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FOREWORD

More than one million low-income American families lave in
Federally supported, locally managed publie 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
Amerijcans, 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 public 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 2 team composed of Romald Jones, David Kaminsky,
and Michael Roanhouse (Team Director), with the support of
Paul Mancini and Lester Rubin, It reveals that problems in
"troubled" public housing projects frequently occur im clusters
and that each problem within one of these clusters tends to
accentuate the serilousness of every other problem.

Here, for example, is 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 delinguencies, the image of the project throughout the city,
lack of security, ineffectiveness of PHA (Public Housing Authority)
management, and very low-income, multi-problem families. The
problems arose [through] grouping very low-income, multi-problem
families together, lack of maintenance, insufficient policing of
the project, accelerated-deterioration...”.

The timely research presented in this volume is 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 Secretarxy for Policy
Development and Research
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Executive Summary

Conducted by HUD's Office of Policy Development and Research,
this policy study focuses on the condition of the Nation's

public housing projects. The study was undertaker to answer
three questions: (1) How many projects are in troubled condition?
(2) What kinds of projects are troubled? (3) What problems do
these projects face?

Applying definitions and methods outlined 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 condition. These
troubled projects are found disproportionately among family (as
opposed to elderly) progects which are old, large, located in
urban areas, and s1tuated in neighborhoods which themselves

‘ . could be classified as troubled.

According to HUD public housing specialists, these projects
usually face a high level of financial, physical, managerial and
social problems. Which of these are most critical depends, in
part, on the way an observer defines the situation. For example,
leaders of tenant groups tended to point to inadequate project
management and deterjorated structural conditions as the most
critical problems; but PHA officials view these more as effects,
and Instead rate insufficient funding as the critical problem.

While the projects defined as troubled constitute a relatively
smali proportion of the public housing inventory, their
problems are severe and interrelated. The solutton to, or
even the easing of, these problems requires concentrated,
multi-purpose resources. Even then, a solution to some of
these problems appears to be beyond the direct control of

‘either HUD or 1ndividual Public Housing Agencies.




SUMMARY

Introduction

Based on more than 40 years of program support, the inventory
of federally supported public housing consists of over

1.2 mittion units in 10,000 projects which 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 inventory is composed of projects of various
sizes, ages, and Tocations., 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 initiatives to identify and upgrade

the most troubled portion of the inventory. In suppert of:this
Urban Initiatives Program, the Office of Policy Development and
Rasearch (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 stratified national probability sample
of pubtic housing projects. In addition, staff analysts
interviewed a large number of persons with distinct 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.




What is "Troubled Condition" R

A review of the literature and discussions with pubTic housing . .
specialists during an early phase of the study indicated that there .
was no expert consensus on the definition or measurement of a "trouhled",
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 Targer 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, deterw
mines whether it is troubled. According to this view, no formuia can
satisfactorily explain the working of these factors. Those who took

this position suggest that a judgement as to which projects were

troubled can best be made by individuals who are knowledgeable both

about particular projects and about a range of projects.

These two approaches to identifying the extent and nature of troubled
public housing can be quite different." One relies on a count of project
problems, and the other depend$ on a personal (1f exper1enced) assessment
of theirelative condition of specific projects in the inventory. There
Was no assurance in ﬁreparinq this study that such different approaches
would Tead 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 prpjects.

Since the purpose of this study was to get a realistic appraisal of the
magnitude of the problem -- the number of public housing projects which
require special assistance in order to insure minimum standards --

it was important that the size of the troubled category not be under-
estimated or that the determination of troubled condition not be subject
to the biases of any particular approach. Therefore, to Tessen the risk
of an underestimate, both of the above approaches were used to classify
the inventory. A project was considered to be troubled if it had a high
incidence of serious problems or if it was Jjudged by a public housing
specialist_to be in "bad" or -"very bad"-condition.

F - - o



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 classified as troubled. This figure is derived as

follows::

o The numerical-objective approach. About 4 percent of all public housing
projects face five or more significant problems as jdentified 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
individuatl problems and to prolong the troubled conditions. This, then,
is the first method of identifying troubled projects.

e The case study-particular approach. About 4 percent of all public
housing projects are considered 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 specialists,
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 1dentified 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 5-1
Condition of Public Housing Projects and Units

(N=699)
Condition Percent of Projects Percent of Units
Untroubled 67 55
Relatively Untroubled 26 30
Troubled 7 15

TOTAL 100 160




What are the Characteristics of Troubled Projects? -

From the overall inventory, certain types of projects disproportionately
appear as troubled. For examp!e, family projects constitute 92 percent of
all troubled projects, which is more than their 71 percent share of total
projects (See Table $-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 jnitially 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 Jarge
and old -« are only 8 percent of all projects, they make up more than a

guarter (27%) of all troubled Eroaects. These older, larger, urban,
am1ly projects account for 7.5 percent of &ll public housing units but

constitute a disproportionate share of all troubled public housing units ~-
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 characteristics are not troubled {See $-3). For example:

¢ Ninety-one percent of all projects designed for family use
are not troubled;

o FLighty-~six percent of all urban famT]y projects are not
troubled;

¢ Eighty-six percent of ail 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.



T r - TABLE S-2

@ompqrison of Selected Project Types As Percent of All Projects and As
Percent of Al1 Troubled Projects

PERCENT PERCENT OF
. . OF TOTAL TROUBLED PROJECT
INVENTORY INVENTORY
ATT Projects
(N=699}
71% 92%
Family Projects
(N=489)
Urban-Family Projects 43 75
(N=299)
Large~Family PrOJects1 o 14 43
(N=172) , .
01d-Fanmily Projects? 33 43
(N=164)
Urban, Large, 01d ;
Family Progects , 8 : 27
(N=93)

%_Large projects are defined as projects with 200 units or more.

