asbury Branch 743

Garfield Court N.J. 8-1 128

New York 96,006

Van Dyke N.Y. 5-13 1,603
Hesther Allen N.Y. 5-71 184

" Coney Island N.Y. 5-161 193

Yonkers Mumcl pal 2,053

Mulford Homes N.Y. 3-1 580
Calcagno Homes N.Y. 3-5 278
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REGION III

Number of Um ts
Housing ProJect Name Project Number

Authority PHAs Projects

Pittsburgh 10,320

Arllngton Heights Pa. 1-4 600
St. Clair ViJlage Pa. 1-2 1,089
Glen Hazel Heights Pa. 1-10 39

McKeesport 1,204

E. R. Crawford
Village Ext. Pa. 5-6 300

Washington 656County

Lincoln Terrace Pa. 17-2 46
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REGION IV

Number of Units
Housing Project Name Project Number ,.

Authority PHAs Projects

Atlanta 16,713

Klmberly Road Ga. 6-36 300
U Rescue Vi 11 a Ga. 6-24 353
Herman E. Perry Ga. 6-8 944

-"
Savannah 2,771

Simon Frazier Ga. 2-11 236
Homes

Garden Homes Ga. 2-3 314

Loui svi 11 e 6,063

Dosker Manor Ky. 1-12 200
Cotter Homes Ky. 1-6 620
Lang Homes Ky. 1-9 496

Georgetown 232

Northern Heights Ky. 61-2 84

Nlcholasvi11e 50

Staton GrovE'!s, .~ I I Ky. 34-1 50

, ,
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REGION V

Number of Um ts
Housing Project Name Project Number

Authority PHAs ProJects

Chicago 43,294

Madden Park Ill. 2-33 450
Horner Homes Ext. Ill. 2-35 736
Lathrop (Scattered-

Sites) Ill._ 2-94 15
Cabrini-Green Ill. 2-2 581

Ill. 2-20 1,896
Ill. 2-30 1,092
Ill. 2-51 18

Rockford 1,855

Orton Keyes Ill. 22-3 175

Kankakee County 370

Turnkey III Homeowner-
ship (Scattered Sltes) Ill. 39-5 62

Detroit 11,118

Brewster-Douglas M1Ch. 1-1 1,925
Herman Gardens Mich. 1-4 2,086
Parks ide Homes M1Ch. 1-14 1,092
SOJourner Truth Mich. 1-15 200

Royal Oaks 128
Township

No Name Mich. 33-1 80

Ann Arbor 350

No Name M1Ch. 64-1 124
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Con't REGION V

" ¥- --
Number of Units

Housing
Authority

Columbus
Metropol itan

Portsmouth

Project Name

Riverside
Lincoln Park Homes
Sawyer Manor
and Towers

"

Project Number

Ohio 1-3
Oh'i 0 1-2

Ohio 1-10

PHAs

6,838

607

1.

Projects'

252
318

728

Zanesville .

George W. Farley Ohio 10-2
Square

.624

114
• ,t ,

Cuyahoga
Metropolitan

, Akron
Metropol itan

East St. Loui s

Macoupln County

Cooper Mill Manor

- .

Bellaire Garden
Carver Park
Vall eyvl ew

Edgewood Homes
Sutl iff Senior

Audobon

Cahokia

140

Ohio 9-1

Ohio 3-38
Ohio 3-7
Ohio 3-1

Ohio 7-4
Ohio 7-22

Ill. 1-13

Ill. 47-1

11,893

4,975

3,164

274

3Z4

285
1,1-54

'339

246
185

136
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~' I J

Housing
Authority

Dallas

"

Project Name

REGION VI

Project Number
Number'of Units

PHAs

7,377

CommerCe

Whitewright

Ne)'l Or1 eans

S1;.' ,J.ohn, the
Baptist Parish

St. James Parish

"

Cedar Spri ngs
Frazi er Courts
West Dallas

Tarter

Walnut

St. Bernard
Pecan Grove
Dale Homes

-Reserve

Vacherie,

Tx. 9-3,12
Tx. 9-5
Tx. 9-11 A,B;C

Tx. 24-4

Tx; 107-1,2

La.' 1-8
La. 1-29
La. 1-26

La. 95-6

La. 92-5
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, '

.- 400
200

3,500

191

32

32 - ,

13,954

~"1,452

, , 120
50

298

, "'100--

258

72



REGION VII

Number of Units
Housing ProJect- Name Project Number

Authority PHAs Project'.

St. Louis 6,990

Vaughan Mo. 1-6 647
Peabody Mo. 1-7 657

'!-

-,I _

Kinloch 150

-- -- Belue - Hadnot Mo. 5.:n 150
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLE DF FIELD VISIT INTERVIEWS

A total of 312 interview sessions were conducted during the
study. ThlS represents an average of 22 lnterview sessions
in each of the 14 Area Office jurisdictions where proJect case studles
were conducted. The interviewees were generally senior level executives
and professionals from one of the following categories:

• Public Housing Commissioner and Executive Directors
• Public Housing Project Managers
• Public Housing Tenants and Legal Services Attorneys
• Public Officials, Academic Experts and Housing Professionals
• HUD Fleld Offlce Staff, .

The followlng two tables summarlzes the distribution of interview
seSSlons by Region and Field Office and by respondent type. The
accompanying text provides a more detailed discussion of each
category of respondent.

, :~ .
-

,

Region Reglon Region Regton Regf on Region Regt on Region
V VI VI! XI I! III IV

Boston Newar:k N.Y. Pitts Atl. louis. Chic. Cleve. Col. Oet. New OrT. Dallas ST. louis... San. Fr

20 22 21 17 23 25 21 16 21 28 29 29 21 19

-.
PHA PHA PHA Pubhc Offlclals

Executwe ProJect Tenants/ Academlc Experts HUO Fleld
01 rectors Managers Attorn~s HOUSlng Professlonals Offlce Staff

53 70 30 119 40
-.

< -
•
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Public Housing Commissioners and-Executive Directors

Atotal of 53 interviews were conducted ~ith a varlety of senior level
PubllC Housing Authority management personnel. Executive Directors were
the most predominate type of housing authority officlal intervlewed during
the field portion of the ~tudy. Forty-one ~xecutive Director~ were
interviewed along with twelve other high level management ,staff ranging
from Houslng Aythority Commissioners, to Directors of Management, Planning
and'Maintenance ,operati,ons. ' "

Public Housing Project Managers
• ,

Public Housing project mal\ggers were interviewed in each project
vi site,cj, 1 n the fiel d study;: Seventy project manager i ntervi ews were
conducted. In a few cases' lnvolving small public housing author,ities,
the Executive Director also served as the project manager and was,
therefore, included in both categories.- ~. ~ ,

Public Housing'Tenants and Legal Services Attorneys

Thirty interviews were conducted with legal services attorneys and
tenants. In some cases these interview sessions included only attorneys
or tenants; in others they included both. Combined attorney/tenant
interviews were conducted because of the-often close supportive role
that legal, services attorneys provide to many tenant organizations.
Tenant intervlews'included both those who represented organization­
san~tioned'(ana sometimes'funded) by housing authorities as well as
organizations which recelved no official sanction or support.

Public Officials, Academic Experts, and Housing Professionals

A variety of public officials, academic experts, and housing
professionals were lnterviewed ln each-city included in the case study
analysis.,

• Public Officials. Approximately sixty-nine public housing
officials were lntervlewed during the field ViSltS. In each
city, interviews were conducted with the mayor, his principal
staff, or departmental heads involved with housing and com­
munity development matters.

\,
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• Academ~c Experts. E~ght acadenu,c experts were lIlterviewed
during the field vis~ts. Generally, these respondents were
professors in the urban stud~es programs of large central
city universitles. several of these had a substantial expertise
in fUbhc housmg, and a few had published extensively in
the. area•

• Housing Profess~onals. Forty-two housing professlOnals were
~nterviewed during the f~eld v~sits. These included private
market developers, property managers, non-proht housing organi­
zations, and other public. mterest groups.

hlJD Field Off~ce Staff

Several HOD staff were interv~ewed ~n each of the 14 field ofhces
visited dunng the study. Approximately 39 staff were interviewed, mclud­
~ng 2 Area Managers, 12 D~rectors of Housing Management Divisions,

_ 11 Branch Ch~efs of Publ~c Hous~ng Management Sections, 7 Housing Manage­
ment Officers and several other staff knowledgeable about fUblic housing
problems. F~eld ofhce managers and other staff knCMledgeable about
publ~c housing were mterv~ewed concernmg overall problems affecting

- publ~c housing authorities in their JunsdictlOn, w~th particular
'emphas~s on those authonties and projects selected for deta~led .case
stud~es. Directors of Hous~ng'Managementam Branch Chiefs were also
surveyed about the quahty of the field ofhce's management resources
and environment.
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PHA PHA pHA PUb1,c Off,cials HUD Field F,e1d
Reg,onal Field ExecutlYe Project Tenantsl Academic Experts, Off,ce Off'ce
Office Office Directors Managers Attorneys Housing Professionals Staff Total

I Boston 3 5 1 9 2 20

11 Newarl< 4 4 2 7 5 22

New Yorl< 3 5 11 2 21

1II Pittsburgh 3 5 2 4 3 17

IV Atlanta 3 5 2 11 2 23

louisville 3 5 2 13 2 25

Chicago 3 5 4 7 2 21

Cleveland 2 5 3 5 1 16

V Columbus 3 5 2 5 6 21

Detroit 4 4 2 14 4 2B

VI Dallas 3 7 5 10 ,4 29

New Orleans 12 5 1 9 2 29

Vll St. louis 4 5 2 7 3 21

IX San Franci sea 3 5 2 7 2 19

Total Number of 53 70 3D 119 ~

Interviews By
Respondent CategorY

Total Interv,ews 312

147



APPENDIX F

LIST DF INTERVIEWS
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REGION I

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Ken Sal k
Director
Housing Management
HUD Area Office

Kevin Feeley
Acting Deputy Administrator
Boston Housing Authority

Brendan Gerraghty
Deputy Administrator

for Modernization
Boston Housing Authority

Stan Gibson
Project Manager
Columbia Point
Boston Housing Authority

-Andrew 01 ins
Assistant to the Mayor
City of Boston

Robert Whittlesey
Court Master

Edward Fi sh
President
Peabody Construction Company

Si dney Insoft
Partner
Gem Real ty

Bob James
Attorney
Greater Boston Legal Services

Alice Taylor
Tenant
Mission Hill
Boston Housing Authority
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Jim Hamrock
Chief
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Paul Merri 11
Deputy Administrator for Management
Boston Housing Authority

Paul Johnson
Project Manager
Mission Hill Extension
Boston Housing Authority

Frank Buckley
Project Manager
Maverick Project
Boston Housing Authority

Edmund ~langi ni
Deputy Administrator
Massachusetts Department of
Community Affairs

T.K. Cavanaugh
President
T.K. Cavanaugh, Inc.

Max Kargman
President
First Realty

Bruce Mou1 e
Attorney
Greater Boston Legal Services

Wlnnie Boman
Tenant
Mission Hill
Boston Housing Authority



FALL RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS

Owen L. Egan
Commissioner
Fall River Housing Authority

Franklin W. Grimes
Commi ssioner
Fall River Housing Authority

John ~I. Arruda
Exective Director/Project Manager
Fall River Housing Authority

Daniel P. Mc Donald
Comptro11 er
Fall River Housing Authority

Roger Souza
Commissioner
Fall River Housing Authority

Marilyn R. Arruda
Commissioner
Fall River Housing Authority

Joseph Di Santi
Assistant Executive Director/

Project Manager
Fall River Housing Authority

Antonio R. Luongo, Jr.
Attorney
Fall River Housing Authority

Ronal d Val court
Office of the Mayor
Fall River Housing Authority

Alvin Bi11ins
Executive Director
Woburn Housing Authority

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

Thomas Higgins
~layor

Ci ty of Woburn
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REGION II

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY

Wa1ter Johnson
Area Manager
HUD Area Offi ce

Charles Booker
Chief

_ Assisted Housing
Branch

HUD Area Offi ce

Management

Raymond Rath
Deputy Di rector
Housing Management

Clarence Humphries
Deputy
Assisted Housing Management

Branch
HUD Area Office

George Carlson
Supervisory General Engineer
HUD Area Offi ce

Rudy Novotny
Commissioner
Newark Housing Authority

M. Hutton
Area Chief .
Newark Housi ng Authori ty -

Gr.aig Baskerville
Assistant City Planning Director
Ci ty of Newark

James Rone
Executive Director
Newark Tenant Council

Flora F,ord
Presi dent
Newark Tenant Council

Cosmo Pelaia
President
Stephan Crane Village Tenant

Association
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Hugh Hill
Acting Executive Director
Newark Housin'g Authority'

Gai 1 Vel ox
Project Manager
Baxter Terrace
Newark Housing Authority

Alexander Walker
Project Manager
Hayes Homes
Newark Housing Authority. ,

Al Wright
Associated Director
Newark Tenant Council

John Smith
President
Kretchmer (Elderly) Tenant

Association

Martha Stokes
President
Haynes Homes Tenant

Association



JERSEY CITY, NEW JERSEY

Robert Rigby
Executive Director
Jersey City Housir~ Authority

Ann Mmervini
Director
Conmunity Developrent
Jersey City

Walter Barry
President'
Applied Hous1.ng Assoc1.ates

Ken Frawley
ProJect Manager
Marion Gardens ,
Jersey City Housing Authority

Peggy'Sheehan
principal Planner
Canrramity Developnent
Jersey Cl.ty

LCNG BRANCH, NEW JERSEY..
R1.chard Kienan "
Executive Director/ProJect Manager
IDng Branch HOUS1.ng Authority

Wilham Niesen II
D1.rector
IDng Branch Cl.ty Planning Office

," ,

,ASBURY PARK, NEW JERSEY

,Ken Nixon
Executive D1.rector/Pr0Ject Manager
Asbury Park Housing Authonty
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Gary Anderson
Director
Department of Ccmnunity.:Mfairs
city of Asbury Park



REGION III

PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA
eo

Robert Ea s1ey
Chief
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office

John Cenna e

Engineer
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Offi ce

Paul Brophy
Board Member
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Leonard Jones
Project Manager

oSt, Clair Village
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Frank 1. Smi zi k
Attorney
Neighborhood Legal Services

Association

Sara Duck
Tenant
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Joseph Hutchinson
Tenant
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

James Prindible
Housing Management Officer·
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office --;,. .
Daniel A. Pietragallo
Executive Director ,
Pittsburgh Housing Authorlty

Mr. Watson
Project Manager
Arlington Heights
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Linda Well s .
Assistant Manager
Arlington Heights
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Lorraine Allen
Project Manager
Gl en Hazel Hei ghts
Pittsburgh Housing Authori~y

Nora Helg1e
Tenant
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Ishmell Bradl ey
Presldent, Tenant Association
Pittsburgh Housi ng Authori ty

MCKEESPORT, PENNSYLVANIA

John H. Kooser, Jr.
Executive Director
McKeesport Housing Authority

Aussi Paylor
El derly Tenant
McKeesport Housing Authority
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Helen Waters
Project Manager
E.R. Crawford Village Extension
McKeesport Housing Authority

Ms. Will i ams
Tenant
McKeesport Housing Authority



WASHINGTON, PENNSYLVANIA

Michael G. Stefan
Executive Director
Washington County Housing Authority

Michael Johns
Mayor
City of Washington

Raymond Frabotta
Manager
Aluminum City Terrace

Housing Association
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Kathe1ine Petropo1os
Project Manager
Lincoln Terrace
Washington County Housing Authority

Joseph Spears
Director
Community Development
City of Washington

Anonymous Tenant
Washington County Housing Authority

,



" . REGION'IV

ATLANTA, GEORGIA

Art Cummings
Chief Administrative Officer
City of Atlanta

Frank Riordan.
Director
Housing Management
HUD Area Dffice

Thomas Krebsback
Deputy Executive Director
Atl anta Housi ng Authori ty:0 ,.. '

, J

Oti s Herri ng
Project Manager
Perry Homes
Atlanta Housing Authority

Davey Gi bson
Commissioner
Department of Community

and ~uman Development.
Ci ty of Atl anta

Panke Bradley
Member
Atl anta Ci ty Council

Jan Shevin
Coordinator
City Neighborhood

Planning Unit

Herb Mill key
Architect/Consultant
Millkey and Brown Associates

Michael Terry
Attorney
Atlanta Legal Services

Paul Weddl e
Chief
Housing Program Management

Branch
HUD Area Office

Edward D. Riley
Project Manager
Kimberly Homes '.
Atlanta Houslng Authority

H. B. Michael
Project Manager
URescue Homes Villa
Atlanta Housing Authority

Richard Guthman
Member
Atlanta City Council

Ivan Allen
Businessman/Former Mayor
Ivan Allen, Incorporated

Dr. John Reed
Professor

)
Atlanta Univ~rsity

'l.~ Richard Ellenburg
Attorney
Atl anta Legal Services

" '

'.

Frank Butler
Executive Director
Savannah Housing Authority

SAVANNAH,·GEORGIA

Mr. Mullinx
Comptroller
Savannah Housing Authority
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LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY

Dominic Schuler
Director
Housing Management
HUD Area Office

t~il dred Cox
Commissioner
Louisville Housing Authority

Robert L. Astorino
Executive Director
Louisville Housing Authority

Ray Montgomery
ProJ ect Manager
Lang Homes
Louisville Housing Authority

Dunbar Martin
Proj ect Manager
Cotter Homes
Louisvllle Housing Authority

Clyde Warner
Archi teet
Lewi s and Henry

Denni s Bri cki ng
Attorney
Legal Aid Society of

Louisville

John Wagner
Attorney {
Legal Aid Society of

Loui svi11e ,
Sally Carson
President
City-Wide Tenants Association
Louisville Housing Authority
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Lee Von Nostitz
Cnief
Housing ~rogram Management

Branch
HUD Area Office

Queen Suope
Commissioner
Louisville Housing Authority

Beth Paul son
Admi ni strator
Social Services Department
Louisvllle Housing Authority

Henry Meeves
Project Manager
Dosker Manor
Louisville Housing Authority

Wi 11 i am Hanl ey
Crnnmunity Development

Specialist
City of Louisville

Doug Nunn
Director
Urban Studies Center
Univerity of Louisville

Rose Johnson
Attorney
Legal Aid Society of

Loui sVlll e



GEORGETOWN, KENTUCKY

Betty Gillispie
Executive Director/Project Manager
Georgetown Housing Authority

Warren Powers
Mayor
Georgetown Housing Authority

Steve Mooney
Ci ty Pl anner
Georgetown Housing Authority

NICHOLASVILLE, KENTUCKY

J. G. McDowell
Chairman
Board of Commissioners
Nicholasville Housing Authority

Shelby Combs
Mayor
Nicholasville Housing Authority
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Wilma Easley
Executive Director and

Project Manager
Nicholasville Housing Authority

Overton Gil es
Ci ty Ma nager
Nicholasville Housing Authority



Joe Cailles
Chief
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Qffice

Gus Master
Executive Director
Chicago Housing Authority

Herman DuVail
ProJect Manager
Scattered Sites
Chicago Housing Authority

David Larson
Commissioner
City Planning Commission

J. Fuerst
Director of Urban Studies
Loyola University

Ferd Kramer
President
Draper and Kramer

Devereaux Bowley, Jr.
Supervi sory Attorney/Author
Legal Assistance Foundation

Ms. Knight
Local Advisory Committee
Madden Park Homes
Chicago Housing Authority

Willie J. Baker/Roger Turpin
Community of United People/
_ Conc~rned Citizens of Jane
Chicago Housing Authority

REGION V

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Marvin Blume
Housing Management Officer
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office

Elmore Richardson
Proj ect Manager ­
Madden Park Homes
Chicago Housing Authority

George Hick
Project Manager
Horner Homes Extension
Chicago Housing Authority

Al Baugher
Deputy Assistant Commissioner
Clty Planning Commission

Charl es Orl ebeke _
Professor - Urban Studies
University of Illinois
Circle Campus

Tony Fusco, Sara E. Johnson
Michael Pardy, Gordon Waldron
Attorneys
Legal Assistance Foundation

Mamie Bone
Central Advisory Committee
Chicago Housing Authority

Adams
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Clyde Cal dwell
Director of Planning
Rockford Housing Authority

Roy Meed
Director of Maintenance
Rockford Housing Authority

Barry Champi on
Project Manager
Orton Keyes
Rockford Housing Authority

ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

Gretchen Patey
Director of Management
Rockford Housing Authority

Sandra Clark
Director of Resident and

Community Services
Rockford Housing Authority

Ed McCull ough
Director of Community Development
City of Rockford

KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS

Charles June
Executive Director
Kankakee County Housing Authority
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Bryon Wall ace
Executive Director
Kankakee County Regional

Planning Commission



CLEVELAND, OHIO

Don Pesek
Chief
Houslng Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Msgr. Francis W. Carney
Chal nnan of the Board
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Roger Johnson
Deputy Director
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Grace Dillard
Area Manager
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Eugene Harri s
Project Manager
Carver Park
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Nonnan Krumho1tz
Director
Department of Communlty Development
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Edward Kramer
Executive Director
The Housing Advocates, Inc.

Peter Iskin
Attorney
Legal Aid of Cleveland

Diane Turnauckas
Chainnan
Central Advisory Council
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authorlty
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Robert Fitzgerald
Executive Director
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Thomas Hanner
Area Manager
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Ann Kretchner
Supervi sor of Accounting
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Angelo Troncosco
Division of Accounting
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Mil dred Harri s
Project Manager
Bellaire Gardens
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Robert Fawcett
Project Manager
Valley Vlew Homes
Cuyahoga Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Margaret L. Murphy
Planning Director
The Housing Advocates, Inc.

Joseph Davl s
Director of Research &Development
Federation for Communlty Planning

Phil Staff
Director
Cleveland Tenants Organization



David Levey
Executive Director
Akron Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Robert Goehler
City Councilman

Bob Dei tehman
Director
Community Services Staff
University of Akron-Edgewood

AKRON, OHIO

Brenda Robi nson
Management Aid
Edgewood Homes
Akron Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Claudia Cawada
Management Aide
Sutliff Senior Apartments
Akron Metropolitan

Housing Authority
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COLUMBUS, OH 10
.. '. ~ I I

Paul Messenger
Acting Deputy Director
HUD Area Offi ce

Don Johnson
Chief
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Offi ce

Jeneva Scott
Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Evi e Bradl ey
Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Offi ce

Cindy Williams
Urban Intern
HUD Area Offi ce

Mrs. Fairfield
Board Member
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Bob Lane
Director of Development
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Cl iff Moore
Supervisor Of Manager
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Joyce Smith
Project Manager
Lincoln Park Homes
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Ted Harris
Assistant Manager
Lincoln Park Homes
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority
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Elmo Turner
Director ,
Housing Management
HUD Area Office

Jim Decker
Maintenance Engineer
HUD Area Office

Alice Thompson
Occupancy Specialist/HMO
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Offi ce

Eleanor Joseph
Staff
Housi ng Management,,'
HUD Area Office '

, ,
Stephen Bollinger
Executive Director
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Dave Tyus
Director of Operations
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

Li nda Ki dwell
Riverside Homes
Co1umbus Metropo1i tan,

Housing Authority

Tyrone Spencer
Project Manager ,
Sawyer Manor &Towers
Columbus Metropolitan'

Housing Authority

George Adams
Assistant to Manager
Sawyer Manor
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority



Michael McLaughlin
Housing Planner
Department of Development
City of Columbus

Wi 11 i am Potter
Executive Director
Neighborhood Development

Corporation

Clem Pyles
Attorney
Ohio Legal Services

Joseph Emmett
Executive Director
Portsmouth Housing Authority

Dorothy Brown
Part-time Project Manager
Farley Square
Portsmouth Housing Authority,

Carl Bryan
Executive Director
Project Manager
Cooper Ml11 Manor
Zanesville Housing Authority

Mrs. Stansbury
Staff Assi stant
Cooper Mill Manor
Zanesville Housing Authority

-7-

Del mar Thomas'
Equal Employment Officer
Office of Contract Compliance
City of Zanesville

, -

Mr. Harris
Assistant Director
Neighborhood Development

Corporation

Wendy Wi nger
Columbus Tenants Union

Pete Wi 1son
President
Tenants Council
Columbus Metropolitan

Housing Authority

PORTSMOUTH, OHIO

Norma Ye1ey
Social Services Coordinator
Portsmouth Housing Authority

Barry Fe1 dman
City Manager

ZANESVILLE, OHIO

Phil Allen
Assistant Project Manager
Cooper Mill Manor
Zanesville Housing Authority

Hal Sharp
Assistant Community Development

Director
City of Zanesvill e
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DETROIT, MICHIGAN
,<,

"~' I ; •

Michael Kastenek
Deputy Area Manager
HUD Area Office

Pat Jameson
Deputy Di rector
Housing Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Theodore Jordan
Executive Director <,

Detroit Housing Authority

"

John Taranell a
Director of Housing
HUD Area Offi ce i.

"
Jeanette Harris'
Chief ' .
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Offi ce . ":

Ty Hinton .,
Speci a1 'Ass istant "
Detroit Housing Authority

"

Thomas J. Anton
Professor ,
Institute 'of Pub 1i c Pol i cy St'udi es
Department of Regional and

Urban Pl anni ng ,
University of Micnigan

Gene Garrett
Landlord Tenant Specialist
United Community Housing

Coal ition

Bernie Gross
Project Manager "
Parks ide Homes
Detroit Housing Authority

Vernell Hunt
Maintenance Engineer
Sojourner Truth
Detroit Housing Authority

Erma Henderson
President
Detroit City Council

Richard Stylsk'j ,
Director .'
Divlsion of Special Services
Wayne County Department,

of Social Services '

John Moqk
Professor of Law
Wayne State University

James Shehan
Director
United Community Housing:

Coal ition

:

Leonard Karle
Project Manager
Brewster-Douglass.
Detroit Housing Authority

John Muk ull a
Housi ng Ai d
Sojourner Tr4th , ; "
Detroit Housing Authority

.Madel i ne Bridges
. Unit Supervisor

Housing Operations Unit
Wayne County Department

of Social Services

'.
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Jules Giglio
Landlord Tenant Specialist
United Community Housing

Coalition

Thomas Carey
Center for Urban Law
Wayne County Neighborhood

Legal Services

Mo • W' 'h ~,lnme rlg t
Tenant
Parksi de Homes
Detroit Housing Authority

Leatrice Robinson
Tenant
Parksi de Homes
Detroit Housing Authority,

Brenda Freeman
Tenant
Herman Gardens
Detroit Housing Authority. ;' {'

Catherine Ragene
President
Board of Housing

Commissioners
Ann Aroor Housing Authority

Leslie Morris
Ann Arbor Ci ty Council,

Ronald Trowbridge
Ann Arbor City Council

Michael Barnhart
Center for Urban Law
Wayne County Neighborhood

Legal Servi ces

Betsy Severn
Center for Urban Law
Wayne County Neighborhood

Legal Services

Bernice Bri scoe
Tenant
Parks i de Homes
Detroit Housing Authority

Queen Rucker
Tenant
Parksi de Homes
Detroit Housing Authority

Will ami na Hook
Tenant
Herman Gardens
Detroit Housing Authority

ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

Harry Curr
Executive Director
Ann Arbor Housing Authority

Shirely Gulley
Project Manager

MI 64-1
Ann Arbor Housing Authority

ROYAL OAKS TOWNSHIP, MICHIGAN

Cassandra Robinson
Executive Director
Royal Oaks Housing Commission
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Ed Bice
Acti ng Di rector
Housing Management
HUD Area Office

William H. Darnall
Executive Director
Dallas Housing Authority

Walter Travis
Commissioner
Dallas Housing Authority

Dr. Monica Lett
Director of Community Services
Dallas Housing Authority

Marian L. Mildeau
Project Manager
Frazier Courts
Dallas Housing Authority

Regis Dickerson
Project Manager
West Dallas
Dallas Housing Authority

Edna N. Fields
Project Manager Aide
Frazier Courts
Dallas Housing Authority

Richard H. Wilson
Director
Housing and Urban Rehabilitation

Department
Ci ty of Dallas

REGION VI

DALLAS, TEXAS

Bruce Gipson
Chief
Assisted Housyng Branch
HUD Area Offi}ce

Robert Runnels
Assistant Executive Director
Dallas Housing Authority

Eric Eriksson
Commissioner
Dallas ~ousing Authority

E. E. Franklin
Resource Manager
Dallas Housing Authority

Ernesto Lopez
Project Manager
West Dallas
Dallas Housing Authority

Fred B. Jackson
Project Manager
West Dallas
Dallas Housing Authority

Geral d Jimenez
Project ~lanager

Cedar Springs
Dallas Housing Authority

Mark Wassenich
Assistant Director I

Housing and Urban Rehabilitation
Department

City of Dallas
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Michael Daniels
Attorney
Dallas Legal Services

Crezett C. Jones
President
Resident Council
Frazier Courts

Bea Sutnerland
League of Women Voters

Tillie May Baylor
President
Resident Council
West Dallas

A. C. Hughes
Chairman
Commerce Housing Authority

Thomas F. Young
Mayor
Ci ty of Commerce

').

George Brown
Chairman
Whitewright Housing ~uthority

Felix D. Robinson
Mayor
City of Whitewright

Thelma RobinsOn
Secretary
Resident Council
Frazier Courts

Dorothy Masterson
League of Women Voters

Harry Zarafornetis
President .
Resident Council
Cedar Springs

COMMERCE, TEXAS

Neil Wrli gh t
Executive Director
Commerce Housi ng Authority.

WHITEWRIGHT, TEXAS

Will i s Duff
Executive Director
W~itewright Housing Authority
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REGION VII

> >'

ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI

Kenneth Pickett
Director
Housing Management
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Offi ce

Clarence McClure
Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Dr. Lawrence Nicholson
Chairman of the Board

of Commissioners
St. Louis Housing Authority

I

Barbara Freeland
Administrative Assistant
St. Louis Housing Authority

Donald Spaid
Director
St. Louis Community
Development Agency

Elmer Smith
Real Estate Manager
Sansone Real ity

Richard Baron
Consultant
McCormack and Baron

Debby Benoi t
Attorney
St. Louis Legal Aid

Bertha Gi 1key
President of Board
Cochran Tenant Management Corporation
St. Louis Housing Aut~ority

Mable Coney
Tenant Manager
Cochran Tenant Management Corporation
St. Louis Housing Authority

1GB

Jim Strassner
Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Offi ce

Thomas Costell 0
Executive Director. ,
St. Louis Housing Authority

Ted Gatlin
Project Manager
Peabody
St. Louis Housing Authority

Lamar Smith
Project Manager
Vaughn
St. Loui~ Housing Authority

Will i am Thomas,
Real Estate Manager
W. A. Thomas &Co.'

Dr. George We~del

Director,
Center for Urban Programs
St. Louis University

Katherine Page
Board Member
Darst Tenant Management Corporation
St. Louis Housing Authority

Loretta Hall
Tenant Manager
Carr Tenant Management Corporation
St. Louis Hou?ing Authority

Eula Mae Johnson
President of Board
Vaughn Tenant Management Corporation
St. Louis Housing Authority

> ,



... < "

Albert Coleman
Executi ve Di rector "
Project Manager-Be1ue-Hadnut
Kin10ck Housing Authority

, . ' EAST ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI

Denea1 Curry <
Executive Director '
East St. Louis 'Housing Authority

Mrs. Walker
Proj ect Manager
Audubon .,' '. ,
East St. Louis ,Housing Authority

Mrs. Depriest
Administrative Assistant
East St. Louis Housing'Authority

MACOUPIN COUNTY, MISSOURI

- 1<.-'\ _ f:

Elwood Steinmyer
Executive Director
Project Manager <

Cahokia
Macoupin County Housing Authority.. '

J. ,

. t' ,
.r

.,
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REGION IX

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA ,. H

Erwi n Far1 ey
Director
HUD Area Office,

Ra1 ph Carey
Director of Operations
San Francisco Housing Authority

Helen Louie
Project Manager
Ping Yuen
San Francisco Housing Authority

Andrea Sal smen
Attorney
San Franci sco National Legal

Assistance Foundation-

Mirium Rokeach
Attorney
San Franci sco National Legal

Assistance Foundation

John Ca1more
Staff Attorney
National Housing Law Project

~Iartin Chew
Attorney
San Franci sco National Legal

Assistance Foundation

Lillie Ransom
Presi dent
San Francisco Public Housing

Tenant Association

Gertrude Williams
Treasurer
San Francisco Public Housing

Tenant Association

170

. ~,

John C. Epl er
Supervisory Housing

Management Officer
HUD Area Office ~

Allen Nunley
Project Manager
Hunter's Point ~

San Francisco Housing Authority

Davi d Ci ncotta 0

Housing Coordinator
City of San Fran~isco

Joseph Vincent
Attorney
San Franci SCQ National Legal

Assi stance Foundilti on"

Catherine Bishop
Staff Attorney' f,

National Housing Law Pr~jec~

Fred Feller
Attorney
San Francisco National Legal

Assistance Foundation

George Her
First Vice President
San Francisco Public Housing

Tenant Association

Chri sti ne Neal
San Francisco Public Housing

Tenant Association



John Prowell
Executive Director
Richmond Housing Authority

Paul Galeno
Maintenance Supervisor
Richmond Housing Authority

RICHMOND, CALIFORNIA

Leon Hunter
Assistant Director
Richmond Housing Authority

Hil da Smith
Tenant Relations Supervisor
Richmond Housing Authority

Alberta Davi 5
Executive Director
San Joaqui~, County

Housing Authority

- SAN JOAQUIN, CALIFORNIA

Joseph Artesi
Administrator of Housing

Operati ons
San Joaquin County

Housing Authority

David Ward
Administrator of Finance
San Joaqui~ ~qunty

Housing Authority

James Mahoney ,
Senior Deputy County Administrator
San Joaquin County

Rebecca Velasquez
President
Tracy Tenants Association
San Joaquin County

Housing Authority
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Mary Becker
Proj ect Manager
Tracy Holmes
San Joaquin County

Housing Authority
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APPENDIX A

PUBLIC HOUSING SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

PART I

PUBLIC HOUSING PIIA INSTRUMENT

This survey instrument is for a FHA which manages one or IIIOre projects
which are identified on the cover sheet of this mailing. You need only
complete this FHA survey instrument one tlll'le per PHA, regardless of
how many individual projects it manages in the sample group.

At the end of this PHA form, attach clean, legible, canplete copies
of the most recent sublllJ.ssion of the following forms for this PBA
in the order that they are listed belew:

1. BUD 52726, Funding Formula Data Collection Form

2. HUD 51228, Annual Recap of Characteristics of Families
who Have Applied but Have Not Been Admitted to Low Rent
Public HousJ.ng

3. HUD 52599, Statement of_ Operating Receipts and Expenditures,
for thJ.s PHA's fiscal year which ended in 1975.

4. HUD 52599, Statement of Operating Receipts and Expenditures,
for this PHA' s fiscal year whJ.ch ended in 1977.

5. HUD 52295, Report of Tenants Accounts Receivable one copy for
each ACC or collection grouping for the most recent quarter).

Some questions on this survey ask you to provide a ZlI1IIlber of pieces
of information which exists in BUD Field Office files. others, though,
ask for your opinion, your best estimate, or an approximate figure.
You should note the difference between the two types of questions.

In addition, some questions ask for information~ or at a particular
time 1n the past. other questions are more vague in their reference
to a particular perJ.od of tlDle. In any case where the tlDle period is
not clear, you should answer the question considering the situatJ.on in the
PHA's most recently canpleted fiscal year.
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PARr I

PUBLIC IDUSIN>

PIlA Inst:l:utent

PRmX:r mmrIFICATIOO crDS (PIC)

ITJUJ OJ OTI rrn OOJWOW 1-8
State "

,

I A. GENERAL INFO!<Ml\TICN

1. FIlA Name
. ,

19-29

2. FIlA NUIt>er
. [II] 30-3

3. FHA I.ocat10n:

(a) Street Address

(b) Clty

(e) State

(dl Teleprone
,

,

4. '!he last FJ.scal Year fur tlll.S .mA ended m.

~thOO Year 1970
33-35

5. Referrll"Jg to tlous .mAts HOD 52573 for tillS flscal year, please In-

dleate hCM many staff POSJ.tlOns th1S mA has m these categor1es':

1Yf:e of PosltlOn ibtal Number El:julvalent _ Eqluvalent FulI-
t -:.; • of Poslt10ns of Full-tl!le tJ.JTe Pcs1.t1Ons

FOSl.tlons O1azged to HUI>-
Alded Manage-
nent Pro;ran

a. Mnwllstratl.on 36-47

b. 'tenant 8ez.v1ceS 48-59

c. Ut111t1es-:Lal::or <0."

d. OrdInary Marn- ~11
tenance ana punch

12 lJ1cperat10n - 14-15
Labor 16-27

e. ProtectJ.ve
servIceS 28-39

f. ExtraoI."th.nary
Ma1l1tenance 40-51

g. Bettennents I
an:J 1Iddlt10ns 52-63:

h. Other (legal
etc, S]?ecJ.fy:

)
64-75

- ,
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I-2

dup 1-13
pm::h
3m
14-15

6. Are _etent staff in thlS HIA unlOru.zed? (clrCle one runber)

1 - l"S

2 - IX)
16

7. Are IX)~tstaff 111 th1S HiA tnlonlzed? (clrcle one mnber)

1- yes .
17

2 - IX)

8. Circle the runber Willch 15~ cpmlOn of tlus mA' s Staff levels J..n each of
the areas llste::l bela.¥':

Urderstaffed Abcut R19ht OYerstaffed
&.It»t.-nUAlly Sa.'""" Staff Level """""'t SUbstant2.ally

(a) 1dId.n.iat:Rticn 1 2 .
3 • • 18

(b) 'lWnlftt sernc::- 1 2 3 • • 19

(c) Ot1li~r 1 2 3 • • 20

(d) CEd:IJ'\&I'Y aa1ntenanee 1 2 3 • • 21an:5 cperab.or'e

tel Prc:It:K'tift 6erv1.Ce.S 1 2 3 • • 22

(f) E:rt:raxdinary Maino- 1 2 3 • • .
23...,.,..

(9) Bett:emmU ard 1 2 3 • • 24Add""",

(b) ~~~l~,etc.) 1 2 3 • • 25

9. In your cp.uuon, are the salarJ.es of thlS mA1S Acinlnlstratlve staff, canpared
to salarles paId m the area by other emplo~s for slItUlar 'types of w:>rk:
(c1rcle one runber) . ,

1 - hlgher

2 - obcut the s_
3 - lGo1er 26

174
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10. In }lOut" cplnlon, are the salaries of this iRA's clerlcal. maintenance, and Janl
tonal staff, carpared to the empl~ salaries paid in the area by other ,
EIlPl~s for slJ1U.lar types of >oIl<: (circle one 1JJIlIber)

1 - sutstllntlally higher

2 - 8OlIleIotlat h>qher 27

3 - about the s_

4 - 8OlIleIotlat la.oer

5 - sutstllnt1ally l"""r

li. Are the fDllcwlIlg PHA nancgement anj mamtenance cperatlons centralued (based
pt'Imarlly 1.0 the FHA central Offl.ce), decentrallzed (based fruren.ly 1n
11'xhvldual proJects or snall groups of pt'0Jects), or ffilXed: (check one box for
each operatIon)

Mamtenance QJ:eratlon Type of PrllllSry Responsw111ty:

.
centralIzed r:ecentrallzed MIXed

(a) securlty servlceS 28-30

(b) proJect management
. 31-33

(c) budget allocation 34-36-
(d) blXlget control 37-39

(e) eVlctlon procedures 40-42

(f) staff selectlon
.