2 014 projects are defined as projects over 20 years old.




TABLE $-3

PROJECT CONDITICN BY PROJECT TYPE
(Percentage Distribution)

Projecf Condition
Percent
Percent Relatively | Percent
ifroubled Untroubled | Untroubled Total
ATT Projects 26% 67% T00%
{N=699)
Family Projects 9% 34% 57% 100%
{N=489)
Urban-Family 14% 36% 49% 997,
Projects
(N-291)
Large-Family 25% 45% 31% 101%
Projects
{N=172)
0ld-Family 14% 45% 41% 100%
Projects
{N=164)
Urban, Large, 01d
Family Projects 28% 42% 30% 100%
(N=93)
1/

Neighborheod Characteristics.

public housing projects.

Several neighborhood characteristics
1dentitied by fTield offi1ce staff distinguished troubled from untroubled
These include neighborhood racial composition,
land use characteristics in progect neighborhoods,

crime levels in neighbor-

hoods, the adegquacy of police protection, the quality of schoels, and the
overall quality and availability of social and community services.

o 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 population, 57 percent of

troubled projects are in similar neighborhoods.

1/

" Neighborhood characteristics are based upon estimates by Field Office Staff.



. -8 0Only 13.percent of all public housing projects and 10
percent of untroubled projects are in neighborhoods where
multi-family housing comprises more than 50 percent of
all housing units. Thirty-nine percent of all troubled
projects, however, are 1n similar neighborhooeds.
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.

¢ 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
Tocated in these kinds of areas.

o UYhile 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
belteved to receive such protection.

o 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 availability and quality of public and
social services for 60 percent of 21l 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 facilities.

What Kinds of Problems Do Public Housing Prajects Face?

The kinds of problems which public housing projects face fall into four major
categories. They are:

e Financial Problems that refiect rising project expenses, tow
rental income, and reported inadequacies of HUD's Perfor-
mance Funding System {PFS);

¢ Physical Problems that encémpass deficiencies in the integrity
and quality of structures and systems, inadequate maintenance,




and design flaws involving project sizes and densities;

¢ Managerial Problems that capture the failure of HUD, PHA, or
project based management to adequately establish and 1mplement
a variety of operational policies and procedures; and

¢ Social Problems that include crime, drug usage, the absence of
needed sccial services, the shortcomings of public services, and
negative netghborhood conditions.

Each of these problem categories can be thought of as representinga
continuum of problem severity -- as a project experiences greater
d1fficulty 1n one of the problem categories, the further along that
contthuum the project would be.

These four problem categories, while covering conceptually distinct
dimensions, do not operate 1ndependentiy. Often these problem
types intertwine 1n a project. A financial problem 13ike inadequate
funds, for example, may preclude the effective delivery of basic
maintenance services. This occurrence would move a project further
along the “financial problem” and "physical probtem" continuums.
The farlure of a housing authority to establish and implement
effective tenant selection and eviction policies may induce severe
social problems like crime and vandalism. Th1s interrelationship
of problems would move a project further along the "managerial
problem” and "social problem”" continuums.

These continuums and the interrelationship between problems,

however, should not be 1nterpreted as indicative of causal relation-
ships. The existence of one problem type, to any degree of severity
in a project, does not necessarily 1mply the existence of any other
problem type in the same project. Moreover, an interrelationship __
between probTem types in one project may not occur at all, or may

not occur with the same degree of severity, in another project.

In general, however, untroubled projects were reported to have fewer
of these problem types than either relatively untroubled or troubled
projects. In addition, when untroubled projects did experience these
difficulties, they were less severe and did not threaten project
viabil1ty to the same extent as they di1d when experienced by projects
1 the other two groups. Similarly, relatively untroubled projects
were reported to experience fewer and less severe problems than
troubied projects.

For example, untroubled projects were rarely reported to have
problems along the managerial, physical or social dimensions of pro-
ject operations., However, they were reported to have some

financial probTems primarily with meeting project expenses due to
the Tow rent paying abili1ty of tenants and to perceived short-



comings of the PFS.2  In the absence of s1gnificant physical, social,
or management problems, these projects are presently able to provide
safe, sanitary, and decent housing fTor tenants. In terms of the four
continuums, untroubled projects would be represented in the Tower
range of financial problems and would barely be measureable on the
physical, managerial and social scales.

The relatively untroubled projects are alsoc hampered by problems

related to the financial dimension. For these projects, however, the
financial squeeze created by high expenses, Tow rental income, and
perceived inadequacies 1n funding arrangements is greater than that

felt by untroubled projects, in an absolute sense, and 15 exacerbated

by the financial ramifications of other probiems along other dimensions.
The other reported problems were moderate difficulties along

the social dimension {1ncluding property damage by tenants and negative
mpacts from the project neighborhoods) and slight difficulties along

the physical dimension (including defensibie space and general

structural problems). These problems and interrelationships place
relatively untroubled projects 1n the mid-ranges of the financial and '
social continuums and probably in the lower ranges of the managerial

and physical scales. . .

The problems of froubled projects are found along all four problem
dimensions. In these projects, however, physical and social difficulties
rather than financial problems were reported to be mere 1mportant although
financial problems themselves were quite severe. Troubled projects were
reported to have difficulties relating to aspects of project design and
physical condition including project size and density, Tack of defensible
space, general structural problems, 1nadequate heating or plumbing
systems, and general maintenance deficiencies. The social problems were
reported to include the tmpact of vandalism and crime in project neighborhoods
and the incidence of problems with a very small number of disruptive
tenants. The problems aleng the social dimension which appear even more .
important than these, however, invelve the various social needs of a
tenant population composed predominantly of very low income, single parent
households with public welfare as a primary 1ncome source,

2 The adequacy of the PFS was criticized by many field staff, PHA
executives, public officials, and academic experts. Since this study

was neither intended nor designed to be an evaluation of PFS, no .
definitive conclusions can be drawn about the validity of these
criticisms. However, HUD 1s undertaking a separate, independent,
evaluation of PFS.




Troubled projects, in addition to their physical and social ills, are
reported to face a financial squeeze greater than that faced by

other projects. Although the roots of the fipancial problems are
simiTar -- rising expenses, low rental income, and insufficient subsidy
payments--troubled projects are more threatened than others by these
problems. Similarly, the financial ramifications of problems i1n other

categories are more pronounced in troubled projects.

The combination and interrelationship of problems along the physical,
financial, and social dimensions in troubled projects produces an |
environment that 1s difficult to manage. HUD field staff did report

that PHA management may sometimes lack an appropriate mixture of
resources, skills, and commitment to address these muitiple probiems but
it is not clear whether adequate PHA management would itself be sufficient.
It is more probable that a portion of the perceived "management problems"
stems from the weight of other problems facing troubled projects and
another portion stems from "poor" management itself. In sum, for one
reason or ancther, PHA management is a severe problem in troubled

projects. . -

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

How Do Different Experts Characterize the Problems Affecting Public
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 with the case studies in 14 field offices. 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 public
housing program in each area. Within each of the field offices, an

effort was made to interview representatives from the following categories.

* PHA Executives
* PHA Progect Managers
* PHA Tenants
* Legal Services Attorneys
* Public Officials
* Housing Professionals
* Academic Experts
HUD Managers
10



The results of these interviews are summarized below and portrayed
graphically in Table S-4. As the chart indicates, there is some
consensus across the several categories of experts as to the kinds
of problems that adversely affect public housing projects. But,
as one might expect, different experts -- reflecting various per-
spectives, interests and knowledge about the program -- tend to
emphasize different problems. For example, HUD field office staff
frequently mention HUD funding and project expenses as barriers to
viability, whereas tenants and legal services attorneys ciie
funding/expenses less frequently. Tenants and legal services
attorneys frequently point to project management and condition as
serious problems, whi1le PHA commissioners and executive directors
mention management and condition less frequently. Although these
responses appear to differ from group to group, 1t is possible
that some of these differences may be a function of how particular
people choose to label a problem. Some perscns perceive project
detericration to be a major problem while others see this condition
as the result of a lack of finan¢ial and management resources and
therefore choose to categorize the problem in these terms.

The views of each group of experts are summarized below.

Project Managers

Project managers reported that probliems related to HUD funding and project
expenses, some tenant-related 1ssues, and certain design and site tssues
are the most crucial impediments to project viability. A paramount concern
1o many managers was the perceived mismatch between HUB funding of public
housing and project operating expenses. These managers either emphasized
the funding side, saying that HUD funding was inadequate, or the expense
side, saying that project expenses were toc high. 1In both cases, they

were descriping an inadequacy of funds to meeil operating expenses, Almost
equally tmportant, according to some project managers, were (1) tenant issues
involving both the unmet non-shelter needs of very low-income fenants,
along with the implications that this has for a project's Tiving environ-
ment, and (2} the impact that a relatively few disruptive tenants can have
on the quality of 1ife within a project. Other project managers believed
that design and site configurations and conditions were serious impedi-
ments to project viabi11ity. Design problems generally include densely
developed agglomerations of buildings, poor mixtures of buildings and

unit sizes, and configurations which offer Tittle or no defensible space.
Physical deficiencies, managers said, involve undesirable sites as

well as deteriorated progect siructures due to inadequate routine and
preventive maintenance and insufficient upgrading and improvement.

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 physical
condition, 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 matntenance operations; and the unmet modernization needs of
older projects. PHA and project management shortcomings, this group said,
covered both the establishment and implementation of effective and efficient
policies regarding all phases of operations.

PubTic Housing Executives, Public Officials, Private Sector Experts, and HUD
Managers

Public housing authority administrators, public officials, 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 PHAs and projects
selected for detailed case study. Although the three groups tended tc 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 1nformation. For example, PHA executive directors did not judge
PHA management to be a serious problem while other respondents did.

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

¢ Tenant Attributes and Behavior - Although many respondents indicated that
tenant attributes and behavior are serious problems, they differed as to
the definition 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 significant problems., Other
respondents 1ndicated that tenant-related problems resulted from inadequate
PHA management -- poor screening and enforcement of rules -- rather than
from the tenants thamselves.

13




¢ Project Design - 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 he a serious problem
by private and public sector respondents. High-rise famtly
projects were also ¢ited as sources of problems, ,
e 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 1nadequate HUD funding and .
1nadequate 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 eviction policies, and peor bargaining positions with respect
to Tocal union demands for wages and work rules.

What Are The Solutions?

After 1dentifying the problems that affect public housing projects,
HUD's pubTic houstng field staff assessed the expected impact of
various remedial and 1ntervention strategies for alleviating
problems in projects which are either relatively untroubled or
troubled. The interventions which were seen as having the greatest
tikelihood of positive mmpact on project problems fall within the
following three categories:

¢ Physical Condition Improvements;

¢ Management Improvements (including project operation and
tenant-management relations); and

e Neighborhood Revitalization Actions.