43-45

(g) tenant selectlon 46-41..

(h) rent collectlon 49-5

(1) reexarru.natlOO procedures 52-5

(J) handlll'>;j tenant canplamts 56-5--
(k) rnamtenanc::e setvlce 59-6

deb.very

(1) mamtenance SuperJ1Slon 62-6

(m) mamtenanoe schedul11'>;j 65-6

.

-
"
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- clup 1-19
, - pmcil- 14 :In

14-15

I B. InventDty DescriptlOn -
- 1. Illilleate the ruars of ind.vUlual ~ects lIIlIl units of the mllowing types

." this RIA's :lnventety. -

~ of Project 11:>tal !bIIber of 11:>tal tints :In
this ozype ProJect this ozype of ProJect

Ca) deSlgned pt"irnanly fDr 0C>:01- .
~3

. .1.0-"'"

pancy by fOllllhes 20-25

Cb) des.gned pt"lrnanly mr occu- 26-29

pancy by elderly tenants 30-35

(e) deSlgned mr occupaJ>cy 'by 36-39

f.,ll1hes lIIlIl elderly tenants . . .. 40-45

Cd) all IXOJects lJ1 this FHA'··· 46-49
50-55

clup 1-

2. Illilleate the rJlIIIbers of P:-OJects lIIlIl un.ts lJ1 th1s FHA in the mllcwi"" pundl

categorleSt 15 :In. 14-15

ozype of ProJect 11:>tal 'Ill1S ozype 11:>tal lhits 'Ill1S
ProJect ozype of ProJect

Ca) Convent1Onal
, 16-19

20-25

(b) Turnkey .6-29
30-35

(e) Sect.on 23 leased 30-3"
40-45

(d) s.."et1on 8 leased
~o-.,

50-55

(e) Turnkey III lli:IleoIo<lershlp
56-59
60-65

(f) Aoqu.red Cother than OO-b"

Turnkey) -'
- 70-75

, -

5<tS<t>
lX )<V' "

l>< clup 1-1

V k
p.mch
16 in

./ H_'. _
(g) Other 16-19

?t\-?<

-

.

-.
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r-5

I

dup 1-
pmch
17 in

3. IIcw JMny proJects al>l \1l1its in this IlIA have been portial.1y or canpletely 14-J.5
dellDllShed durll>3 the last five :r<'ars? ~ - .>

1blt>er of Projects, DOD 16-18

. - NIr!tler of U1its, 00000 19-23
.

4. For tow many FO)ects and units in this EHA have there been dem:>11tJ.on
requests during the last f>ve :r<'ars? ..

_rof ProJects'ODD 24-26

Nmber of lhlts, 00000 27-31

'I C. O:::cupany an:J TenUt'e Infornatlon

1. Fran IltJD 5272lA, in:hcate the Average OCcupancy Percentage for thlS mA:
. '.'
. - . DO", 32-33

2. Oller the last five :r<'ars, has this percentage lncreased, stayed about
the sane, or decreased? (c1rcle one)

1- i~edl""""""-~

2 - stayed about' tIie s.sne 34
-:,..-:.~-~

3 - decreased' -

3. Sew many p:oJects 1n thlS HlA are IOOre than 25% vacant?

DOD 35-37

4. Bow nany tenants lfOVOO lllto 1.I'l1ts In thlS iRA In the last )'ear?
(count all tenants hsted on IltJD 51227 for th,S IlIA' >n-the last :r<'ar)

- - 0000 38-41

50- Has thJ.s annual nmber generally l.nCreased:, stayed about the same, or
decreased dur~ the last fl.ve years? (clrcle one tunber)

1 - "increased

2 - stayed abalt the s.sne 42
- - -

3 - decreased

-
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I D. '1'enant Olaraeterisb::S

1. Proo/1de )'Our best est"""te of the lI'rcentage of all tenants an:l of
all elderly tenants in tll1S HlA """ Ee 1J'I the follOlilI13 raclal

I categories:
.~ . .
'. Percent of All Percent of Elderly

....,-or Category Tenants Tenants

.... ~~ .... (a) 'lOW 0;' % 43-46.
., (b) Ml1te 'I. 0;' 47-50

(c) Black '/. % 51-54
I--"-- --'-

(d) l\mencan Indlan % ';' 55-58

(e) I!lspanlC . % % 5"-'"

(f) Ot"lental . % ~. 63-66

(9) Other IUnontles % % 67-70.

2. Ir~hcate for the flve cate;orles IJ.ste::J belO\o." the appt'OXll'llate number dup 1-1

of proJects 1J'I thls HlA an:l t¥ ..pp:DXllllate nlJlber of I%llts >lhlch pundl
they <:altam. 18 J.n

. ., '14-15

Categorles N>:m;er of ProJects , IMiber of Unts m
, ''nlese ProJects

(a) all >lhlte 16-19 20-25

(b) m::>sUy Wllte 26-29 30-35---
(c) ~t even mDlZlts

36-39of Wllte an:l lIIlOOrlty 40-45

(d) mostly lIIloonty 46-49 sa-55

(e) all lIIloonty 56-59 60-65

3. Abo.Jt Wlat lI'rcentage of all ixlusel<>lds in thls HlA are sll131e parent
faml11es?

00% 66-67

4. _ what _,""",tage of all~ J.n this PIl1\ are fsnale _00 . .
Wlth cIu1dren?

007. 68-69

..

. .
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1-7

dup 1-13
- l"'J'ldl

19 =
14-15

E. Flnanc1al InfOtmatlon

1. For tlus mAts flecal years \bieb erX3ed In 1975, 1976, an:i 1977,
wnat 'W:re the total M:lD dollar flgures 1Il these catec:Pr1es:

FY Ended m 1975

'lbtal Funds Ilp~ ~ 16-23

'lbtal Funds Q>llgated 24-31

'lbtal Funds Advanced 32-39

'lbtal Funds Expended (Actual) 40-47

FY Ended m 1976

Total Funds Ilpp<OITed $ 48-55

Total Funds Q>l:~ted 56-63
-

Total Funds Advanced I 64-71

Total Funds Expended (Actual) 72-79. dup 1-1
l"'J'ldl 2

FY Ended m 1977 m 14-1

Total Funds Ilpp<oved ¥ 16-23 •

Total Funds Q>llgated 24-31 :

Total Funds Advanced 32-39

Total Funds Expended (Actual) 40-47

2. I:m"lIXJ lts last fIscal year, dJ.d thls FHA recelve~ fll"'l.d1tl:3 or
servlces fran~ of these-sources? (Check one box for each source)

SOurce Yes No

a. CJ::83 48-49

b. NVACP 50-51

"
52-53c. =-

d. I.EM 54-55,
e. HEW "

56-57
-..',

f. otber -• (spec>fy: - . 58-59 -
) , ,
I

,
g. otber

, (sp;c>fy:
) 60-61

.
. ,
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"

I 8-
dcp 1-13
lUld1
21 m
14-15

3. What are the ~oved anroal mcane IllTl~ts for thJ.s mA an::1 what were the
approved ~ncooe IJltU.ts three }lears ago for these faIIllly su:es?

Inccme LunJ.t
Famlly SJ.ze lno::tre LlItllt N:::::lW 'Ihree Years Ago

1 Person lbJse1'r:>ld 1 16-20 ~ 21-25

2 Person House1'r:>ld 26-30 31-35

3 Person House1'r:>ld 36-40 41-45-
4 Person Houseoold 46-50 51-55

5 Person Househ:>ld 56-60 61-65

6 Person House1'r:>ld 66-70 71-75

~
Y

~~~ ~~~~~
dup 1-13

f0 lUld1 22
in 14-1;

7 Person K:x.1sehold 6-20 21-25

8 or nore perron Hooseoold 126-30 31-35
,,

4. 'IWO years a:Jo, lotlat was the percent of ooJusted mcane used I:7i th,s
FIlA to calculate rent for: i

I

a. famllles 007, 37-38

b. elderly tenants DDt. 39-40

c. other tenants 001. 41-42

5. What percent of adJuste:3 l.l1cane does t}us FHA use new to calculate
rents for:,
a. fClt\lll.es 00% 43-44 I

I

b. elderly tenants DO'/' 45-46

c. other tenants 001. 47-48
I

180
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PART II

- PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECT INSTRtJ.IENT

'Itus 15 a survey to deteoUlne a number of characterJ.stJ.cs of a partlcular
Pub11c HOUSlf19 ProJect. serre of the 1nfcnmtlon for the answers to the
questlOns WlIl be fOund m HUD F1eld Offl.ce flies. on other questlOns, you
are asked to pt'ovlde your best estmate, Ju:Jgrrent, or cpinlon.

At several p::nnts Wl thln the survey document, there are lJ1StruCtlOns to
ans'ililer questlOns only for sate };roJects. Yoo are aloo asked to attach to
the back of tillS sUlVey 1nstrument 1I1 the order hsted bela,." clean, leglble
caples of the folloWlng forms coverll)g th1S proJect for the m:::st recent
rE!!X>rtln:J period:

1 - En1.D 52~95,*

2 - HOD 51235,

*Note: Even 1£ a ccpy of th1S form has already been attached to another
FHA or proJect smvey mstnment, another cq>y must be attached to the
back of the survey questJ.ons for thlS l%oJect. --

Many of the questlOns on th1S SutVey ask for lIlfomat1oo 1I1 a spec1flC
t:une perl.Crl. Others ask for J.nfonnat10n new, or 1I1 a recent {:E!r1od.
In any case, \rvtlere the tme perl-ad for the response 15 unclear, refer to
the nost recently canpleted f1SCBJ. year for the mA wl.ch mana::Jes thl-S
proJect.

181



II-I

PARr II
1-18

PuaLIC !lOOSING PRX/ECT INSTBUMENr

PRX/ECT IDENrIF1CATIOO roDE

. rn CD OJ ITDc;r::o OmG]o0
State PHA ProJect

I A. GENERAL INFO=1OO

1. ProJect Name 30-49

2. ProJect NUJlber ODD
50-52

3. ProJect Locatlon:

Street Address

Clty

State

. Telephone

4. In what year was thlS £roJect flrst available for occupa.ncy?

1900 53-54

5. ThlS proJect lS: (Clrcle one)

1 - COnvenhonal.

2 - Turnkey

3 - SectlOn 23 leased

4 - SectlOn 8 leased
.

5 - Turnkey III li::Jnec:Mnershlp

6 - Acqulred (other than Turnkey)

7 - other (Sj;eclfy)
55

6. Has tillS proJect been canpletely derro1J.shed dUrl.ng the last flve
years? (Clrcle one)

1 - Yes
56

2 - No

~I If~ do not canplete the rest of thlS survey. I"
7. Irxhcate the rornber of uruts m thlS };reJect wuch have been demollshed

durmg the last flve years. 000000, 57-62

8. Has there been a HiA request for partial or total demolJ.hon of thlS
proJect durl.ng the last flve years?

1 - Yes

2 - No 63

.
182
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II-2
dup ~-J-

p.mdl
52 =

9. Hew many FHA equl.valent full-tllTle staff p::>Sl.tl.ons m the follcw1.llg 14-15
categor1es are charged to th1.5 pt"OJect:

Category F?:!Ulvalent Full-Tlme Posl.t1.ons

(a) AdnUlllstrat1.on 0000 16-19

(b) Tenant 8erv1.ces 0000 20-23

(c) Utlht1.es Lalx>r 0000 24-27
(d) Ord1.n.uy M:untenance 0000arrl c:perat10n 28-31. 0000(e) Proteet1.ve 8erv1.ces 32-35

(f) Extraordmary DO 0 0Mamtenance 36-39

(9) Bettenrent and 00 00Add1.tlon 40-43

(h) other (legal, etc.) 0000(SpeC1fy) 44-47

10. C1rcle the mmber winch 1.5 your q>lnlOn of thIS p:'OJect1s staff
levels m the areas 1J.steCl.:

-

Understaffed Alxut Right Overstaffed
SUbstant1.ally """"""t Staff [evel 5alettlat SUbstantlally

(a) 1ldmJ.nlStratmn 1 2 3 4 5 48

(b) Tenant 5ervu:es 1 2 3 4 5 49
(e) Otll1.tJ.es-Labor 1 2 3 • 5 50
(d) Ord1nary rramtenance 1 2 3 4 5 51ard q:eratlons.
(e) Prot;ect1ve 6eNl.CeS 1 2 3 4 5 52

-
(f) Elttraordmazy Ma~ 1 2 3 4 5 53

t<nonce

(9) Bettel:ments arC 1 2 3 4 5 54Add,_
(h) Ol:her (legal, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5

Spec>fy
55-

.

,
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-
H. Have there ever been any rent strlkes in th15 p:-0Ject? (C1rcle one)

1 - Yes

2 - No 56-

·1 If yes, answer questlOns H(a) and ll(b):)

H(a) Abc:ut h:Jw many months d~d the rent strIke(s) last
altogether? DOD 57-5

I

ll(b) Dw the rent stnke(s) take place durlll;! the last
two years? (C1rcle one)

1 - Yes

2 - No

60

12. Is there a tenant Ol:ganlZat10n m th1S IrQ)ect? (CJ.rcle one)

1 - Yes

2 - No 61

'.1 If yes, answer queSt10ns l2(a) through l2(e):[

12(a) Is thlS tenant organlZatJ.on foDnally organlZed wJ.th
elected. off1cers, regularly scheduled rreet1ngs, rrerrt::ersh1P
rules an:::!. respons1.bJ.11tl.es?

1 - Yes

2 - No
62

l2(b) D::>es tins tenant orgam.zat10n have etl inq;act on the
establlshment of p:>1l.c1es 1n the };reJect?

1 - Yes

2 - No
63

12(c) Does th15 tenant 0l:ganlZat10n p:O'J'lde a representatlon
of all tenants?

1 - Yes

2 - No 64

12(d) Does th1S tenant organlZatlon represent the Vlews of
only a small group of tenants?

1- Yes

2 - No 65

12(e) Has thlS tenant orgam-zatlOn ever threatenErl to br1.D3"
SU1.t agamst the FHA or BUD or has lot ever actually
broo.ght smt a:3'amst the IHA or BUD?

1 - Yes
66

, 2 - No

.
184 -
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dup 1-~

pmldl"
53 m

r 14-15
B. HlYSlCAL lESCRIPrION

1. HeM many uuts of each of the fbllowlJ13 bedrtxIn Sl.Zes does
tlus proJect contaln?

Bedrocm Slze Number of UnIts

o Bedroars 16-19

1 Bedrocms 20-23

2 Bedroars 24-27
.

3 Bedroans 28-31

4 Bedrocms 32-35

5 Bedroans 36-39

6 or rrore bedrooms 40-43

Totsl Number of Unts I 44-47

2. Whlch of the followuJ;j best desenbes the proJect type?
, (C1.rcle one n:anber)

.
1 - Walk-up

2 - Garden 48
-

3 - '1'c:WrlOOuse

4 - Hlghrlse (eleVator)

5 - SJrgle faml1y detached

- 6 - other
,

3. HCM many storIes are In each buJ.1dlrg? (Avercge for scatterEd SIte)

DO 49-50

-

.

185
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. , , " .

4. Is tlus a s::attered S1.t.e };roJect? (Clrcle one lIJIlIber) ,.. .
1 - Yes

51
2 - No

~
If yes, answer quest10n 4a.

If no, skJ.p to <p;stJ.on 5.

(a) Hc:M many 5J.teS does th1S proJect have? 52-54

HCM many of these 51teS are m:
..

- ne1.ghborOOods WJ.th hlgh ooncentrat10ns of Inl..OOr1.ty 55-57
resldents

- nelghlx>t:tPOds WJ.th h19b concentrat1ons of low 58-60
mcorre arrl very lOW' mean=: resJ.dents

- neighborb:>ods WJ.th hl9h concentratlons of pli:>l1.c, 61-63subsJ.(hzed, am other low rent hous11l3

- urban renewal, code enforcanent, Model Cltles, or other 64-66
SlItUlar t.Yfes of ne1ghl:orlxx:lds

- nelghborh:xXIs Wl. til poor qlJallty arrljor aval1ab111ty of 67-69pub11c and. SOC1al serv1ceS .

5. HoW' many bUJ.1d1n::jS are there m tlll.S };rOJect? ODD 70-72

6. D::es thl.S proJect mclu3e a roan, space, or bul1dmg for canrnull.ty
use? (C1rcle one r.umber)

1 - Yes
73

2 - No

7. Fran HUn 1885, uldJ.cate low many acres (rcunded to the neWDO
whole nurrber) there are J.n tlll.S proJect Sl.te. 74-77

8. Was thl.S IroJect desJ.gned for _elderly occupancy, faruly ocOJpancy,
or occupancy by 00th groops? (C1rcle one ntJrber)

1 - deSlgne:l for elderly occupancy
78

2 - deslgned for fanuly occupancy

3 - deSlgne:l for occupancy by elderly
tenants and fa:mJ.l1es

-.,
. ,

.'

186

----------- CON T I N U E D --------_... ---



iI-6

- -.. - , , , -
up ~-~,

~
I. C. Cl:UJPAN:Y INFQl1MATlOO - , 4-15

1. Abcut lDw many lIUts m thIS pr'oJect are vacant rKM? 00000 6-20

2. Has thlS nunber Increased, stayed a1:x::lUt the sarre, or decreased
over these tJ.me perJ.ods: (circle ooe nuilber-for each penod),

Stayed abOut
TIme Per10ds Increased the sane Decreased

,
Over the :r:ast year 1 i 3 '21

over the past two years 1 2 3 22 ,

Over the };Sst fIve year 1 2 3 23
,

3. Abcut row many tenan~ rncNed moo mats m thlS p:oJect durlrg
, the last :.ear? ' 00000 24-28

, .

. 4• Has thlS nJIllber Increased, stayed about the sane, or decreased.
over these tme perlOOs: (=cJ.e ere nmber f= each pen.od)

.
Stayed abcut.

TJ.Ine PerIod Increased the sane Decreased

Over the IaS!- year 1 - , , ~- 2~ t 3 29-- . --

Over the past t\«) yaars 1 2 3 30

Over the fast fl.ve years 1 2 3 31,

, 5. D:>es the HUD 52295 for tlus proJect mclude other p:-0Jects?
(Cl.rcle one nlJITber)

1- Yes 32

2 - No.,

~ If yes, answer questIOns Sea) and 5(b).

If no, snp to Part D.

5(a) Hew many pt'oJects and """ many 11ll1ts does the BUD 52295
for thlS proJect Include?

-
Number of pt"'o)ects: DODD 33-36
Nurrber of Unl.ts : DDDDDD 37-42-

5(b) Are the deluquency and loss experJ.ences for thlS !%,o)ect
better than, about the sane as, or w:>rse than the other
proJects on thIS HOD 52295?

1 - Better

2 - Abcut the same 43

3 - i'brse

,'.

18? -
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I D.
..~ . ,-.: , . , • r,;:-. " " ,,- '.

Fm>.N::IAL INFClR-IATION

1. Has thlS !%oJect ev'er ha1 a MOD progrcrn? (el-role one number)

1 - Yes
,"c.

44
2 - No . .

"
,

.
,"

2. .D:::Es thJ.S Pt'OJect have a MJD pt'Ogram lJl'rletway? (CIrcle one nmber)
. ,"

1- Yes - ." ,
45

2 - No

3. (a) How many MJD dollars have ever beenrned for thlS f

proJect? ~.,000,DOD 46-53

(b) Hoiri many of these cq;:proved M::lD dollars have ever been
actual1yexperded by tllls. proJe1t? DO. ODD J=:J 0 0 54-61

4. Has thIS EVer been a TPP proJect? (Clrc1e one nllIlber) " " .. . "

'1 - Yes
., . -

62
2 - No... "

5. Is thIS a 'lPP proJect n<:N? (CJ.rcle one nt.rrber)

1- Yes
63

2 - No

Fran HUD 54003 for thls IroJect, please p:'0I71de the fbllcwu19 'lPP
dup 1-13

6. pmch 55
funchng mformatlon. lJl 14-15

Goal III All Goals

Phase 1 - PIlA t t
"b-~.j

24-31

Phase 1 - HlJD f f
32-39
40-47

t f 48-55
Phase 2 - PIlA 56-63

Phase 2 - HlJD # f I~t~~

r<~~~~~ l> ?\r/ ) L> KI)'
~

dup 1-13«l> >( t>< ~~
pmch 56
lJl 14-15

/ ,/ ~ /

Phase 3 - PIlA f f *~~23
24-31

~ ~
32-39

Phase 3 - HlJD 40-47

L..________ 188
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,

7. If a smu.lar p:oJect to thlS one was In about the same locatlon
am ,t was J.Il the pnvate narket an!! full occupancy had to be

- mamtall1e:lr approx1.IIlB.tely mat are the hIghest avercqe m::mthly
rents that the larrllord could c:hargla for uruts 111 the proJect?

UnIt SlZe Hlghest Posslble Rent

o Badroars j; 6 0 48-50·
1 Badroan' f 0 0 51-53·
2 Badroans $ 0 0 54-56·3 Badroans .f 0 0 57-59

4 Badroars t 0 0 60-62·
5 Badroans

* 0 0 63-65·
6 Badroars t 0 0 66-68-
7 or nore BedtOCInS I 0 0 69-7·-

\ •
,

IX) IDr PillOi

-

- - •. -

-

-, . - .

,

.

- .. - .
189
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dup 1-i3
pmch 57,

'- m
.

, . 14-15.
- ' -

. , ,.
,
-'

r~.
.

Tenant InfomatJ..on

1. About ..nat percentage of all hoJ.seh:>lds in tlus p>:OJect am
fanale readed WJ.th drl1dren? 00% 16-17

2. About ..nat percentage of all households m tlus prOJect are 00%s=:rle parent fami1J.es? 18-19,
3. HeM many tenants \\bo have 1TOV'e:i l.l1to this proJect in the last year

have total fanily.aIl11Ua1 mo::me m the fo1.1owJ.n;l rin;Jes? (Refer
-to !IUD 51227, C01um X)

~ Number of FarnJ.lies

° 20-23
. -

$ 1 - 1,000 . . . -24-27
. ,

1,001 - 2,000 28-31

2,001 - 3,000 - 32-35
,

3,001 - 4,000 '- "
. 36-39,

4,001 - 5,000 40-43

5,001 - 6,000 44-47

6,001 - 7,000 48-51

7,001 - S,OOO 52-55

8,001 - 9,000 56-59

9,000 or more 60-63

,

·

·

<,

·

" . . ,,--' 0 o. 190 • . ,. - 0
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4. How nany tenants m this proJect who have undetgone regular reex<llUIla-
~-13

58 in
tJ.on dUJ::u>;J the last year have total fellU1y annual :u=nes m the 14-15
foll<== ranaes? (Refer to !IUD 51245, Co1um K)

~ Number of Fanu1J.es

$ 1 - 1,000 16-19

1,000 - 2,000 20-23

2,001 - 3,000 24-27

3,001 - 4,000 28-31

4,001 - 5,000 -. ,- 32-35

5,001 - 6,000 36-39

, 6,001 - 7,000 40-43

7,001 - 8,000 44-47

8,001 - 9,000 - 48-51

9,001 or rrore 52-55

!Xl NOr ANSWERJoNY =IONS IN PARr F FOR === ==s
F. ProJect Ne:Lghborllcod CharacteristJ.cs

1. The best descnptJ.on of the area where tlus prOJect is located
J.S; (CJ.XC1e me llUilU:>er)

1 - urban, the central business distnct

2 - Urban, the care,area, but rot the central busi.:ness district 56

3 - Uman, but not 1Il the core area or the central b.1smess
dJ.Stnct

4 - Sub.u:ban, the central blsJ.ness district

- 5 - SubuJ::ban, but mt J.Il the central busmess dJ.str.l.ct

6 - =al area

2. Is tlus project located l'Uthin a Il'aJor CJ.ty of the Stan:Jard Metropohtan
StatistJ.oal Area (=)? (=le one llUilU:>er)

1- yes
57

2 - no

'--
.

'-------- CON TIN U E D
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3. The area >tach :LS generally COl1Sl.dered to be "the neigliJomood" ""ere

- tlu.s prOJect J.S located is chJ.efly (CJIcle one number) :

1 - :residentJ.al

2 - o::mnerc>al

-. 3 - >1ldustnal 58

4 - resJ.dentJ.a1/o::mrercla1 -

5 - :reSl.dentJ.a1/imustrial

6 - c=IrerCI.a1/>n<Justr~al

7 - resJ.dentJ.a1/cerntrerCI.a1/J.ndustnal

4. F~ve years ago the~te J.Jl:O:Il'le level J.n "the neJ.ghOOrhcxx1" mere
this pzoject J.6 located was: {CJ.rcle one nm'lher}

~ 1 - very low mo:::me -

, 2 - 1cM .mo::me
59

3 - l~ nu.dd1e ino::nv=

4 - :rru.ddle mcane

5 -uwer mccme

0

5. ;aaay, the approxmate in=oo level in >lhat :LS generally considered
'the ~ghborb:xxi"where this proJect J.S located J.S: (circle one number)

. 1 - very lCM J.Jl.O::il'e

- 2 - lew mo::me 60

3 - l~ rm..ddl.e ino::me

- 4 - 11'Uddle mo::me
-

5-uwerm=re

>•

.
-

,

.
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6. In tba last five years. the prq:ortion of mironty residents in "the
neJ.ghl:oJ::h::xJd1l where the proJect is located, other than the resJ.dents
of tlu.s proJect has: (=cle one number)

1 - greatly =creased

2 - slighly :inc>:easei

3 - stayed about the sane

4 - s~ghtly decJ:eased

5 - greatly decreased

7. lIOday, apprOKJIl'ately what I=Et'centage of fanilies in "the neighborhood"
.mere this project >.s located are:

II-12

61

a. Elderly

b. Manbers of a ram.al nunority:

00%
00%

62-63

64-65

8. In tOO area ~ch is generally considered to be lithe neighl:orhocd"
what is the app:roxma.te I1UX of single family and multifamily !Pusmg
other than the PIOJect? (circle one number)

1 - 100% s_le family houses

2 - 75% s_le family houses/25% apartnents
-

,·3 - 50% Sll1g1e family hooses/50% ap&ln1ents '

4 - 25% single famly houses/75% apar1:n'alts

5 - 100% apartments

6 - It ~s oot a resI.dentl.al nel.ghborhood

66
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9. In the "neJ.g:hl:orhOCld" mere the proJect is located, the approxmia:te
mix of CMl1erS and. renters other· than 't:he resJ.dents of tlus proJect
:LS : (circle one nUl'3:>er)

1 - 100% owners

2 - 75% CMners/25% renters

3 - 50% owners/50% renters

4 - 25% CMners/75% renters

5 - 100% renters

6 - It l.S not a IeS1dentJ.a1 Ile.l.ghborhood

-10. The awroxnnate proport= -of -S1JbsidJ.zed or pub~o.housm,.Ul ".the
surro.mdJ.n:j ne~ghbo1:h:>cdll ot:1'Er than thJ.s pm3e::t l.S closest to:

1 - 0% - No other subsldJ.zed or !;'lblio rousm,

2 - 25% - Other subsJ.dJ.zed or public housm,

3 - 50% - other subSJ.dJ.zed or pub~c rousm,

4 - 75% - other subSJ.dJ.zed or~c rousm,

5 - 100% - All subSJ.dJ.zed or~c b::usu>g

67

68
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,

-11. _ lOCUld you :rate the qualJ.ty and/or ava>1ab11.1ty of these 8erV1Ces
in the neJ.ghbomocd of the proJect f1ve years ago (c1rcl.e one nunber
for each itsn) -

Not
AvaJ.1.ab1e Po<% Fair Good Excellent

Pol.1ce
ProtectJ.on 1 2 3 4 5 69

P\lbl.1c Schcols 1 2 3 4 5 70

General
Appearance 1 2 3 4 5 71

Pllbl.1.c
Transpertat10n 1 2 3 4 5 72

, streets ani -
, Beads 1 2 3 4 5 73

Parks, Playgroun:1s,
Recreat10nal
Facil:Lb.es 1 2 3 4 5 74

>

stores ani
.- SUpelIllaJ:l<ets 1 2 3 4 5 75

~e ani
T:rash Cl:>l1ection 1 2 3 4 5 76

Fire ProtectJ.on 1 2 3 4 5
77

SocJ.a1 ani/or
C::rnnunity
Services 1 2 3 4 5 78

Olerall serv~oe

quahty and
ava1l;abi.lity 1 2 3 4 5
"/"1 79

!

:,

,, ,

\
. -

-
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dup 1-1
punch
59 m
14-15

-
12. Ibw ..,uld yoo rate the qua1J.ty and/= avai1abJ.~tyof these sernces

in the neightorh::od of the proJect 11m? (circle one nunber for-each itan)

Not
Available Poor Fair Good Excellent

Pol~ce

ProtectJ.on 1 2 3 4 5 16

PlJb~c Schools 1 2 3 4 5 17

General ApJ;erance 1 2 3 4 5 18

PlJb~c

TransportatJ.on 1 2 3 4 5 19

Streets and R:>ads 1 2 3 4 5 20

Pa:r::ks, Playgrcunds,
RecreatJ.onal FaCJ.-
~ties 1 2 3 4 5 21

Stores and
SUpennarkets 1 2 3 4 5 22

Garbage and
Trash CollectJ.on 1 2 3 4 5 23

FJIe ProtectJ.on 1 2 3 4 5
24

SoCJ.al and/=
Ccmnunity services 1 2 3 4 5

25
<Nerall sernce
qua1J.ty and
iNa j Jam Iity 1 2 3 4 5 26

13. Is the neig:hborh::xx1 where this project ~s located an urban rene;.m1,
cxxJe enforoem=nt, m:ilel clues, or other s.imJ.lar type of neighl::orbxx1?
(OJ.rcle one nunber)

1 - yes

2 - no 27

14. l!cM~d you grade the neJ.ghlx>rhcod where tlus proJect J.S located on ,
the follCMlng J.tsns: (circle one nunber for each itan)

Not
l\pplJ.cable Pror Fal.r Good Excellent

a. Pollution 0 1 2 3 4 28

b. Crme 0 1 2 3 4 29

c. Presence of
l\bandC<led bw.ldmgs 0 1 2 3 4

- 30

196
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PART II!
PROJECT PROBLEM 'ANALYSIS iNSTRUMENT

PROJECT IOENTIFICATION CODE (PIC) 111-1

Q]rn~qpqpD[JJQDD

1~_A_._lNIIFlllOR'l CF_p_mn;cr P_I'1_!l_I_<MS 1

GmERAL =ONS:

=a sectJ.on of the questJ.onruure ~s des~gned to briefly mventoxy the types
of Ml'JOR PID= =<:9 affectmg the VUlb~t,y of the proJect. 'n1e:uwentoxy
prooess oonsJ.Sts of t>oo seperate steps >OUch are descr:lbed belcM.

~

In step 1, you are.asked to BATE TIlE NroIlT.IY.E:oo>= that each prdll.an
type has an the viab>.lJ.t,y of the<:proJect~ to the follCMJng
scale,

----@]---lml----j!3JI----jIlJI---8]-
II:> Ne;jatJ.ve s~9Kt Sane Considerable severe
litg;>act Ne;jatJ.ve Negative NegatJ.ve Ne;jatJ.ve

litg;>act litg;>act J:nilact J:nilact

=2
After a:rtl?1et=J the :unpact zatlng on every problem !yp", you are
to begm step 2. Step 2 asks you to 1l1INK ORDER the f~ve most
ser~OJS problaIs J.dentJ.f~ed m step 1 above. Use thefo~
scale:

A = M:Jst severe of the five
B = Next nost severe
C = 'lhird most severe
D = FoJrth m:>st severe
E = least Bel7ere of the f~ve ranke:1

197
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III-2

CONTINUE

STEP 1 STEP 2

RATE==W l<I\NK ORDER =
_ACr OF E1'Ol FIVE M:lST
ProllLlli TYPE ON .,SERI<XJS ProBLEM
TIIIS PlOJECr,

1' .. No iIrpact
A = />k)st sen""
B= ~IrOst

2 = Slight :mp<ct · ser10UB
3 = Sore iIrpact ·4 = Cons:ulerable ·ProllLEM TYPE ;unpact,~ ..... E = Least seri-
5 Severe 000 of 5

1. P=== AND SITE K>M<><XX>
(a) ProJect size (nunber and densJ.ty of - 20-21tlnJ.ts, bUJ.lCUl"gs, i:1Jpe of bUJ.lCUl"g

on S1.te)

- - (b) BuJ.d.1...ln:;J nux, S1.ze or layout
(arran:ranent, access) 22-23

(e) U111.t nux, SJ.Ze or layout
24-25(a:rral>:lanent and aooess)

(d) Q1-s~te fam.lJ.:b.es (laurdry I

stora;re, recreatJ:.al rcan) 26-27

(e) lInenities (pool, ...ul-desJ.gred play
areas, adequate parldng) 28-29

(f) Defa1Swle space (personal sense
of secur~ty, pr~vacyI o:mtrolled 30-31
access)

(g) PhYS1cal eI1VJ..rQrIne2lt (J.a:rilscaping,
exeess1ve standi.n:J water, noli>e,

32-33ccngestJ..on, p::>lluuon, garlage an::1
tJ:ash)

(h) Q:mrercu.al. space 34-35

(~) Other (spaCJ£y)
36-37

2. PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION OO<XXXX?(w:,,:l<manslup and/or Mater~als)

(a) FoundatJ.on 38-39

(b) Plumb_
40-41

(e) Electncal
42-43

(d) ApplJ.ances 44-45

(e) Roof 46-47

(f) Elevators 48-49

(g) HeatJ.ng and CCClmg 50-51

- .
'----- ---- D ------ -,--
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c

-- ,

STEP 1 STEP 2

RATETHE=vE RANK ORDER THE
IMPACr OF EIlCll FIVE M::lST
PIDBI.EM TYPE 00 SERIOUS PWBLl;MS

ProBLEM TYPE' (oontmU!rl) TIlIS~

(h) Insulauon 52-53

(~) General structure (walls, floors,
wm'k:M f,~, do<m3) 54-55

(J) Sewage DJ.SpOsal 56-57

(k) PMkJ.n; 1I>:ea (OO1>:liuon) 58-59

(1) Othex (specl.fy)
60-61

S<S<X>~
Dup. 1-
13 punch

3. ProJEcr TENAN1' ATr1U&1J'ES AND BEflAVIOR
, ~;-~

~I Tenant Chal:actedsucs VVV-..." 'X 'X X
(a) Pl:edaninance of f<lllilJ.es 16-17

(b) PJ:edan1nance of 1aJ:ge fanu1:les 18-19

(c) Pre<bnmance of sm:;le-pa:rent
fanale headed £anu..hes versus~ 20-21
pa:rent headed fanJ.MS

(d) Adults/children ratio 22-23

(e) Large nunber of teenagers 24-25

(f) Source of mcane (most familles
receJ.VJ.n;J p.1blJ.c asSJ.stance) 26-27

(g)
Predonunance of very low

28-29mcome tenants

(h) Genexal = fJ:eClU<'llt unarrple,m=nt 30-31

(~) IlJ.gh tenant tu1:=Vex 32-33

Problem Tenants ·VVV'-..." VVV -
(a) l<Jle breakJ.n; 34-35

(b) Property damage 36-37

(c) Chrome rent arrears 38-39

(d) CI:JlIW1al and anu-social 40-41
behav~r of fanuly members

(e) UnsalUtaxy practJ.ces (Inside and
outside h:csekeepJ.ng of =t) 42-43

(f) Nw.sance behav~ (Wud msrupt1ve 44-45
noJ.ses, uncontrolled clu1d actJ.-
v~ty)

(g) M.llu pxoolem fanul>es (fanihes
havJ.Jl3" several of the al::ove pro- 46-47
blems and who areo~tmucuslY
and sevexelv msru vel

'-------- ONTINUEO ------ ~--
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COHTIHU

"STEP 1 STEP 2

RATETHE~ RANK ORDER THE
IMPllCT OF E1lClI FIVE IDST
PIOllI.aI TYPE ON SERIOUS -

PRlBIm TYPE (CDnbnue:l) WIS prom::r

~IOther I Xyy V\7Vv
(a) amt stukes an:i dsronstrations 48-49

(1)) AttJ.t:udes towaJ:d mana;ranent 50-51

(0) lIn:reasooable expectatJ.cns an:i
cnnplaints 52-53

Cd) Racial mIX 54-55

eJ Other Spec1ty

4. NEIGllB:)R!JXlD ~bXXX
(a) SocJ.al Serv~c:esl (hosp1.ta.ls". dtild

ea:te, sd1ools, l.i.braI:yI recreatJ..an) 56-57

(1)) ~rtatJ.cn 58-59

(0) O:mnere>al Areas 60-61

(d) Vandahsn and Other crJIne 62-63

(e) Physl.ca1 env.u:oIInE!lt ( excesSJ.ve
nol.se,.j;ollub.on, ~OOJ'l3'esb.an, 64-65
t:rash,:qamage, ab~nedpro-
pert1es, Junk cars)

(f) SCC1al env:u:cnnent (proJect
adversely :unpacted by ooe>al
CDnditwns In ne>ghJ:orlxlcd) 66-67

(g) Att1t:ude of neighJ:orlxlcd resJ.dents
tcMa<d proJect and tenants 68-69

(h) ProJect "Itnag'e" J.ll neighOOxhocd 70-71

(i) Concentra:tJ.on of Irlinorl.t1.es 72-73

(J) concent.ratJ..a of low-mo::rne
persalS 74-75

(k) IIJ.gh unanployrnent 76-77

~~
Dup. I-

S. IlIJD FlINDIN3 AND OVERSIGHT OF l:'lIlVP= f""C?! 83.1 Prcgrans and Pohcies I ill 14-15

(a) 1<lequacy of operatJ.ng subS1dY
level - 16-17

(b) Adequacy of PFS fOJ:l11U1.a
18-19

1..- _______
E D -----_ .... _.-
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III-S

CONTI~UE

~

STEP 1 STEP 2

RATE WE NEXi.'crIVE R1INX ORDER TIlE- IMPACl' OF K'lC!I FIVEM:lST
proBLEM TYPE CN SERIOUS ProBLEMS -ProBUM TYPE (contmued) THIS P= ·-

(e) T.unelmess of PFS allocatl.On 20-21

(d) PFS fo:anula I s failure to include
certa= PlIA nee:ls (~.e. seeunty) 22-23

(e) Confl~ct~ serv.lIl3" lcw-mcare
perrons and mandates an ina:me nux
and PHA ecx:mrnu.c self-suff~CJ.ency 24-25

(f) Ccnf1J.ct between servJ.ng lugher
incx::rre~ an:i antI.-d1.scrmu.-
nation statutes and ordinances 26-27

'<
(g) Ccnf1J.ct between afflllllatJ.ve

J.Ilte;ratJ.on m raCJ.ally irrpactoo -
proJects and rnaintamin:! full
occupancy 28-29 .

~ IlIUIl Perscnnel and Prccessmq ~XXX ~XX)<

(a) Number cf HlJD staff 30-31

(b) =us of HlJD staff 32-33

(e) 1ln<mlt cf tin'e sp=nt IlIOIlltorJ.ng
PHA o:::rrq;ll.iance w:Lth HUD regula'b.ons .
and fonus 34-35

(d) 1lItount of tme sp=nt p:rovJ.dJ.ng ··
substanb.ve tedm1cal asS1Stance
to PHAs 36-37 ,

(e) SEnsl.tJ.V1ty' of staff to FHA, pr0-
Ject and tenant prd>lans (ab:Llity
to balance HlJD nee:ls agamst PIIl\,I
proJect and tenant nee:ls) 38-39

(f) Other (Sp=cJ£y)
40-41 ..

6. LOCAL/srATE/FEDERAL GJVERNMENrAL IMPACl'S~<SOO 42-43 ·
(a) DelJ.very of p..1b~c seI:V1ces

(p::>hce, fire, :roads etc.) 44-45
-

'(b) De1J.veJ:y cf scm.al and =ty ,
serv~ces 46-47

~.", •
(e) weal and State legal restrictions

~;
(new standards, a:x1e inspectJ.on,
land use controls) 8-49

(d) Local ];01J.tJ.eal p:essuzes (~.e. ·
lurJ.ng, prcm::>tJ.ng, f>r=g staff) 50-51

(e) Walfare system (Level of pa~ents,

6l'eJ:gency payrrents, vendor payrrents) 52-53

201 54-55
'-------- D ------ ~--



III-£

S'mP 1 S'mP 2

RATE TIlE NEGl\TIVE RANK ORDER =
lMPllCr OF S FIVE M)ST
PIDBUlMTYPE SERIOUS PlOllLEM;

ProIlUM TYPE (cootmued)
THIS p=r

:

(f) Avallable and agnlSsive local legal -
seI:V'~ces orgaruzation pJrsuing 56-57
,tenant rights

-
(g) Lccal. o::urts (long delays ill ev~c-

tion cases, bJ.aS ti:Mal:d tenants
nghts) 58-59

(h) State laws (extensJ.ve e>a.st:in3'
procedures, new aiJd expanllrI;J - .;'~~ ,-
substanhve and procedural nghts

60-61for tenants) -
(~) camutment of Mayor/Cluef execuhve

to viability of the PHA 62-63

(J) camutment of local legislative -
body to viab1~ty of PH<\ 64-65

(k) camutmant of Mayor/Cluef execuhve '
to the viab1hty of this proJect 66-67

(1) camutment of local legislative --
body to the viabi~ty of this_ -

68-69 •proJect

(m) Federal governrrent legal xestr~e- -
tJ.ons or regulatJ.ons (HEW, NEPA, -
ED, OSHA . - - - 70-71

(n) other (spe=fy)
- - ·72-73

7. Ibw REm' IDUSIN; MARKEl? VYYYXXX>
(a) Lack of d6nand for low rent housing

of the qualJ.ty provide:> in this 74-75
- PIlA -

(b) Lack of demand for low rent hcus1ng
of the qualJ.ty prov1de:> m tlu.s
proJect 76-77

(e) • S\lWly of low-o:ent pnvate mazket pup. 1-13
housmg nore desirable to lew- punch 84
mo::me persons in tenns of cge, lin 14-15

~ carxhtian of b..u.lding, a:rnsuties,

- secun.ty and neighborlx>cd se:r:vices 16-17
then tlu.s proJects prov1des

(d) other (sl""'o.iY) .
18-19

- - - -

-
,

:

'------- --- CONTINUED ------- "-_.-
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STEl? 1 STEl? 2
-

RIm: THE N<mTIVE RANK OIDER THE
_ACI' OF E?ICH FIVEM:lST

ProBLEM ~E (oontJnued) , ProBLEM~ ON SEtUOOS P
TIlISP=

8. = EXPENSES (A~ =/OR kXXXmY= OF GOODS, SERVICES)

(a) Fuel oll, gas, electr~city, ooal
rates and/or availab~~ty 20-21

(b) other utJ.~ty rates am/or avalJ.- 22-23
ab~ty (water, ""'""" etc.)

(e) Insurance Rates and/or Ava:Ll.ab~ty 24-25

(d) General ProJect Labor am Perronnel
Rates am SUWly "-/7

(e) SpecJ.alued Contract Serv:Lees
(plunbing, e1ectrJ.Ca1, 5eCUrl.ty, 28-29extenninatmg, bui.l<J.m;j contractors)

(f) AvaUab~tyof <J:mpetent MaID- 30-31tenance Staff

(g) other (BpeCl.fy)

32-33

9. PIll\,IProJECl' AlMINISI'RATION

~~~I '?¥tal :rnproyerent Pr99raml
(a) Mequacy of modernu:aticn fun:ls 34-35

-
(b) Effl.Cl.ent use of m:xle:mizaticn 36-37funis

~I=tmg Systan!