An analys1s of the tntervention assessments indicates that while the
field staff chose the same types of interventions for both troubled

and relatively untroubled projects, there 1s a significant distinction
between the specific kinds and 1ntensities of the options which were
suggested for the two groups. In general, the field staff, seeing
problems in troubled projects as more numerous, serious, and
interdependent than those in relatively untroubled projects, suggested
solutions for the former group which were more comprehensive, expansive,
and intensive than those chosen for the latter. ({See Table S-S.?
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Interventions to upgrade physical condition were seen as the most effective

and necessary types of interventions for troubled and for relatively

untroubled projects. These interventions 1nclude maintenance and modernization
programs as well as major structural and design changes capable of enhancing
the safety and Tiveability of projects.

Physical interventions most frequently identified for relatively

untroubled projects were limited to modernization and maintenance programs
and to less substantial rehabilitative repairs. Modernization and improved
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 1n relatively untroubled projects.
Field staff emphasis on the need for substantial rehabilitation 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 Tinkage between
funding and solutions, some of the frequently selected physical solutions
also appear to indicate that improved maintenance hinges 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 relating to both project operations and tenant-
management relations, the second set of interventions, focused primarily
on the social problems of public housing projects. Options selected in
this group include those which could improve the income, attitude, 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 disruptive or delinquent tenants. Moreover, for
troubled projects, but not for relatively untroubled projects, field
staff placed the provision of better law enforcement services to combat
crime and vandalism as a fairly high priority.

Actions to revitalize the neighborhoods surrounding public housing
comprised the third sét of interventions recommended by the field
staff. For troubled projects, the need appears to be greater since
major efforts to reverse neighborhood physical 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 strategies involve
improvements; for troubled projects, they need to be a planned, compre-

hensive attack on overall neighborhood conditions.
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The three categories of interventions overlap the four types of

identified problems affecting troubled projects. Physical condition
improvements, for example, would directly address the physical types of
problems affecting troubled projects, but they would also reduce the
financtal, social, and managerial problems of these projects. Project

and tenant management improvements and neighborhood revitalization actions
would directly address soctal and managerial problems impacting troubled
projects. However, expanding tenant social services, improving sécurity,
reducing vandalism, eliminating disruptive tenants, and alleviating
negative neighborhood impacts would also tend to reduce the impact of
financial and physical problems facing troubled projects. Since the field
staff beliveved that the problems affecting troubled projects are multi-
dimenstonal and interrelated, the interventions recommended for reducing
these problems are also multi-dimensional and interrelated.

The field staff did not believe that physical improvements alone

hold the key to the revitalization of troubled public housing

projects. What emerges from an analysis of their assessments and
recommendations is that the occurrence of such improvements is an essential
first step, but that interventions to mmprove PHA and project management,
tenant satisfaction and safety, and neighborhood conditions will also
be required before troubled projects can be substantially improved.
Finatly, since the field staff also recommended some types of probiem
interventions for many of the relatively untroubled projects, 1t could
be concluded that many of these projects may need additional assistance
soon cr they, too, may become troubled in the near future.
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TABLE §-5

Proposed Interventions Rated As Having 4

Significant Positive Effect On Project Problens

Percent of Projaects n Whick Sropgsed

r
'

Proposed Intervention Intervention was Rated as “avirg & i }
Strategies Potentraily Significant Pesitive Ziecs g
Troubted } “elatively i

Projects 2/ i Untrounied Prazects _l

(N=139) {N=151) i

TPATSICAL CORULTION [1PRUVEMEN] S

Frovide adequate modermization funds 5i% (1) 314 {2}

Catch up on deferred maintenance and
keep maintenance current. 508 (2} 322 {1}

Provide adequate funding to eliminate
deferred maintenance backlog and
allow preventive maintenance 1n future, 48% (3} 307 (3}

Carry out substantial rekiabilitat:on
of structure {not involving con-
version to alternate use). a6% (4} *

Improve management of maintenance
efforts including efficiency and quality
control. * 23% {2}

MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS

Institute vigorous tenant selection,
screaning, and eviction policies and
procedures, a2z (5) W0y {3}

Provide better Taw enforcemsnt services
to combat crime and vandalism. 7% (8) *

Review dwelling lease and related pro-
cedures to remove unnecessary obstacles

to prompt evictioa. * 285 {5}
todify HUD policies, program and/or

reguelations to meet legitimmate needs of *

project. 23 {8}

NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALEIZATION ACTIONS

Obtain supplemental funding (e.g.,
COBG, LEAA, etc.) through state and
Tocal pubtic agencies. 3% (6) 25% {6}

Undertake neighborhood revitalization
effort to reverse physical and social

blight of the surrounding area. 357 (8} *
Obtain better community services. *
L » 24% (7}
1 Thts Tist 1s composed of the most frequently cited interventions rated as
having a significant positive effect on the problems of troubled and relatively
untroubled projects.
2

Kumbers n parentheses are the rank orderings of the interventions by
frequency of mention. 17

* Not one of the eight most frequently mentioned interventions.




CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND, STUDY PURPODSE, AND METHODOLOGY .
] T et ¥

Background
Since the Public Housing program's inception in 1937, 1.2 million housiq§
units in 10,000 projects nave been built ang they are managed by 2,700
Puplic Housing Authorities. It is estimated that the program presently
provides 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 c¢istinct periods:

e 1937-1948
& 1945-1968 . )
® 1970 to Present - x

1537 to 1948 Period - The basic characteristics of the public housing
program were fornulated in 1937. 4t that tise, 12 to 14 millipn persons
were unemployed and miilions of others were working at depressed wage
levels. Housing starts had fallen to only ten percent .of the pre-
gepression highs and substandarce housing provided a large share of
available housing. Enacted against this backdrop, the Housing Act
of 1937 reflected the desires of the Federal government to stimulate
the economy, eliminate slums, and provide safe, decent, and san1tany .
tow-cost housing.

Projects built under the program were generally located in stable, working
class neighborhoods. Screening by housing authority administrators resultied
in the program serving predominantly working class and "temporarily

poor" families. The advent of World War 11 further reinforced the working
c¢lass composition of the public housing tenant nopulation and .stimuiated
demand by opening projects to war industry workers and to the farilies of
serviceren., The high demand for public housing centinuec during the post-
war housing shortage, The {first years of the progran were marked by large
amounts of construction, high demand, and high degrees of financial and
social success.

1 This sunmary of the public housing program draws primarily from:
Abner Silverman, "Basic Needs and Social Services",
pP. 579-600; Papers Submitted to Subcommitiee on Housing Fanels on
tiousing Production, Housing Demand, and Developing a Suitable Living
Environment, Committee on Banking anag {urrency, U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives,9Znd Congress; Report of the Hational Commissicn on Urban
Problems to the Congress anag io the President of the United States (1968},
Part 11, Chapter 3, "Pupnlic Housing"; and Eugene Heehan, "The Rise and
Fall of Public Housing: "Condernation lithout Trial", 1n Donald Phares
ed., M Decent Home and Environment: Housina Urban America (Cambridee,
rassachusetts 147/},
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1949~1969 Period ~ The first major change in the program occurred
with the Housing Act of 1949. Three coriponents of the Act directly or 1n-
directly had an 1mpact on public.housing. First, a massive new urban
renewal and slum clearance program was initiated with public housing
serving as a chief relocation resource for those who were aisplacec by
the effort and Who-viere unable to find adequate shelter in the private
market. Publi¢c housing was obligated to take whoever was dispiaced as
a result of governmeni-action. The program, up until then, did not
serve the «ind of tenant 1ikely to be displaced by slum clearance
but did ‘serve potentially more stable families. Second, the Act's
liberalized requirements for homeownersiip unaer HUD's programs may have
reduced working ana lTower-miodle class demand for public housing.
Finally, the 1945 Act reflected a basic decision to rely upon the private
sector to soive the housing proolems of most Anerlcans and it redirected
pub11c hous1ng to the lowest ncome qroup,

In acertion to giving first preference to those aisplaced by government
activities, the 1949 Act instituted several other changes relating
to occupancy, income Jimits, and welfare tenancy. These changes led
Senator Allen Ellender to predict that pub}1c housing n many communities
would oe transfortaea into a “"poorhouse". Moreover, others felt that tne
financial staviiity of public housing was being jeopardizea without the
adaition of operating subsidies. The economic and social conseqguences of
the actions, accordinyg to several commentators, were not long in coming,
The issue of the “"problem family" began to dominate management concerns
as dia the financial squeeze created by risine costs and the limited rent
paying ability of' poorer tenants. Abner Siiverman analyzed the effects
of the 1949 ATt and subsequent legislative changes on public housing
occupancy, and concluced that, "these actions slowly but surely
changed the tenant body from a predomnantly white, upwardly robile,
norisal two-parent, working ciass population 1o a predowanantI non- %
white, poverty affected, non-rioprle lower-class popuiation.” The
twin obstacles of poverty and racial discrimination wmay have wmade
public housing’ the only availanie housing alternative for tnese newer
residents and- these obstacles may have also reduced their subsequent
chances for upgrading their housing.

- i

[

Citea in Irving Helfeld, "American Housing Policy”, Public Interest,
Nunper 48, Surmer 1977.

Silverman; op.c¢it., p. 582. . -
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Three other malor facters occurring in the fifties and sixties

exacerbated the problems faced by public housing. The first involved

the rapid escalation of costs due to inflation, growing physical plant
obsolescence, and increased project deterioration. Public housing was also
affected by the same major social changes which affected society in general
and large urban central cities in particular. The problems of unemployment,
ractal and social tensions, increasing crime, and deteriorating neighbor-
hoods all had severe impacts upon public housing located 1n large cities.
Also by the late sixties, increasing numbers of tenants and legal services
attornevs began to cha11enqe the existing public housing p011c1es and
prerogatives,

During this time, public housing efforts began to shift away from large
single site projects to scatiered site developments, leased housing, and
housing for the elderly. In addition, private sector subsidized wulii~familty
programs were deveicped and received priority attention. These all

combined to produce negative tmpacts on the program.

1970 to the Present Period - By the late sixties, there was growing
dissatisfaction with the performance of public housing. The problems
of the larger PHA's received considerable attention in the mass wedia
ana the experience of Pruitt-Igoe came o symbolize the entire public
ngusing program. In addition, the Housing Act of 1969 substantially
affected the financial status of housing authorities. This Act, and
subsequent amendments to it, relieved serious financial burdens on tenants
by mandating that no more than 25 percent of income be paid for rent.
However, the resulting shortfall in PHA revenues may not have been adeguately
matched by Federal funds and many PHAs faced severe financial difficulties.
Finally, in 1973 the punlic housing program was affected by the Federal
housing moratorium and 1ittle new construction occurred. .