(a) Mamtenance of records (=ency 38-39am "'J;iu.stJ.caticn of reoc:ro
!<eepln;j)

(b) l\dequacy and accuracy of reports 40-41
to JlUD

(e) Adequacy I accuracy, and frequency 42-43of reports for fiscal rnanagerent

(d) Mequacy, acOJraCY, and frequency
of reports for mtemal manage- 44-45mont

(e) Iack of proJect besed l::uigetmg
(foDllulated am nonitored at the 46-47proJect level

.... _------ U E D ---- -- ,-_.-
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STEP 1 S'rEP 2

RATE mE NEG<'l'IVE RI\NK ORDER THE
_ACr OF ElICH

~ IDSTProBLEM TYPE CN O{]SP
ProBLIM TYPE (continued) '!'HIS P= , ,

~I== 00CU)?a!lCy p;>haes am l -
- (a) klnlsswn syst:an (=Vl.nJ

48-49app].1.catJ.ons: InaJIltenance of
wa>.tJng lJ.st)

(b) Incane and ehg:Ull.hty deter-
50-51InJ..natJ.ons

(c) 'tenant SelectJ.an (pr'~on.t:les,
52-53s=eenmg)

(d) lEnt tetemunatJ.ons (adequac;y -- -

am =ency of rent deteJ:nunabons
54-55and :recertJ.fications)

(e) lEnt collection (f=nness am
tJmeJ.mess in dea1J.n:; WJ.th rent

56-57delinquency) "

(f) l1tJ.hty AllCManoes (adequacy am
58-59currene,y of allewance schedules,

collectwn procedures)

(g) EV'~ctJ..on (po~cy, pzocedure f ,
fl.l1Ilrless, pranptness, and cern-

60-61pliance WJ.th HID p;>licy)

(h) Lcu:ge numJ:::er of vacanCJ.es in PHA 62-63

(J.) Large nunl::er of vacancies 2.l1

proJect - 64-65-
~I Tenant 8erVJ.oes am 1eJ.ations I ,}- ,

(a) Coonimation of =ty based . 66-67
se:rv~ces for benef~t of proJect -resJ.dents

(b) Provl.Swn of PEA based SOCJ.a1
seJ:VJ.oes 68-69

(cl Day to day relatJ..ons WJ..th
mdJ.VJ.dual tenants (han1lm;j and

7q-71resolvl.nJ <=q:>lamts)

(d) RelatJ.ons Wl.th argamze::1 tenant
72-73groops

(e) Involvement of tenants m P!lA/
proJect l1\aIl"3arent 74-75,

(f) Ex:~stence or q;:eratJ.on of -

grJ.evance pzocedure (<=q:>lamts 76-77
agamst PEA)

L.... _______
C0 H TIN U E D ------ L._,_
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"
,

,
~p. 1-13STEP 1 STEP 2 ,
punch 85

. R1\TE TEE NEG\Tl.VE RANK ORDER TEE ill 14-15
lMPACT OF~ FIVEIDST

PRJBw.l TYPE (ixmtmued) proBLEM TYPE CN SERIOUS
THISP~

_.
(g) 16-17Level of tenant anpJ.O}'lleIlt

.1 Mamtenancel

(a) Mequacy of zoutme maintenance 18-19
(Janitorlal, exteIminat:mg)

(b) Response to aneJ:gency sezvice
requests (plunbing aw1.lances,
WJ.ndc:Ms, doors, hea:tJ.,Ilg', O:::Ol.i.n:J I 20-21
electrical)

(e) EKl.stence of preventatJ..ve mam- 22-23
tenance progran

(d) 1\dequacy of ceni:ralJ.zed l11aJ.ntenance - .
versus decentrall..zed. mall1tenance 24-25

(e) klequacy of maintenance tJ:aJrong 0<_"-
(f) MaJor repa>rs am repl.acarents - 28-29

..I Personnel I
(a) Q:Ilg;etence of PIIlVproJect staff 30-31

(b) Eff>CJ.ency of P!lA/project staff, 32-33

(e) OITer staffmg 34-35

(d) Under staffin;! 36-37

(e) CJ:ty or State CJ.vJ.1 service oon-
stramts on =smg e:atp;tent
staff or dJsnl.ssmg inoonpetent 38-39
staff

(f) umon Joo class>bcahon rules
wluch affect l11aJ.ntenance staffin;! 40-41

(g) UIllon wage scales are excesB1ve 42-43

(h) Wage scales are too 1.cM tq attract
=npete<lt mana;Jeroent 44-45

(» Frmge benef1ts are excesSl..ve 46-47

- "I Seellnty!
.

(a) I<x:al sezvices (relahonslups WJ.th 48-49
local p::>hce arXi prO'J'J.Sion of . -sezv>ces to projects)

(b) ProJect:/Pllh based sav>ces
(adequacy and effechveness of
sel.'Vl..ces) 50-51

'----- --- CON TIN UE 0 ~--------
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"

CON TIN UE a

"-
STEP 1 Smp 2

- RATE TIlE NEQ\TIVE RANK ORDER TIlE
_ACr OF E>\C1I FIVE M:lST
ProBLEM TYPE ON SEroXlUS ProBLEMs -ProBLEM TYPE (cantlnued)
THISP=

(e) Seeunty equJ-prent (lighbn:J,
screens, bars, locks, TV/ 52-53e1ectroru.c rconito:::n:ng ) ,

~I Overall PllA/ProJect AttJ.tudes and I -
Pert"oxmance

'(a) AttJ.tudes of PHA managanent to 54-55oontJ..nued v~ability of proJect

(b) AttJ.tude of proJect manager/staff 56-57to cantlnued VJ.abDity of proJect

(e) Overall perfonnance of FHA Wl.th 58-59proJect f

(d) • Overall PerrOJ:ll1aJ1ce of proJect 60-61manager (J.f awl1eabIe)

(e) >canplJ.a.nce WI.th HOD p:>~cJ..es and - 62-63;:';;;:;;"~tJ.ons

""I p.HA Board of DJIectors I
64-65'Ca) Skills of Poard of CtImuss1.oners

(b) O:rmu:trrerlt of B::>aJ::d of cannisSJ.OIlers 66-67to PJlA VJ.abD~ty

,
(e) Ccrmu:bnent of Board of Q::mrusS1.oners

68-69to proJect v~ab:Ll1ty

: .' -

,

.
-

-

,

-
- ,-

.

206---- - ---- - - - - - -----
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B. SU>MARY J\SSESSMENr OF P= PROBLEM>

Step 1

The preVlOUS part aske:1 you to rate the sever1.ty of impact on the pr:O)ect
of a nmnber of potentIal p>:d>lem i::yFes. In l1.ght of your responses al::o'ITe 1

please rate the overall~ of the followin;! SImllal:Y problem cate;j=es
On the proJect!s viabl.1J.ty.

Step 2

For all prcblem cate:Jor.l.es wlu.ch you rated 1 to 4, rank order the pr0-
blems acceu:dmg to the follc:mJ.IB key:

A - Most severe problem cate;joxy
B = Next rrost severe
C = Tlurd IOO'st SEWere..
etc.

RATE TIlE NEGM'IVE IMPACr OF RANK ORDER TJDSE
EACH OF THE SU>MARY PIDBLIM PIDBLIM=R-= A=RDItll ro THE IES WHICH ARE
=SCALES:=1e JUDGED ro HAVE
one ntmber for each~hiem AN IMPACr

~ A=M:::lst severe

i i
B=Next rrost Dup

.~ i seoere 1-13

i C= 'liu.xd Il'Ost punch. severe 86 in

! ~ I ~
. 14-15

~ etc.
SUlmaJ:y Prd:>lem ~ iCate;joxy 2 ~ ! ~
ProJect DesJ.gn and S1.te 0 1 2 3 4 16-17

ProJect Phys1.cal Struc-
ture 0 1 2 3 4 18-19

ProJect Tenant Attr:ibJ.tes
and Behwior 0 1 2 3 4 20-21

Nel.gh1:orh:x:>d 0 1 2 3 4 22-23

BUD Fundmg and <Ners1ght
of PHAjProJect 0 1 2 3 4 24-25

Local/State/Federal
Governrrental littpacts 0 1 2 3 4 26-27

!J:Nl Rent HoUSJ.Ilg

Marlcet 0 1 2 3 4 28-29

ProJect Expenses
(AVa1lab111ty And/Or
Cost of Goods 8erv.l.ees 0 1 2 3 4 30-31

PlIl\,IProJect Mtwustra-
bon 0 1 2 3 4 32-33
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- -
c. OVERALL RATJID OF THE ProJECT'S PHYSICAL AND SCCIAL a>NDlTICN

, . ~.
1- Canpazed to other p.lb~c lx>USJ.D;1 proJects = the P.H.A., rate .

the overall physJ.cal and social COlilibon of tlus proJect -
acemdmg to the fo1.1<>wmg scale, (c:u:cl.e one)

l-Generally 2-Gmerally 3-M1xed 4-Generally ,
5~eral- a-Not

very good equally bad lyvery app11-
good good bad cable

and (00 34
bad other

proJ~
=PHA

2. eatpared to other p.lblic lx>USJ.D;1 proJects = tlus field office's
)urJ..SdJ..ction, rate the overall P1ysJ.cal am. socJ..a1 con:1.l.tl.On of tlus
proJect aceardmg to the follc=.n:J scale: (CJICle one)

l-GenerallY 2-Genera1ly 3-Mixed 4-Generally 5-Generally

'Very good equally bad very

good good bad
and 35
bad

3. CCrnpared to other p.1bl1.c l'oUSJ.Dg proJects JJl the nahan as a 'Wh:>le,
rate the overall ];hysical and SOCJal condJ.bon of tins project
ac:cordJ.ng to the follc=.n:J scale: (circle one)

l-G<nerally 2-Generally 3-Ml.xei 4-General1y 5-Generally

very good equally bad very

good good bad 36
and
bad

208
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I O. PROBLEM DYNAMICS I1....,~ _

General Instructions: The preceedlng sections asked you to identify and
prlorlt,ze maJor categorles of problems affectlng the vlab,l,ty of thlS
project. ProJect problems, however, are rarely as simple as these
categorles ·suggest. Th,s section asks you to provide an analytlcal
discussion of these problems. Your dlScuSSlon should include a detalled
descrlpt10n of the maJor problems, an explanation of !hl they arose
and how they related to other problems, and an assessment of thelr lmpact
on t~phys,cal, soclal, and flnanclal vlabil,ty of thlS proJect.

MAKE YOUR RESPONSE LEGIBLE

CONTINUE ON BACK IF NECESSARY
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PARI'IV

proJECI' IDENI'IFICATIOO CODE (PIC)

OJ OJ OJ em aD 0 GLJ GJ 0 0
State PH'. ProJect

A'I'TENTION

THE FOLI.arlING PART-IV-PROJECT INTERVENTION ANALYSIS
SHOULD BE Ca.!PLETED ONLY FOR THOSE PROJECTS WHICH
HAVE A PROJECT INDENTIFICATION NUMBER ENDING IN B~

j A. Inventory of ProJect Interventions

General Instruction:

The precedJ.ng section asked you to analyze and rank order the .J.D1pact
of vUJ.ous problems on this proJect.. These problems were grouped l..nto
10 maJor categorl..es.

1. ProJect deSl.gn and site;
2. project physl..cal structure CworkmanshJ.p and/or materJ.als),
3. ProJect tenant attributes and behavJ..or;
4.. Ne.l.ghborhood;
50' HOD fundl.ng and oversl.ght of PHA/pro-Jects;
6. Local/State/Federal Governmental Impacts
7.. Low-Rent Housing Market; and
8. ProJect Expenses Caval-lability and/or cost of goods,

servl..ces, taxes).
9. PHA/proJect a~nJ.stratJ.on

1-18 '

- '
'l'hJ..s Part (IV> asks you to analyze the

interventl..ons for solv.1.Dg proJect problems.
of two separate steps.

effectiveness of var~ous

The analys~s cons~sts

In step 1, you are asked to rate the effect~veness of each
intervent~on listed below on maJor problems·ident~f~ed~n

this proJect. Use the fol1ow~ng scale:

1. S~gnif~cant neqat~ve effect on problems of this proJect.

2. Slight negative effect on the problems of th~s proJect.

3. No effect on problems of this proJect.

4. Modest pos~tive effect on the problems of th~s proJect

5. S~gnif~cant pos~tive effect on the problems of th~s proJect

Now that you have noted the potent~al effect of these ~ntervent~on

actions, you are to beg1.n Step 2. Step 2 asks you to Rank Order
the f~ve act~ons that W111 have the best positive effect on the
long-range phys~ca1, soc~al, and financial v~ab~l~ty of the proJect
Use the fol1ow.I.ng scal e:

A = This i. the best act~on.

• :I: Th~s ,. the second best act~on•
C Th,s ,. the th~rd best aet~on

0 Th,• .I.S the fourth best act~on.

E Th~s .I.S the f~fth best act~on.
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C0 HT I HUE 0

STEP 1 STEP 2
, ~ =: EFFEX::rIVE !RANK.ORDER =:

~ OF EN::H m-
~~lCi'l ON

! tmrsp='S, IProBLEMS (USE A,B,C,D, or
. E)

{USE 1,2,3,4, or 5

INTERVENTION TYPE

.

~k3<9,

1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE

(0) Convert set-ected dwel1:Lng units to
non-res~dent~aluse (e_g_, commun~ty

20-21room, aoc~al service centers and
commercial use).

(b) Convert all or a siqnificant portion of
un~ts to alternat:l.ve types of resJ.dence

22-23(e_g_, famJ.ly to elderly/handJ.capped
or vJ,.ce versa).

(0) DemolJ.sh portio~ of un1.ts (less than
24-2510\).

(d) Allow underutilu:atl.on of units; i.e.,
occupancy below regular ~n~um house-
hold s:l.Ze for each unit S1.ze .in order

26·27to reduce populatl.on densJ.ty.

(e) Adapt buil~n9s and grounds to defensi-. hIe space concepts (e_g_, walls limitl.ng
access to and through the project,

28·29controlled Access mechanl.$mS at hl.gh-
rJ.se ent1.es, creat1.on of private and/
or easJ.ly supervised outdoor spaces
and improvement of res~dent surve~l-

lance opportunit~es).

(f) Install 8e~r~ty hardware: (e.g., better
locks, doors, windows and light~ng)

30-31
w~thout fully implementing defens~ble

space cpncepts.

(9) Prov~de and/or improve amenit~es (e.g.,
32-33landscaping, play areas and parking) •

.
(h) Prov~de improved community space or 34-35

fac~l~t~es through new construction.

(1) Demolish project 36-37

(j) Other (specify) 38-39,

.
.

1.- ____ ----- -- ------ ... _-
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COHTlij
- -~

212

. V c' ..
"

.. . , ., .. . -
. :RATE :mE IWiK CIDER.

EFl'ECrIVENESS :mE FIVE BE'Sl',
OF El\CH :INTER- l'CrIONS
VENl'ICN

INTERVENTION 'l'YPE
,

~~
.

,

2. PROJECI' PHYSICAL CONDrrION
I .. - -

(a) Carry out substant1al rehab11ita-
t10n of structures (not involving . ,-

conversion to alternative use). - 40-41
.

(b) Make repaJ.rs and replacements --

(short of substantJ.al rehabilJ.ta-
,

tion). . 42-43

(0) Initiate cost-effective energy- .
retrof1.tting for major proJect "

systems. - 44-45-
(d) Mod1fy existing structures and

grounds to conform to legal/ '.
regulatory reqw.rements (regarding; 46-47 -

- -noise, pollutJ.on, safety and-sanita-
._-

tJ.on) • ._. - -
(e) Mod1fy structures to enhance attrac-

tiveness (i.e., facades, etc. ). '.' " 48-49- - .

(f) Other (specify) • 50-51

3. NEIGHBORHOOD ~·V'\,/ ,,/~

, -' -..
. (a) ObtaJ.D better communJ.ty services - -

(health care, chJ.ld care, schools, 52-53
lJ..brary and recreatJ.on).

(b) ProvJ.de adequate transportatJ.on. . 54-55

(0) Renew/upgrade-commercJ.al areas, 56-57

(d) Prov~de better law enforcement
services to combat cr~me and -- . - 58-59
vandalism,

(e) ElJ..minate adve'rse environmental c9n- 60-61
dJ.tions (e.g. noise and pollut1on) • . . .. -

(f) Obta~n better mun~cipal serv~ces
. -

(~.e., trash and garbdge collect~on., ...........- ... - .- "- ~..- - ..
street ma~ntenance, clean~ng, 62-63and,
lighhng). ,

(g) Undertake ne~ghborhood revitali-
zat~on effort to reverse phys~cal

and soc~al blight of surround.J.ng I 64-65
area. ,

(h) Undertake efforts to improve att~~ud 66-67
. of community toward proJect and

tenants. ,

- 68-691.- ___ - ---- U 0 -- --- -- L._._
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,

RATE THE :RANK ORDER
EFFl'l:TIVENESS OF T!lE FIVE BEST
E1lC!I INl'ER\'l;Nl'ION ACI'IONS

:INTERVENTION TYPE

~~
1Jup. 1-1
punch 92
m 14-15

4. HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT.

(a) Modl.fy HUD policies, programs and/or
regulations to meet legJ..tJ.m.ate needs 16-17
of proJect.

, (b) SUlplJ.fy HUD forms, reporting re-
quJ.rements and/or compl.1.ance regu- 18-19
J.atJ.ons.

(e) Inera-5e HOD staffJ-ng aViIl:llable to work 20-21
with PHA.-

(d) Prov.l.de better gual1ty of HUD over-
. s1ght of, and technJ.cal assistance 22-23

to, PHA. --
(e> other (specJ.£Y). 24-25

S. LOCAL/STATE IFEDERAL GOVERllMENTAL IMPACTS: FY\X)()(;XX~
(a) Obta:LD adequate delivery of basJ-c

publJ.c serv.1.ces (e.go, polJ.ce, -
f.1.re, streets and waste removal) 26-27
J.Dclud:t.ng enforcement of Coopera-
tJ.on Agreements.

(b) ObtaJ.D supplemental fundJ.ng (e. g. ,
CDBG, LEAA, CETA and TJ.tle XX) 28-29
through state and local publ.1.c
agencJ.es.

(e> ObtaJ.D ~tment of maJor and local -
legJ.slatJ-ve body to vJ.abJ-IJ.ty of PHA/ 30-31
proJect•

(d) .Improve coord1.natl.on Wl.th State and
local agenCl.es (welfare servl.ces, 32-33
etc.).

<e> Other (specify). 34-35

-

213
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214

RATE THE WINK OlIDER THE
E:FFl'X:TIVENESS OF FIVE BEST =00= JNrER\7ENI'ION

INTERVENTION TYPE

,
c ~bZl

Cf) Improve des~gn of related Federal
36-37programs (other than HOD programs). -

(9 ) Improve adm1n~stration/coor~nat~on
38-39of Federal programs (other than

HUD program).

ChJ other (specify). - 40-41

~ LOW-RENT HOUSING MARKET: '>?'X X Y IX'X~

Ca) Estab12sh relat1vely low-ce11J.ng - --- 42-43rents to attract and obtaJ.n hJ.qher-
.l.ncome tenants.

Cb) Carry out marketing actJ.VJ.t1es to
44-45promote full occupancy and rea11za-

tJ.on of tenant select:t.on polJ.c1es.

Ce) AvoJ..d oversupply of competing sub-
sJ.d1zed housl.ng by careful market

46-47analysJ.s J.n prccesS1ng app11catons
for add1tJ.onal housJ.ng aSs1stance
(Section 8 or pub~c hous:mg). .

Cd) Greater use of Seetl.on 8 ex1stJ.ng
hous1ng program. to serve familJ..es -
whose J.ncome, life styles, or

48-4960C1a1 attrl.butes are inconsJ.stent
W:Lth the goal of proJect :a.mprove-
ments.

(eJ Other (spec1fy). 50-5L

L.. _______

CONTINU D -- --- -- '--,-
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R1lTE mE :RANK OIDER mE
, , ~OF FIVE BEST

EACH Jli!l'Elmm'ION =1ONS

INTERVENTION TYPE

-

%0000<>,

'. PROJECT EXPENSES.

--
52-53(a) Exerc~se closer bUdget controls by

PHA/HUD.

(h) Encourage tenants to-;contro! ut11J..- 54-55
tJ.es consumptJ..on.

(e) EstablJ.sh reasonable utJ..!J..tJ..es -
allowances and make tenants bear - 56-57
costs of excess conswnpt10n.

(d) Install J..nsulaton and other energy -

oonservJ..ng J.mprovements. - 58-59

(e) Improve efficJ..~ncy of management - 60-61
staff.

-
. (f). Keep wage rates (especJ..ally maJ..n-

tenance wage rates) to a level of 62-63
local comparabJ.IJ.ty.

(g) ProvJ.de adequate fundJ.ng to elimJ.-

- nate deferred ma3.ntenance backlog 64-65
and allow preventJ.ve maJ.ntenance
J.n future.

(h) ProvJ.de traJ.nl.ng for PHA staff 66-67
(J.nclu~ng maJ.ntenance~staff). - -

(1) Provl.de J.ncentJ.ves/dJ.sJ.ncentJ.ves
to encourage tenant care, 68-69

(J) Other {specJ.fy}.
70-71

- - -

-.

"
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RME THE RANK O:R!lER THE Dup 1-13
EFFECTIVENESS OF FIVE BEST punch 93
El\CII INmRIIl'Nl'I~ l\Cl'IOOS m 14-15.

INTERVENTION TYPE

8. PHA/l'ROJEC'I' ADMINISTRATION: ~rm
(a) Increase rental 1ncome <e.g.,

16-17through econOlnJ.C cross-sectJ.on) •

(b) Prov.l.de adequate operating subsidy
funds. 18-19

(e) Prov.l.de adequate modern.l.zatJ..on funds. 20-21-
(d) Other (specify).

22-23
AccountinN Svstem:

-
(a) Improve acccunt.l.ng and reporting 24-25

System_

fRental and Occu....an....· Procedures: rAXXXX )( XXX)
- •

(a) Institute v.l.gorous tenant select.l.on,
screening and eV.l.ct.l.on polic.l.es 26-27
and procedures (wJ.th appropr.l.ate
court support).

(b) Mod1fy tenant se!ect.l.on and aSB.l.gn-
ment plan to permJ.t hJ.gher level of 28-29
responsJ.b1lity by on-SJ.te manage-
ment for tenant selectl.on.

(e) Modify defJ.nJ.tJ.on of fanu.ly income
to encourage part.l.cJ.patJ.on by 30-31
worJa.ng families. - -

(d) Modify dwellJ.ng lease to encourage
greater tenant responsJ.bility. 32-33

(e) Review dwell1ng lease and related -
procedures to remove unnecessary 34-35
obstcales to prompt ev~ct~on.

(i) other (specify). 36-37,

-

L- _______

COMTIMU 0 -- -- - -- '--,--
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~ ...... ' .,. , - - "~ -
RATE TIlE :RANK ORDER THE

"
.. ,

~SOF FIVE BEST. .,., .
EAOI IN1'ElMNI'JDN =:IONS,. ~

- -, --
·INTERVENTION TYPE

--- - ! - " ~ - -- - -• :
; ,,

1

ITenant Serv~ces and RelatJ.ons: rv'v-x A A." Af'/'V' )(_. . -- , , , .

(a) FaCJ.h.tate delivery of conununJ.ty 38-39
servJ.ces.

,

(b) Mainta:m constructJ.ve relationshJ.ps
with tenants (J.ndl.vidually and

• organJ.zed) • - - - '- 40-41

(0)
.

FacilJ.tate tenant orga!.u.zatJ.on t s~ _ --- - -partJ.cJ.patl.on 1n management 42-43
decisions. .- --

'" -
(d) ProvJ.de fair~and effectJ.ve grievanc!? - , , -- - -- - 44-45

procedures_
f

"
, 10.) ."InstJ.tute tenant .management., '. , . , ' 46-47-

, - If)' Oilier (specify) - -- , .~_ ....

, - 48-49
{"Maintenance:

•
, (a) Catch up on deferred maJ.ntenance 50-51

-- ~and'keep maintenance current. -, -- "' -
Ib) Provl.de more ma.l.ntenance staff. , 52-53

(e) .. Improve sk:L11s of maJ.ntenance 1,. :staff. , - -- . . " - .. , - ' 54-55

(d) ~ Improve management of maJ.ntenance - , .
- efforts, includ.J.ng effJ.cJ.ency and · - 56-57

, quality control• •

·(e) Other (specify) • 58-59
, . . . ' - . ' .. -- .- -- . - -

, ,

- - . . -. - ~~ - ~ .' .. -
j -.. --- -- -.- -. - ... , .-- _........" -' .. - - - -- " .

,
"-

j

·"

;

,
· .

-
,

,L.... __._ -- -- - --
_ C

0 ~T I ~'U D -- -- -- -- '---
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218

-'- .
~

;

-

··iNTERVENTION TYPE , u .... ~~. .-

Dup.1-13
punch 94

- ill 14-r5

Personne , ,

(.) Add ~re PBA/proJect staff. , 16-17

(b) Elinunate unnecessary PRA/proJect - . - ·- 18-19staff. --
-(e)-- :Improve skills of PBA/proJect staff. - - - -20-21

(d) Improve effJ.ciepcy of PRA/proJect . 22-23 "
staff management.

,
, ·- (e) Remove/reduce constral.nts on hirJ.ng -- - -~- -, 24-25competent personnel and disJnJ.ssing

"'
,

incompetent personnel. ,-
26-27(f) Increase tenant employment. :-

>
. . , ' ......... " 28-29}..(g) Reduce excessive~wage scales. -

·(h) Increase wage scales as necessary
30-31 :to attract competent staff. -

-(i) Other (specify) • 32-33
, '

ecurJ..t ,
,

(a)_ :Improve local police services. 34-35
,

(b) Prov.l.de PHA securl.ty servJ.ces ,
(e.g. , security guards and "

tenant patrols) 36-37" -

(e) Provide youth programs and employment ,>

cpportunl.tJ.es •• crime/vandalism 38-39
prevention techniques.

•
(d) Install securJ.ty hardware and

40-41equipment.

(e) other (specify). 42-43:,
-

, ·,
'.,
•
"
>
~., ...
:
lS
"
~
;;

- .- - .. ~ ',-
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. . . , ,
RATE nlE R1\NK ORDER THE
E:FFEX:rIVENESS OF FIVE BESI'

, EACH INl'ERVENrION llCrIONS

INTERVENTION TYPE

, ~~. .- . ., . ,"- ,

IOverall PHA/pro,ect Performance: I)(YX X./\/X/. .

(a) Improve att~tude, skJ.lls and 44-45
accountabJ.lity of proJect and
manager •.

(b) Improve attl.tude, sk.J-lls and
accountabi1.l.ty of FHA's Execu- 46-47
tive Directors.

(0) Improve attitude, skJ.lls and ' -
accountabl.13.ty of other PHA 48·49
executl.ve/supervl.Sory staff.

,

(d) Improve knowledge, skills and 50-51
attl.tudes of PHA COlIlIl1J.ssJ.oner• ,.. .. --,

(e) Other (specl.fy) • 52-53. . -
. . .

.. .

. ,

. . , . .
.. , .- . . . - - . .

. " , --

- .

.
,- -- -. -

- - - -- .. . -- . . .

. . , . . -.' . ~.~.~... . -." "- . --

.... _-- -- -- -- - CO NT I'NU 0 -- -- -- -- '---
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B. Analysis of .Intervention OUtcanes

1. If the actl.ons identl.fl.ed as effective were implemented, hoW'
would you then rate the des1rabi11ty of the project as <:anpared
to unsubsidized housing in the locahty rentl.ng at the eXJ.st1ng
housing fair market rents? (Circle One)

1. 81o;nif1cantly.....
DII.1rab1e

2. ~.wh.t....
o.lI1rab1e

•• Ike....,h.t

"'"D..1rab1e

S. S1qn1f1c&lltly

"'"Des1rable 54

2. Based on your kn.oW'led~ of the project and problems identif1ed
in the precec!1ng sect10n, please provide an assessment of results
if none of the interventl.on actions are implemented.

MAKE YOUR RESPONSE LEGIBLE

---- _ Cont, nue on back, f necessary
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C.. ProJect Physical rmprovementa AnalysJ..s

'In Part III-A-l PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE, and A-2 PROJECT PHYSICAL
STRUCTURE, specific renovation interventions were detailed for
restor1ng the proJect I s physical structure, Please prOVide
estimates of the total cost for physical :blprovements in
.accordance with each of the follo,!,,1ng categories. These estimates
~re to be based upon information ~OM the fues and knowledge of
£ield office engineers.

IV-12

Category Est1mated Cost Per UnJ..t

RepaJ..r and replacement required to OJ
restore the proJect to basJ..c $' em 00
acceptability as decent safe, and , •
sanitary housing ..

SUbstantJ..al rehabJ..1J..tat10n to
assure long-term rarketability as $ OJ t""'t"'"r"'"l 00
a low-income proJect and durability.. ,L.J,....L..J •

ConversJ..on from fAm11y to elderly/
handJ.capped (or vJ..ce versa) ~ rTI [I]] 0
reqw.n.ng maJor des1gn and . of b+-J, _.0
structural changes.

221
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"EXPERTS"
Discussion Guide
Part I

Name _

Organizat10n ___

Ranking Scale

A = Most Serious
B =Next Most Serious
C • .
D=
E = Least Serious

Title _

Address _

Type of Expert, _ Telephone )

PROBLEM ANALYSIS RANK

Desion and Si te

Physical Structure

Tenant Attributes and Behavior -

Nei ohborho ods

HUD Fundi no and Overs i oht

Local/State/Federal Government

Low Rent Housinq Market

Project Expenses (materials/services)

PHA/Pro.iect Administrator .
Notes

,.
-

-

222
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"EXPERTS"
Discussion Guide
Part II

RAN KI NG SCALE
A - This is the best aet2on.
B - This is the second best action_
C - 'l'h1.S is the third best action
D ~ Th2S is the fourth best act~on.

E - This 2$ the f2fth best aet20n.

INTERVENTION ANALYSIS RANK

ncrease Operatinq Funds

morove Manaaement (HUD)
.

morove Manaaement (PHA/Proiect)
.

Reoai r to Standard (then operatina funds to maintain)

Remodel

ronvert

Demolish

Notes

-

. .
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FIELD OFFICE
DISCUSSION GUIDE

PART I
NAME- _

FIELO OFFICE ~~~

Very
Good

TITCC·~'~'"

PHONE (,- )-,..

Good Bad Very
• Bad

MANAGEMENT RESOURCES Rat1ng

- , -
Professlonal Staff

Secretarlal/Clerl~alStaff
.

Staff SklIls

~fanageI'lent Infonnatlon Sy:tem
- -

Support FaCllltles (xeroA machlnes, computers)
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APPENDIX H

TABLES ON FIELD OFFICE ASSESSMENT OF PROBLEMS

. .
. This Appendix contains a tabulation,of Field Office responses

to the PART III - PROJECT PROBLEM ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT (see Appendix H ).
The responses are broken down into! four Rarts. .

,,~ "
"

j ~

Problem Impact Ratings for All Iprojects
Problem Impact Ratings for U~troubled Projects
Problem Impact Ratings for Relatively Untroubled Projects
Problem Impact Ratings for Troubled Projects

:: i .'
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
l- I-

i--.

" " " " OF TIMESw
AVERAGE> w '" '" w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM >= > w" " IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ ~ ~ I-~ ~ I-~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY • > " >= ~" ;:§ RATING " ~o 1- 0 ~o
1-

0

>= '" " ,,- 0 00: ~o: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw
'" o:w w RECEIVED 0:"

,,~ o~
,,~

o~

" " w w> w"= SERIOUSWw o~ ,,~
"'~

,,~

"'I- 1-1- "I- et: 0:1- "'~ ,," " 1-" " PROBLEMSw'" ",,,, w'" ~" w" I-~ o~ 00 o:~ "'0

"" !:::~ ,,~ 0:- 1--
o~ "'" >'" ~o

'" 0:
_ 0:

"0: ... 0:
,,;:§ ~" 0" oW WW 00: ww "'w Ow _w

~- ~- "''' "''' ,,~ '" ~ I-~ ... ~ ... ~
1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 43 26 19 8 4 20 9 5 5 7 6 32

(e) PROJECT SIZE (NUMBER AND DENSITY DF UNITS, 8 63 16 7 5 24 4 2 1 1 - 8
BUILDINGS, TYPE OF BUILDING ON SITE) .

(bl.BUILDING MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT 9 66 13 8 5 23 - 1 1 - - 2
AND ACCESSI

. .
(el UNIT MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 8 66 14 9 3 23 1 1 1 1 - 4

ACCESS) .
(dl ON SITE FACILITIES (LAUNDRY, STORAGE, 8 55 20 11 6 26 1 1 1 1 1 5

RECREATION ROOMI

(e) AMENITIES (POOL, WELL·DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 5 49 25 13 8 27 1 1 2 1 2 7
ADEQUATE PARKING)

(ll DEFENSIBLE SPACE (PERSONAL SENSE OF 6 54 21 11 8 26 1 2 1 1 1 6
SECURITY, PRIVACY, CONTROLLED ACCESS)

(g) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (LANDSCAPING 6 58 24 8 4 25 - - - 1 1 2
EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH)

(h) COMMERCIAL SPACE 16 66 11 4 1 21 - 1 - - - 1

101 OTHER (SPECIFYI 77 11 - 1 1 1 1 - - - - - -.

I,
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PROBLEM IMPACT'RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS.. , PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES. PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
" . AS HAVING , MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS 'PERCENTAGE... • < i w l- I-

AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: w'" ~ .... .... .... ....,

w =: .... ~ IMPACT '" I-~ ~ I-~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" I- ~'" ~ RATING => ",0 1- 0 "'0
1-

0,
;:: '" '" ",- 0 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOST. w

'" o:w w RECEIVED 0:", "'~ o~ "'~ o~

'" '" w w> > SERIOUS
~ .~ /.'\' ::"). "'I- 1-1- "'I- o- w- Ww 0'" "'''' :1:'" "''''0:1- i "' .... 2=> => I-=> => PROBLEMSw" :1:" w"

_I-
00 :1:0

"'''' "'''' w'" I-~ oS 0: 0
S!~ "'~ "'''' >'" , "'0 "0:

0:- =>i< 1--
o~ -0: ~o:

"'~ .... '" 0'" oW WW 00: '" w :1:", 0", - '""'- "'- "'"
",,,,

"'~ '" '" 1-'" ~'" ~'"

2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE
41 29 22 G 3 20 9 7 6 9 6 37(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS)

la} FOUNDATION 14 76 6 3 2 20 1 - 1 - - 2

(b) PLUMBING 9 61 21 7 2 23 1 - - - 1 2

Ie} ELECTRICAL 9 68 14 7 2 22 - - - - - -
(d) APPLIANCES 10 68 16 4 2 22 - - - - - -
(e) ROOF 10 64 12 8 6 23 1 1 1 1 - 4•

(f) ELEVATORS 18 68 2 3 2 22 - 1 - - - 1

(g) HEATING A'ND COOLING 8 60 17 11 4 2,4 1 1 - - - 2

(h) 'INSULATION 8 46 21 16 10 27 2 1 - 1 1 5.' .
It} GENERAL STRUCTURE (WALLS. FLOORS. WINDOW 6 52 23 14 6 2,6 2 1 1 1 - 5

FRAMING, DOORS) I

(J) SEWAGE'DISPOSAL 12 73 11 3 - 21 - - - - - -
Ik} PARKING AREA ICONDITION} 8 58 19 10 4 24 1 - - 1 - 2. .
(I) OTHER (SPECIFY) 75 12 1 ,1 2 1 1 - - - - - -,

, .
,

, ,,
i - .

... - ,. , . . ... ., , - .
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS DNE DF FIVE

AS HAVING , MDST SERIDUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMeS
> w " " w w w w LISTED ASPRDBLEM >= > w" " IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

~~ ~ '" I-~ ~ I-~ ~ DNE OFSUBCATEGORY
w

" >= ~'" O§ RATING '" ",0 1-0 "'0 1-0>
>= " " ,,- 9 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw

" o:w w RECEIVED 0:", "'~
o~ "'~ o~

" '" w w> > SERIOUS
"I- 1-1- "'l- e- w - Ww c'" "'''' ",,,, ",,,,

0:1- "'~ ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMSw" ",,, w"
_I- co o:C "'c"''' w" I-~ c 9..... ' "''' "" ",;1; "'" >" "'c 0:- "';;: 1--, ,

c~ -~ " 0:
_0: ~o:

",'" ~'" ~'"
cw WW Co: w w "'w Cw - w
"'" "'''' "'~ '" '" 1-'" ~ '" ~ '"

3. PROjECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND
38 21 23 15 4 23 13 11 12 8 6 40

BEHAVIOR , ,

TENANt CHARACTERISTICS - ,

• (a) PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 10 66 14 7 2 23 - - - - - -

(b) 'PREDOMINANCE OF 'LARGE FAMILIES 8 61 16 10 4 25 1 1 - 1 - 3
,

'(e) PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE·PARENT FEMALE 7 47 21 15 10 28 2 2 2 1 1 8
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
FAMILIES ,

(d) ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIO 8 57 20 11 4 25 - - 1 1 - 2

(e) LARGE NUMBER OF TEENAGERS 9 57 17 11 4 25 - - - 1 - 1

(I) SOURCE OF INCOME (MOST FAMILIES RECEIVING 7 45 20 18 9 28 1 - 1 1 1 4
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE), , ,

(g) PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 7 36 27 17 13 29 2 2 1 2 2 9
, , ,

, (h) GENERAL OR FREQUENT UNEMPLOYMENT 8 44 21 16 11 28 1 2 1 1 - 5
.

h) HIGH TENANT TURNOVER 13 65 14 5 2 22 - - - - - -

PROBLEM TENANTS
(a) RULE BREAKING 8 55 25 8 3 25 - - - 1 - 1

(b) PROPERTY DAMAGE 7 54 18 13 7 26 1 - -; 1 - 2

(e) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 8 52 19 13 7 26 2 1 - 1 - 4 ,

(d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY 8 57" ·23 8 3 24 - - - - 1 1
MEMBERS
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

----------,

'"wo

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE. ' w l- I- ", ", ", ", OF TIMES
> w u u AVERAGE w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > w'" ;;: IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w .... ~ '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;:: "'", ~ RATING => ",0 1- 0 "'0 0
;:: '" '" ",- 9 00: ",0: 00: 1-0: FIVE MOSTw '" o:w W I RECEIVED 0:", ",~ o~ ",~ "'~

'" '" w w> > 0", SERIOUS
"'I- 1-1- "'I- c- w- Ww c'" ",'" 0:'" "'=>0:1- "' .... ",=> => I-=> PROBLEMSwu o:U W U _I- Co o:C 0:0

"'''' "'''' w'" 1-'" c9
~~ ",;;: "'''' >'" "'0 UO: 0:- =>ii: 1--

c~ -0: ... 0:

"'~
.... ", c", ow wW Co: ww O:w Ow _w
'" - '" - u'" "''''

, ",~ '" '" 1-'" ... '" ... '"
(el UNSANITARY PRACTICES (INSIDE AND DUTSIDE 7 52 26 10 5 2,6 - 2 - - 1 3

HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)
,

(f) NUISANCE 'BEHAVIOR (LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 7 55 22 12 3' 25 - - - - - -
UNCONTROLLED CHILD ACTIVITYI

(gl MULTI·PROBLEM FAMILIES (FAMILIES HAVING 8 57 22 9 3 25 2 1 1 - - 4
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVEI

OTHER ,
tal RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 16 81 2 - - 19 - - - - - -
(b) ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 6 63 23 6 1 24 - - - - - -.

(e) UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 6 61 25 5 2 24 - 1 - - 1 2.

(d) RACIAL MIX 12 62 16 7 3 23 - 1 - - 1 2

4. IIfEIGt:jBO.RHOOD 36 29 24 8 3 21 5 11 10 7 10 43

(al SOCIAL SERVICES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 5 49 34 10 3 26 2 1 2 1 2 . 8
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION)

(b) TRANSPORTATION 6 49 29 14 7 27 1 1 1 3 2 8
I

(e) COMMERCIAL AREAS 8 57 20 10 5 25 - - 1 1 - 2 :

"
(d) VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 6 51 26 11 6 26 1 2 1 1 - 5

(el PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (EXCESSIVE NOISE, 8 56 23 9 4 25 1 1 1 - 1 4
POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)

. , , ., , . .. . , ,
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ...

AVERAGE
:;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES

> w '-' '-' w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM
~

> w'" '" IMPACT ... ... ... ...
W ... 0- 0- '" ... ~ ~ ... ~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > ;:: ~:;; OJ RATING :::> "'0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0
;:: '" '" "'- 5? 0'" ",,,, 0", ",'" FIVE MOSTw

'" ",w w RECEIVED "':;; :;;0- 00- :;;0- 00-

'" " w w> > Ww 0'" :;;'" :t:'" :;;'" SERIOUS

"'''' ...... " ... o- w-_... ",'" "' ... ,,:::> :::> ... :::> :::> PROBLEMSw'-' :t:'-' w'-' 00 :t:o
""'" "'''' w'" ... ~ 05? "'5?gf :;;~ ""'" >'" "'0 '-'''' '" - :::>", ... -
00- -'" ... '",,,,OJ ... :;; 0:;; ow WW 0", ww :t:w Ow _w

"'- '" - '-''''' "''''' :;;0- '" '" ... '" ... '" ... '"
(fl SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT (PROJECT ADVERSELY 8 57 23 8 4 24 1 1 1 1 - 4

IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBORHOOOI

(91 ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 8 61 21 6 3 24 - 1 - - - 1
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

(hi PROJECT "IMAGE" IN NEIGHBORHOOD 8 60 22 6 3 24 - - 1 - - 1

III CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES 10 62 13 9 5 24 - 1 - 1 - 2

!II CONCENTRATION OF LOW INCOME PERSONS 8 44 26 14 8 27 2 - 1 2 - 5

(kl HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 9 46 21 15 8 27 - - 1 1 1 3

5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF
39 19 4

PHA/PROJECT
22 17 23 11 11 9 9 6 46

PROGRAM AND POLICIES

(al ADEQUACY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 7 49 20 15 8 27 4 2 - 1 1 8

(hi ADEQUACY OF PFS FORMULA 6 44 22 16 10 29 - 4 1 - - 5

(el TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 10 44 21 18 6 27 1 2 1 2 1 7

, (dl PFS FORMULA'S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 5 45 19 17 13 29 2 1 3 2 1 9
PHA NEEDS (, e, SECURITY)

(el CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW·INCOME 6 43 25 17 9 28 1 2 2 2 1 8
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND
PHA ECONOMIC SELF·SUFFICIENCY

(fl CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER INCOME 9 b9 16 9 6 25 - 1 1 1 - 3
PER&ONS AND ANTI·DISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE

:;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM >= > w<C ~ IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > <C >= "':;; ;§ RATING " "'0 1- 0 "'0 1- 0

>= '" <C <C- 9 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw
'" o:w w RECEIVEO 0::;; :;;~ o~ :;;~ o~<C '" w w> > 0'" :;;'" :1:'" :;;'" SERIOUS

"'I- 1-1- "'I- o- w- Ww
_I- 0:1- "'~ "," " 1-" " PROBLEMSw " :1:" w" "'<C w<C 1-'" 09 00 0: 0 :1:0"'<C 5:~ :;;~ 0:- "0; 1--

o~ "'''' >'" "'0 "0: -0: u.0:
"';§ ~:;; 0:;; oW WW 00: ww :l:w Ow _w

'" - '" - "'" ",,,, :;;~ '" '" 1-'" u.",
u. '"

(g) CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 10 62 15 6 6 24 1 - 1 - 1 3
IN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY

HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING
(a) NUMBER OF HUD STAFF 6 44 24 17 9 28 1 1 2 3 2 9

(b) SKILLS OF H~D STAFF 11 69 12 6 2 22 - - - - 1 1

(e) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA 6 48 28 12 6 26 - 1 1 2 1 5
COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND .
FORMS

(d) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE 5 48 25 16 5 27 - - - 1 - 1
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHA,

(e) SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA, PROJECT AND 12 67 17 4 1 21 - - - - - -
TENANT PROBLEMS (ABILITY TO BALANCE HUD
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PROJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)

(f) OTHER (SPECIFY) 76 13 - - 1 1 1 - - - - - -
6. LOCAlISTATE/FEDERAL -

GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS
47 27 17 B 1 19 2 7 5 6 8 28

-
(a) DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES (POLICE, FIRE, 7 54 27 9 2 25 1 1 - 2 - 4

ROADS, ETC)

(b) DELIVERY OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 6 46 32 10 5 26 - 2 1 - I 1 4.
lei LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRiCTIONS (NEW 10 68 19 2 1 22 - - - - - -

STANDARDS, CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE
CONTROLS)

-
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE

'" ... ... AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> '" '-' '-' '" '" '" '" LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > "';t " IMPACT .... .... .... ....

~ '" ... ~ ~ ... ~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY '" " ;:: «:'" ;§ RATING ° ",0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0> '" " ,,- B 00: 00: FIVE MOST;:: '"
",0: ",0:

'" 0:'" '" RECEIVED 0:", "'~
o~ "'~ o~

" '" '" ",> > "'", 0'" "'''' ",,,, ",,,, SERIOUS

"'''' ...... "' ... 0- "'-0:'" "' .... ",0 ° ...0 ° PROBLEMS"''-' ",'-' ",'-' U;~ ",,, ... ~ oB 00 0: 0 "'0
"''' ",,, ",;t "'''' >'" "'0 0: - 0- ... -
o~ -~ '-'0: _0: offi ~o:

"';§ ~'"
0'" 0'" ",,,, 00: '" '" "'''' - '"'" - '-'''' "'''' "'~ "'''' ... '" ~'" ~ '"

(d) LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES (0 e HIRING, 11 65 15 6 3 23 1 1 1 1 - 4
PROMOTING, FIRING STAFF) ,

(e) WELFARE SYSTEM (LEVEL OF PAYMENTS, 8 53 24 11 4 25 - 1 - - 1 2
EMERGENCY PAYMENTS, VENDOR PAYMENTSI

(f) AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 13 54 21 8 4 24 - 1 1 - 1 3
SERVICES ORGANIZATION PURSUING TENANT
RIGHTS

(g) LOCAL COURTS (LONG DELAYS IN EVICTION CASES, 10 52 19 12 6 25 - - 1 1 - 2
BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTS)

(h) STATE LAWS (EXTENSIVE EXISTING PROCEDURES, 11 65 15 6 3 23 - - - - - -
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)

I

(0) COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 13 62 18 6 1 22 - - - - - -
VIABILITY OF THE PHA

hi COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 12 63 19 5 1 22 - - - - - -
VIABI L1TY OF PHA

(k) COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 13 64 17 4 1 22 - - - - - -
THE VIABI L1TY OF THIS PROJECT

(I) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 12 65 18 4 1 22 - '- - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT

, ,

(ml FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR 12 62 17 6 2 23 - 1 - - - 1
REGULATIONS (HEW, NEPA, EO, OSHA)

(n) OTHER (SPECIFY) 78 11 - - - 10 - - - - - -



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS
,

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ...

AVERAGE
:;; :;; :;; :;;, OF TIMES

> w '" '" w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM
~

> w~ ~ IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ;:: ~:;; '" ... "" "" ... "" "" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > ::!! RATING :::> ",0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0

~ '" '" "'- S! 0'" ",'" 0", ",'" FIVE MOSTw '" ",w J w RECElyEO "':;; :;;o. 0" :;;o. 0", '" w w> > Ww 0'" :;;'" :J:'" :;;'" SERIOUS

"'''' ...... "' ... o- w-_... ",'" "'~ ",:::> :::> ... :::> :::> PROBLEMS'w'" :J:'" W'" "'''' w'" ... "" oS! 00 ",0 :J:o
"'''' ~~ :;;~ "'''' >'" "'0 "'- :::>co ... -
0" "'''' -'" u.'"
"'::!!

~:;; 0:;; ow WW 0", WW :J:w Ow _w
"'- '" - "'''' ",,,, :;;o. '" '" ... '" u.", u. '"

7. LOW RENT H9USING I\iIARKET 60 2B 11 1 1 16 3 2 3 1 4 13 :

(a) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 17 73 6 3 1 20, - - 1 - - 1
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA

, ,
(bl LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT, HOUSING OF THE 16 73 7 2 3 20 - - - - - -

QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PROJECT , ,,

(e) SUPPLY OF LOW·RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 14 66 11 7 2 22 - - 1 - - 1
MORE DESIRABLE TO LOW·1NCOME PERSONS IN
TERMS OF AGE. CONDITION OF BUILDING,
AMENITIES, SECURITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERViCES THAN THIS PROJECT PROVIDES

,
"

, ,

(dl OTHER (SPECIFY) 77 12 - - - 10 - - - - - -

8. PROJECT EXPENSES (AVAILABILITY
AND/OR COST OF GOODS, SERVICES)

2B 20 25 21 6 26 22 15 9 7 6 59
,

(al FUEL, OIL, GAS, ELECTRICITY, COAL RATES AND/OR 6 26 16 26 26 34 11 4 6 2 5 2B
AVAI LABI L1TY , ' I

i -
(b) OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 9 36 1B 27, 9 29 - 3 1 1 - 5

(WATER, SEWER, ETC I . , .
'. ,

,

leI INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 6 31 22 22 1B 32, 2 2 4 3 I ' 2' '13

"
,

(dl GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES B 50 27 12 . 3 2.5 - - -' 1 - 1
AND SUPPLY , ' " , , \,.

", ..leI SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING, 9 47 31 9 4 2.5 I - 1 - - 1 2
ELECTRICAL, SECURITY, EXTERMINATING,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS)

,. , - I,
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
, PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE

'" l- t; AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> '" '" '" '" '" '" L1STEO AS,.

PROBLEM , ,
;:: > "'«

""
IMPACT .... .... .... ........ ~ '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OF'" « ;:: "'''' ~ '"SUBCATEGORY > RATING ",0 1-0 "'0 1-0

;:: ~. « «- '!:! 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOST
0 0:'" '" RECEIVED 0:", "'~ o~ "'~ o~

« '" '" ",> > SERIOUS
01- 1-1- "'l- e- '" - "'", e'" "'''' ",,,, ",,,,

_I- 0:1- "' .... ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMS, "'''' ",,,, ",'" ",« "'« 1-", e!:! eo o:!:! ",e
"'« 0«

"'''''
0:- .... -

o~ -'~ "'0 >0 "'0 "'0: -'" "'0: ~o:

"'~ .... '" 0", e'" ",,,, 0",
'" '" "'''' 0", - '"'" - '" - "'''' ",,,,

"'~ '" '" .... '" ~ '" ~ '"
(f) AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE 9 49 2B 10 4 25 - 1 - 1 1 3

STAFF
~

,

(g) OTHER (SPECIFY), 7B 11 - - 1 1 - -.. .
9. PHA/PRo'JEC'r ADM'.'NISTRATION 41 29 20 6 5 20 5 7 B B 6 34

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(al ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 10 51 16 10 12 27 1 3 2 1 1 B

(b) EFFICIENT USE OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 14 66 12 4 3 22 - - - - - -, . ,
ACCOUNTING 'SYSTEM

,

(a) MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS (CURRENCY AND 11 62 15 B 4 2.3 - - 1 1 1 3
SOPHISTICATIO\ll OF RECORD KEEPING) ,

(b) ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 12 5B 12 B 5 24 - - - 1 - 1.. ,
(e) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY. AND FREQUENCY OF 11 59 19 6 4 23 - - - - - -

REPORTS FOR FISCAL MANAGEMENT

(d) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY. AND FREQUENCY OF 12 59 17 B 4 23 - - - - - -
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT

(e) LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING 10 65 17 5 3 23 - - - - - -
(FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJECT
LEVELl

,

, . ,
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
, PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES, ' > w '"' '"' w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: w'" '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w > ~~ ~ ~ I-~ ~ I-~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;::
~'" ;:§ RATING '" ~o 1- 0 ~o

1- 0
;:: '" '" ",- 0 0'" ~'"

0",
~'" FIVE MOSTw

'" "'w w RECEIVEO

"'''' "'~ o~ "'~ o~ SERIOUS'" '" w w> wi:: Ww o~ "'~ :>:~
"'~"'I- 1-1- "'I- 0- ",I- ~~ ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMSw'"' :>:'"' w'"' U;!;:t w'" I-~ o~ co ",0 :>:0

"'''' ",,,, ",;1; "'- ",- I--
o~ -~ "'''' >'" ~o '"'''' -'" offi ~'"
"';:§ ~'"

c", OW WW c", ww :>: w -w
~- ~- '"'''' ~'" "'~ ~~ I-~ ~~ ~~

RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES ~

(a) ADMISSION SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS, 12 60 21 6 2 23 - - 1 - 1 2
MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LIST)

-
(b) INCC;>ME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMI~ATIONS 13 66 15 3 1 21 - - - - - -

, I
(e) TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITIES SCREENING) 11 52 21 11 4 25 1 1 1 1 1 5

(d) RENT DETERMINATIONS (ADEQUACY AND 13 '66 14 5 1 22 - - - - - -
, CURRENCy'OF RENT DETERMINATION AND

RE<;ERTIFICATIONS)
"

(e) RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 10 53 16 14 8 26 - 2 2 2 2 8
DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY)

(I) UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY 12 55 19 9 6 24 - - 1 - 1 . 2. OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION
PROCEDURES)
'.

(9) EVICTION (POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 10 55 19 11 5 25 - 1 1 2 - 4
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY)

.

16(h) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCiES IN PHA ' :70 11 2 44 20 1 - - - - 1, . p', .'- -- •(,) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT 16 73 8 2
,

:,2: 20 - . - -- - - -
'. , -, " , " ,, .. . ,

I . ; 'I. ,, • . c· , , ,
- .. - -. or" :,

,

.. -. -

" - "
. , -{ r .- - ',' '. . :



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS,
PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE

w t- t- AVERAGE
:; :; :; :; OF TIMES

> w " " w w w w L1STEO AS, PROBLEM
~

> w;1; ;1; I IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w '" t-'" '" t-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY ;:: ~:; ;'§ RATING ::> ",0 t- 0 "'0 t- 0> '" '" ",- 5! 00:: 00:: ' FIVE MOST;:: ",0:: ",0::w '" o::w w RECEIVEO 0:::; :;~ o~ "'~ o~ SERIOUS'" '" w w> > Ww 0'" :;'" ",,,, :;'"
" "'t- t-t; "'t- o- w-

"'~ ",::> ::> t-::> ::> PROBLEMS" w" w" Cii~ o::t- 00 "'0"'", w'" t-'" 05! 0:: 0

"'''' :;;1; 0::- ::>0: t--
o~ ~~ "'''' >'" "'0 "0::

_ 0::
wO::

",;,§ ~:;

~'"
oW WW 00:: ww "'w Ow _w

'" - "'" "'''' :;~ '" '" t-", w '" w '"

TENANT SERVICES AND RELA TIONS
(e) COOROINATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES 10 49 26 12 3 25 1 1 1 2 1 6

FOR !lENEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS

(b) PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCIAL SERVICES B 59 27 9 5 25 - - 1 - 1 2

"
(e) DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 10 55 25 7 3 24 - - - - - -

TENANTS (HANDLING AND RESOLVING COMPLAINTS)

(d) RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 12 59 19 6 2 24 1 - - 1 - 2

(e) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHAipROJECT 12 54 23 6 4 24 - - - 1 - 1
MANAGEMENT

(f) EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 14 64 16 4 1 22 - - - - - -
PROCEDURE (COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA)

(9) LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 27 46 14 5 4 20 - - - - 1 1

MAINTENANCE
(e) ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 7 55 26 B 3 24 1 - - 1 - 2

(JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATING)'

(b) RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS 10 5B 22 B 1 23 - - 1 - - 1
(PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS,
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL)

(e) EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 7 45 27 13 7 27 1 1 1 1 2 6
PROGRAM

;
,

(d) ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE 12 64 P 5 2 2,2 - - - - - -
VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE

I
r- ,) , . -, , ..
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE " " " " OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: w;1= ;1= IMPACT .... .... .... ....> ~ 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY w
'" ;:: ~" ;;!i RATING => ~o 1- 0 "'0

1-
0> " '" ",- ~ 00: 00: FIVE MOST;:: ",0: ~o:w " o:w w RECEIVEO 0:"

,,~ o~
,,~

o~ SERIOUS'" '" w w> >
o~ ,,~ :c~ ,,~"I- 1-1- "'I- o- w- Ww_I- 0:1- ~ .... ",=> => I-=> PROBLEMSw" :c" w"

~'" w'" 1-'" o~ 00 0: 0 :co
"'''' ~: ,,;1= 0:- =>C;: 1--
o~ "''' >" ~o "0: -0: u.0:
",;;!i .... " 0" oW WW 00: ww :Cw ow _w

~- ~- "'" ~'"
,,~ '" ~ I-~ u. ~ u. ~

Ie) ADEQUACY DF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 9 53 23 13 3 25 - - - - - -
If) MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 10 50 21 13 6 26 1 1 - 1 - 3

PERSONNEL
lal COMPETENCE OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 10 57 24 5 4 24 1 - 1 - - 2

lb) EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 9 53 27 7 5 25 1 1 - - 1 3.
lei OVER STAFFING 16 73 9 2 1 2.0 - - - - - -
(d) UNDER STAFFING 14 G6 10 4 5 22 - - - - - -.
Ie) CITY OR STATE CIVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 16 68 12 3 1 21 - - - - - -

RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT STAFF

. '.
If) UNION JOB CLASSIFICATION RULES WHICH AFFECT 13 66 11 6 2 22 - - 1 - 1 2

MAINTENANCE STAFFING

(gl UNION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE 15 69 7 3 5 22 - - - 1 - 1"-
(hi WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 15 65· 13 5 1 21 - - - 1 - 1

COMPETENT MANAGEMENT

hi FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 15 70 5 6 3 21 - - - - - -

,
. ,

.
.
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'PROBLEM IMPAcT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS
,

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE, w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w;;: '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w ~ '" 1-"' "' 1-"' "' ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;:: ~'" O'! RATING :::> ",0 1- 0 "'0 1- 0

'" '" ",- 0: 00: 00: FIVE MOST;:: w ",0: ",0:

'" '" o:W w RECEIVEO 0:", "'~
o~ "'~ o~ SERIOUS'" w w> w~ Ww 0'" "'''' %'" "''''"'I- 1-1- "'I- C- "' ... ",:::> :::> 1-:::> :::> PROBLEMSw" %" W" C;;~ 0:1- Co %0w'" 1-", 00: 0: 0

"'''' ~~ "';;: "'''' >'" "'0 0:- :::>0; 1--
o~ ,,0: -0: ~o:

",O'! .... '" 0'" OW WW Co: ww %w Ow -w'" - '" - "'" "'''' "'~ '" '" 1-'" ~ '" ~'"

SECURITY
(a) LOCAL SERVICES (RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 9 63 20 6 2 23 - - - - 2 2

POLICE ANO PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTSI

(b) PROJECT/PHA BASEO SERVICES (AOEQUACY AND 11 56 23 6 4 24 1 - - - 1 2
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)

(el SECURITY EQUIPMENT (LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, 11 56 17 11 5 25 - 1 - - 1 2
LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS)

"
,

OVERAll PHAIPROJECT'ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE
(a) ATTITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 12 6B 15 3 2 21 - 1 - - 1 2

VIABILITY OF PROJECT

(bl ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO
.

13 69 15 2 2 21 - - 1 - - 1
CONTINUED VIABILITY OF PROJECT

(el OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 11 59 22 5 2 23 - - 1 1 1 3

(dl OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 14 61 18 3 2 22 - - - - - -
,(IF APPlIC~BLE)

(el COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 12 55 21 10 2 24 - - - 1 - 1

PHA BOARD OF DIRECTORS
(al SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 11 55 25 6 4 24 1 1 - - 1 3

(bl COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 12 62 18 5, 2 23 - 1 - - - 1
PHA VIABILITY -

(el COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 12 74 20 4 2 22 - - - - - -
PROJECT VIABILITY
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'PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTR,OUBLED PROJECTS
.

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES , PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO ,

RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE

w .... ....
AVERAGE

::; ::; ::; ::; OF TIMES
> w u u w w w w LISTED ASI PROBLEM ;:: > w" ~ IMPACT, ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ ~ .... '" '" .... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > " ;:: "'::; ;§ RATING " ~o .... 0 ~o .... 0,
'" " ,,- 9 0'" 0", FIVE MOST;:: w "' ~'" ~'"'" ",w RECEIVED "'::; ::;~ o~ ::;~ o~

"
., w w> w~ SERIOUS" Ww o~ ::;~ :c~ ::;~

, , "' .... ........ ., .... ei= "' .... ~~ .," " .... " " PROBLEMSwu :c U w U 00 :co.,,,
~" w" .... '" 09 ",0

!::!~ ::;~ .,'" >'" ~o "'- "a; .... -~ u", - '" u.'". 0::; ~::; 0::; ow WW 0", ww :Cw Ow _w.,- ~- ~- u., ~., ::;~ ~~ .... ~ u.~ u. ~

1, PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 55 26 15 3 2 17 6 4 6 7 6 29

(,I PROJECT SIZE (NUMBER AND DENSITY OF' UNITS, 7 77 10 5 1 2,2 2 2 - 1 - 5
BUILDINGS, TYPE OF BUILDING ON SITE)

,
(b) BUILDING MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT 7 77 7 6 3 22 - 1 1 1 - 3

AND ACCESSI,,
(el UNIT MIX, SIZ~ OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 6 78 8 7 1 22 1 - 1 - - 2

, ACCESS)

(d) ON-SITE FACILITIES (LAUNDRY, STORAGE, 6 65 17 9 3 24 1 1 1 1 1 5
, ,RECR~ATION ROOM)

(el ~MENITIES (POOL, WELL-DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 3 59 24 9 4 2,5 , 1 1 2 - 1 5
ADEQUATE PARKING)

, (f) DEFENSIBLE SPACE (PERSONAL SENSE'OF 5 65 ' 19 9 2, 24 1 1 1 1 1 5
SE9URITY, PRIVACY.. CONTROLLED ACCESS)

, ,

(9) PHYSICAL EN,VIRONMENT (LANDSCAPING 5 68 " 20 5 1 2,3 - 1 - 1 - 2

- ' EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH I '. - ·

(h) COMMERCIAL SPACE 11 75 - 11 3 - - 2,1 - 1 --;. -- - 1, :
OTHER (SPECIFY)

,
hi 81 15 - 1 .- 12 - - - - - ',-,. , '.

· i ,, , , ,. ' ~ ~~ t

,
-. ....... -~ ... - - -

';.' , . , ., · -, , .
" '.



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PR08LEMS PERCENTAGE

'" .... .... AVERAGE " " " " , OF TIMES
> '" " " '" '" '" '" L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: ;:: ",,, " IMPACT .... .... .... ....

'"
.... ~ ~ '" .... ~ ~ .... ~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > " .... ~" ;§ RATING '" ",0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0

;:: 0 " ,,- S! 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOST
'" 0 0:'" '" RECEIVEO 0:"

,,~ o~ ,,~ o~
, ' " '" '" ",> > "'", 0'" "'" ",,,, "", SERIOUS

0 .... ........ "' .... 0- '" - "' .... ",'" '" .... '" '" PR08LEMS"''' :c" ","
_....

0: .... 00 "'0. "''' 0" "''' ",,, .... ~ oS! 0: 0
,,;1; "'0 "'0 0:- "'0: .... -

o~ -~ >'" "0:
_ 0:

~o:; .
"';§ .... " 0" 0'" ",,,, 00: '" '" "'''' 0", -'"'" - "'- "'" "'''' ,,~ '" '" .... '" ~ '" ~ '"

2. PROJECT ,PHYSICAL STRUCTURE
34 19 12 2 1 1 7 9 6 6 9 6 36

(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS)

(al FOUNDATION , '7 86 4 1 1 20 1 - 1 1 3 6

(b) PLUrvlBlNG 5 72 18 4 1 22 1 - - - - 1

(e) ELECTRICAL 5 80 10 5 1 22 - 1 - - - 1

(dl APPLIANCES 7 78 13 1 1 21 - - - - - -
(el ROOF

,
6 73 10 5 5 23 1 1 1 1 4-

(f) ELEVATORS 11 77 2 4 1 23 - 1 - - - 1,
(9) HEATING AND COOLING 5 70 14 8 3 23 2 1 - - - 3

,

(h) INSULATION - 5 53 19 14 10 27 3 1 - 2 1 7

(01 GENERAL STRUCTURE (WALLS. FLOORS, WINDOW 5 64 20 9 3 24 2 - 1 - - 3
FRAMING, DOORS)

hI ,SEWAGE DISPOSAL 8 82 8 2 - 21 - - - - - -
(k) PARKING AREA (CONDITION) 7 68 18 4 3 23 1 - 1 - - 2

(I) OTHER (SPECIFY) 79 16 1 1 1 12 - - - - - -

-



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PROBLEM
SUBCATEGORY

3. PROJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND
BEHAVIOR,

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO

AS HAVING

5123206

AVERAGE
IMPACT
RATING

RECEIVEO

18

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE
MOST SERIOUS PR08LEMS

11 6 12 5 5

PERCENTAGE
OF TIMES
L1STEO AS

ONE OF
FIVE MOST

SERIOUS
PROBLEMS

39

- 1 1 1 -

TENANT CHARACTERISTICS
(a) PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES

(h) PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES

(c) PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE·PARENT FEMALE
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
FAMILIES

(d) ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIO

(cl:LARGE NUMBER qF TEENAGERS

7 79 9 4

6 76 10 6

6 60 19 10

6 71 16 5

8 69 15 6

2

4

21

22

25

23

23

1 1 1

1

1

1

3

5

2

2
. '

(f) SOURCE OF INCOME (MOST FAMILIES R'ECEIVING
PUBLIC ASSISTAI)ICE)

(g) PREDOMINANCE OF VERY\OW INCOME TENANTS

(hI GENERAL o'R FREQUENT UNEMPLOYMENT

(,) HIGH TENANT TURNOVER

5 60 19 12

6 46 28 13

7 56 19 11

9 77 10 3

4

8

7

25

27

26

21

2

1

1

1

2 2

1

3

4

8

4

PROBLEM TENANTS
(al RULE BREAKING

(hI PROPERTY DAMAGE

(c) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS

(d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI·SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY
MEMBERS

7 67 20 5

6 68 14 9

7 63 17 8

769176

2

3

4

23

23

24

22

2

1

- 1

1 2 "

'3

4

1
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS
."

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE· OF TIMESw ... ... AVERAGE ::;; ::;; ::;; ::;;
> w' '"' '"' w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM !;; > w'" '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....

.... ~ ~ '" ... ., ., ... ., ., ONE OFSUBCATEGORY w ;:: .,::;; 11! RATING '" '" 0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0> '" '" ",- S! oa: Oa: FIVE MOST. ;:: w ",a: ",a:
'" a: W w RECEIVED a:::;; ::;;~ o~ ::;;~ o~

'" '" w w> > Ww 0'" ::;;'" x'" ::;;'" SERIOUS,'" ... ... t; "'''' e- w -· w'"' Cii~ a:'" "' .... ",'" '" ... '" '" PROBLEMS

"'''' x", w'"' w'" ... ., oS! eo a: O xo
::;;:1: a:- "'0; ... -

o~ !:~ "'''' >'" "'0 '"'a: _a: ... a:
",11! .... ::;; 0::;; ow wW 0a: ww xw Ow - w• "'- '" - '"'''' ",,,, ::;;~ '" '" ... '" ... '" ... '"

Ie) UNSANITARY PRACTICES (INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 6 64 20 8 2 24 - 1 - - 1 2
HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)

(I) NUISANCE BEHAVIOR (LOUD DISRUPTlVE'NOISES, 7 67 16 9 1 23 , 1 - - - 1 2
UNCONTROLLED CHI LD ACTIVITY) . .

(g) MULTI,PROBLEM FAMILIES (FAMILIES HAVING 7 70 16 5 1 23 2 1 - - - 3
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVE)

OTHER
la) RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 9 90 - - - 19 - - - - - -
Ib) ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 5 74 17 2 1 22 - - 1 - - 1

(e) UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 4 70 21 3 1 23 - 1 1 - 1 3

Id) RACIAL MIX 7 75 14 2 2 22 - - - - 1 1

4, NEIGHBORHOOD 48 29 22 1 - 18 5 11 8 6 9 39

(a) SOCIAL SERVICES. (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 4 55. 31 9 1 25 3 1 2 2 2 10
SCHOOLS. LIBRARY, RECREATION)

Ib) TRANSPORTATION 3 48 • 28 16 4 27 2 1 1 3 2 , 9.
- I

(e) COMMERCIAL AREAS 6 63 18 10 4 25 - - 1 2 - 3

Id) VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 5 61 25 6 3 24 1 2 1 1 - 5

(e) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT IEXCESSIVE NOISE, 6 66 20 7 1 23 1 1 1 - 1 4· POLLUTION. CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)

,

. .
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,PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ... AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w

.., .., w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;: > w'" '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

~"- "- '" ... "' "' ..... .. ONE OFw '" ;: ;1 =>SUBCATEGORY > .. '" RATING ",0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0
;: '" '" "'- 9 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw '" o:w w RECEIVEO 0:", "'''- 0"- "'''- 0"-

'" '" w w> > Ww 0'" "'''' :1:'" "''''
SERIOUS"' ... ...... "' ... o- w-

0:'" "'~ ",=> => ... => => PROBLEMSw.., :1:'" w..,
_...

00 :1:0"'''' w'" ..... 09 0: 0

"'''' ",,,, ",;1; 0:- =>0: ... -
0"- - "- "'''' >'" "'0 "'0: _0: ~o:

",;1 ~'"
0", oW WW 00: ww :l:w Ow -w"'- '" - "'''' "'''' "'''- '" '" ... '" ~'" ~'"-

(I) SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT (PROJECT ADVERSELY 7 70 17 5 1 22 - - 1 - - 1
IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBORHOOD)

(9) ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 7 73 17 2 1 22 1 1 - - 1 3
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

,
(h) PROJECT "IMAGE" IN NEIGHBORHOOD 7 72 17 3 - 22 - - 1 - - 1

hi CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES 8 74 11 6 2 22 - 1 - - - 1

(Jl CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME PERSONS 6 54 29 8 3 25 2 - 1 1 - 4

(k) HIGH UNEMPL9YMENT 8 56 23 9 3 25 - - 1 - 1 2

5 HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF
47 23 16 13 1 20 10 11 10 6 5 41

PHA/PROJECT

PROGRAM AND POLICIES

10) ADEQUACY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 6 55 19 14 4 26 4 2 - 1 1 8

(b) ADEQUACY OF PFS FORMULA 5 51 22 13 8 28 - 4 1 1 - 6

(e) TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 6 52 ' 21 15 5 27 1 2 1 2 1 7,
(d) PFS FORMULA'S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 4 53 20 12 ' 10 28 1 1 3 - 1 6

PHA NEEDS (, e., SECURITY)

(e) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW-INCOME 4 49 23 16 8 28 2 2 2 2 1 9
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND "
PHA ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY

(I) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER INCOME 6 65 14 10 4 2!, - 1 1 1 - 3
PERSONS AND ANTI-DISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
. w ... ... AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES

> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;: > wg; '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....
~ '" ... '" '" ... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY

w '" ;: ~'" ~ '" ... " "''' ... "> RATING "'";: '" '" ",- S! ,,0:: ",0:: "0:: ",0:: FIVE MOSTw '" o::w w RECEIVEO 0::", "'~
,,~

"'~
,,~

SERIOUS'"
., w w> w~ Ww c'" "'''' ",,,, ",,,,"' ... ...... "' ... ei= 0::'" "' .... .,'" '" ... '" '" PROBLEMSw" ",,, w" "'''' w'" ... '" cs! C" 0::" "'".,,,, ",,,, ",g; .,'" >'" "''' ,,0:: 0::- "'0; ... -

,,~ -~ -0:: ~o::

"'~ .... '" "'" "w WW "0:: ww "'w "w _w
'" - '" - "., "'''' "'~ '" '" ... '" ~ '" ~ '"

(9) CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 6 72 12 6 5 23 1 - 1 - - 2
IN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY

HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING
(a) NUMBER OF HUD STAFF 6 52 19 17 6 26 1 1 2 3 1 8

(b) SKILLS OF HUD STAFF 6 76 10 7 1 22 - - - 1 1 2

(e) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA 5 58 24 10 4 25 - - 1 2 1 4
COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND
FORMS

(d) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE 3 59 23 13 2 25 - - - 1 1 2
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHAs

(el SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA. PROJECT AND
,

7 76 14 3 21 - - - - - --
TENANT PROBLEMS (ABILITY TO BALANCE HUD
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PROJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)

(fl OTHER (SPECIFYI 80 16 1.1 -
6. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL

57 30 10 3 - 16 1 ' 8 5 4 8 26
GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS ,

(a) DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES (POLICE. FIRE, 6 62 22 8 1 24 - 2 - 2 - 4
ROADS, ETC)

,
(b) DELIVERY OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 6 53 ,30 7 4 25 - 3 1 - 2 6

(e) LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS (NEW 7 78 14 1 - 21 - - - - - -
STANDARDS. CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE ,
CONTROLS)



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE :E :E :E :E OF TIMES:> w " " w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM >= :> w" :i: IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w .. >=
~o. '" I-~ ~ I-~ ~ ONE OF- SUBCATEGORY :> ~:E ;1 RATING " ",0 1- 0 "'0 1- 0

'" .. .. - S! 00: 00: FIVE MOST>= w ",0: ",0:

'" o:w w RECEIVED :Eo. 00. :Eo. 00... " w w:> :> O::E SERIOUS
"'I- 1-1- "I- o- w- Ww 0'" :E'" :z:'" :E'"
woo C;;~ 0:1- "'~ ,," " 1-" " PROBLEMS:z:" WOO 00 0: 0 :z:o" .. ~~ :E:i:

w .. I-~ oS!
"'" :>'" "'0 0:- "0; 1--

00. "0: _0: u.0:,,;1 ~:E 0:E ow WW 00: ww :z:w Ow _w
'" - '" - "" "''' :Eo. '" '" 1-'" u.", u.",

Id) LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES if e HIRING. 7 75 12 5 1 2.2 1 1 - - - 2
PROMOTING. FIRING STAFF)

(e) WELFARE SYSTEM (LEVEL OF PAYMENTS. 7 64 16 11 1 24 1 - - - 1 2
EMERGENCY PAYMENTS. VENDOR PAYMENTS)

-
(fl AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 9 66 18 6 2 23 - 1 - - 2 3

SERVICES ORGANIZATION PURSUING TENANT
RIGHTS

(g) LOCAL COURTS ILONG DELAYS IN EVICTiON CASES. 8 63 18 8 3 24 - - 1 - - 1
BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTSI

(hi STATE LAWS (EXTENSIVE EXISTING'PROCEDURES. B 76 11 3 2 2.2 - - - 1 - 1
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)

I,) COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 7 74 14 4 - 22 - - 1 - - 1
VIABILITY OF THE PHA

(Jl COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 6 76 14 4 - 22 - - - - 1 1
VIABI L1TY OF PHA

(kl COMMITMENT OF MAYo'R/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 7 76 14 3 - 22 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT

(I) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 6 77 14 2 - 2.1 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT

1m) FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR '8 72 12 6 2 22 - 1 - - - 1
REGULATIONS (HEW. NEPA. EO. OSHA)

(n) OTHER (SPECIFY) 82 14 - - - 1 1 - - - - - -
.