HUD's response to these problems has taken various forms. Operating
subsidies have been increased from $12.8 millian in FY 1968 to $685 nillion
in FY 1978. The modernization program, begun in 1968, has providea

over two billion dollars for capital improvements to existing public
housing projects. The Target Projects Program, instituted in 1974, sought
to apply a comprehensive set of physical, social, and management remedies
to a Timited number of targeted projects. In 1975, HUD 1nstituted the -
Performance Funuing System (PFS) intended to provide each PHA with the
subsidy needed for efficient management. HUD also framed .
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policies regarding tenant selection, attempting to ensure that families
with a broad range of 1ncomes are housed in public housing projects.
There has aiso been an effort to establish criteria which preciude the
occupancy by families whose behavior is Tikely to be detrimental to the
physical and social weil-being of the project. Other HUD initiatives
have been directed toward improving management-tenant involvement in

* project operations.

~ Nevertheless, serious problems are still present 1n some projects and
PHA's. In March of 1978 the Department reaffirmed 1ts commitment to
pubTic housing with the announcement of the Public Housing Urban Initiatives
Program. These initiatives reflected the desire of the Department to
enhance the quality of 1ife in the most seriously troubled public housing
projects. They are, therefore, specifically designed to apply a
‘comprehensive set of resources to the revitalization of this portion of
the inventory.

Study Purpose

This study was undertaken in conjunction with the Department's PubTic
Housing Urban Initiatives Program. Its purpose, as indicated in the
Under Secretary's May 19th memorandum to the Assistant Secretaries for
Housing and for Policy Development and Research, was to provide the basis
for the development of a strategy to improve the physical condition and
management of troubled public housing authorities and prejects. This
required the Division of Policy Studies to:

¢ identify problem publi¢ housing projects -- frequently referred
to as "troubled” projects;

s ecstimate the number of projects and units 1n troubled condition;

¢ delineate the major categories of problems facing troubled
prajects, and;

o survey HUD's public housing specialists to identify possible
strategies to alleviate the problems of such projects.

Study Method
Because of the short time frame allotted to this study, the only research

designs considered were those involving structured information gathering
and analysis. Five such approaches were considered:

¢ collection and analysi1s of information from on-site audits of
project operations by an expert cutside contractor;

e collection and analysis of existing Central Office public housing
data by Central Office research staff and program experts;
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® collection of project information by field office public housing
managenent staff to be analyzed by Central Office staff;

e coilection and analysis of project information from public housing
builders, managers, and administrators by Central Office staff, and;

@ collection of program information and recommendations from private
sector experts by Central Office staff.

The first option, use of outside experts for collection and analysis,

was not Teasible because the short time frame available for the study

conflicted with the longer time frame neeaed to contract with outside

experts or firms ocefore data collection and analysis could begin. The

second option, use of existing Central Office data, was infeasible because

existing information systems were designed to collect and maintain

information for public housing authorities rather than for individual

projects. Since the unit of analysis in the study was the project, 1t |
was necessary to create an entirely new data base,

The three remaining options were selected and integrated into the field
study agesign. This design uses various methods to gain both gualitative
and quantitative information about problems in public housing projects.

It integrates: the extensive project-level data that are readily available
only in field office files; the informed Judgments of HUD field staff
chargea with day-to-day monitoring of the public housing program; interviews
with a2 wide variety of housing experts; and tne information acquired

through field visits by Central Office research teams. This approach

dods not place exclusive reliance on either the "objective" or “subjective"
aspects of the data but rather uses the two to complement one another.

In acdition to approaching compiex 1ssues 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 gives a comparative dimension to findings that
would pe absent when a single data source 15 used.

The study itself was carried out in the following three phases: the
jdentification of relevant issues and the selection of a sample; the
collection of the data; and the analysis of the data. Each of these
nhases is described in more detail pelow.
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Phase I - Issue Identification and Sample Selection

Issye Identification: To identify and clarify the major
policy issues relevant to the public housing program, the Division of
Policy Studies in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy
Development and Research reviewed relevant Titerature, documents, legistation,
and HUD administrative regulations and handbooks. Also incTuded in this
review were transcripts of Congressional hearings, HUD legislative and
historical documents, and related research and reports. Second, a Technical
Advisory Committee consisting of HUD Central Office personnel was established
to discuss and review the current status of the pragram. The Committee
was composed of representatives from the Offices of the Secretary and
the Under Secretary; from the Divisions of Program Services, Financial
Management, and Project Management 1n the Office of Assisted Housing
(H); from the Office of Policy Development and Evaluation (H); from the
Division of Management Information Services 1n the Office of Management
(H); from the Office of ADP Systems Development (A); and from the
Housing Management Research Group {PDR}.

Extensive discussions with these representatives resulted in the identi-
fication of issues to be addressed and 1n outlining the types of data

to be collected. The members of the Technical Advisory Group and their
representatives also provided sssistance 1n the development of the survey
instruments used 1n the study.” These discussions, however, failed to
produce agreement on either the definition of a "troubled” project or on
an estimate of the prevalence of "troubled" projects in the inventory.

The drscussions relating to defining a "troubled"” project did serve to
highlight the numerous dimensions that observers explicitly and implicitly
use in conceptualizing "trouble".

This tack of consensus on a crucial aspect of the study had twe important
implications for subsequent development of the research. First, the lack
of consensus necessitated the consideration of a variety of views and
possible measures regarding a troubled project. Second, the Tack of
consensus also necessitated that a short questionnaire be developed and
administered to field offices with projects in the sample in order to
classify projects according to their overall condition. The responses

to this questionnaire were then usgd to stratify the sample used for the
four-part survey of field offices.