PROBLEM IMPACT-RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... .... AVERAGE :E :E :E :E OF TIMES

" w '"' '"' w w w w LISTEO ASPROBLEM j:: " w;1' '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~- w ~ '" .... ~ ~ .... ~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY " '" j:: iii:E OS RATING " ",0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0
j::

0 '" ",- 5? ° '" ",'" 0", ",'" FIVE MOSTw 0 ",w w RECEIVED "':E :E~ o~ :E~ o~

'" '" w w" w=== Ww 0'" :E'" ",,,, :E'" SERIOUS
0 .... ........ "' .... e- "' .... "'~ "," " .... " " PR08LEMSw'"' ",,", w'"' Ui~ w'" .... ~ e5? eo ",0 "'0
"'''' 0'" :E;1' "'0 >0 "'0 "'- "a; .... -
o~ -~ '"' '" -'" ... 0:
",OS ~:E 0:E ow WW e", w w "'w Ow - w

'" - '" - '"'''' "'''' :E~ '" '" .... '" ... '" ... '"
7. LOW RENT HOUSING MARKET 68 23 8 1 - 1 4 3 2 3 2 5 15

(al LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 8 84 5 2 - 2.0 1 - 1 - - 2
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA

(b) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 8 84 5 1 2 20 - 1 - - - 1
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PROJECT

(el SUPPLY OF LOW·RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 7 78 8 7 1 22 - - 1 - - 1
MORE DESIRABLE TO LOW·INCOME PERSONS IN
TERMS OF AGE. CONDITION OF BUILDING.
AMENITIES. SECURITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES THAN THIS PROJECT PROVIDES

Id)' OTHER (SPECIFY) 81 15 11 - -

8. PROJECT EXPENSES (AVAILABILITY
35 22 26 14 4 23 25 15 8 6 5 59

AND/OR COST OF GOODS, SERVICES)

la) FUEL. OIL. GAS. ELECTRICITY. COAL RATES AND/OR 4 30 16 24 24 34 13 3 6 3 5 30
AVAI LABI L1TY

(bl OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 6 44 15 25 9 29 - 4 1 2 - 7
(WATER. SEWER. ETC)

(e) INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 4 38 22 21 13 30 2 3 3 1 1 10

(d) GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES 5 58 23 11 2 25 - 1 - 1 - 2
AND SUPPLY

(e) SPECIALI2ED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING. 6 54 29 8 2 25 - 1 - 1 1 3
ELECTRICAL. SECURITY. EXTERMINATING.
BUILDING CONTRACTORS) -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... .... AVERAGE " " " " OF TIMES
> w '"' '"' w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM >= > w'" ~ IMPACT .... .... .... ....

.... 0. '" .... ~ ~ .... ~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY w

'" >= ~" ~ ::> "'0> RATING ",0 .... 0 .... 0'" '" "'- 9 00: 00: FIVE MOST>= w ",0: ",0:

'" o:W w RECEIVEO 0:"
,,0. 00. "0. 00.

'" " w w> > SERIOUS"' .... ........ " .... o- w- Ww 0'" "'" :<:'" "",_....
0: .... "' .... ,,::> ::> .... ::> ::> PROBLEMSw'"' :<:'"' w'"' "'''' w'" .... ~ 09 00 0: 0 :<:0

"'" :!;f ,,~ 0:- ::>a; .... -
00. "'" >'" "'0 ,",0: -0: ... 0:
,,~ .... " 0" OW WW 00: ww :<:w Ow _w

'" - '" - '"' " "''' "0. '" '" .... '" ... '" ... '"
(1) AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE 6 5B 25 9 2 24 - 1 1 1 1 4

STAFF

(g) OTHER (SPECIFY) 82 14 1 - 1 1 - - - - - -
9. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 49 30 16 2 3 18 5 7 7 6 5 30

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(a) ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATiON FUNDS 8 60 15 8 10 25 1 3 3 1 - 8

- (b) EFFICIENT USE OF MODeRNIZATION FUND~ 9 76 9 3 2 22 - - - - 1 1

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM
(a) MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS (CURRENCY AND 6 71 14 6 4 23 - - - 1 1 2

SOPHISTICATION OF RECORD KEEPING)

(b) ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 7 67 16 5 5 23 - - - 1 - 1

(c) ADEQ'UACY. ACCURACY. AND FREQUENCY OF 7 67 18 4 4 23 - - - - - -
REPORTS FOR FiSCAL MANAGEMENT

(d) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 8 68 15 6 4 23 - - - - - -
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT

(e) LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING 6 77 13 1 2 22
' . -- - - - - -

(FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJECT .
LEVEL)

~

-- •. --
I

~

~'
~ I' ,. : " ~ "

, , . " ' . , .,0. ,"
"

,



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE, AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE,
w ... ... '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w '" '" _ AVERAGE w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > w;;: <C IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w ~ '" ... '" '" ... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > <C ;:: ~'" ;§ RATING => ",0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0

'" <C <C- E 00: 00: FIVE MOST;:: w ",0: ",0:

'" '" o:w w RECEIVED 0:", "'~ o~ "'~ o~ SERIOUS, <C w w> > Ww c'" "'''' :z:'" "''''"' ... ...... "' ... C- W -
u.;!;t 0:'" "' .... ",=> => ... => => PROBLEMSw'" :z:'" w'" w<C ... '" oE Co o:C :z:o

"'<c ",<C "';;: "'''' >'" "'0 0:- cO: ... -
o~ -~ "'0: -0: ... 0:
",'" .... '" C'" cw WW Co: w w :Z:w Ow - W'" - '" - "'''' "''''

,
"'~ '" '" ... '" ... '" ... '"

RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
(a) ADMISSION SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS; 6 6B 20 5 1 23 - - 1 - 1 2

MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LIST)

(b) INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 7 75 14 2 1 22 - - - - - -
(e) TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITIES SCREENING) 7 61 20 9 2 24 1 - 1 1 1 4 ,

(d) RENT DETERMINATIONS (ADEQUACY AND 7 73 14 6 1 ' 22 - - 1 - - 1
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND
RECERTI FICATIONS)

(e) RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 8 61 14 13 5 25 - 3 1 1 1 6
DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY),

(t) UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY 7 64 16 7 5 24 - - 1 - 1 2
OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION
PROCEDURES) , .

(9) EVICTION (POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 8 65 17 9 1 23 - - - 2 - 2
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY)

(h) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PHA 8 79 10 1 1 21 1 - - - - 1

!I) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT 9 82 7 - 1 20 - - - - 1 1

-

•
,

,. .
- - . .. - - ..

; , ' . . . . -. ... ' '~;" ..



N
01
o

PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... .... AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w u u w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: =: w'" It IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w .... ~ '" .... '" '" .... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" .... "'''' 11 RATING " "'0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0
;:: 0 '" "'- ~ 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw 0 o:w w RECEIVEO 0:", "'~

o~ "'~ o~ SERIOUS'" '" w w> >
0 .... ........ "' .... ,,- w- Ww ,,'" "'''' 0:'" ",,,,

0: .... "' .... "," " .... " " PROBLEMSwu o:U WU
_....

"0 0: 0 0:0

"'''' ~~ "'It "'''' w'" .... '" o~ 0:- ,,- .... -
o~ "'0 >0 "'0 uo: -0: offi u.0:",11 .... '" 0", oW WW 00: ww O:w _w

'" - '" - u'" "'''' "'~ '" '" .... '" u.",
u. '"

TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS
(a) COORDiNATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES 8 55 23 11 3 25 2 1 2 2 1 8

FOR BENEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS

(b) PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCIAL SERVICES 7 56 28 7 3 25 - - 1 - 1 2

(e) DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 8 65 19 7 1 23 - - - - 1 1
TENANTS IHANDLING AND RESOLVING COMPLAINTS)

(d) RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 1 67 15 5 1 24 - - - 1 - 1

(e) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA/PROJECT 8 63 20 5 3 23 1 - - 1 1 3
MANAGEMENT

iii EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 8 75 14 3 - 21 - - - - - -
PROCEDURE ICOMPLAINTS AGAINST PHAI

Ig) LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 25 55 12 4 1 20 - - - - - -.
MAINTENANCE

I.) ADEOUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 5 65 24 G 1 23 1 1 - 1 - 3
IJANITORIAL, EXTERMINATINGI'

(b) RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS 7 69 19 5 1 22 - - 1 - - 1
(PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS,

,
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL)

-'

Ie) EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 6 55 24, 11 5 26 1 1 2 - 2 ' 6
PROGRAM ,

- . '-~ ~ '- , ,. .
"

,
'"(d) ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE 9 73 15 2 - 22 - - - ,- - ' -

VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE ,,



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... ....

AVERAGE
::; ::; ::; ::; OF TIMES

> w u u w w w w lISTEO ASPROBLEM
~ > w'" '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w .... ~ ~ ~ .... = = .... = = ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > ;:: =::; ;§ RATING " ~o .... 0 ~o .... 0. ;:: 0 '" "'- :! oa: ~a: Oa: ~a: FIVE MOSTw 0 a: w w RECEIVEO a:::; ::;~ o~ ::;~ o~

'" '" w w> > SERIOUS
0 .... ........ "' ....

o- w- Ww o~ ::;~ "'~ ::;~

a: .... ~ .... "," " .... " " PROBLEMSWu ",u Wu
_....

00 "'0"'''' ~'" w'" .... = o:! a: 0
0'" ::;;1; a:- "a; .... -

o~ -~ "'0 >0 ~o ua: _a: u.a:
"';§ .... ::; 0::; ow WW 0a: ww "'w ow -w

~- ~- u",
~'" ::;~ ~~ .... ~ u. ~ u.~

(el ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 5 61 23 10 1 24 - 1 - - - 1

(f) MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 7 59 19 11 4 24 - 1 - 1 - 2

PERSONNEL
(al COMPETENCE OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 6 66 23 2 3 23 1 1 2 - - 4

(b) EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 6 63 24 4 3 24 1 1 - - 1 3

leI. OVER STAFFING 9 80 9 1 1 , 20 - - - - - -
(d)' UNDER STAFFING 7 73 11 3 6 23 - - - 1 - 1

(e) CITY OR STATE CIVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 9 77 10 3 - 21 - - - - - -
RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT STAFF

(f) UNiON JOB CLASSIFICATION RULES WHICH AFFECT 10 73 8 6 2 22 - - 1 - - 1
MAINTENANCE STAFFING

(9) UNION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE 10 76 3 4 5 22 - 1 - 1 - 2

Ihl WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 9 73 13 3 2 22 1 - - 1 - 2
COMPETENT MANAGEMENT

(0) FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 10 77 3 7 3 22 - - - - - -

.



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... .... AVERAGE :;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES
> w '" '" w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: ~ w;1; '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~ '" .... = = .... = = ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" .... ;;:;; O§ RATING '" "'0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0;:: '" '" ",- ~ 0'" ",,,, 0", ",'" FIVE MOSTw
'" "'w w RECEIVEO "':;;

:;;~ o~ :;;~ o~'" " w w> > SERIOUS, , "' .... ........ " .... c- w- Ww c'" :;;'" x'" :;;'"
PROBLEMS"' .... "'~ ,,'" '" .... '" '"w'" x'" w'"

_....

Co xc
"'" "'''' w'" .... = o~ ",0

~~ :;;;1; "'" >'" "'0 "'''' "'- ",- .... -
c~ -'" offi ""'".
"O§ ~:;; c:;; ow WW c'" ww xw _w

'" - '" - "''' "''' :;;~ '" '" .... '" ""'" "" '"
SECURITY .

, ' .
(a) LOCAL SERVICES (RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 7 71 16 5 - 22 - - - - 2 2

POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)

" (b) PROJECT/PHA BASED SERViCES (ADEOUACY AND 8 66 20 3 2 23 1 - - - l' 2
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)

(el SECURITY EQUIPMENT (LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, . 8 67 13 7 4 '24 - 1 - - 1 2
LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS I

,
.'

OVERAll PHAIPROJECT ATTITUOES ANO PERFORMANCE ,

(a) ATTITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 7 79 12 1 1 21 - 1 1 - 1 3
VIABI L1TY OF PROJECT ,

(bl ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO 8 78 11 1 1 21
,

1- - - 1 -
• C0!'iTINUEb VIABI L1TY O~ PROJECT

(e) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 7 71 16 4 1 22 - - - 1 1 2, .. .. , .
• t ~ ~ • ,'" ',,_ j

'(d) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 11 73 13 1 1 22 - - - - - - ..
• • •(IF, APPLI,C~B~E) .

(e) COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 7 65 19 9 - 23 - 1 - 1 - 2, ,-
PHA BOARD OF DIRECTORS .. :

,

(al SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 6 62 24 6 3 24 1 1 - - " 1 3,
, . .

(b) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSiONERS TO 6 7~ 16 5 1 2.3 .,- 1 - . - ,1 2
PHA VIABI L1TY , ....

---~--. '\ .... ,.
(e) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 6 71 18 . :.3 1 22 - - .. - 1 . - 1

,
PROJECT VIABILITY

, ,
, .. .. .. ....

• r'~"}:-~",'
, , , . ..
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLi:D PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE, ' AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w ' L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w'" '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w ...... .. ~ 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;:: "'''' i§ RATING '" ~o 1- 0 ~o 1- 0
;:: '" '" ",- 0 0'" ~o: 0",

~'" FIVE MOSTw '" o:w w RECEIVED 0:", "' .. 0" "' .. 0"'" '" w w> w1:: Ww o~ "'~
:<:~

"'~
SERIOUS

"'I- 1-1- "'I- 0- 0:1- ~ .... ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMSw" W"
_I-

"''''
:<:"

~'" w'" 1-'" 09 00 0:0 :<:0
:!~ ",;1; "'''' >'" ~o

0:- "'a; 1--
0" "'" -0: ~o:

",i§ .... '" 0", ow WW 00: ww :<:w Ow _w
~- ~- ." '" ~'" "' .. ~~ I-~ ~~ ~~.

1, PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 22 29 32 12 4 25 12 5 4 7 8 36

(a) PROJECT SIZE (NUMBER AND DENSITY OF UNITS, 13 39 34 8 7 26 4 1 2 - - 7
BUILDINGS, TYPE OF BUILDING ON SITE)

(b) BUILDING MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT 12 47 29 6 6 25 - 1 2 - 1 3
AND ACCESS)

(e) UNIT MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 14 44 30 9 4 25 1 - - 2 - 3
ACCESS) ,

(d) ON·SITE FACILITIES (LAUNDRY, STORAGE, 10 37 25 17 11 28 3 - 1 - 1 5
RECREATION ROOM)

(e) AMENITIES (POOL, WELL·DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 7 31 29 21 12 30 - 3 1 2 4 10
ADEQUATE PARKING)

(f) DEFENSIBLE SPACE (PERSONAL SENSE OF 6 35 28 18 12 30 - 2 2 - 4 8
SECURITY, PRIVACY, CONTROLLED ACCESS)

(9) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (LANDSCAPING
..,

40 32 14 7 2.8 1 1 1 - 2 5
EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH)

(h) COMMERCIAL SPACE 24 50 14 6 2 23 - - - - - -
(0) OTHER (SPECIFY) 76 3 - - 3 10 1 - 1 - - 2
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I-

AVERAGE
:; :; :; :; OF TIMES, :> w u u w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: :> w" " IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ ~ <n I-~ ~ I-~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY :> " ;:: ~:; ;!§ RATING '" <nO 1- 0 <no
1-

0
;:: '" " ,,- S! 0'" <n'" 0", <n'" FIVE MOSTw

'" ",w w RECEIVED "':; :;~ o~ :;~ o~

" '" w w:> :> SERIOUS
"'I- 1-1- "'I- o- w - Ww o<n :;<n ",<n :;<n. _I- ",I- <n~ ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMSw u "'u W U

<n" w" I-~ oS! 00 ",0 "'0"''' ",,, :;;1' "'''' :>'" <no "'- "'a; 1--
o~ -~ u'" -'" u.'"
"';!§ ~:; ~:;

ow WW 0", ww "'w Ow - wu'" <n'" :;~ <n <n I-<n u.<n u. <n

2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE
23 30 35 8 5 24 7 8 5 8 7 35

(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS).
(a) FOUNDATION 22 58 11 6 2 21 1 - 1 - - 2

(b) PLUMBING 15 43 26 12 4 25 - - 1 - 1 2

(e) ELECTRICAL 12 48 25 12 3 25 1 - - - - 1

(d) APPLIANCES 14 49 25 11 1 2.4 - - - - - -
(e) ROOF 16 46 17 13 8 25 2 1 - 2 1 6

(f) ELEVATORS 29 56 2 1 2 20 - - - 1 - 1

(g) HEATING AND COOLING 12 42 24 16 6 26 - 1 - - - 1

(h) INSULATION 12 35 24 18 11 28 - - - - 2 2

(,) GENERAL STRUCTURE (WALLS, FLOORS, WINDOW 6 33 31 21 9 29 3 2 1 3 - 9
FRAMING, DOORS)

h! SEWAGE DISPOSAL 16 59 20 6 - 22 - - - - - -
(k) PARKING AREA (CONDITION) 9 41 21 23 7 28 1 1 - 2 2 6

(I) OTHER (SPECIFY! 71 4 1 - 3 1 1 1 - 1 1 ,- 3

-,

.
. , .. . .
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... ....

AVERAGE
,. ,. ,. ,. OF TIMES

> w u u w w .w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w'" ;;: IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ ~ .... '" '" .... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ~ "',. § RATING " ~c .... c ~c .... c
;:: '" ",- !: co: ~o: Co: ~o: FIVE MOSTw

'" o:w w RECEIVED
ffi~

,.~ c~ ,.~ c~

'" " w w> > c~ ,.~ ",~ ,.~ SERIOUS"' .... ........ " .... Bi= w-
0: .... ~~ ,," " .... " " PROBLEMSwu "'u WU

~'" w'" .... '" c!: cc o:C "'c
"'" ~~ ,.;;: "'" ~C
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,,§ ~,. c,. cw WW Co: ww "'w CW _w

~- ~- u" ~"
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3. PROJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND
12 18 32 28 10 31 17 18 13 12 10 70

BEHAVIOR

TENANT CHARACTERISTICS
(e) PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 15 42 27 11 3 25 - - - - - -

(b) PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES 12 33 32 16 6 28 4 - - 1 - 5

(e)' PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE·PARENT FEMALE 8 23 26 22 19 33 3 5 5 1 1 15
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
FAMILIES

(d) ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIO 12 30 30 21 6 29 - - - - - -
Ie) LARGE NUMBER OF TEENAGERS 11 37 25 18 8 28 - - - 1 - 1

(f) SOURCE OF INCOME (MOST FAMILIES RECEIVING 12 17 25 30 16 33 2 - 2 2 - 6
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE)

Ig) PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 10 16 28 25 20 34 6 2 - - - 8

(h) GENERAL OR FREQUENT UNEMPLOYMENT 8 23 25 24 19 33 1 2 3 1 - 7

h) HIGH TENANT TURNOVER 20 43 21 10 4 24 - - - - - -

PROBLEM TENANTS
Ie) RULE BREAKING 8 36 38 14 4 28 - - - 2 1 3

(bl PROPERTY DAMAGE 8 28 28 21 14 31 1 - 1 1 1 4

(el CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 9 30 25 23 12 31 1 1 - 2 1 5

(d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY 10 34 36 12 7 29 2 - - - - 2
MEMBERS

.



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w "' '-' w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;: > w'" ;t IMPACT .... .... .... ........ ~ '" I-~ ~ I-~ '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY

w '" ;:
~'" 11i " "'0> RATING ",0 1- 0 1- 0

'" '" ",- 9 00: 00: FIVE MOST;: w ",0: ",0:.. '" o:w w RECEIVEO 0:", "'~ o~ "'~ o~

'" w w> > Ww 0'" "'''' %'" "''''
SERIOUS

"'I- 1-1- "I- o- w-
W'-' %'-' w'-'

_I- 0:1- "' .... .. " " 1-" " PROBLEMS.. '" "'''' w'" I-~ 0 9 00 0: 0 %0",,,, ",;t .. '" >'" "'0 0:- ";r 1--
o~ -~ '-'0: -0: .. 0:
.. 11i ~'" 0'" ow WW 00: ww %w Ow _w

'" - '-' .. "' .. "'~ '" '" 1-'" .. '" .. '"
(e) UNSANITARY PRACTICES (INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 10 28 39 12 9 29 - 2 - - 1 3

HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)

(I) NUISANCE BEHAVIOR (LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 8 30 36 17 7 29 - - - - - -
, UNCONTROLLED CHILD ACTIVITY)

(9) MULTI·PROBLEM FAMILIES (FAMILIES HAVING 10 32 34 18 6 29 1 2 1 1 1 6
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE -
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVE)

OTHER 25 68 6 - - 18 - - - - - -
(e) RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 9 41 38 11 - 26 - 1 - - - 1

(b) ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 11 45 34 8 2 25 - - - - - -
(e) UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 19 40 19 17 5 25 - 3 - - - 3

(d) RACIAL MIX

4. NEIGHBORHOOD ,15 31 32 14 7, 27 5 12 16 8 11 52

(e) SOCIAL SERVICES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 7 34 42 12 5 27 - 1 3 - - 4
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION)

(b) TRANSPORTATION 9 34 31 10 15 29 - 2 1 ' 2 4 9
"

Ie) COMMERCIAL AREAS 10 48 25 11 6 25 - - - - 1 1

(d) VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 8 30 32 17 11 30 2 2' 1 - 5
" r ~, ,"

Ie) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT IEXCESSIVE NOISE, 10 39 33 11 ' 8 27 - - '1 - 3 4
POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)

;
,



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE... .... ....
AVERAGE :E :E :E :E OF TIMES

> ... U U ... ... ... ... LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > "'O'! '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....... o. '" .... '" '" .... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;:: '::E ;§ RATING '" ",0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0
;:: '" '" ",- 5: 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOST...

'" 0:'" ... RECEIVED O::E :Eo. 0" :Eo. 0"

'" '" ... ... > > SERIOUS"' .... ........ "' .... 0- ... - ...... c'" :E'" :J:'" :E'"
... U 0!i 0: .... "' .... ",'" '" .... '" '" PROBLEMS:J:U ... u Co :J:o

"'''' g~ ... '" .... '" 05: 0: 0
:EO'! '" '" >'" "'0 0:- "'a; .... -

0" UO: -0: ~o:

"';§ .... :E ~:E 0'" ...... 00: ...... :J: ... 0 ... - ...'" - U '" "'''' :Eo. '" '" .... '" ~ '" ~ '"
(f) SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT (PROJECT ADVERSELY 9 35 36 12 9 2B 2 2 - 1 - 5

IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBORHOOD) ,

(9) ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 11 36 35 12 6 27 - - 1 - - 1
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

(h) PROJECT "IMAGE" IN NEIGHBORHOOD 11 40 34 9 6 27 - - - 1 - 1 ,

(0) CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES 1J 44 18 17 9 26 1 1 - 2 1 5

(JI CONCENTRATION OF LOW·INCOME PERSONS 10 26 22 25 17 32 1 1 2 3 1 8

(k) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 11 26 18 28 15 32 - - - 1 - 1

5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGH;r OF
24 21 18 34 4 27 12 11 11 16 6' 56

PHA/PROJECT

PROGRAM AND POLICIES

(a) ADEOUACY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 10 39 24 17 11 28 3 2 1 - 3 9

(b) ADEOUACY OF PFS FORMULA 9 33 26 22 9 30 - 3 - - - 3

(e) TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 13 30 21 26 8 28 - 3 - - 3 6

(d) PFS FORMULA'S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 8 30 17 28 17 31 4 - 4 5 2 15
PHA NEEDS lie, SECURITY)

(e) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW·INCOME 8 34 31 18 8 28 1 1 2 1 1 6
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND
PHA ECONOMIC SELF·SUFFICIENCY

(f) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER INCOME 13 51 22 6 8 24 - - - - - -
PERSONS AND ANTI·DISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING
,

MOST SERiOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE : :;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES. > w u u w w w w lISTEO ASPROBLEM >= > w'" ~ IMPACT -' -' -' -', - w -'~ '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" >= "':;; ;§ RATING => ",0 1- 0 "'0 1- 0
'" '" ",- !: 00:: 00:: FIVE MOST>= w ",0:: ",0::", '" '" '" o::w w RECEIVEO 0:::;; :;;~ o~ :;;~ o~ SERIOUSw w> w<: Ww 0'" :;;'" :>:'" :;;'", "'I- 1-1:; "'I- 0- "'-, ",=> => I-=> => PROBLEMSWu w U _I- 0::1- Co :>:0"'", "'''' w'" 1-'" o!: 0:: 0

"'''' ~~ :;;~ "'''' >'" "'0 UO:: 0::- =>0:: 1-- ,
o~ -0:: ~o::

"';§ -':;; 0:;; ow WW 00:: WW :>:w ow _w
'" - '" - u'" "'''' :;;~ "'''' 1-'" ~ '" ~ '"

, (gl CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 16 47 23 7 7 24 - - - 1 - 1
IN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND-
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY

HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING ,
- , ' .

(a) NUMBER OF HUD STAFF' 6 29 33 , 17 15 31 1 1 3 4 2 11

(b) ~KILLS'OF HUD STAFF 18 61 16 2 3 21 - - - - 1 -1.
(el AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA B 27 40 14 11 29 - 1 1 2 1 5

COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND
FORMS - ", . ,

(dl AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE B 27 30 24 11 30 - - - 1 - 1
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHA,
f' ,

(el SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA, PROJECT AND )6 52 25 4 3 23 - 1 - - - 1
TENANT PROBLEMS (ABILITY TO BALANCE HUD ,
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PRqJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)

• -, ,
(I) OTHER (SPECIFYI 71 6 1 4 10 1 1-

6. mCAl/STATE/FEDERAl
2B. 23 29 16 5 25 6 6 B 9 8 37.GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS . -. ,

- - r .'
(a) DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES (POLICE, FIRE, 9 38 ·40' • 8' 4. 27 1 -' - 2 1- 3,. - ~ , .

ROADS, ETC) , - , ' ,, , .. ,
(b) DELIVERY OF SOCI!\L AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 6 31 41 15 6' ,2,9 .- - - 11 - - y, -
(e) LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS (NEW 15 46 -34 -' 4 1 23 - - "'-~" -- , , -f ' II ("' " "".STANDARDS, CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE ", . ' ,

CONTROLS) ,
;"', . , ' .

. - . • -- , , ., - ,
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY ~NTROUBLED PROJECTS
,

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

. - ' -, . AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE..
"

, , , .. OF TIMESw ... ... AVERAGE
,

" " " "> w " " - w w w w LISTEO ASPROBLEM - i= > w<1: <1: IMPACT '"
.... .... .... .....- , ... '" '" ... '" -'" ONE OF' ,

SUBCATEGORY
w

'" i= .:" :!! RATING '" ",e ... e "'e ... e> '" '" ",- 9 e", 0", FIVE MOSTi= ",'" ",'"w
'" ",w w RECEIVEO

"'''
,,~ o~

,,~
o~ SERIOUS" '" '" w w> > Ww 0'" "'" :c'" "","' ... ...... "' ... e- w-~. - , ..

Vj~ "' .... "' .... ",'" '" ... '" '" PROBLEMSw <.> :c" w" 00 ",0 :co

"'''' 5:!~
w'" ... '" 09- ,. ., ,,<1: "'''' >'" ''''e "'" "'- "'0: ... - - - -" 0"- -'" "-'".' "':!! .... " e" ew WW 0", w w :cw ow - w, '" - '" - ".'" "'''' ,,"- "'''' ... '" "- '" "- '"

(d) LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES (0 e. HIRING, 15 46 22 11 5 25 1 - 1 - -- 2
PROMOTING, ~IRING STAFF)

(e) WELFARE SYSTEM (LEVEL OF PAYMENTS, 8 29 45 11 7 28 - 1 1 - 1 3
EMERGENCY PAYMEN":S,.VENDOR PAYMENTS)

(f) AVA'ILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 21 32 29 10 8 25 - - 3 - - 3
SERVICES ORGANI2ATlON PURSUING TENANT
RIGHTS - -

(0) LOCAL COURTS (LONG DELAYS IN EVICTION CASES, 16 30 23 18 13 28 - 1 1 1 - 3
BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTS)

(hI STATE LAWS (EXTENSI)lE EXISTING PROCEDURES, 18 44 22 11 5 24 - - - - - -
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)

(0) COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 21 40 27 10 2 23 - - - - - -
VIABIUTY OF THE PHA

lJ) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 20 39 31 8 2 23 - - - - - -
VIABILITY OF PHA .

(kl COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 21 41 28 8 2 23 - - 1 - - - 1
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT

(I) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 21 41 '29 8 2 23 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT - -.

(m) FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR 1B 43 28 7 3 23 - - - - 1 1
REGULATIONS (HEW, NEPA, EO, OSHA)

,
. -,

(n) OTHER (SPECIFY) 73 6 - - 2 09 1 - 1 - - 2
, ..

. , .. ,- ',-, - -
-
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATING'S FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS 'PERCENTAGE! w .... ....
AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES, > w " " w w w w lISTEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w;;t '" IMPACT -' -' -' -'~ ~ .... ~ ~ .... ~ ~ ONE OF

,
SUBCATEGORY w

'" ;:: oj", 1'!! RATING => ~o .... 0 ~o .... 0> '"
,

• "';,/ ~ I ' ;:: '" ",- !: 00: ~o: 00: ~o: FIVE MOSTI w
'" o:w w RECEIVED 0:", "'~ o~ "'~ o~I .' ~: J \,

, , '" '" w w> >
o~

"'~
",~

"'~
SERIOUS, "' .... ........ "' .... o- w- Ww: " <> w"

_....
0: .... ~-' ",=> => .... => => PROBLEMS",,, wOO

~'" w'" .... ~ o!: 00 0: 0 "'0"'''' ~: ",;;t "'''' 0:- =>a; .... -~ >'" ~o "0: -0: ~o:0", -'''' 0", ow WW 00: ww "'w Ow _w, ' " "'- ~- "'- "'" ~'" "'~ ~~ .... ~ ~~ ~~

11 ,'} • t '~' , , ,

,7. LOW'RENT HOUSING MARKET 45 37 18 .. - 1 7 2 - 2 - 3 7
, , , ' ,'.

(a) LACK,OF'DEMAND'FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 32 55 9 2 2 19 ,- - 1 - .. 1
i

QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA

" ' ' -
(b) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 28 53 12 4 3 20 - - - .. - ..

i QUALlTY,PROVIDED IN THIS P.ROJECT. : :: H. ';,.1 ' , ," ,

,(e) ..~~P'P'LY_OF L9Y"-,RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 22 48 18 10 2 22 - - - - - ..
, " MollE DESIRABLE TO LOW·INCOME PERSONS IN , ,,

TERMS OF AGE, CONDITION,OF BUILQING, , ,
AMENITIES, SECURITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD'
SERVICES THAN THIS PROJECT PROVIDES, , , ' ,', '.' ",o' • ,

(d),O,J,HER (SP.EC~~Yl', ,
~""';" 72 6 - - 09 - - - - -,

P~O~EGJ E~"?!=N'S!=~
. ..

8. ,(J,\VAll-ABjLlTY ,
16 ' 18 25 ' 34 8 30 18 17 8 11 l! 62. AND/OR COST OF GOODS, SERVICES) - .. . ,,

,
~H~'~ " " ,

(a) FUEl, OIL, GAS, ELECTRICITY, COAL RATES AND/OR '7 19 12 32 29 36 ,8 6 9 3 5 31
AVAILABILITY

, ,
, , , ' ' ,

, ,

14 '1,9
.

32 '- L
.. ~

, (b) OTHER UTILITY'RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 27 ,,8 , 30 1 1 ,1 , , 3
(WATER, SEWER, ETC) :

,
1- .. ..

"~, , , ", . . r : ' ' I : ' "" I '" : ~ >. :, " '.. 'j~ •, .
(e) INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 10 17, 22 24' 27 , 34 , '2 3' '11.:" '7 ' 13" 19t /'1

~ ,
w 't ':-:'\? I, ['d ..'..... ,

(d) GENERAL PROJECT 'UIBOR AND PERSONNEL RATES ~? I14, 30 13, 3 2,~6" I,~ 1- - .. "" - ('-
, ..

AND SUPPLY " , -, : ,
" '

, ,,
_: ~ ..':._1 ...-'... ..J "•..:.~ L _,

.~'-. .. - " - I.: "I - ,
(e) SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING, 16 32 :'37./ '10 5 26 ...;. ~.~~IJ\' I ~((l~,Qr: I -, : ' ~: ,. r t ,~~ "

,
ElECTRICAL, SECURITY, EXTERMINATING, ,. , . ,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS) ~~ " , , . , ., ,... . ' - - - , ... . - ..

1l\ i. ;~ ~'~ : '
, . ,,:1., . S f '" ~ ' !~ ~ " -,- -..., . " ; " , , " ,-



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I-

AVERAGE :E :E :E :E OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;: > w0'5 0'5 IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;: ~:E ;1 RATING " "'0 1- 0 "'0 1- 00 '" ",- ~ o IX: o IX: FIVE MOST••;: w RECEIVEO
",IX: ",IX:

0 IX:W w IX::E :E ~, o~ :E~ . o~
'" .. w w> > SERIOUS
01- 1-1- "I- o- w - Ww 0'" :E'" :z:'" :E'"IX: I- "'~ .. " " 1-" " PROBLEMSw" :z:" w"

_I- 00 :z:o"'''' w'" 1-'" o~ IX: 0.. '" ~f :E0'5 "0 >'" "'0 IX:- ,,- I--
o~ "IX: -IX: offi ... IX:
.. ;1 ~:E 0:E oW WW o IX: W w :Z:w _w

'" - " .. "' .. :E~ '" '" 1-'" ... '" ... '"
(fl AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE 14 32 37 10 6 26 - 1 - 1 1 3

STAFF

(0) OTHER (SPECIFY) .73 6 1 10 - -
9 PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 28 26 29 10 8 24 7 7 9 13 8 44

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(a) ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATlON,FUNDS 11 38 20 15 15 30 1 2 1 1 3 8

(b) EFFICIENT USE OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 20 51 17 6 5 24 - - - - - -
ACCOUNTING SYSTEM -

(a) MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS (CURRENCY AND 19 46 19 13 2 23 - 1 3 - - 4
SOPHISTICATION OF RECORD KEEPING I

(b) ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 18 44 23 14 2 2,4 1 1 - - - 2

(e) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY. AND FREQUENCY OF 15 47 24 12 3 2,4 1 - ~ - - 1
REPORTS FOR FISCAL MANAGEMENT

(d) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 17 44 21 14 3 24 - - - - - -
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT

(e) LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING 15 43 28 12 2 2,4 1 - - - - i
(FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJECT
LEVEL)

.



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I-

AVERAGE
:;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES

> w '" '" w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w;'t '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~ '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" ;:: ~:;; OJ RATING => ",0 1- 0 "'0 1- 0
;:: '" '" "'- ~ 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw

'" o:w w RECEIVEO 0::;; :;;~ o~ :;;~ o~

'" '" w w> w2: 0'" :;;'" :<:'" :;;'" SERIOUS
"'I- 1-1- "'I- 0- Ww,

0:1- "'~ ",=> => I-=> => PROBLEMSw'" :<:'" W'"
_I-

00 0: 0 :<:0"'''' ",,,, :;;;'t "'''' w'" 1-'" o~ 0:- =>0: 1--
o~ -~ "'''' >'" "'0 "'0: -0: u.'",,,OJ ~:;; 0:;; ow WW 0", WW :<:w Ow _w

'" - '" - "'''' "'''' :;;~ '" '" 1-'" u.", u. '"

RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
(0) ADMISSiON SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS, 21 42 25 8 5 23 - - - 2 1 3, MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LIST)

,
(b) INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

,
, 23 49 19 7 2 22 - - - -- -

(e) TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITIES SCREENING) 18 36 26 14 6 25 - 2 - - . 2 4

(d) RENT DETERMINATIONS (ADEQUACY AND 23 51 18 5 4 22 - - - 1 - 1
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND

, RECERTI FICATIONS)

(e) RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 12 39 21 15 14 28 ,. 1 5 4 3 14
QEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY)

(I) UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY 20 37 23 12 7 25 - 2 - -; - 2
OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION .
PROCEDURESI

,

(g) EVICTION (POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 14 35 25 13 13 27 - 3 2 2 - 7
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY)

(h) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PHA 27 56 12 4 1 . 20 - - - - 1 1

hi LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT ' 25 60 9 4 2 20 1 - - - - 1

.
,

.
I:, - c -, -

..



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE " " " " OF TIMES
:> w " " w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM j:: :> w<C <'I: IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ '" 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY :> <C j:: "''' 1!i RATING '" ",0 1- 0 "'0 I- 0,
j:: '" <C <C- :: 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw'

'" o:w w RECEIVED 0:"
,,~ o~ ,,~

o~<C '" w w:> :> Ww Q'" "'" :1:'" "", SERIOUS
"'I- 1-1- "'I- Q- w-

"'~ ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMSw" :1:" w"
_I- 0:1- Qo :1:0",<C w<C 1-'" 0:: o:Q
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o~ -~ "0: -0: ~o:

",1!i ~" 0" ow WW 00: ww :l:w Ow _w
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"'''' 1-", ~'" ~'"

TENANT SERVICES AND RELA TloNS
(a) COORDINATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES 11 40 32 11 5 2G 1 2 - 1 2 6

FOR BENEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS

(b) PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCIAL SERVICES 10 42 26 11 10 27 1 - - 1 1 3

(e) DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 14 35 38 9 5 25 - - - - - -
TENANTS (HANDLING AND RESOLVING COMP~AINTS)

(d) RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 16 43 25 8 5 24 3 - - 1 1 5

(e) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA!PROJECT 19 37 28 9 7 25 - - - - - -
MANAGEMENT

(f) EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 23 43 22 9 2 22 - - - - - -
PROCEDURE (COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA)

(g) LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 29 30 19 8 10 23 - 1 - - 2 3

MAINTENANCE
(a) ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 12 38 31 13 5 26 1 - - - - 1

(JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATING)'

(b) RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS 17 37 30 13 2 24 - - - - - -
(PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS.
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL) .

(e) EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 10 28 37 15 10 28 2 1 1 1 1 6
PROGRAM

(d) ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE 17 48 20 10 5 24 - - - - - -
VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ...

AVERAGE :E :E :E :E OF TIMES
> w u u w w w w LISTED AS, PROBLEM !i > w« ;1; IMPACT -' -' -' -'w -'~ '" ... ., ., ... ., .,

ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > ;::. .,:E ;§ RATING '" ",0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0;:: 0 « «- e 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw 0 o:w w RECEIVED O::E :E~ o~ :E~ o~« '" w w> w<:: 0'" :E'" x'" :E'" SERIOUS. 0 ... ... t; "' ... 0- Ww
wu _...

0:'" "'-, ",'" '" ... '" '" PROBLEMS
"'« x« w U ",« w« ... ., oe 00 0: 0 xo

:E;1; 0:- ... -
o~ ~~ "'0 >0 "'0 uo: -0: "'0: .. 0:
"';§ -':E 0:E ow wW 00: ww XW Ow _w

'" - '" - u'" "'''' :E~ '" '" ... '" .. '" .. '"
(el ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 15 4D 22 18 6 26 - - - - - -
(I) ,MAJOR REPAIRS AfllD REPLACEMENTS 13 33 29 16 9 27 2 - - - - 2

PERSONNEL
"

(a) COMPETENCE OF PHA!PROJECT STAFF 14 40 29 10 6 25 2 - - 1 - 3

(b) EFFICIENCY OF PHA!PROJECT STAFF
. .

12 35 32 14 8 27 1 2 - 1 - 4

(e) OVER STAFFING 25 61 9 3 3 20 - - - - - -
(d) UNDER STAFFING ,

" 24 54 10 8 4 21 1 - - - 1 2-
(e) CITY OR STATE CIVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 26 53 16 2 3 2D - - - - - -RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING

'INCOMPETENT STAFF .
(f) UNION 'JOB CLASSIFICATION RULES WHICH AFFECT 17 57 19 5 1 22 - - - - 1 1

MAINTENANCE STAFFING,
(g) UNION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE

,
20 57 17 2 3 22 - - - - - -

-
I I (h) WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 22 54 15 8 1 21 - - 1 1 " 2

COMPETENT MANAGEMENT . -
(,) FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 21 61 12 4 1 2D - - - - - , -, - ,

~ .- ,
, , , -

;": ' ' ,

-
, -,
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-PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATiVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES !PROBLEM RATED
\

RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE, ,
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE

w l- I- i
'" '" '" '" OF TIMES

:> w '" '" AVERAGE w w w w LISTED AS \PROBLEM f:i :> w<t <t IMPACT I ~
~ ~ ~ ~

w ;:: ~~ ~ I-~ ~ I-~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY :> ~'" ~ RATING' '" ~o 1- 0 ~o
1-

0
;:: '" <t <t- 5! 0'" ~'"

0",
~'" FIVE MOSTw

'" ",w w RECEIVED
"'''' "'~

o~ "'~ o~<t '" w w:> w2: SERIOUS '
;"'1- Ww c~ "'~ ="~ "'~~' .' :' "

, "'I- "'I- 0- ",I- ~~ ",'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMS iw'" =,,'" W'"
_I- 00 ="0~<t w<t I-~ 05! ",0

"'<t ::0: ",::1: '" - "'0; 1--
o~ "'''' :>'" ~o "'''' - '" ~'"

"
,,,

"'~ ~'"
0", ow WW 0", ww ="w Ow _w

~- ~- "'''' ~'" "'~ ~~ I-~ ~~ ~~, , " .
SECURITY

'la) LOCAL'SERVICES'(RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 13 49 28 7 3 24 - ; -- - - -
POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)., , , , " .'

(b)'PROJECTfPHA BASED SERVICES (ADEQUACY AND 16 38 29 10 7 25 - - - - - -
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)

, " ' ; .
Ie) SECURITY 'EQUIPMENT (LIGHTING, SCREENS"BARS, 16 37 28 15 , 3 25 - 1 - 1 - 2
I ' LOCKS, TVfELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS) \, . ,

OVERAll PHAIPRdJECT ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANC~ ,
2(a) AT,TITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 20 49 24 5 2 22 - 2 - - -

VIABI L1TY OF PROJECT ,
" . ., ' , , ,

(b) ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGERfSTAFF TO 19 50 24 4 2 22 - - 2 - - 2

, CONTINUED VIABILlTX,OF PROJECT j

" ""(e)',OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 15 36 39 6 4 25 1 - 1 - - 2

ld) 'OVERALL PERFORMANCE'OF PROJ'ECT MANAGER 18 39 29 2 5 23 - 1 - - - 1
(IF APP~ICABLE) ,, ,

(eJ'COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 20 36 25 12 7 25 1 - 2 1 - 4

PHA BOARD OF DIRECTORS
(oj SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 18 43 29 5 6' 24 1 - - - - 1,

lb) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO
.,

'5 220 45 : 25' 5 23 - 1 - 1 -
PHA VIABI LITY ..

Ie) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 22 43 25 5 5 23 1 - - - - 1
PROJECT VIABI L1TY .-

.

~'," I
,. .' . .. -( ~".
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

N
O'l
O'l

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ...

AVERAGE
:;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES> w <.> <.> w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM i= > w1t " IMPACT ... ... ... ...

~ '" ... '" '" ... '" '"SUBCATEGORY w
" i= .,::;; ;§ " ONE OF> RATING '" e ... e "'e ... e'" " ,,- g ecc ecc FIVE MOSTi= w ",cc ",cc

'" CC w w RECEIVEO :;;~ e~ :;;~ e~

" '" w w> w~
cc:;; SERIOUS

"'''' Ww e'" :;;'" :z:'" :;;'"...... "' ... e- cc'" "' ... "," " ... " " PROBLEMSW<.> :z:<.> w<.>
_...

ee"''' "''' w" ... '" e g cc e :z:e
:!~ :;;1t "'''' >'" "'e cc- ,,- ... -

e~ <.>cc -cc effi ~cc",;S ... :;; e:;; oW WW e cc w w :Z:w - W'" - "'- <.>'" "'''' :;;~ '" '" ... '" ~ '" ~'"

1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 6 19 11 41 23 36 32 6 5 8 4 55

(e) PROJECT SIZE (NUMBER AND DENSITY OF UNITS, 8 24 7 23 38 36 21 3 2 7 - 33
BUILDINGS, TYPE OF BUILDING ON SITE)

(b) BUILDING MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT 17 22 13 27 21 3.1 - 1 2 - 1 4
AND ACCESS)

(e) UNIT MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 9 24 22 29 16 3.2 - 6 1 - 6 13
ACCESS)

(d) ON-SITE FACILITIES (LAUNDRY, STORAGE, 15 27 24 18 16 29 - - 1 3 2 6
RECREATION ROOM)

<e) AMENITIES (POOL, WELL-DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 11 20 17 28 23 33 - - 3 - 1 4
ADEQUATE PARKING)

(t) DEFENSIBLE SPACE (PERSONAL SENSE OF 6 15 21 11 46 38 7 5 2 3 - 17
SECURITY, PRIVACY, CONTROLLED ACCESS)

(9) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (LANDSCAPING 6 18 38 13 24 33 - 1 2 1 3 7
EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH) .-

(h) COMMERCIAL SPACE 40 33 8 ; 5 5 21 - - - - - -
hI OTHER (SPECIFY) 52 1 - - - 0'6 - - - - - -

" - , .',
~ I

, . , \ r, ',
", l- - -

. ' . .., . ..
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES I
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE .

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE,
w .... ....

AVERAGE :E :E :E ,:E OF TIMES
> w u u w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > w" " IMPACT I ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ ~ '" .... '" '" .... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > " ;:: ",:E 1ji RATING => ",0 .... 0 "'0 ..... 0

'" " ,,- ~ 00: 00: FIVE MOST- ;:: w ",0: ",0:

'" o:w w RECEIVEO O::E :E~ o~ :E~ o~

" " w w> w~ SERIOUSWw 0'" :E'" 0:'" :E'""' .... ........ " .... ",-
0: .... "'~ ",=> '" .... '" => PROBLEMSWu o:U W U

_....

00

"" "''' w" .... '" o~ 0: 0 0:0
:!f :E~ "", >'" "'0 0:- =>;;: .... -

o~ "'0: -0: ~o:

,,1ji ~:E "':E ow WW 00: WW O:w Ow _w
'" - '" - ",,, ",,, ':E~ '" '" .... '" ~'" ~ '"

2. PROJECT, PHYSICAL STRUCTURE
9 28 19 33 10 3D

(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS)
12 8 7 9 4 40

(a) FOUNDATION ' 47 40 G 2 4 18 1 " 1 - - - 2, , ,
" t

(b) PLUMBING' 31 17 2G lG 10 2G - - 1 - 1 2

(e) ELECTRICAL 35 30 14 15 G 23 - - - - - -

(d) APPLIANCES 33 3G 12 14 5 22 - - - - - -
"

(e) ROOF 31 34 20 10 5 22 - - - - - -
(t) ELEVATORS 45 33 4 1 8 21 2 - - - - 2

(g) HEATING AND COOLING 24 23 26 13 12 26 - - - 4 - 4
, ,

(h) INSULATION 22 17 24 26 9 28 - 4 - - 4 8

III GENERAL STRUCTURE (WALLS, FLOORS, WINDOW 18 16 18 29 20 32 1 5 1 - - 7
FRAMING, DOORS)

lsi SEWAGE DISPOSAL . 46 38 8 4 4 1.8 - - - - - -
(k) PARKING AREA (CONDITION) 17 27 , 27 22 8 28 - - - - - -
(I) OTHER (SPECIFYI 50 2 1, 1 3 08 - 1 - - - 1

,

.. ' " ,.
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... .... AVERAGE " " " " OF TIMES
> w '" '" w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > w« « IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w .... ~ ~ '" .... '" '" .... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > « ;:: "''' O'! RATING '" ",0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0
;:: '" « «- ~ 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw

'" o:w w RECEIVED 0:"
,,~ o~ ,,~

o~« '" w w> > SERIOUS"' .... ........ "' .... 5!~
w- Ww 0'" "'" x'" "",
0: .... "' .... ",'" '" .... '" '" PROBLEMSw'" x'" w'" ",« w« .... '" o~ 00 0: 0 xo"'« :!o: ,,;1; 0:- "'a: .... -

o~ "'''' >'" "'0 "'0: -0: ~o:

"'O'! .... " 0" oW WW 00: ww Xw ow _w
'" - '" - "'''' "'''' ,,~ '" '" .... '" ~ '" ~ '"

3. PROJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND 4 5 15 5G 19 38 12 26 10 14 10 72
BEHAVIOR

TENANT CHARACTERISTICS
(al PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 23 19 17 30 10 2.9 1 1 - 1 - 3

(bl PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES 12 13 25 28 21 33 1 - - 1 - 2

(e) PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE-PARENT FEMALE 10 7 16 34 32 37 2 3 4 - 1, 10
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
FAMILIES

ldl ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIO 10 14 21 38 16 34 - - - 1 1 2

(e) LARGE NUMBER OF TEENAGERS 11 17 17 36 19 34 - 1 - 1 - 2

(f) SOURCE OF INCOME (MOST FAMILIES RECEIVING 9 12 17 30 31 36 - - 1 1 - 2
PUBLIC ASSISTANCEI

(g) PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 9 17 16 25 32 3.6 2 4 1 2 1 10

(hI GENERAL OR FREQUENT UNEMPLOYMENT 13 14 18 28 26 34 - 2 - - 1 3-
(,) HIGH TENANT TURNOVER 18 36 27 11. 9 26 - - - - - - -

PROBLEM TENANTS
la) RULE BREAKING 16 14 36 25 9 3.0 - - 1 - - 1

(bl PROPERTY DAMAGE 11 16 25 23 25 34 2 2 - - 1 5- -
< -(e) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 13 27 19 23 18 31 1 1 - - - 2

(d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY 8 28 28 23 13 31 1 - 1 1 - 3
MEMBERS

-
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w '-' '-' w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM ;:: > w;;: <c IMPACT ... ... ... ...

w ~ V> 1-'" '" 1-'" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > <c ;:: ~'" ;§ RATING '" V>C I- c V>c I- c, , ;:: '" <c <c- 5? c'" <n'" c'" V>'" FIVE MOST, w.
'" "'w w RECEIVEO "'~ c~ "'~ c~<c " w w> w~ "'''' SERIOUS

"'I- 1-1- "I- c- Ww cV> "'V> ",V> ",V>
_I- ",l- v> ... ,,'" '" 1-'" '" PROBLEMSw'-' ",,-, w'-' v><c w<c 1-'" c5? QQ "'c "'c"<c ",<c "';;: "'" >'" V>c "'- "'0; 1--

Q~ -~ '-'''' -'" u.'",,;§ ... '" c'" QW WW C'" ww "'w Cw _w<n _ V> _ '-'" V> " "'~ V> V> I-V> u.V> u. V>

(e) UNSANITARY PRACTICES (INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 4 20 37 29 9 32 - - - - - -
HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)

(f) NUISANCE BEHAVIOR (LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 6 21 35 25 13 32 - - - - - -
UNCONTROLLED CHI La ACTIVITY)

(g) MULTI·PROBLEM FAMILIES (FAMILIES HAVING 12 21 26 21 18 32 1 1 3 1 1 7
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVE)

OTHER
(0) RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 55 38 5 - 2 16 - - - - - -
(b) ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 10 34 26 18 11 29 - - - - - -

(e) UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 11 29 38 12 9 28 - - - 1 - 1

(d) RACIAL MIX 32 21' 22 9 16 26 6 - - - - 6

"4, NEIGHBORHOOD 6 18 15 48 14 35 5 9 11 10 12 47

(0) SOCIAL SERVICES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 10 41 28 14 7 2.7 - - 1 - 1 2
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION)

(b) TRANSPORTATION 22 28 30 11 7 26 - - - - - -
(e) COMMERCIAL AREAS 29 30 20 12' 9 25 - - 1 - - 1

(d) VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 5 33 11 30 21 33 1 1 - 2 2 6

(e) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (EXCESSIVE NOISE, 14 24 23 23 15 30 - 2 1 - 1 4
POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ... AVERAGE " " " " OF TIMES
> w u u w w w w LISTED ASPROBLEM
~

> w;;>; ;;>; IMPACT .... .... .... ....
'" ... '" '" ... '" '" ONE OFSUBCATEGORY w ;:: .:" ;§ c> RATING "'0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0;:: '" '" "'- !: co: ",0: Co: ",0: FIVE MOSTw

'" o:w w RECEIVED ,,~ o~
,,~

o~

'" '" w w> > 0:" SERIOUS

"'''' ...... "' ... o- w- Ww Q'" "'" ",,,, "",wu
_...

0:'" "' .... ",c C ... c c PROBLEMS"'u W U Qc "'0"'''' ~~ "'''' w'" ... '" c!: o:C
,,;;>; "'''' 0:- cO; ... -

c~ >'" "'0 UO: -0: ~o:

"';§ .... " c" cw WW Qo: ww "'w Ow _w
"'- '" - u'" "'''' ,,~

~'" ... '" ~~ ~'"

(li SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT (PROJECT ADVERSELY 16 21 29 20 13 30 - 1 1 2 1 5
IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBORHOOD)

(gl ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 9 36 17 23 15 30 - 1 - - - 1
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

(hi PROJECT "IMAGE" IN NEIGHBORHOOD 10 23 25 26 15 32 - - 1 1 - 2

hi CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES 26 20 17 16 20 29 - - - - - -
(li CONCENTRATION OF LOW·INCOME PERSONS 19 13 16 25 25 33 - - 1 - - 1

(k) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 16 24 10 21 28 32 1 - - 1 1 3

5, HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF
12 20 18 22 28 33 10 8 7 12PHA/PROJECT 7 44

PROGRAM ANa POLICIES

(a) ADEQUACY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 14 29 11 15 30 32 11 4 2 1 1 19

(b) ADEQUACY OF PFS FORMULA 13 24 14 16 32 34 1 2 1 - 4 8

(el TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 33 15 24 13 14 26 - - - - - -

(d) PFS FORMULA'S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 8 21 15 17 39 36 1 - 2 5 1 9
PHA NEEDS he, SECURITY)

(el CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW·INCOME 16 17 18 22 26 33 - - 1 - 1 2
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND
PHA ECONOMIC SELF·SUFFICIENCY

II) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERV.ING HIGHER INCOME 28 24 19 10 19 27 - - - 4 - 4
PERSONS AND ANTI·DISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES .
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w f- f- AVERAGE :;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES

PROBLEM
> w u u w w w w LISTED AS>= > w;1; '" IMPACT ... ... ... ...

w ~ '" f-= = f-= = ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > '" >= ~:;; ;§ RATING => ",0 f-o "'0 f-0'" '" ",- S! 00: 00: FIVE MOST>= w ",0: ",0:
'" - o:w w RECEIVED 0::;; :;;~ o~ :;;~ o~

'" '" w w> w<: SERIOUSWw 0'" :;;'" 0::'" :;;'""'f- f-f- "'f- ",-
o:f- "' ... ",=> => f-=> => PROBLEMSwu o::U W U _f- 00 0::0"'''' w'" f-= oS! 0: 0

"'''' ",,,,
:;;;1; "'''' >'" "'0 0:- =>0: f--

o~ -~ UO: -0: ~o:

"';§ o!:;; ~:;;
ow WW 00: ww O::w Ow _w
u'" "'''' :;;~ '" '" f-'" ~ '" ~ '"

(9) CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 31 23 14 12 20 27 - 1 - - 3 4
IN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY

HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING

la) NUMBER OF HUD STAFF 15 17 28 18 21 32 - - 1 - 6 7

Ibl SKILLS OF HUD STAFF 29 37 13 6 14 24 - - - 1 - 1

Ie) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA 15 26 22 25 13 30 - - - - - -
COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND
FORMS

Id) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE 16 20 30 20 13 30 - - - - - -
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHAs

Ie} SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA, PROJECT AND 42 36 14 7 - 19 - - - - - -
TENANT PROBLEMS lABILITY TO BALANCE HUD
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PROJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)

(f) OTH ER ISPECI FY} 52 1 4 08

6. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL
20 31 27 7 1 ' 9 17

GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS
19 28 2 1 5

(a) DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES IPOLlCE, FIRE, 13 34 21 23 8 28 - - 1 2 2 5
ROADS, ETC)

(b) DELIVERY OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 10 33 25 24 7 29 - - 1 1 - 2

Ie) LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS INEW 23 50 18 5 4 22 - - - - - -
STANDARDS, CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE
CONTROLS)

-

. , -

-,



PROBLEM IPf.PACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

'I

" .
PROBLEM

SUBCATEGORY

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO

AS HAVING

AVERAGE
IMPACT
RATING

RECEIVEO

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE
MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE

OF TIMES
L1STEO AS

ONE OF
FIVE MOST
SERIOUS,

PROBLEMS

(dl, LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES (0 e HIRING,
, 'PROMOTING, FIRING STAFF)

1 ,

34 38 12 4 11 22 1 7 1 9

(e) WELFARE SYSTEM (LEVEL OF PAYMENTS,
,': EMERGENCY PAYMENTS, VENDOR PAYMENTS)

. " '
• (f) AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL

, SERVICES ORGANIZATION PURSUING TENANT
RIGHTS
, \ , ' .

(9) LOCAL COURTS (LONG DELAYS IN EYICTION CASES,
, BIAS ,TOWARD TENANTS, RIGHTS) ,

.' , ' , , l I'

,(h) STATE LAWS (EXTENSI\(E EXISTING PROCEDURES,
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)" ,

h) COMMITMENT OF' MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO
VIABILITY OF THE PHA,

, • , ' <

h) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO
, VIABI L1TY OF PHA, ' .

11 32 27 11

27 26 19 15

11 27 21 27

18 38 18 . 19

39 37 16 3

3932223

18

13

13

6

4

29

26

31

26

20

20

3

1

3

37 38 13 4

52 1 '.!. -

. (k) COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT

(I) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT

(m) FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR
REGULATIONS (HEW. NEPA, EO. OSHA)

(n) OTHER (SPECIFY) ,:

38

27

35

40

19

25

4

6

7

4

1

21

20

2.2 I

05
.'

. -,

,
,\. -

, " , ,
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... .... AVERAGE " " " " ' OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w ,LISTED ASPROBLEM [;: > w~ '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~ '" .... ~ ~ .... ~ ~ ONE OFSUBCATEGORY > >= a: " ~ RATING " ",0 .... 0 "'0 .... 0
>= '" '" "'- S? 00: ",0: 00: ",a: FIVE MOSTw

'" a: W w RECEIVEO
a: "

,,~ o~ ,,~
o~

'" '" w w> w2: 0'" "'" 0:'" "", SERIOUS
"' .... ........ "' .... 0- Ww_.... a: .... "'~ "," " .... " " 'PROBLEMSw" 0:" w" 00 0:0
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"'~ ~" 0" oW WW 0a: ww O:w ow _w
'" - '" - "'" "'''' ,,~

'" '" .... '" ~ '" ~ '"
7. LOW RENT HOUSING MARKET 41 30 1B 5 6 21 1 2 3 1 3 10

(al LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 53 33 6 7 - 17 - - - - - -
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA

(b) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE 44 31 7 6 11 21 - - - - - -
QUALITY P~OVIDED IN TJ"lIS PROJECT

Ie) SUPPLY OF LOW·RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 49 27 12 4 7 19 - - - - - -
MORE DESIRABLE TO LOW·INCOME PERSONS IN
TERMS OF AGE, CONDITION OF BUILDING, ,
AMENITIES, SECURITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES THAN THIS PROJECT PROVIDES

(d) OTHER (SPECIFYI 54 - - - - 06 - - - - - -

8. PROJECT EXPENSES (AVAILABILITY
6 15 17 41 17 34 5 10 15 10 16 56

ANDIOR COST OF GOODS, SERVICES)

(al FUEL, OIL, GAS, ELECTRICITY, COAL RATES AND/OR 12 15 18 19 35 35 4 7 2 1 7 21
AVAI LABI L1TY

Ib) OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 17 19 17 34· 12 31 4 - - - - 4
(WATER, SEWER, ETC)

(el INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 7 18 17 22 35 3.6 - - 11 2 1 14

(dl GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES 16 39 19 15 11 27 - - - - 1 1
AND SUPPLY

(e) SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING, 21 33 24 8 13 26 - - - - - -
ELECTRICAL, SECURITY, EXTERMINATING,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS)



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANK EO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w .... ....

AVERAGE :E :E :E :E OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM >= > w« « IMPACT ~

-' -' -' -'
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0: .... ~-' .. :> :> .... :> :> PROBLEMS
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(I) AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE 22 31 20 12 16 27 - - - - - -
STAFF ,

(g) OTHER ISPECIFY) 53 1 2 07 - - - -

9, PHA/PROJECT ADM'INISTRATION 12 28 21 28 11 30 7 8 19 11 5 50

CJi.l'ifAl 1'!!p..ROVEMfNT. I'ROGRAM
(a) ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 29 18 10 13 30 30 2 4 5 4 1 16, , '

(b) EFFICIENT USE OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 37 28 12 7 14 24 - - - - - -
"

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM >

;. ; t- ~ -.. ~~,"~,

'26(a) MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS (CURRENCY AND 42 10 6 16 25 5 - - - - 5
SOPHISTIC~TION OF RECORD KEEPING) "-,

(b) ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 35 29 12 12 12 24 - - - - - -.
Ie) ADEQUACY. ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 34 31 12 10 12 24 - - - - - -

REPORTS FOR FISCAL MANAGEMENT , -

(d) ADEQUACY. ACCURACY. AND FREQUENCY OF 33 30 14 10 12 24 - - - - - -' .
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT

.
(e) LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING 24 32 18 11 1~ 26 - - 4 - - 4

(FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJECT .
LEVEL)

.
, ' .
. ,

"

, ..
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TRpUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w l- I- AVERAGE '" '" '" '" OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w'" '" IMPACT ~ ~ ~ ~

w ~~ ~ ~ 1-"' "' 1-"' "' ONE OF. SUBCATEGORY > '" ;:: "'''' ~ RATING " ~o 1- 0 ~o
1-

0

'" '" "'- !: 0'" 0", FIVE MOST;:: w ~'" ~'"'" ",w w RECEIVEO

"'''' "'~ o~ "'~ o~

'" '" w w> > SERIOUS
"'I- 1-1- "'I- o- w- Ww o~ "'~

o::~
"'~",I- ~~ "," " 1-" " PROBLEMSw" 0::" w"

_I-
00 0::0

~'" w'" 1-", o!: ",0

"'''' ",,,, ",:1: "'- "a; 1--
o~ -~ "'''' >'" ~o "'" -'" ~'"
"'~ ~'" 0'" ow wW 0", ww o::w Ow _w

~- ~- "'" ~'" "'~ ~~ I-~ ~~ ~~

RENTAL ANQ'OCCUPANCY POLICIES ANO PROCEOURES
(a) ADMISS·ION.SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS, 28 45 11 14 1 22 - - - - - -

MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LIST)

(b) INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 39 42 12 7 - 19 - - - - - -

(e) ,TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITiES SCREENING) 29 28 14 18 10 26 - - - - - -

(dl RENT DETERMINATIONS (ADEQUACY AND 39 47 9 2 1 18 - - - - - -
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND
RECERTIFICATlONS)

(el RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 17 28 20 22 11 28 - - - - 1 1
DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY)

(f) UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY 28 24 30 12 6 25 - - - - 5 5
OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION
PROCEDURES)

(g) EVICTION (POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 12 29 25 21 12 29 - - 1 - - 1
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY)

(h)-LARGE NUM,BER OF VACANCIES IN PHA 49 29 15 4 3 19 - - - - - -

(1) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT 44 30 10 6 10 21 - - - - - -

.



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING "lOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS , PERCENTAGE
w ... ...

AVERAGE " " " " OF TIMES
:> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: :> w;t '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....

w ~ '" ... " " ... " " ONE OFSUBCATEGORY :> '" ;:: ~" ;,; RATING 0 "'0 ... 0 "'0 ... 0;:: '" '" ",- S! 00: ",0: 00: ",0: FIVE MOSTw
'" o:w w RECEIVEO 0:"

,,~ o~ ,,~
o~ SERIOUS'" '" w w:> w<: Ww 0'" "'" '"'" "'""'''' ...... "' ... 0-

0:'" "' .... ",0 0 ... 0 0 PRO BLEMSw" '"" w"
_...

Co ,"0

"'''' "'''' w'" ... " oS! 0:S!",,,,
,,;t "'''' :>'" "'0 "0:

0:- 00: ... -• o~ -~ -0: ... 0:.,;,; .... " 0" ow WW 00: WW '"w Ow _w
'" - '" - "., "'''' ,,~

"'''' ... '" ... '" ... '"
TENANT SERVICES AND RELA TlONS

(a) COOROINATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES 15 28 28 25 4 28 - - - - 2 2
FOR BENEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS

(b) PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCIAL SERVICES 12 36 17 19 15 29 - - - - - -
(e) DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 17 32 31 10 10 27 - 6 - - - 6

TENANTS (HANDLING AND RESOLVING COMPLAINTS)

(d) RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 31 31 24 12 2 23 - - - - - -
(e) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA/PROJECT 25 32 24 9 9 25 - - - - - -

MANAGEMENT

(f) EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 36 31 19 5 8 22 - - - - - -
PROCEDURE (COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA)

(9) lEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 34 22 9 8 5 17 - - - - - -
MAINTENANCE'

.

(a) ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 13 25 25 16 20 31 - - 1 2 4 7
(JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATINGI'

(b) RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS 16 37 18 24 5 27 - - - - - -
(PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS,
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL)

(e) EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 9 20 22 29 19 33 - 1 1 2 1 5
PROGRAM

(d) ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE 26 37 18 12 6 24 - - - - 1 1
VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE



PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ... AVERAGE :< :< :< :< OF TIMES
> w " " w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: > w'" '" IMPACT .... .... .... ....

.... ~ ~ '" ... = = ... = = ONE OFSUBCATEGORY
w '" ;:: =:< O!! RATING => ",0 ... 0 "'0

!;;~>;:: '" '" ",- E 00: ",0: 00: FIVE MOSTw
'" o:w w RECEIVEO 0::< :<~ o~ :<~ o~

'"
., w w> > SERIOUSWw 0'" :<'" :>:'" :<'""'''' ...... ., ... o- w- "' .... .,=> => ... => => PROBLEMSw" :>:" w"

_...
0:'" 00 :>:0.,'" "'''' w'" ... = oE o:E

:!~ :<~ .,'" >'" "'0 ,,0: 0:- =>0: ... -
o~ -0: ~o:

.,O!! .... :< 0:< ow WW 00: W W :>:w Ow - W
'" - '" - "., "'., :<~ '" '" ... '" ~ '" ~'"

(el ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 25 29 19 22 5 26 - - - - - -
(II MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 21 23 17 23 16 29 - 1 - - - 1

PERSONNEL
(a)' COMPETENCE OF PHA!PROJECT STAFF 2G 28 21 18 7 25 - - - - 1 1

,
(b) EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 27 17 31 13 14 28 - - 7 1 - 8

(e) OVER STAFFING 44 .43 7 4 - 18 - - - - - -
(dl UNDER STAFFING 42 37 7 6 8 21 - - - - - -
(el CITY OR STATE CIVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 50 32 7 6 5 19 - - - - - -

RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT STAFF

(I) UNION JOB CLASSIFICATION RULES WHICH AFFECT 36 30 12 7 14 23 - - - - - -
MAINTENANCE STAFFING

(g) UNION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE 41 36 7 2 14 21 - - - - - -
(h) WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 45 35 11 8 - 19 - - - - - -

COMPETENT MANAGEMENT

(,) FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 43 33 6 7 10 21 - - - - - -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEO RANKEO AS ONE OF FIVE

,AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ... ...

AVERAGE :;; :;; :;; :;; OF TIMES:> w '" '" w w w w L1STEO ASPROBLEM ;:: :> w;;>; '" IMPACT "'" "'" "'" "'"W 0. ~ ... = = ... = = ONE OFSUBCATEGORY :> '" ;:: 0::;; ~ RATING " ~c ... c ~C ... c;:: '" '" "'- !: co: ~o: Co: ~o: FIVE MOSTw
'" 0:"' "' RECEIVEO 0::;; :;;0. 00. :;;0. co.

'" " w w:> w2: SERIOUSWw e~ :;;~
"'~ :;;~"' ... ...... " ... e- o:'" ~"'" ,," c5- ... " " PROBLEMSw'" ",,,, w'"

_...
'" 0"'" ~'" w'" ... = c!: o:C

~~ :;;;;>; 0:- "0: ... -00. "'" :>'" ~C "'0: -0: ~o:
,,~ ""':;; ~:;; COl WW 00: ww "'w COl _w

~- "''' ~" :;;0. ~~ ... ~ ~~ ~~

SECURITY
(a) LOCAL SERVICES (RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 19 33 22 14 11 27 - 1 1 - 1 3

POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)

(b) PROJECT/PHA BASED SERVICES (ADEQUACY AND 18 27 19 20 16 29 1 - - - "- 1
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)

(e) SECURITY EQUIPMENT (LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, 26 19 21 18 15 28 - , ·2 ~' - - 1 3
LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS) .

OVERAll PHAIPROJECT ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE ..
(a) ATTITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 41 34 12 10 1 20 - - - - - ~ -

VIABI L1TY OF PROJECT

. L,,·(b) ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO 32 42 14 9 1 21 - - , - - . - .-
CONTINUED VIABI L1TY OF PROJECT "".

(e) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 28 27 22 15 7 25 - - 4 - 1 5 ,
(d) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 25 33 19 20 1 24 - - - - - -

(IF APPLICABLE) -
(e) COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS

.
28 '27 27 9 7 24 - - - - - -

PHA BOARD OF OIRECTORS .
(a) SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 34 28 24 9 4 22 - - - - - :-

(b) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 37 37 16 6 3 20 - - - - - -
PHA VIABI LITY

(e) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 40 38 13 6 3 20 - - - - - -
PROJECT VIABILITY .



APPENDIX '1

TABLES ON FIELD OFFICE,ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED INTERVENTIONS

This Appendix contains a tabulation of Field Office responses
to the PART IV - PROBLEM INTERVENTION ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT (see
Appendix H ). The responses are broken down into three parts.

Proposed Intervention Ratings For All Projects
Proposed Intervention Ratings For Relatively Untroubled Projects
Proposed Intervention Ratings For Troubled Projects

, '
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS -,

'"(Xl
o

FREaUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF , ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

" . ;, , , TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGEAVERAGEI- w w RATING OF.. TIMES
PROPOSED w > > I- LISTED AS, w ;:: w RECEIVED,>, INTERVENTION ~ ;:: w I- ONE OF FIVEI-~ '" ;;; I-~ ALL '" I-

'" '",> , "'W '" l- e "'~ e w I- w I- BEST
"'w w w ~ "'w PROJECTS ;:: ~ '" ~ '"w> '" w WW W W ACTIONS. U:i= 1-1- ~ 1-1- -> w e", ~'" "'", ~'""'w ~ "'w ~- '" "'e ee I- e ",e-'" ",w w Ww -l- I- e- "'- "'_ I--"'", e~ "'- =>1--~ ",'" '" wI- -I- ~I-:!w ~~ e e~ _e w wW "'w ew _w

"'''' '" w '" ",w
"'~

~ "'''' 1-'" ~'" ~'"

1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE
I.) CONVERT SELECTED DWELLING UNITS TO NON· 22 5 47 22 3 28 - - 1 - - 1

RESIDENTIAL USE (e 9, COMMUNITY ROOM, SOCIAL
SERVICE CENTERS AND COMMERCIAL USE)

Ib) CONVERT ALL OR A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF 18 12 51 9 8 27 1 1 - - 1 3
UNITS TO ALTERNATIVE TYPES OF RESIDENCE
Ie 9, FAMILY TO ELDERLY/HANDICAPPED OR
VICE VERSA)

Ie) DEMOLISH PORTION OF UNITS (LESS THAN 10%) 33 7 40 14 5 25 2 - - - 8 10

Id) ALLOW UNDERUTILIZATION OF UNITS, Ie, 17 11 39 20 10 29 6 1 - 2 1 10
OCCUPANCY BELOW REGULAR MINIMUM HOUSE·
HOLD SIZE FOR EACH UNIT SIZE IN ORDER TO
'REDUCE POPULATION DENSITY

"
(e) ADAPT BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS TO DEFENSIBLE 5 3 49 26 16 34 2 2 3 1 2 10

SPACE CONCEPTS Ie 9, WALLS LIMITING ACCESS TO
THROUGH THE PROJECT, CONTROLLED ACCESS
MECHANISMS AT HIGHRISE ENTRIES, CREATION OF
PRIVATE AND/OR EASILY SUPERVISED OUTDOOR
SPACES AND IMPROVEMENT OF RESIDENT
SURVEI LLANCE OPPORTUNITIES) ,

"
(f) INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE Ie 9, BETTER LOCKS, 2 2 33 48 13 36 1 3 2 3 1 10

DOORS, WINDOWS AND LIGHT) WITHOUT FULLY
IMPLEMENTING DEFENSIBLE SPACE CONCEPTS

(9) PROVIDE AND/OR IIVIPROVE AMENITIES Ie 9, 1 21 53 24 39 1 5 - - 4 " 10-
LANDSCAPING, PLAN AREAS AND PARKING)

",
Ih) PROVIDE IMPROVED COMMUNITY SPACE OR 1 1 45 37 14 36 4 - 1 2 4 11

FACILITIES THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION -'
. -- . . - ~ ~-, -. . . _. ., - ..- . . . ..

.



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREUUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTiONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF- TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGEAVERAGE OF TIMES... w w RATINGPROPOSEO u > > ... L1STEO ASw

>=
u RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ >= w ... ONE OF FIVE... ~ '" in ... ~ ALL '" ...

'" '""'w '" ... 0 "'~ 0 w ... w ... BESTw "'w PROJECTS >= '" '" '""'w
'"

u ~ '" w w ACTIONSu> w "w u "'",ii:i= ...... ~
...... -> '"

0", "'", "''''",u ~ "'u ~- "'0 00 "'0 ",0-'" "'w w Ww - ... I;; 0- "'- "'- ... -"'c> "'~ "'- u'" - ... "' ... ~t;:!w -~

'" o~ c>'" w W u ",u Ou~~ _0

"'''' "'w '" ,",w '" ~ '" "'''' ... '" ~'" ~'"
(0) DEMOLISH PROJECT 60 3 30 3 - 1 7 - - - - 1 1

(J! OTHER (SPECIFY) 8 3 05 - - -
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE:

(a) CARRY OUT SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION OF 3 2 40 31 24 37 7 2 2 3 2 16
STRUCTURES (NOT INVOLVING CONVERSION TO
ALTERNATIVE,USE)

(b) MAKE REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS (SHORT OF 2 1 28 48 20 38 9 5 1 2 - 17
SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION)

(e) INITIATE COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY RETROFITTING 2 2 38 44 13 36 - 1 1 - 1 3
FOR MAJOR PROJECT SYSTEMS

(d) MODIFY EXISTING STRUCTURES AND GROUNDS TO 2 3' 68 25 1 32 - - - 1 - 1
LEGAL/REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS (REGARDING.
NOISE. POLLUTION. SAFETY AND SANITATION)

(e) MODIFY STRUCTURES TO ENHANCE ATTRACTlVE- 1 1 47 41 9 35 - 2 2 1 - 5
NESS (0 e. FACADES. ETC)

(f) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 7 - 2 04 - - - 1 - 1

3. NEIGHBORHOODS:
(a) OBTAIN BETTER COMMUNITY SERVICES (HEALTH 1 - 14 61 23 40 1 8 1 2 3 15

CARE. CHILD CARE. SCHOOLS. LIBRARY AND
RECREATION) -

(b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION - 1 45 37 15 36 - - 1 - 1 2

(e) RENEW/UPGRADE COMMERCIAL AREAS 1 1 55 32 9 34 - - 1 - 1 2,
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREQUENCY QF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) , PERCENTAGEAVERAGE.... W W RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSEO u > > .... L1STEO ASW

>=
u RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ >= W .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ '" 0; .... ~ ALL " ....