% The survey instruments are described 1n detail 1n Appendix ¢,

5 The sampling design is described more fully 1n Appendix A.
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Sample Selection: Sampling was done in two phases. The object of

both phases was to generate a statistically sufficient subsample of altl
projects in order to collect detailed project data. This subsampie 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 insight into the problems that may exist

in those projects found to be troubled. 4

In the first phase, a probability sample of approximately 1500 projects
was selected serially from a complete Tist of all public housing authority
projects. The sample was stratified according 1o 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 stratification
system was used in order to allow for the disproportionate selection of
projects from each of two categories, purposely "over-sampling” projects
tocated in Targe PHAs {over 3000 units) and “under-sampling" projects Tocated
in small PHAs (under 3000 units)GThTS was to assure that a sufficient
number of projects in large PHAs® were inciuded in the sample, following
a presumption that such projects have a higher-than-average probability .
of being troubled. .

A one-page questionnaire on each of the approximately 1500 projects
was then sent to the HUD fi1eld office having jurisdiction over these
projects. Public housing specialists in these offices were asked to
classify the overall condition of each project using a five-point scale
ranging from "very bad” to “"very good."”

. . o )

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 th§ 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 categories «-
either in "very good” or "very bad" condition. The stratified subsample,
selected disproporticnately from strata based on the project-condition
scale, assured the inclusion of a sufficient number of projects from
these extreme categories. .

The sample s1ze was considered sufficient for statistical
purposes and represented the maximum number of projects for which detailed
questionnaires could be filled out by HUD field office personnel n the
time alliotted for the study. These 719 projects comprised ‘the “data
sample” upon which estimates of the condition of the public housing
inventory were made. The proJects 1n the subsampie were weighted according
to both the size of the administering PHA and the overall condition
rating each received. This weighting 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 gathered from this weighted
subsample. ’ b )

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

7 .
862 projects were §e]ected for analysis, but of this number, 719 observations
were returned in time for ana1ysis---2an 83 percent response rate.
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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 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.

Within each field 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 public housing authorities, one considered to be in relatively
good condition and one considered to be in relatively bad condition.
Thus, the selection matrix incorporated size, condition, and location as
primary criteria. These projects served to provide supplemental, in-
depth, case-study information about project conditions and the kinds of
problems that may be impacting on troubTed projects.

_ Phase I1 - 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 information

on each PHA in the study sample. Part Two instructed the field staff to
compile comparable -information for each project in the sample. Part

Three asked the field offices to identify and pricritize the major problems
of each project. The staff was instructed to use both information from
their project files and their personal knowledge of the projects to -
evaluate the impact of nine general problem types consisting of 130

narrowly focusedgspecific preblem subtypes. The nine general problem

types used were: '

Project Desian and Site

Project Physical Condition

Project Tenant Attributes and Behavior
Project Neighborhood

HUD Funding and Oversight
Local/State/Federal Government Impacts
Low Rent Housing Market

Project Expenses

PHA and Project Administration

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

8 See Part Three of the Questionnaire for a complete list of the one

hundred thirty subtypes.
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As discussed above, several criteria were used to select the projects
included 1inthe 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 projects had to
represent a mix of good and bad projects as judged by Area Office public
housing specialists., Third, the projects had to maximize the probability
of the field teams being able to observe a full range of project conditions
and problems. The criteria were not designed to generate a stat1st1ca1]y
representative sub-sample of all projects, since that would require at
least 200 on-site visits, nor were they designed to be representat1ve of
the 719 project national samp1e. 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 housing projects, a total of 312 interviews were
held in connection with the case studies. A discussion-guide which_
identified important issue areas to,be covered was used to give a common
format to these on-site interviews.g The interviews were generally held
with senior Tevel executives or professionals jdentified by the field
office or by others familiar with the operation of the public housing
program in each area., Within every field office, an eff?ﬁtjwas made to
interview representatives from the following categories: ' "

PHA Executive Directors
PHA Project Managers

PHA Tenrants

Legal Services Attorneys
Public Officials

Housing Professionals
Academic Experts

HUD Program Managers

9The discussion guide is reproduced in Appendix G.

105 complete Tist of interviewees is included in Appendix F.
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Phase 1I]- Ana1y51s of the Data - The data analysis phase of the
# study was completed in several stages. First, troubled,

untroubled, and relatively untroubled prosects viere compared on
such characterlst1cs as location, neighborhood land use, PHA and
'‘project s1ze progect design, tenanc , number of buildings, and
size of bu11d1ngs. These data were co11ected in Parts I and II
+of the survey. Second, the field ‘of fice evaluations of the problems
of these. projects were analyzed to determine the types of problems
prevalent in each of the three categories of projects used to describe
project condition. This ,apalysis included examination of the 130 problem
sub-types as well as the nine general problem types. Third, the on-site
interview data, supplemented 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 Tikely to be effective; and
3) determine the problems associated with operating the public housing
prograr as viewed.by those in daily contact with it. These three
analytical ‘stages, consisting of both quantitative analysis of "hard"
data and "content analysis” of inferview data, were supolemented by
an extensive series.of debriefings held with a11 members of the
Central Office field teams. These debriefings were devoted to dis-
cussions of specific, on-site observations so that it could be
determined whether interviewer observations were unique to a project
or were typical of the program as a whole.
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EXHIBIT I - [
PHASE I OF THE STUDY DESIGN

PHASE |

e SURVEY HUD
STAFFTO
DETERMINE
CONDITION OF
SAMPLE -
PROJECTS

e ALL PROJECTS
RATED ON _
FOLLOWING

-SCALE:

1 2 3

VERY GOOD MARGINAL BAD
GOOD
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SAMPLE

EXHIBIT I - 2
PHASE II OF THE STUDY DESIGN

PHASE il

* SURVEY OF
HUD STAFFTO

- DELINEATE

- MAJOR
‘PROBLEMS

¢ NINE MAJOR

PROBLEM
- CATEGORIES

100 SUB-
- CATEGORIES

°* FIVE POINT
RATING SCALE

—[——2—3}—4}—5}-

NO SLIGHY SOME CONSIDERABLE SEVERE
NEGATIVE NEGATIVE NEGATWE NEGATVE NEGATIVE
IMPACT MPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT
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EXHIBIT I - 3

PHASE III OF THE STUDY DESIGN

PHASE Il

 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
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Chapter II
17 ::)"'"
TROUBLED PROJECTS: HOW MANY ARE THERE?