"w '" ,,~ 0 '" .... '" ....'
BEST.... 0 w w

"'w w u ~ "'w PROJECTS >= '" '" '" '"" w ACTIONSu> w ........ U W U "'" "'"
W

U:i= ........ ~ -> '" c" "'""'u ~ "'u ~- "0 co .... 0 ",0-'" Ww - ...."", ",w w ,,- .... 0- "'- "'- .... -
:!w -~

o~ ",,,, '" u .... - .... "' .... ~ ....
~~ 0 o~ _0 w w U ",u ou _u

"''' "'w " "'w '" ~ '" "'''' .... '" ~'" ~'"

(d) PROVIDE BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 1 1 24 53 19 38 1 1 2 - 1 5
TO COMBAT CRIME AND VANDALISM

(e) ELIMINATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 4 1 65 24 4 32 - 1 - - 2 3
(e g, NOISE AND POLLUTION)

, , .
(fl OBTAIN BETTER MUNICIPAL SERVICES (, e. 1 2 33 46 15 3,7 - - 1 2 - 3

TRASH AND GARBAGE COLLECTION. STREET
MAINTENANCE, CLEANING. AND L1!,HTINGI

(g) UNDERTAKE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION 1 - 36 38 23 37 4 1 1 1 3 10
EFFORT TO REVERSE PHYSICAL AND SOCiAL
BLIGHT OF SURROUNDING AREA

,
(h) UNDERTAKE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE ATTITUDE OF 2 1 28 47 19 37 1 1 1 - 1 4

COMMUNITY TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

4 HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT:
(a) MODIFY HUD POLICIES. PROGRAMS AND/OR 1 - 35 37 24 3,7 1 2 - 1 1 5

REGULATIONS TO MEET LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF
PROJECT

(b) SIMPLIFY HUD FORMS. REPORTING REQUIRE· 2 - 35 38 22 37 - 6 2 - - 8
MENTS AND/OR COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS

,

-
(e) INCREASE HUD STAFFING AVAILABLE TO WORK 2 - ,30 45 21 38 1 2 2 2 2 9

WITH PHA . ,
'!

(d) PROVIDE BETTER QUALITY OF HUD OVERSIGHT 1 - 36 46 14 36 1 - - - 2 - 3
OF. AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO. PHA

(.1 OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 7 - 4 05 - - - - - -,
- . - , - - - .
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'PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREOUENCY OF RANKING AS I
, RATING OF EFFECT OF

, i ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS..
EACH INTERVENTION ! (PERCENTAGE OF

, TIMES L1STEO)
,
'PERCENTAGE, AVERAGE OF TIMESI ... w w RATING

,
PROPOSEO U > > ... I L1STEO AS

l ,w ;:: U RECEIVEO, f
INTERVENTION ~ ;:: w ... :ONE OF FIVE, ... ~ '" 0; ... ~ ALL " ..., . • ~ ~

• " <, , "W '" G' 0 ,,~ ,S! w ... w ... 1 BEST
"'w w

~ "'w PROJECTS '"
~ '" ~

I " ... w w ACTIONSu> w UW ,U "'" :J:"U::~ ...... ~
...... ->

'"
0" "''', .. :J:u ~

~U ~- "0 Co "'0 :J: O.' " -'" "'w w Ww - ...
.~ 0- <C- <C_ ... - ,. , , ,.. "", o~ ,,- U ... - ... :0 ... !:t;, -~ "'~:!w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w W U :J:U OU

· ~" ~w " ",w ~~ .'" ~'" ... '" ~'" ~'"

5. LOCALI.STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL
,

IMPACTS. •
,

.(a) 'OBTAII\l ADEQUATE DELIVERY OF BASIC PUBLIC 1 1 29 53 14 37 ,2 1 2 2 2 9
SERVICES (e.g, POLICY, FIRE, STREETS AND
WASTE REMOVALl.INCLUDING ENFORCEMENT
,OF COOPERATION AGREEMENTS • . . ,

r •
(b) OBTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING (e g , CDBG, 2 - 14 54 27 40 - - 3 - 2 5,

LEAA, CETA AND TITLE XX) THROUGH STATE· AND
,,

LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
, ,

I
, :

(e) OBTAIN COMMITMENT OF MAJOR AND LOCAL 2 - 45 39 12 ! 35 i1 2 - 1 - 4
LEGISLATIVE BODY TO,VIABILITY OF ,PHA/PROJECT

•
(d) IMPROVE COORDINATiON WITH STATE AND LOCAL 2 - 26 56 14 37 ,- - - 1 1 2

AGENCIES (WELFARE SERVICES, ETC)

:
(e) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 8 - - 04 - - - - - -

i

(I) IMPROVE DESIGN OF RELATED FEDERAL '2 49 36 11
,

35 1 1 1 3- - -
PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD PROGRAMS)

(g) IMPROVE ADMINISTRATION/COORDINATION OF
I

2 - 41 42 ,12 35 - - - 1 - 1
FEDERAL PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD I

•
PROGRAM)

,
I, ,

(h) OTHER (SPECIFY) '- - '8 • 1 : 1 ' 04
, - - . 1 - - 1

1 • , 1, , , , ,
· ,

• "r >'
, , ,

I ,
• , , . :. . . . . . .

'., . .. ''\0:; : ',' . -..: ~ "" .. • . .' ,



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREaUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS'

, EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF,
TIMES LISTED)

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
.... W W ,..: RATING

OF TIMES. PROPOSED u > > L1STEO ASW ;:: u RECEIVED; .
INTERVENTION ~ ;:: W .... .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ " ;;; .... ~ ALL " '" '""w '" .... 0 ,,~ 0 w .... w .... BEST

"w w u ~ "w PROJECTS ;:: ~ '" ~ '"u> " w U W W W ACTIONS
U::i= ........ ~ ........ -> u 0" ~" "'" ~"

"'u ~ "'u ~- " "0 00 .... 0 ",0-" Ww - .... a:_
2", ",W W ,,- .... 0- a:- .... -

-~
O~ ",,,, '" u .... - .... => .... ~ ....

~w ~~ 0 o~ _0 W WU "'u ou _u
"''' ",W " "w "'~ ~ "''' .... " ~" ~"

6 LOW·RENT HOUSING MARKET.
(a) ESTABLISH RELATIVELY LOW-CEILING RENTS TO 9 21 42 20 5 28 1 1 - - 1 3

ATTRACT ANO OBTAIN HIGHER-INCOME TENANTS
.

(b) CARRY OUT MARKETING ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 2 - 66 25 5 32 1 1 - - -, 2
FULL OCCUPANCY AND REALl2ATlON OF TENANT
SELECTION POLICIES, -,

(e) AVOID,OVERSUPPLY OF COMPETING SUBSIDIZED 3 4 57 23 10 32 2 - 1 - 2 5
HOUSING BY CAREF,UL MARKET ANALYSIS IN"
PROCESSING APPLICATIONS OF ADDiTIONAL
HOUSING ASSISTANCE (SECTION 8 OR PUBLIC

, HOUSING)

(d) GREATEFi'USE OF SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING 4 11 48 28 6 31 - - 1 1 - 2
PROGRAM TO SERVE FAMILIES WHOSE INCOME.
LIFE STYLES. OR SOCIAL ATTRIBUTES ARE
INCONSiSTENT WITH THE GOAL OF PROJECT
IMPROVEMENTS ,

(e) OTHER (SPECIFY) 7 '03 - I

7 PROJECT EXPENSES' .
~ !~- I

(a) EXERCiSE CLOSER BUDGET CONTROLS BY 3 '2 '47 39 7 34 - , 1 1 2 1 5
PHA/HUD , , . .

(b) ENCOURAGE TENANTS TO CONTROL UTI L1TIES - 1 21 57 17, ' 38 1 ' - 5, - 3 . 8
CONSUMPTION • , " .

(e) ESTABLISH REASONABLE UTILITIES ALLOWANCES 2 - 33 46 17 37 - .1 2 2 2' 7
AND MAKE TENANTS BEAR COSTS OF EXCESS ,
CONSUMPTION , : ".- ,
-~ .....-- ,- - ~ -- -- ~.,. ~-~ --- -~ - --- -~- ~- -, . ~- -- , . ... - - ._~ e' - - - -- . . .

r.~: T
.. .'

"
," ~ { ". -
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION IPERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGE
AVERAGE

OF TIMES.... w w RATING> PROPOSED u :> :> .... LISTED AS" , w ;:: u RECEIVED,
INTERVENTION ~ i= w ONE OF FIVE.... ~ <C on .... ~ All '" .... ....

'" '""'w '" .... 0 "'~ 0 w .... w .... BEST
<cw w u ~ <c

W PROJECTS i= ~ '" ~ '"'" w w ACTIONSu:> w, U W u
~'"U:i= ........ ~

........ -:> <C 0", :<:", ~'":<:u ~ "'u ~- "'0 Co .... 0 :<:0-<C ",w w Ww - .... .... 0- "'- "'- .... -, , .' , "'", o~ "'- '" u .... - .... " .... ~t;-~ ",'":!w -'~ 0 o~ _0 w W U :<:u ou

"'''' "'w '" "W "'~
~ ",<C .... <C ~<C ~<C

Id) INSTALL INSULATION AND OTHER ENERGY - - 2 57 18 38 -, 2 - 2 1 5
CONSERVING IMPROVEMENTS

Ie) IMPROVE'EFFICIENCY OF MANAGEMENT STAFF - 3 24 50 19 38 2 - 1 2 1 6

If) KEEP WAGE RATES IESPECIALLY MAINTENANCE- , 1 • 5 56 27 8 33 1 - - - - 1
WAGE RATES) TO A LEVEL OF LOCAL
COMPARABILITY

Ig) PROVIDE ADEQUATE FUNDING TO ELIMINATE 1 - 21 41 34 40 1 4 3 6 5 19
DEFERRED MAINTENANCE BACKLOG AND ALLOW
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE IN FU,URE

" ,

Ih) PROVIDE TRAINING FOR PHA STAFF (INCLUDING - - 26 53 17 38 - - 2 2 1 5
MAINTENANCE STAFFI

"I,) PROVIDE INCENTIVES/DISINCENTIVES TO - - 21 49 27 39 - 1 2 5 1 9
ENCOURAGE TENANT CARE

II) OTHER ISPECIFYI - - 9 - 1 04 - - - - 2 2

8 PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION'
I 101 INCREASE RENTAL INCOME Ie g, THROUGH - 1 23 53 19 38 3 ,2 3 2 3 13

ECONOMIC CROSS-SECTION)

'1
: ,

Ib) PROVIDE ADEQUATE OPERATING SUBSIDY FUNDS 1 '25 49 22 38 ' 2 1 3 - ,2 8
; , , ,

Ie) PROVIDE ADEQUATE MODERNIZATION FUNDS ' 1 - 26 '35 .35 I 39 6 3 4 '2 ,3 18
, ,

Id) OTHER ISPECIFY)
I

- , 9 1 - I 04 - - - - - -, ,,
I
, I '. , i, , •

, !
, , - ,

'- '~'\
, ' , - 't'" -. , . " ' ,
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION IPERCENTAGE OF I

TIMES lISTEOI PERCENTAGE
.... AVERAGE OF TIMES'" '" RATINGPROPOSEO u > > .... lISTEO AS'" u

INTERVENTiON ~ i= i= '" RECEIVEO, .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ '" in .... ~ 'ALL) '" ....
~ ~",'" '" .... 0 "'~ 0 '"

.... '" .... BEST

"'''' '" u ~ ",'" PROJECTS i= '"
~ '" ~

u> '" '" u'" '" '" ACTIONSiL;;::: ........ ~ ........ -> u 0", "'", "'", "'",
",u ~ ~u ~- '" "'0 00 .... 0 ",0-'" ",'" '"

"'", - .... .... 0- "'- "'- .... -"'", o~ "'- u .... - .... =0 .... ~ ....-~ "'~ U>:!'" ~~ 0 o~ _0 '" ",u ",u ou _u
~'" ~'" '" "'" ~~ '" ~'" .... '" ~'" ~'"

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM:
(al IMPROVE ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING SYSTEM , 2 2 42 28 9 29 1 - - - - 1

RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY PROCEOURES:
lal INSTITUTE VIGOROUS TENANT SELECTION, SCREEN- 1 1 20 43 32 40 8 4 6 4 2 24

ING AND EVICTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
(WITH APPROPRIATE COURT SUPPORT)

Ibl MODIFY TENANT SELECTION AND ASSiGNMENT 4 5 48 34 6 3,3 - - - 1 1 2
PLAN TO PERMIT HIGHER LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY ON-SITE MANAGEMENT FOR TENANT SELECTION

(el MODIFY DEFINITION OF FAMILY INCOME TO 4 1 36 45 11 35 1 - 1 4 1 \ 7
ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION BY WORKING
FAMILIES

I~I) MODIFY DWELLING LEASE TO ENCOURAGE 4 1 34 44 15 36 1 1 - - 1 3
GREATER TENANT RE~PONSIBILITY

Ie) REVIEW DWELLING LEASE AND RELATED PROCE- 3 2 33 32 28 37 - - 1 3 - 4
DURES TO REMOVE UNNECESSARY OBSTACLES TO
PROMPT EVICTION

(II OTHER ISPECIFYI - - 6 - 4 05 - 1 - 1 - 2

TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS:
lal FACILITATE DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERViCES 2 - 21 56 18 38 1 1 - 1 1 ,4

(bl MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH 2 - 18 57 21 39 - 2 - 1 3 6
TENANTS (INDIVIDUALLY AND ORGANIZEDI



N
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"

PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION IPERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGEAVERAGE OF TIMESI- w w RATINGPROPOSEO u :: > I- L1STEO ASw u RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ I- i= w I- ONE OF FIVE
I-~ <C 0; I-~ ALL '" I-

'" '""w '" l- e ,,~ e w I- w I- BEST
<c w w <c W PROJECTS ;:: '" '" '"u> "

u ~

u W '" w w ACTIONSW
~t;

u "'" "'z "'zU:i= 1-1- ~ -> <C e"",u ~ ~- Ze ee I- e ",e-<C W w -l- I- a:_"", "'w w
e~ z- e- a:-

=>1- 1--
-~ ",,,, '" ul- -I- ~t;:!w ~~ e e~ _e W WU "'u eu

"''' ",w " "'W '" ~ '" ",<C I-<C ~<C ~<C

(el FACILITATE TENANT ORGANIZATION'S PARTICIPA- 6 6 29 47 9 34 - - 3 - - 3
TlON IN MANAGEMENT OECISIONS

(dl PROVIOE FAIR ANO EFFECTIVE GRIEVANCE 2 1 50 35 10 34 - - - 1 1 2
PROCEOURES

(e) INSTITUTE TENANT MANAGEMENT 19 30 35 11 1 24 - - - - 1 1

(f) OTHER ISPECIFY) - - 8 1 - 04 - - - - - -
MAINTENANCE:
(0) CATCH UP ON DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AND KEEP 1 1 18 42 36 40 2 4 1 2 2 11

MAINTENANCE CURRENT

(bl PROVIDE MORE MAINTENANCE STAFF - 4 53 29 11 34 - 1 - 1 - 2

lei IMPROVE SKILLS OF MAINTENANCE STAFF - 1 26 52 19 38 - 1 - - - 1

(dl IMPROVE MANAGEMENT OF MAINTENANCE EFFORTS, 1 2 23 46 25 38 - - 3 2 - 5
INCLUDING EFFICIENCY AND QUALITY CONTROL

lei OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 9 - - , 04 - - - - - -. .

PERSONNEL:
101 ADD MORE PHA!PROJECT STAFF 2 13 61 14- 7 30 1 - - - - 1

Ibl ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY PHA!PROJECT STAFF 4 2 73 17 1 30 - - - - - -
Ie) IMPROVE SKILLS OF PHA!PROJECT STAFF - - 22 58 17 38 - - 2 - - 2

Id) IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF PHA!PROJECT STAFF - 1 23 54 19 38 1 3 - - - 4
MANAGEMENT



N
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS I,
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF ,

TIMES lISTEO)
.

PERCENTAGE... AVERAGE
OF TIMES'"' "' RATINGPROPOSEO " > > ...
lISTEO AS"' ;: " RECE IVEQ,INTERVENTION ~ ;: "' ... ONE OF FIVE... ~ '" ;;; ... ~ ALL '" ...

","' '" ",t:; '" ... '" BEST... 0 0 "' "' ...
"'"' "' " ~

"'"'
PROJECTS ;: ~ '" ~ '"'" "' ACTIONS,,> "' !:> " ~'" "'", "'.U:i= ...... ~ ...... 0", ~'""," ~ "''' ~- '" "'0 00 "'0 ",0-'" ","' "' "'"' - ... ... 0- "'- "'- ... -"'", o~ "'- "' ...-~ ",'" '" ,,'" _...

!:!:;ti~"' ~~ 0 o~ _0 "' "''' "''' 0"",,,, ",", '" "'"' "'~
~ "'''' ... '" ~'" ~'"

(el REMOVE/REDUCE CONSTRAINTS ON HIRING 1 - 49 32 14 35 2 - - - - 2
COMPETE'H PERSONNEL AND DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT PERSONNEL

(I) INCREASE TENANT EMPLOYMENT 3 1 48 39 G 34 - 1 - 1 -' 2

(gl REDUCE ,EXCESSIVE WAGE SCALES 3 11 73 3 7 29 - - - - 1 1

(h) INCREASE WAGE -SCALES AS NECESSARY TO 2 2 58 27 9 33 - - - - - - ,
ATTRACT COMPETENT STAFF

ill OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 8 - 2 04 1 - 1 - - 2
..

SECURITY:

(al 'IMPROVE LO'CAL POLICe SERVICES 2 - ,31 50 15 37 - 1 3 - - 4

(bl PROVIDE PHA SECURITY SERVICES (e g. SECURITY
,

:3 5 41 40 9 34 - - 1 1 - 2
, GUARDS AND TENANT PATROLS)

(el PROVIDE Y.OUTH PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT 1 - 24 50 22 38 2 - - 2 1 5
OPPORTUNITIES AS CRIMEIVANDALISM PREVENTION
TECHNIQUES -

(dl INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT 1 1 35 42 17 3G - - 2 1 - 3
•

(el OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 9 - 2 05 - - - 1 - 1, ,

; " .
,

-- - - - - - . .. - - .. . - ...
• " . ' , , ...



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

N
00
<0

FREOUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGEAVERAGE.... w w RATING
OF TIMES

PROPOSED '" > > .... LISTED ASw " RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ~ ;:: ;:: W
I- ONE OF FIVEI-~ '" ;;; .... ~ ALL '" I-

",w '" "'~ 0 ~ I-
~

BESTI- 0 w W I-
",w W

'" ~
",w PROJECTS ;:: '"

~ '" ~

"'> 2 w ",W W w ACTIONS
1-1- '" "'2 :c", "'2u:;:::: ........ ~ -> '"

0",
:c'" ~ ~'" ~- 20 00 1- 0 :cO-'" ",W w Ww -l- I- 0- 0:- 0:_ 1--2", O~ 2- =>1--~ "'~ ~ ",I- -I- !::!:::ti:!W ~~ 0 O~ _0 W w'" :c'" 0'"

~'" ~w '" :Ew "'~ '" ~'" .... '" ~'" ~'"

OVERAll PHA/PROJECT PERFORMANCE:
(a) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1 1 31 49 15 3G 3 1 - 1 - 5

OF PROJECT AND MANAGER

(bl IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY - 2 34 44 16 36 - 4 2 1 - 7
OF PHA', EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS

(e) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 2 - 28 54 12 36 1 - - - - 1
OF OTHER PHA EXECUTIVE/SUPERVISORY STAFF

(dl IMPROVE KNOWLEDG~,SKILLS AND ATTITUDES OF 1 - 29 51 14 : 36 1 2 - 1 - 4
PHA COMMISSIONER

(el OTHER (SPECIFYI - - 8 - 1 04 - 1 - - - 1



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

N
<D
o

- FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS !,
" RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF. TIMES lISTEO) PERCENTAGE
.... AVERAGE

OF TIMESW W RATING, . PROPQSED u > > .... lISTEO ASW u
INTERVENTION ~ ;::: ;::: W RECEIVED.. .... DNE DF FIVE.... ~ " in .... ~ " ....• ALL '" '""w '" .... 0

,,~

PRDJECTS
0 w .... w .... BEST

"w w u ~ "w ;::: ~ '" ~ '"u> " w U W W W ACTIDNS
U:i= ........ ~ ........ -> u

0" ~" "'" ~"
"'u ~ "'u ~- " "0 00 .... 0 ",0-" Ww - ....

"" ",W W ,,- .... 0- 0:- 0:_
.... -

-~
o~

",'" '" u .... - .... => .... ~ ....
~w ~~ 0 o~ _0 W WU "'u ou _u
"''' ",w " >;W

"'~
~ "''' .... " ~" ~"

1. ,RROJECT DESIGN;,A'~~~lTE )"n'l~,'
\~l't ' ,. • • I~, ,\ ,

(a') CONVERT SELECTED DWELLING UNITS TO NON.' ....' 25 5 46 20 2 2,7 - - 1 - - 1
RESiDENTIAL USE (e g, COMMUNITY ROOM, SOCIAL
SERVICE CENTERS AND COMMERCiAL USE)

(b) CONVERT ALL OR A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF 21 12 52 6 8 26 - 1 - - 1 2
UNIT~ TO ALTERNAJ:IVE TYPES OF RESIDENCE I
(eg, FAMILY TO ELDERLY/HANDICAPPED OR -VICE-VERSA) .

(e) DEMOLISH PORTION OF UNITS (LESS.THAN 10%) 37 8 39 10 4 23 2 - - - 1 3

(d) ALLOW UNDERUTILIZATION OF UNITS, Ie, 21 12 40 18 8 28 5 - - 3 1 9
OCCUPANCY BELOW REGULAR MINIMUM HOUSE·
HOLD SIZE FOR EACH UNIT SIZE IN ORDER TO .
REDUCE POPULATION DENSITY

" " ' , -,, - (e) ADAPT BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS TO DEFENSIBLE 6 2- 55 25 11 33 2 - 3 1 1 7
SPACE CONCEPTS (e g, WALLS LIMITING ACCESS TO
THROUGH THE PROJECT, CONTROLLED ACCESS
MECHANISMS AT HIGHRISE ENTRIES, CREATION OF
PRIVATE AND/OR EASILY SUPERVISED OUTDOOR
SPACES AND IMPROVEMENT OF RESIDENT
SURVEILLANCE OPPORTUNITIES)

(f) INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE (e g, BETTER LOCKS, 3 2 36 47 11 36 1 3 2 3 1 10
DOORS, WINDOWS AND LIGHT) WITHOUT FULLY , ,
IMPLEMENTING DEFENSIBLE SPACE CONCEPTS

>,

(g) PROVIDE AND/OR IMPROVE AMENITIES (e g, 1 - 22 54 22 39 . 1 5 - - 4 10
LANDSCAPING, PLAN AREAS AND PARKING) "

(h) PROVIDE IMPROVED COMMUNITY SPACE OR 1 1 47 37 14 3.6 4 - - 2 4 10
FACILITIES THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION .

. , ., . - - . - ~ .
" . , •

----------....."



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS',
• ~ I ~ FREUUENCY OF RANKING AS

RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE
.... AVERAGE OF TIMES'" '" RATINGPROPOSED u > > .... LISTED AS'" ;: u RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ~ ;: '" .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ <c ;;; .... ~ , ALL 2 ....,

'" '"2'" '" 2~ 0 .... '" .... BEST
'" .... 0 <c'" PROJECTS '" '" '"<c'" tl' ~ ;: '" '". u> 2 u'" '" '" ACTIONS........ '-' "'2 "'2 "'2Li:i= ........ ~ -> <c 02
",'-' ~ "',-, ~- 20 00 .... 0 "'0-<c ",'" '" '"", - .... .... 0- "'- "'- .... -. \' \ , " 2", O~ 2-

'" U .... - .... "' .... ~ ....-~ ",'":!'" ~~ 0 O~ _0 '" ",'-' "''-' 0'-' -'-'
"'2 ",," 2 "'''' "'~ '" ",<c .... <C ~<c ~<c

(0) DEMOLISH PROJECT , 64 3 28 1 - 16 - - - - 1 1

lJ) OTHER (SPECIFY) - 8 - 30 05 - - - -
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE:

(a) CARRY OUT SUBSTAN,IAL REHABILITATION OF 3 2 44 32 18 36 8 - 2 3 3 16
STRUCTURES (NOT INVOLVING CONVERSiON TO
ALTERNATIVE USE) ,

(b) MAKE REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS (SHORT OF 2 1 28 49 19 3.8 11 5 1 2 3 22
SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION)

(e) INITIATE COST·EFFECTIVE ENERGY RETROFITTING 2 2 37 47 11 3,6 - 1 - - 1 2
FOR MI\JOR PROJECT SYSTEMS .

(d) MODIFY EXISTING STRUCTURES AND GROUNDS TO 2 2 69 26 1 32 - - - 1 - 1
LEGAL/REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS (REGARDING,
NOISE, POLLUTION, SAFETY AND SANITATION)

(e) MODIFY STRUCTURES TO ENHANCE ATTRAC1"IVE. 1 1 48 41 8 3.5 - 3 2 1 - 6
NESS (, e, FACADES, ETC ).

. .
: (f) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 6 - 3 04 - - - 1 - 1

3. NEIGHBORHOODS:
(a) OBTAIN BETTER COMMUNITY SERViCES (HEALTH 1 - 14 60 24 40 1 10 2 2 3 18,

CARE, CHILD CARE, SCHOOLS, LIBRARY AND
RECREATION). , ,

, . . ,
(b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION 17 3.7 2

,- .J 44 38 - - - 1 3, '

(e) RENEW/UPGRADE COMMERCIAL AREAS - '2 61 29 6 3.3 - - 1 - - 1
. . . .

< , ' , "
" '"

. .'



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

FREUUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE... AVERAGE OF TIMESw w RATING' .. , PROPOSED u :> :> ... USTEO ASw ;: u RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ... ;: w ... ONE OF FIVE...... '" ;;; ...... ALL '" ...
0 0",W '" ",'" 0 ... W ... BESTw ... 0 "'w PROJECTS w 0",W U ~ ;: '" '" 0

'" W W - ACTIONSu:> w U W u "'", :c",iLi= ...... ... ...... -:> '0", "'''':c U ... 0 U ... - '" "'0 00 "'0 :cO-'" Ww - ..."'", ",w w "'- ... 0- 0:- 0:_ ... -_... 0 ... ",0 0 U ... - ... "'''' ~t;"'W ~ ... 0 0 ... _0 W W U :cU OU
;;;'" 0W '" :Ew 0~ '" 0'" ... '" ... ", ... '"

(d) PROVIDE BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 1 2 25 59 14 38 2 1 2 - - 5
TO COMBAT CRIME AND VANDALISM

(e) ELIMINATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 4 2 63 22 2 31 - 2 - - 3 5
(e g, NOiSE AND POLLUTION)

(j) OBTAIN BETTER MUNICIPAL SERVICES (, e: 1 3 34 46 13 36 - - 2 3 - 5
TRASH AND GARBAGE COLLECTION, STREET
MAINTENANCE, CLEANING, AND LIGHTING)

(g) UNDERTAKE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION 1 - 39 39 19 37 3 1 1 2 3 10
EFFORT TO REVERSE PHYSIC~L AND SOCIAL
BLIGHT OF SURROUNDING AREA--

(h) UNDERTAKE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE ATTITUDE OF 3 1 30 47 18 37 - 1 2 - - 3
COMMUNITY TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

4. HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT:

(a) MODIFY HUD POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR 2 - 37 35 23 37 2 3 - 1 - 6
, , REGULATIONS TO'MEET LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF

PROJECT ,
'(b) SIMPLIFY HUD FORMS, REPORTING REQUIRE· 2 - 34 39 23 37 - 8 3 - - 11

MENTS AND/OR COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS

(e) INCREASE HUD STAFFING AVAILABLE TO WORK 2 - 29 44 22 38 1 3 3 3 3 13 ,
WITH PHA

(d) PROVIDE BETTER QUALITY OF HUD OVERSIGHT 2 1 36 47 13 36 1 - - 3 - 4
OF, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO, PHA

(e) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 7 - 4 05 - - - - - -.
, .. ~, , , . , .' • I , .. '''',>- • I , ... ,

1 " 1(- .. I -~ f • 1#'
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

FREUUENCY UF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF , " ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION , \ (PERCENTAGE OF"- TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGE

AVERAGE' OF TIMES.... w w RATINGPROPOSEO u > > .... LISTED ASw u
RECEIVED,,

INTERVENTION ~ i= i= w ONE OF FIVE.... ~ '" in .... ~ ALL
,

'" .... ....
~

"'w '" "'~ 0 ~ .... w ' .... BEST.... 0 w
"'w w u ~ "'w PROJECTS i= "

~ " ~

'" W W ACTIONSu> W U W U "", "'",Li:i= ........ ~
........ -> '"

0", "'"",u ~
~u ~- "'0 00 .... 0 ",0-'" Ww - .... a:_"'", ",w w
o~ "'- .... 0- a:- :0 .... .... -

-~ "'~ ~ u .... - .... ~t;~w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w w u ",u ou
~'" ~w '" :;w ~~ " ~'" .... '" ~'" ~'"

5. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL
IMPACTS'

"
la) OBTAIN ADEOUATE"DELIVERY OF BASIC PUBLIC 1 1 32 50 14 37 3 1 3 2 3 12

SERVICES Ie g, POLICY, FIRE, STREETS AND
WASTE REMOVAL) INCLUDING ENFORCEMENT .
OF COOPERATION AGREEMENTS

Ib) OBTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING (e 9, CDBG, 2 - 15 55 25 39 - - 4 - 3 7
LEAA, CETA AND TITLE XX) THROUGH STATE AND
LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCiES

Ie) ~~~~I~A~7~M~6~~N;o O~I~~t~~/~~ P~OA~:~OJECT
2 - 44 39 13 35 1 3 - 1 - 5

.
(d) IMPROVE COORDINATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 2 - 26 53 16 37 - - - 1 1 2

AGENCIES (WELFARE SERVICES, ETC)

(e) OTHER ISPECIFY) - - 6 - - 03 - - - - - -

H) IMPROVE DESIGN OF RELATED FEDERAL 2 - 50 34 12 35 2 1 1 - - 4
PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD PROGRAMS)

(9) IMPROVE ADMINISTRATION/COORDINATION OF 2 - 40 42 13 36 - - - 1 - 1
FEDERAL PROGRAMS IOTHER THAN HUD
PROGRAM)

(h) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 6 - 1 04 - - 1 - - 1

, - ,

. ' .'
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTiONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES lISTEDI PERCENTAGEAVERAGE, . .... w w RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED " > > .... LISTED ASw "INTERVENTION ~ ;::: ;::: w RECEIVED, .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ '" ;;; .... ~ ALL 0: .... .

o:w '" o:~ '" .... '" .... BEST.... C C w w
",w w

" ~ ",w PROJECTS ;::: ~ '" ~ '",,> 0: w "w w w ACTIONS
iti= ........ ~ ........ -> " Co: ~o: "'0: ~o:

"," ~ "'" ~- '" o:c cc .... c "'c-'" Ww - .... a:_
0:", "'w w 0:- .... c- a:- .... -

-~
c~

",'" '" " ....
_.... " .... ~ ...."'w ~~ C c~ _c w w" "''' C" -";;;0: "'w 0: :Ew "'~ ~

",,,,
.... '" ~'" ~'"

6 LOW·RENT HOUSING MARKET'-
(0) ESTABLISH RELATIVELY LOW·CEILING RENTS TO 10 21 41 20 6 2.8 1 1 - - 1 3

ATTRACT AND OBTAIN HIGHER-INCOME TENANTS

(bl CARRY OUT MARKETING ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 2 1 65 26 4 32 1 1 - - - 2
FULL OCCUPANCY AND REALIZATION OF TENANT .
SELECTiON POLICIES

,
lei AVOiD OVERSUPPLY,OF COMPETING SUBSIDIZED 3 5 55 23 11 32 3 - 2 - 3 8

HOUSING BY CAREFUL MARKET ANALYSIS IN
PROCESSING APPLICATIONS OF ADDITIONAL
HOUSING ASSiSTANCE (SECTION 8 OR PUBLIC
HOUSING)

" ,
(dl GREATER USE OF SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING 4 12 45 29 7 32 - - 1 2 - 3

PROGRAM TO SERVE FAMILIES WHOSE INCOME,
LIFE STYLES, OR SOCiAL ATTRIBUTES ARE
INCONSiSTENT WITH THE GOAL OF PROJECT
IMPROVEMENTS

(e) OTHER ISPECIFY) 6 - 03

7 PROJECT EXPENSES:
(0) EXERCiSE CLOSER BUDGET CONTROLS BY 4 2 50 37 6 33 - - - 3 1 4

PHA/HUD

(bl ENCOURAGE TENANTS TO CONTROL UTILITIES - 2 21 61 14 38 1 - 4 - 3 8
CONSUMPTION

(c) ESTABLISH REASONABLE UTILITIES ALLOWANCES 2 - 34 46 16 37 - 1 3 2 2 8
AND MAKE TENANTS BEAR COSTS OF EXCESS
CONSUMPTION

- - .



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE
OF TIMES
LISTED AS

ONE OF FIVE
BEST

ACTIONS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

(PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)

AVERAG E 1--.---.---,--'--,--;
RATING

RECEIVED,
ALL

PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

PROPOSED •
INTERVENTION"

-. ,

, (d) INSTALL INSULATION ANO OTHER ENERGY
CONSERVING IMPROVEMENTS. ,

(e) IMPROV,E' EFFICI~NCY OF MANAGEMENT STAFF

21 60 16

4 27 48 18

38

37 3

3

1

2

3

2

2

7

9

(I) KEEP WAGE RATES (ESPECIALLY MAINTENANCE
WAGE RATES) TO A LEVEL OF LOCAL
COMPARABILITY

1 6 58 27 6 32 : 1

(g) PROVIDE ADEQUATE FUNDING TO ELIMINATE
DEFERRED MAINTENANCE BACKLOG AND ALLOW
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE IN FUTURE

1 24 43' 30 39 4 2 5 6 18

(h) PROVIDE TRAINING FOR PHA STAFF (INCLUDING ,-
MAINTENANCE STAFF)

29 50 ,18 38 2 3 2 7

h) PROVIDE INCENTIVES/DISINCENTIVES TO
ENCOURAGE TENANT CARE

21 53 23 39 3 3 8

lJ) OTr-tER (SPECIFY) _ 8 1 04 3 3

8. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION:
(al INCREASE RENTAL INCOME (e g. THROUGH

ECONOMIC CROSS·SECTlON)
2 24 56 38 2 2 4 2 2 12

2 -' 27 - 38 31

(h) PROVIDE ADEQUATE OPERATING SUBSIDY FUNDS

(e) PROVIDE ADEQUATE MODERNIZATION FUNDS

1 27 51 18 :3.8

39

1

5 3 4 2

2

3'

6

• 17

(d) OTHER (SPECIFY) _

" "
8 ,1 0,4

, ,
, ~ 1 ~ •



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVHV UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY QF RANKING AS
RATING QF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE
.... AVERAGE

OF TIMESw w RATINGPROPOSED u > > ....
LISTED ASw ;: u RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ~ ;: w .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ '" on .... ~ ALL " ....

"w '" ,,~ ~ .... ~

BESTw .... 0 PROJECTS
0 w

~
w ....",w u ~

",w ;: '" '" ~

" w w ACTIONSu> w ........ u w u "'" "'"U:::i= ........ ~ -> 0" "'''"'u ~ ~u ~- '" "0 00 .... 0 ",0-'" Ww - .... oo-"", "'w w
o~ ,,- .... e- oo- " .... .... -

-~ "'~
~ u .... - .... ~t;!:w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w W U ",u OU<0" <ow " "w <O~ '" ~'" .... '" ~'" ~'"

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM:
la) IMPROVE ACCOUNTING ANO REPORTING SYSTEM 2 3 42 26 9 28 1 - - - 1 2

RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY PROCEDURES:
(a) INSTITUTE VIGOROUS TENANT SELECTION, SCREEN· 1 - 21 46 30 3,9 9 3 7 4 1 24

ING ANO EVICTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
IWITH APPROPRIATE COURT SUPPORT)

(b) MODIFY TENANT SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT 5 4 45 37 6 33 - - - 1 1 2
PLAN TO PERMIT HIGHER LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY ON·SITE MANAGEMENT FOR TENANT SELECTiON

(e) MODIFY DEFINITION OF FAMILY INCOME TO 4 1 36 48 8 35 1 - 1 5 1 8
ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION BY WORKING
FAMILIES

(dl MODIFY DWELLING LEASE TO ENCOURAGE 4 - 31 46 15 36 1 1 - - 1 3
GREATER TENANT RESPONSIBILITY

(e) REVIEW DWELLING LEASE AND RELATED PROCE· 3 2 32 33 28 38 - - 2 2 - 4
DURES TO REMOVE UNNECESSARY OBSTACLES TO
PROMPT EVI CTION

(f) OTHER ISPECIFY) - - 5 - 4 05 - 1 - 1 - 2

TENANT SERVICES AND RElA TIONS:
lal FACILITATE DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 3 - 22 56 17 38 1 1 - 1 1 4

Ib) MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH 2 - 18 56 21 39 - 3 - 1 3 7
TENANTS (INDIVIDUALLY AND ORGANIZED)

.



PROPOSED INTERVENTION-RATINGS FOR-RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

FREOUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEOI PERCENTAGEAVERAGE
OF TIMESI- w w RATINGPROPOSEO '-' > > I- LISTEO ASw

>= '-' RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ >= w I- ONE OF FIVE
I-~ " <;; I-~ ALL '"

I-
~ ~

"'w '" I- 0 "'~ 0 w I- w I- BEST
"w w '-' ~ "w PROJECTS >= ~

~ ~ ~

'-'> '" w '-'w w w ACTIONS
u:t: 1-1- ~ 1-1- -> '-' 0", ~'" ="", 0>",

=,,'-' ~ ~'-' ~- " "'0 00 1- 0 =,,0-" Ww -I- "'-"'", "'w w "'- I- 0- "'- I--
-~

o~
"'~ ~ ,-,I- -I- =>1- ~I-:,?w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w w'-' ="'-' 0'-' -'-'

~'" ~w '" :;;w ~~ ~ ~" 1-" ~" ~"

(e) FACILITATE TENANT ORGANIZATION'S PARTICIPA- 8 5 29 48 9 34 - - 4 - - 4
TlON IN MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

Id) PROVIDE FAIR AND EFFECTIVE GRIEVANCE 2 1 48 35 10 34 - - - 1 1 2
PROCEDURES

lei INSTITUTE TENANT MANAGEMENT 16 31 37 12 1 25 - - - - 1 1

(f) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 6 1 - 04 - - - - - -
MAINTENANCE:
(.1 CATCH UP ON DEFERRED MAINTENANCE ANO KEEP 1 1 22 43 32 40 2 4 1 2 2 11

MAINTENANCE CURRENT

Ib) PROVIDE MORE MAINTENANCE STAFF - 3 56 30 8 34 - 1 - 1 - 2

(el IMPROVE SKILLS OF MAINTENANCE STAFF - 1 29 51 17 38 - 1 - - - 1

(d) IMPROVE MANAGEMENT OF MAINTENANCE EFFORTS, 1 3 27 44 23 38 - - 3 3 - 6
INCLUDING EFFICIENCY AND QUALITY CONTROL

Ie) OTHER ISPECIFYI - - 8 - - 03 - - - - - -

PERSONNEL:
(,) ADD MORE PHA/PRO~ECT STAFF 2 14 67 10 5 29 1 - - - - 1

(bl ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY PHAIPROJECT STAFF 4 2 75 16 1 30 - - - - - -
lei IMPROVE SKILLS OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - - 25 57 16 38 - - 3 ' - - 3

(dl IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - 2 25 53 18 38 ,.,1 3 - -, - 4
MANAGEMENT

., , , - ' . , , , , -, .'~ , r



. eROPQSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR.RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS.
~ • ~-~ - • 1 1 ., ~ {

PERCENTAGE
OF TIMES
L1STEO AS

ONE OF FIVE
BEST

ACTIONS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

(PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES L1STEO) •

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

r---:-r--r--r--r--, AVE RAG E
t; ~ W f- RATING
~ j::: ~ ~ RECEIVED,

~:t ~ C;; I- ~; ALL ~
<t w w t;: ~ ~ w: PROJECTS' i=
u> z LU t.JW u
U:;i= 1-1- u. ~G u::: «
2~ ~~ :t ~~ 2!:: t;
~w :i~ 0 5';1!7. 5:::!~ w
(iiz ~w 02: c;:; .... U)Q. D::l

PROPOSED
INTERVENTION

(el REMOVE/REDUCE CONSTRAINTS ON HIRING
COMPETENT PERSONNEL AND DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT PERSONNEL

2 51 32 13 35 3 3

(II INCREASE TENANT EMPLOYMENT 2 48 40 34 2

191 REDUCE EXCESSIVE WAGE SCALES 2 13 74 3 5 29 1

Ihl INC~EASE'WAGE SCALES AS NECESSARY TO
ATTRACT COM~ETENTSTAFF

(0) OTHER (SPECIFY) _

2 58

6

26 10

3

33

04
,
1 1 2

SECURITY:
".

" (I

',) ,
.i

(al,IJ:1P~OVE LOr;Al POLICE SERVlliES 2 35 48 12 36 3 4
, -

Ih) PR~viDE PHA SECURITY SERVICES (e 9, SECURITY
GUARDS AND TENANT PATROLSI

2 6 46 38 5 33 1 2 3

26 50
,', ,.'.' J ' ", ",! I ,

(e) PROVIDE YOUTH PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITIES AS CRIMEIVANDALISM PREVENTION
TECHNlg~E~ •

(dl INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT

2

2 2 38 42

17

15

38

36

2

2

3

1 .-

5

3

Ie) OTHER (SPECIFY) _ 6 3 04 ; 1
I ~'

1 •
, ,

, "

." <,



I' PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

N
<0
<0

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGEAVERAGE>- w w RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED " " "

>-
LISTED ASw "INTERVENTION ~ ;:: ;:: w RECEIVED,

t; ONE OF FIVE>-~ '" in >-~ ALL " >-
"'w '" "'~ 0 '" >- BEST>- 0 w w >-
"'w w

" ~ "'w PROJECTS ;:: "' '" "' '", "" '" w "w w w ACTIONS
u:t= >->- ~ >->- -" " 0", "'", "'" "''''"," ~ "''' ~- '" "'0 00 >-0 "'0-'" "'w w Ww ->- >- o- ct:- ct:_"", o~ "'- >--

-~ ",'" '" ,,>- ->- :0>- ~>-::w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w w" "''' 0" -""'''' "'w '" O;w '" ~ "' "'''' >-'" ~'" ~'"

OVERAll PHAIPROJECT PERFORMANCE:

(.1 IMPROVE ATTiTUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILlTV 1 1 32 48 14 36 3 1 - 1 - 5
OF PROJECT AND MANAGER

(bl IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILlTV - 2 33 45 17 37 - 4 3 1 - 8
OF PHA's EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS

"

(el IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILlTV 2 - 29 53 13 36 1 - - - - 1
OF OTHER PHA EXECUTIVE/SUPERVISORV STAFF

(dl IMPROVE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ATTITUDES OF 2 - 28 53 14 3.7 1 3 - 1 - 5
PHA COMMISSIONER

(e) OTHER (SPECIFVI - - 7 - 1 04 - 1 - - - 1

1
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF.. TIMES lISTEO) PERCENTAGE

.... AVERAGE OF TIMES'" '" RATINGPROPOSEO u > > .... lISTEO AS'" ;: u RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ ;: '" .... ONE OF FIVE.... ~ '" <;; .... ~ ALL 2 ....
2'" '" 2~ '" .... '" BEST

'" .... 0
",'" PROJECTS

0 '" '" '" ....
"''" u ~ ;: '" '" '"u> 2

'" u'" '" '" ACTIONS
U::i= ........ ~

........ -> U 02 "'2 "'2 "'2
",U ~ "'U ~- '" 20 00 .... 0 ",0-'" '"'" - ....2", ",'" '" 2- .... 0- "'- "'- .... -
-~

O~ ",,,, '" U .... - .... " .... ~ ....
"'" ~~ 0 O~ _0 '" ,"U ",u ou _u
",2 ",," 2 "'" '" ~ '" "'''' .... '" ~'" ~'"

1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE
la) CONVERT SELECTED OWE LLiNG UN ITS TO NON· 9 1 49 32 7 32 2 1 4 1 2 10

RESIDENTIAL USE (e g, COMMUNITY ROOM, SOCIAL
SERVICE CENTERS AND COMMERCIAL USE)

(b) CONVERT ALL OR A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF 7 14 48 20 9 30 3 2 4 1 2 12
UNITS TO ALTERNATIVE TYPES OF RESIDENCE
(e g. FAMI LY TO ELDER LY/HANDICAPPED OR
VICE VERSA)

(e) DEMOLISH PORTION OF UNITS (LESS THAN 10%) 16 3 44 28 6 29 - - - 2 - 2

Idl ALLOW UNDER UTILIZATION OF UNITS, Ie, 5 9 32 28 19 32 10 3 1 1 1 16
OCCUPANCY BELOW REGULAR MINIMUM HOUSE·
HOLD SIZE FOR EACH UNIT SiZE IN ORDER TO
REDUCE POPULATION DENSITY

(el ADAPT BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS TO DEFENSIBLE - 7 28 29 33 38 2 7 4 4 3 20
SPACE CONCEPTS (e g, WALLS LIMITING ACCESS TO
THROUGH THE PROJECT, CONTROLLED ACCESS
MECHANISMS AT HIGH RISE ENTRIES, CREATION OF
PRIVATE AND/OR EASILY SUPERVISED OUTDOOR
SPACES AND IMPROVEMENT OF RESIDENT
SURVEILLANCE OPPORTUNITIES)

If) INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE (e g, BETTER LOCKS, - 5 20 52 20 38 1 1 2 2 4 10
DOORS, WINDOWS AND LIGHT) WITHOUT FULLY
IMPLEMENTING DEFENSIBLE SPACE CONCEPTS

(g) PROVIDE AND/OR IMPROVE AMENITIES (e g, 1 - 17 49 29 40 1 6 1 2 2 12
LANDSCAPING, PLAN AREAS AND PARKING)

(h) PROVIDE IMPROVED COMMUNITY SPACE OR 2 1 40 37 17 36 - - 2 2 1 5
FACILITIES THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION



w
o
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREUUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTiONS

- EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGEAVERAGE OF TIMES>- W W RATINGPROPOSEO u > > >- L1STEO ASW u RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ ;:: ;:: W >- ONE OF FIVE

>-~ '" ;;; >-~ ALL " >-
'" '""w '" >- 0 ,,~ 0 w >- w >- BEST

"'w w u ~ "'w PROJECTS ;:: '" '" '" '"" w w ACTIONSu> w U W u "'" "'"i:i:i= >->- ~ >->- ->
'" 0" "'''"'u ~ "'u ~- "0 00 >-0 ",0-'" "'w w Ww ->- l;; 0- "'- "'- >--"", o~ ,,- ">--~ ",'" u>- ->- ~t;;:w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w W U ",u ou

"''' "'w " :Ew "'~ '" "'''' >-'" ~'" ~'"
(,) DEMOLISH PROJECT 46 4 34 8 2 20 - - - - - -

(I) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 11 3 04 1 1

2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE,
(a) CARRY OUT'SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION OF 1 1 24 26 46 40 7 8 2 2 1 20

STRUCTURES (NOT INVOLVING CONVERSION TO
ALTERNATIVE USE) ,

(b) MAKE REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS (SHORT OF 2 2 27 46 20 37 2 2 - 2 - 6
SUBSTANTIAL REHABI LITATlON)

(e) INITIATE COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY RETROFITTING 1 2 41 33 21 36 - - 5 - - 5
FOR MAJOR PROJECT SYSTEMS

(d) MODIFY EXISTING STRUCTURES AND GROUNDS TO 2 5 67 21 2 30 1 - - - - 1
LEGAL/REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS (REGARDING,
NOISE, POLLUTION, SAFETY AND SANITATION)

(e) MODIFY Sl:RUCTURES TO ENHANCE ATTRACTIVE- 2 - 45 40 10 35 - 1 1 1 1 4
NESS II e. FACADES. ETC)

(I) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 11 - 1 0,4 1 - - - - 1

3 NEIGHBORHOODS:
(a) OBTAIN BETTER COMMUNITY SERVICES (HEALTH 1 1 13 65 18 39 - 1 1 1 1 4

CARE, CHILD CARE, SCHOOLS. LIBRARY AND
RECREATION) •

I
(b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION 1 1 52 34 6 32 - - - - - -
(e) RENEW/UPGRADE COMMERCIAL AREAS 2 - 32 42 34 3,7 - - 1 1 2 4

<



w
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR niouBI.ED PROJECTS
,

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS :
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS. EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) , PERCENTAGEAVERAGE
I- W W RATING: OF TIMES

PROPOSEO '-' > I- ". ! , }. W > '-' L1STEO AS
INTERVENTION '" ;:: ;:: W RECEIVED,

1-'" '" 0; 1-'" ALL <: l- I- ONE OF FIVE,
<:w 0 <:'" 0 '" I- '" BESTW I- 0 ",w PROJECTS W

'"
W I-

" ",W '-' U. ;:: ~ ~ '"'-'> <: W ,-,W W W ACTIONS,
U::i= 1-1- '"

1-1- -> '-' 0<: ~<: "'<: ~<:

",'-' '" "',-, '" - '" <:0 00 1- 0 ",0, -'" Ww -I- a:_
<:0 OW W <:- I- 0- a:- 1--

-'" 0",
0'" '" ,-,I- -I- =>1- ",I-

~w ~'" 0 0", _0 W w'-' ",,-, 0'-' -'-'
"'<: ",w <: "W

'" U.
~

",,,, 1-'" "'''' "''''
(dl PROVIDE BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 1 - 21 38 37 40 1 1 ' 5 1 2 10

TO COMBilT CRIME AND VANDALISM

(el ELIMINATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 1 1 50 33 11 34 - - - - - -
• (e g. NOISE AND POLLUTION).

(f) OBTAIN BETTER MUNICIPAL SERViCES he, 1 ,- 27 48 22 38 1 2 - - - 3
TRASH AND GARBAGE COLLECTION, STREET . ,
MAINTENANCE, CLEANING, AND LIGHTING)

(g) UNDERTAKE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION 2 1 25 34 35 39 10 2 1 1 1 15
EFFORT TO' REVERSE PHYSICAL AND SOCIAL
BLIGHT OF SURROUNDING AREA

(h) UNDERTAKE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE ATTITUDE OF - 1 23 50 24 39 5 - 1 1 4 11
COMMUNITY TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS,

4,' HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT:

, (a)' MODIFY HUD POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR 1 1 27 44 25 38 - 1 - - 6 7
REGULATIONS TO MEET LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF
PROJECT,

(b) SIMPLiFY HUD FORMS, REPORTING REQUIRE-
,

1 ' 1 41 35 18 36 - , - 1 1 - 2,
MENTS AND/OR COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS - -

I
, l, -

- - t
(e) INCREASE HUD STAFFING AVAILABLE TO WORK 1 - - 31 48 18 37 - - - 1 ' 2 "3

WITH PHA ,
(d) PROVIDE BETTER QUALITY OF HUD OVERSIGHT 1 - 35 44 18 37 - , - - -, .1 1

OF, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO, PHA

(el OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 " 7 5 05 - ,- - - - - -
- .

" , . ' ' t'.:.~
, , , ' ,,. , ,', ' ,\, : .
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY QF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGE
I-

AVERAGE OF TIMESw w RATINGPROPOSEO " " "
I- L1STEO ASw ;: " RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ~ E w I- ONE OF FIVEI-~ '" I-~ ALL '" I-

'" '" '""'w '" 1-' 0 "'~ 0 W I- W I- BEST
"'w w

" ~ "'w PROJECTS E; ~ '" ~ '""" '" w u W w w ACTIONS
U::i= 1-1- ~ 1-1- -" '" "'''' ~'" "'", ~'"",u ~ "'u ~- "'0 00 1- 0 ",0-'" "'w w Ww -l- I- 0- "'- "'- I--"'", o~ "'- '" "I- _I- =>1-

-~ ",,,, !::E;:!w .... ~ 0 o~ _0 w Wu "''' "'''"'''' "'w '" :2'w '" ~ ~ "'''' 1-'" ~'" ~'"

5. LOCAl/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL
IMPACTS.

(0) OBTAIN ADEQUATE DELIVERY OF BASIC PUBLIC 1 1 19 61 16 38 - 1 - 1 1 3
SERVICES (e g. POLICY. FIRE. STREETS AND
WASTE REMOVAL) INCLUDING ENFORCEMENT
OF COOPERATION AGREEMENTS

Ib) OBTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING (e g, CDBG, 1 - 12 49 36 41 - - 1 - 1 2
LEAA, CETA AND TITLE XX) THROUGH STATE AND
LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES

(e) OBTAIN COMMITMENT OF MAJOR AND LOCAL 1 1 48 38 10 35 - - - - - -
LEGISLATIVE BODY TO VIABI LilY OF PHAIPROJECT

, ,

(d) IMPROVE COORDINATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 1 1 23 64 9 37 - 1 1 - - 2
AGENCIES IWELFARE SERVICES, ETC)

Ie) OTHER (SPECIFY) 2 - 12 1 1 04 - - - - - -
(f) IMPROVE DESIGN OF RELATED FEDERAL 1 - 46 44 10 35 - - 1 - - 1

PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD PROGRAMS)

Ig) IMPROVE ADMINISTRATION/COORDINATION OF 1 - 42 43 10 34 - - - - ' - -
FEDERAL PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD
PROGRAM)

Ih) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 12 5 - 0.6 - - - - - -

,

.. "
"
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREOUENCY OF RANKING AS IRATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION {PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE
I- AVERAGE OF TIMES,

> w
~. RATINGPROPOSED u > I- LISTED ASw u

INTERVENTION ~ i= i= w RECEIVED, I- ONE OF FIVEI-~ <C 0; I-~ ALL 2 I-

'" '"2 w 0 I- 0 2it 0 w I- w I- BEST
<C W w u ~ <C w PROJECTS i= '" '" '" '"2 w w ACTIONS, u> w 1-1- ~> u "'2 "'2 "'2u:t= 1-1- ~ <C 02

",U ~ "'U ~- 20 00 1- 0 ",0-<C OW w Ww -l- I- 0- oo- "'- I--2 0 O~ 2- 01--~ 0'" '" ul- -I- ~I-Ow ~~ 0 O~ _0 ~, W U ",U OU _u
0;2 "'w 2 ,",w

"'~ '" ",<C I-<C ~<C ~<C

6. LOW-RENT HOUSING MARKET.
(a) ESTABLISH RELATIVELY LOW·CEILING RENTS TO 7 19 47 23 1 28 - - - - 1 1

ATTRACT AND OBTAIN HIGHER·INCOME TENANTS
.

lb) CARRY OUT MARKETING ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 1 - 69 21 7 32 - - 1 - 2 3
FULL OCCUPANCY AND REALIZATION OF TENANT
SELECTION POLICIES

(e) AVOID OVERSUPPLY OF COMPETING SUBSIDIZED 2 2 61 24 8 326 1 - 1 - - 2
HOUSING BY CAREFUL MARKET ANALYSIS IN
PROCESSING APPLICATIONS OF ADDITIONAL
HOUSING ASSiSTANCE (SECTION 8 OR PUBLIC
HOUSljIIG)

(d) GREATER USE OF SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING 5 4 60 25 4 30 1 - 1 1 - 3
PROGRAM TO SERVE FAMILIES WHOSE INCOME,
LIFE STYLES, OR SOCIAL ATTRIBUTES ARE
INCONSISTENT WITH THE GOAL OF PROJECT
IMPROVEMENTS

Ie) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 11 1 04 -
7. PROJECT EXPENSES: :

, . ..
(a) EXERCISE CLOSER BUDGET CONTROLS BY

PHA/HUD 1 . ·1 35 48 ' 10" -35 - 2 7 - - 9,
(b) ENCOURAGE TENANTS TO CONTROL UTI L1TIES

CONSUMPTION 1 1 22 43 28 38 1 - 5 - 2 8

Ie) ESTABLISH REASONABLE UTILITIES ALLOWANCES
AND MAKE TENANTS BEAR COSTS OF EXCESS 1 - 27 46 21 37 1 2 1 2 1 7
CONSUMPTION

-
-'

,
1'. -
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE... AVERAGE OF TIMESw w RATINGPROPOSED U > > ... LISTED ASw ;:: U RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ~ ;:: w ... ONE OF FIVE... ~ '" ;; ... ~ ALL 2 ...
0 0

2 W '" 2~ 0 ... w ... BESTw ... 0
"'w PROJECTS w

'""'w U ~ ;:: '" '" 0
U> 2 w UW w w ACTIONS
U:i= ...... ~ ...... ->' U 02 "'2 X 2 "'2

XU ~ "'u ~- '" 20 Co ... c XC-'" "'w w Ww - ... ... 0- a:- a:_ ... -2", C~ 2- "' ...-~ ",'" '" <.>'" - ... ~t;S!w -' ~ C C~ _0 W w U X <.> C<'>
02 '" W 2 ",w '" ~ '" "'''' ... '" ~'" ~'"

(d) INSTALL INSULATION AND OTHER ENERGY - 1 25 47 22 37 1 1 1 2 - 5
~9NSERVING IMPROVEMENTS

(e) IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF MANAGEMENT STAFF - - 12 59 24 39 1 1 - 1 1 4

(f) KEEP WAGE RATES (ESPECIALLY MAINTENANCE 1 2 50 29 13 34 - - - - 1 1
WAGE RATES) TO A LEVEL OF LOCAL
COMPARABI L1TY

(9) PROVIDE ADEQUATE FUNDING TO ELIMINATE 1 1 12 32 48 41 - 4 5 10 2 21
DEFERRED MAINTENANCE BACKLOG AND ALLOW
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE IN FUTURE

(h) PROVIDE TRAINING FOR PHA STAFF (INCLUDING - - 17 61 17 3.8 - 1 1 1 - 3
MAINTENANCE STAFF)

lJ) PROVIDE INCENTIVES/DISINCENTIVES TO - - 21 34 40 40 2 2 1 12 - 17
ENCOURAGE TENANT CARE

lJ) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 12 - 1 04 - - - -

8. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION: .
(0) INCREASE RENTAL INCOME (e g, THROUGH

ECONOMIC CROSS-SECTION)
• 331 - 19 43 40 6 1 1 2 8 18

(b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE OPERATING SUBSIDY FUNDS

(e) PROVIDE ADEQUATE MODERNIZATION FUNDS - 1 19 40 37 40 3 4 5 1 1 14

(d) OTHER (SPECIFY) - 1 21 23 51 4.1 9 3 4 2 - 18

1 - 12 1 1 04 - - - - - -.

,



PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE
OF TIMES
LISTED AS

ONE OF FIVE
BEST

ACTIONS
I­
~
w.,,,,
00

'" --I-xu
1-«

l;;
w.,
0",
"'00-
ul­
w u
~«

'"o
ti
«
l;;
w.,

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
, ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

(PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)

I-,..,r----,--,--,--{ AVERAG E ~---;r--,----,---'---,--l
t; ~ ~ t; RATING
~ ~ i= w RECEIVED,

!2; ~ t:I en ~ t:: AII
(3 ~ ~ E ~... ~ ~ PROJECTS
i:i:~ ~t; tt: f3~ ~i=

~ffi ~~ ~ :5~ ~~en;:: tnW :2: :§:W (,1)0.

PROPOSEO
INTERVENTION

"

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM:
(a) IMPROVE ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING SYSTEM

RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY PROCEDURES:
(a) INSTITUTE VIGOROUS TENANT SELECTION, SCREEN,

ING AND EVICTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
(WITH APPROPRIATE COURT SUPPORT)

2 1 41 35 10

5 15 33 42

31
, ,

40 4 9 2 4 4 23

w
o
lJ)

(b) MODIFY TENANT SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT
PLAN TO PERMIT HIGHER LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY ON,SITE MANAGEMENT FOR TENANT SELECTION

7 58 26 6 32 1 2

(e) MODIFY DEFINITION OF FAMILY INCOME TO
ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION BY WORKING
FAMILIES, ..

2373522 37 2

(d) MODIFY DWEL'L1NG LEASE TO ENCOURAGE
GREATER TENANT RESPONSIBILITY

(e) REVIEW DWELLING LEASE AND RELATED PROCE,
DURES TO REMOVE UNNECESSARY OBSTACLES TO
PROMPT EVICTION

3 46 35 12

11402528

34

36 1 5

2

6

(f) OTHER (SPECIFY) _ 1 10 - • 2 1

TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS:
(a) FACILITATE DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 2 16 58 20 38 1 1

(bl MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH
TENANTS (iNDIVIDUALLY AND ORGANIZED)

17 61 18 38 1 3

'.'



w
a....,

PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGE... AVERAGE OF TIMESw w RATINGPROPOSEO " > > ... LISTEO ASw i= E " RECEIVEO,INTERVENTION ~ w ... ONE OF FIVE, , , ... ~ '" ... ~ ALL '" ...
'" '" '"",w 0 ... 0 "'~ 0 w ... w In BEST",w w

" ~
",w PROJECTS i= '" '" '"- ,,> '" w "w w w, A~TIONS

;:;:i= ... t; ~
...... -> " 0", "'", "'", "''''I

~ "''' ~- '" "'0 00 "'0 "'0-'" "'w w Ww - ... ... 0- "'- "'- ... -"0 ~~ o~ .,- ,,'" - ... => ...
0'" '" ~t;Ow ~~ 0 o~ _0 w w" "''' 0";;;., "'w ., ",w
"'~ '" "'''' ... '" ~'" ~'"

(e) FACILITATE TENANT ORGANIZATION'S PARTICIPA· 7 9 ' 25 44 10 33 1 - 1 1 - 3
TION IN MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

(d) PROVIDE FAIR AND EFFECTIVE GRIEVANCE 2 1 54 33 7 33 1 - - - - 1
PROCEDURES

(e) INSTITUTE TENANT MANAGEMENT 33 26 27 8 1 20 - - - - - -

(f) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 12 - 1 04 - - - - - -

MAINTENANCE:
la) CATCH UP ON DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AND KEEP 1 1 6 39 50 42 1 3 4 3 5 16

MAINTENANCE CURRENT

(b) PROVIDE MORE MAINTENANCE STAFF 1 6 43 27 19 34 - - - - 1 1

(e) IMPROVE SKILLS OF MAINTENANCE STAFF 1 1 15 55 25 39 1 - - - - 1.
(dl IMPROVE MANAGEMENT OF MAINTENANCE EFFORTS, 1 - 8 56 31 40 1 1 1 1 - 4

INCLUDING EFFICIENCY AND QUALITY CONTROL

(e) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 12 1 1 05 - - 1 - - 1

PERSONNEL:
(a) ADD MORE PHAIPROJECT STAFF 1 12 39 29 16 33 - - - 1 1 2

(b) ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY PHA/PROJECT STAFF 2 5 66 23 1 31 - 1 - - - 1

(e) IMPROVE SKILLS OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - 1 13 64 19 39 - 1 1 - - 2

(dl IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - - 15 57 25 40 - 1 1 - 1 3
MANAGEMENT



w
o
0>

PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PR-OJI:CTS
. FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS

RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION IPERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE
I-

AVERAGE
OF TIMES

'"
w w I- RATINGPROPOSED w 0- 0- " LISTED AS

INTERVENTION ~ ;:: E w RECEIVED,

'"
I- ONE OF FIVEI-~ " I-~ ALL I-

'" '" '" I- '" BEST"w I- 0
,,~ 0 w w I-"W w

~ "w PROJECTS ;:: m '" m '"" " w w ACTIONS",0- w "'w
u:i= 1-1- ~ 1-1- -0- '" 0" m" :<:" m"

:<:" ~ "'", ~- " "0 Co 1- 0 "'0-" "'w w Ww -l-
I- 0- a:- a:_ 1--"'" o~ ,,- =>1--~ ",'" '" ",I- -I- !:ti"'w ~~ 0 o~ _0 w w'" "'''' 0";;;" "'w " :;w

"'~ m "''' 1-" ~" ~"

Ie) REMOVE/REDUCE CONSTRAINTS ON HIRING 1 1 41 35 19 3,6 - - - - 1 1
COMPETENT PERSONNEL AND DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT PERSONNEL

(f) INCREASE TENANT EMPLOYMENT 7 2 47 37 4 3.2 - 2 - - - 2

(g) REDUCE EXCESSIVE WAGE SCALES 3 3 70 5 15 32 - - - - 1 1

(hi INCREASE WAGE SCALES AS NECESSARY TO 2 3 57 29 4 32 - 1 - - 1 2
ATTRACT COMPETENT STAFF

(I) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 12 - 1 04 - - 1 - - 1

SECURITY:

Ie) IMPROVE lOCAL POLICE SERVICES 1 - 15 57 23 39 1 1 2 - - 4,

(bl PROVIDE PHA SECURITY SERVICES (e g. SECURITY 6 2 21 44 23 36 1 2 3 1 2 9
GUARDS AND TENANT PATROLSI

(e) PROVIDE YOUTH PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT 1 - 15 47 34 40 1 1 1 - 2 5
OPPORTUNITIES AS CRIMEIVANDAllSM PREVENTION
TECHNIQUES,

,
Id) INSTAll SECURITY HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT 1 - 24 45 27 3.9 - 1 1 1 1 4

(el OTHER (SPECIFYI 1 - 17 - - 05 - - - - - - -

-,

-- - -

.' , , . >', , .,



w
a
0.0

PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREUUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES L1STEO) PERCENTAGEAVERAGE... W W RATING
OF TIMES

PROPOSED u > > ... LISTED ASW i= u RECEIVED,INTERVENTION ~ E W ... ONE 'OF FIVE... ~ ". ... ~. ALL 2 ...
'" '" '"2 W '" ... 0 2~ 0 W ... W ... BEST

"W W u ~ "w PROJECTS i= '" '" '" '"u> 2 W u W W W ACTIONS
t;t; u C2 "'2 "'2 "'2U::i= ...... ~ ->

"",u ~ ~- 20 Cc ... c "'0-" ",W W Ww - ... ... c- "'- "'- ... -2", c~ 2- ., ...
-~ ",'" '" u'" - ... ~ ..."'w ~~ 0 c~ _c W WU "'u ou _u

0;2 ",W 2 :Ew
"'~ '" "''' ... " ~" ~"

OVERAll PHAIPROJECT PERFORMANCE:
(a) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY - 1 26 51 17 37 - 1 - 1 2 4

OF PROJECT AND MANAGER -
(b) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1 1 37 42 14 36 2 6 - 1 - 9

OF PHA's EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS

(e) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1 1 26 57 10 36 - 1 - - 1 2
OF OTHER PHA EXECUTIVE/SUPERVISORY STAFF

(d) IMPROVE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ATTITUDES OF 1 - 33 47 15 36 - 1 - 2 1 4
PHA COMMISSIONER

(e) OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 - 11 - 1 04 - - - - - -



APPENDIX J

STUDY ORGANIZATION
,-'

This study was conducted by the Office of Policy Development and Research
(PDR), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, under. the , '
airection of Assistant Secretary Donna E. Shalala. It was undertaken in
support of the Department's Public Housing Urban Initiatives Program.
Members of the Study Task Force are llsted in Figure 1.

The study was coordinated by the Office of Policy Development under the
dlrection of Deputy Assistant Secretary David F. Garrison. Study
participants were drawn from PDR and from ~he Office of Housing under the
direction of Asslstant Secretary Lawrence B. Simons.

Responsibility for day to day study management was vested in the Division.
of Policy Studies (PDR) under the direction of Christopher Wye. The study
was deslgned and carried out by David Kaminsky, Ronald Jones, and
Michael Roanhouse (Team Director). Data were provided by the Office of
Administration, especially Robert Davis and his staff.

The final report was prepared by Martln Abravanel, David Kaminsky,
Ronald Jones, Michael Roanhouse, Lester Rubin, and Paul Mancini.

~ynthia Weakland, Delorah Arnold, and Sammie C. Sneed were principally
responsible for typing the report, along with Charlene Anderson, Mary Atkins,
Doris King, Sharon White, Deborah Washington, and Fannle Anders~n.
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Technical Advisory Committee: Public Housing Study

Committee Leadership

Co-cha i rperson:

Co-chairperson:

Donna Shalala, Assistant Secretary, Office of Policy,
Development and Research

Larry Simons, Assistant Secretary, Office of
Housing

.,.' "

Committee Management

Staff Director:: Christopher Wye, Director; Division of Policy
Studies

Committee Members Committee Staff

Steve Coyle
Special Assistant to the
Secretary; . . .

Peter Kaplan
Special Assistant to the
Undersecretary

Dale Riordan
Special Assistant to the
Undersecretary

Elaine Ostrowski, Director,
Housing Management Research
Group

David B. Albright, Jr.
Director, Office of ADP Systems
Development

None

None

None

Joan Gil bert
Carolyn McFarlane
Ju1i e Pastor
Other staff named by
Director as needed

Bob Davis
Dan Perkuchi n

L.- _ continued- -
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Technical Advisory Committee: public Housing Study (Cont'd)

.

Committee Members I Committee StaffI,
I,

Pat Hampton I None

IQuinton Gordon Staff named by
Director, Office of Policy Director as needed
Development &Evaluation

Don Demitros Staff named by
Director, Management Information. Director as needed
Systems Division

,-

Jane Teliaferro Staff named as
Chief of Conventional Housing needed
Branch

I
Jim Anderson David Nichols
Director Gerri White
Project Management Division Priscilla Peake

Patricia Arnaudo
Wayne Hunter

Walter Kl oetzl i Janice Ratl ey
Director
Financial Management Division

Ken ~loul ... Ed Whippl e .
Director, Program Services Dick Ulf
Oivl-sion I

I
.\
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City
Team

Le,!:~er

Field Teams

Central Office
Team Member

Field Office
Team Member

Atlanta

Boston

Chicago

Cl eveland

Columbus

Dallas

Detroit

Louisville

Ne\~ark

New Orleans

New York

Pittsburgh

St. Louis

San Francisco

Pat Hoban-Moore

David Kaminsky

Hi ke Roanhouse

Harty. Abravanel

Cissy Smull

Allan f1andel

Ron Jones

Les Rubin

Eric Stowe

Paul Burke

Chris Wye

Mark Isaacs

John Pickering

Paul Mancini

Sherone Ivey

Wayne Hunter

Charley Ashmore

Bob Fisher,
Jackson Wright

f'lo.ne

Odessa Burroughs

Bruce Vincent

Bill Wall

Herb Houser

Mark Schaeffer

None

Gerri White
Carolyn }lcFarl ane

Jim Anderson

Joyce Carter

Ken Sal k

Joe Cailles

Don Pesek .

Don Johnson

Ed Bice

Jeanette Harris

Dominic Schuler

Charl es Booker

Ralph Heb~rt

Sidney Schwartz

Robert Easely

. Jim Strassner

John Epl if

'-- --J;
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APPENDIX K

OTHER REPORTS PREPARED BY THE DIVISION OF'POLICY STUDIES
OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH
U.S. DEPARjl1ENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

SUBSIDIZED HOUSING:

Causes of Mult~fanu.ly Defaults (Staff Study, July 1975)

Descr1pt10n of the patterns of mortgage default, ass1gn­
ment and foreclosure for the Sect10n 236 mUltlfamily
subsid1zed housing program; analysls of these patterns
to determlne the causes of default; reVlew of potential
pohcy options to deal WJ.th the default problem.

Multifamily Property D~sposition (Staff Study, October 1975)

Estimates of the costs aS50clated wlth alternatlve methods
of d2Sposltlon for HUO's inventory of foreclosed, formerly
subs2dJ.zed multifanu.ly properties,_

HouSlng Productlon with Non-Profit Sponsors (Prel1minary
Report, November 1975)

ComparlS0n of the characteristics of non-prof2t sponsored
and 12mi.ted chvldend sponsored housing projects; discussion
of the Section 106 program which provides technical assist­
ance funds and no interest seed money loans to non-profit
S!:JOnsorsh~p.

public Hous~ng Operat~ng Subs~dies (Staff StUdy, December 1975)

Rev~ew of the factors contr~buting to the deter~orat1ng

financ1al pos1t1on of Local Hous2ng Author2t1es (LHAs)
prior to 1973; analys2s of 2ncome, expense and vacancy
trends; conS1derat2on of var10US strategJ.es for- luru.t1ng
the Federal contributJ.ons to the operating deficJ.ts
of LHAs.
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Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program: EX1st1ng Hous1ng
(F~eld Study, August 1976; Pohcy Paper, AUgust 1976

F1rst year assessment of the 1mpact (on part1c1pant
fami11es, un1tS, landlords and Public Housing Authorities)
and adm1n1strat10n (includ1ng program start-up, rent-up
and operat10ns phases) of HUO's rental assistance program
for existing housing.

Section 8 Hous1ng Assistance Payments Program: The Loan Manage­
ment Set-As1de (Field Study, January 1977; Policy Paper,
January 1977)

,
Prof1le of mult1-famlly hous1ng projects that were
assisted w1th funds set aside spec1f1cally to improve
the condit10n of f1nanc1ally troubled, HUD-1nsured or
HUD-held proJects; pre11mlnary assessment of the
program's impacts on projects, tenants and others;
analys1s of the admin1strative cond1t10ns that affected
program outcomes.

Issues 1n Indian Housing (Background Paper, AUgust 1977)

Ident1f1cation of maJor issues associated W1th the .
delivery of HUD' s Infu an Hous1ng Program; cons1dera­
t10n of opt10ns for evaluating the Program.

Pre11nunary Find1ngs from the Field Study: Report of the
Task Force on Mult1fam1ly Property Ut1l1zat10n (Field
study, AUgust 1977)

Estimat10n of the types and frequency of problems
fac1ng f1nancially troubled HUD-insured subs1dized
mult1family hous1ng proJects; assessments of the
adequacy of project income, RUD management and
proJect management.

Sect~on 202: Housing for the Elderly or Han~capped (F~eld

Study, March 1978)

Evaluat10n of the des1gn, a~n1strat10n, cost and per­
formance of RUD's program of direct loans to nonprof1t
organ1zat10ns for the purpose of developing and operating
rnult~famQly hous~ng proJects for elderly or han~capped

persons.
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UNSUBSIDIZED HOUSING

~r "', ~

D~spos~t~on of Foreclosed Housing (Staff Study, AUgust 1976)

Review of HUD',:; property diSposltl0n policy and
activities; conslderation of alternatlve property
d1sposition obJectlves and of strategies for
achiev~ng these obJectives.

HOD-FHA Condominiums: Tha~r Future (Staff Study, AUgust 1975)

Analys~s of the
modJ.fJ.catJ..on to
program.

demand for, obJect1ves of, and possible
the SectJ.on 234 condominJ.um J.nsurance,

TJ.tle X: Retrospect and Prospect (PrelJ.m2nary Report, December
1975)

EvaluatJ.on of HUD's experJ..ence wJ.th TJ.tle X whJ.ch provJ.des
mortgage J.nsurance to assJ.st prJ.vate developers 10 obtalnJ.ng
prJ.vate financlng for land acqUlsJ.tlon and development;
assessment of the program's potentJ.al 1.0 IJ.ght of subsequent
legJ.slatJ..ve changes, market cond1tJ.ons, and RUD's land use
pohcy.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Coorfunat~on of Federal Plan=ng Programs (Staff Study, October 1975)

Revl.ew of the varJ.ous plannJ.ng subsJ.ches offered by the
Federal government to state and local governments; con­
s~deration of varJ.ous options for alternative organJ.zat10nal
forms.

A110cat10n Issues J.n SectJ.on 701 Plann1ng Grants (Staff Study,
October 1975)

Rev1ew of the SectJ.on 701 ComprehensJ.ve P1ann1ng Ass1stance
program J.n 11ght of two, alternatJ.ve Federal obJects; either
encourag~ng plannJ.ng act1v~ties, 1n general; or encouragJ.ng
selected typ]es of planning.
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CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Counsel~ng for Del~nguent Mortgagors (Staff Study, November 1975);
Counse11ng for De11nquent Mortgagors II (Staff Study, February 1977)

Evaluat~on of the ~mpact and cos~-effect~venessof demon­
strat10n programs of default and de1i nquency counsel1ng pro­
v~ded to homeowners who had obta~ned mortgages under the
Sect~on 235 program.

Consumer React~on to Advance D~sclosure of Settlement Costs (Pre­
l~~nary Report, December 1975)

Report of-a telephone survey of horne buyers' exper~ences

--with and react~ons to the advance dlsclosures prov~s~ons

of the Rea~ Estate Settlement Procedures Act of 1974.
< <

•
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