Overview

This survey of Tow rent 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-
proportionate share of units in the troubled category is due to the
larger average size of troubled projects -~ 2980 units per troubled

project compared to an average project size of 130 units for the

inventory as a whole. Approximately one-quarter {26%) of all projects
representing a sTightly larger proportion (30%) of units are "relatively
untroubled.” The majority of public housing projects (67%) representing
approximately half (55%) of all units are basically "untroubled".

(See Table II-1.)

TABLE I1 - 1

Estimated Distribution of PubTic Housing
Projects and Units, by Condition

{N=699)

Project Condition Percent of Projects Percent of Units
Untroubled 67 55
ReTatively untroubled 26 30
TroubTed 7 15

- 100 100
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Defining a "Troubled Project”

Housing spectalists freguently refer to an insured multi-family project
as "troubled" when 1ts sponsor is no longer able to make reguiar
mortgage payments. In the public housing program this indicator 1s

not appropriate. Unlike insured multi-family proJects, public housing
projects are not placed 1n recervership nor acquired by the

Department regardless of their condition. Public housing projects are
developed and operated by local housing authorities and remain under
their ownership and control at all times. In other words, the commonly
accepted Tndicators of financial trouble (default, assignment or acquisition)
cannot be used to distinguish a troubled public housing project from one
that is untroubled.

In the absence of accepted indicaters there is l1ttie consensus as to the
definttion of a troubled public housing project. There are, to be

sure, many alternative indicators of troubled public housing projects.
Such a tist would include: project income-expense ratios, vacancy rates,
project operating costs, rent delinquency rates, family turnover rates,
building condition, vandalism costs, crime rates, tenant satisfaction,
and services provided. There are, however, several reasons why these
indicators are inappropriate in the present case. First, this study
only had a short time 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 cmiteria or classification schemes which could be adapted to provide

a clear division between troubled and untroubled public housing projects
or between any of the alternative indicators. Third, there was no
ex1sting data base which could be used to measure these indicators on

a project level.” The data that did exist were from PHA reports on a
PHA-wide or consolidated project basis as opposed to an individual

_ project basis. To develop original project-based data would reguire a
mult71-phased data collection effort invelving significantly more time

and resources than were alloted for this study.

Given both the inappropriateness of measures commonly used to evaluate
other multi-family housing programs and the time constraints of the
study, it was determined that the most appropriate method available,
and the one designed to produce the most reliable and valid results,
was to (1) sample the 1nventory of public housing projects; (2) collect
as much objective ("hard"} data as could be obtained on the kinds of
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problems faced by these projects; (3) survey the HUD field staff who

have the most knowledge about the sampled projects; and {4) cross-validate
and supplement these views with the qualitative assessments of other
public housing experts. In essence, all available PHA and preoject-level
"hard" data were collected and were supp]emented by the views and
judaments of those most knowledgeable-about the public housing program

in general and the sampled projects®in particular.

These steps led to the development of* two separate measures to eva]uate
the condition of a public housing project. The first one measures s
overall project condition and the second measures the sever1ty of

specific project problems.

Method for Assessing Overall Project Condition

The measure of a project's overall condition was obtained for the
sample of 719 projects by asking the HUD field office staff

members who were most familiar with each project 1n the sample to
assess 1ts overall condition to, the best of their ability according to
the following five-point scale:

1. Very Good

2. Goaod
3. Marginal
4, Bad
5. Very Bad

In order to apply the rating scale, 1t was necessary for the

field staff to evaluate and weigh many of the potential problems L
affecting projects. For example, such factors as a project's

physical deterioration, financial difficulties, tenant dis-

sat1sfaction, and social problems might have been considered.

The field staff was instructed to rely not only on their Tirst

hand knowledge of specific projects and probiems but also to use

the data in project files to assist them 1n eva]uat1ng a project’ s
condition.

*These data were collected during the first phase of sample selection.
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For analytical purposes, projects reported to be in bad or very

bad condition were grouped together and classified as in bad overall
condition and those projects reported to be in good or very good
condition were grouped and classified as in good overall condition. The
projects which fell into the middle category were considered to be

in average condition. A weighting of the projects in the sample leads
to the foliowing estimate of the distribution of the entire public
housing 1nventory according to overall condition:

- Projects in Geod Overall Condition - 75%
Projects in Average Overall Condition - 21%
Projects in Bad Overall Cdandition - 4%

The overall condition measure 1s a useful indicator although it is

not perfect. Its main value is that 1t presents a single, easily
understandable indicator which can be used to broadly classify the
public housing inventory according to degree of trouble. However,
asking field office staff to make an overall evaluation of project
conditions raises the possibility of bias in their response. For
example, one could argue that some field office staff may have over-
estimated the number of "troubled" projects in hopes of increasing
their office’'s share of public housing resources. On the other hand,
one c¢ould argue that some may have underestimated that number to

make their offices appear to be doing a good job in the housing area.
However, the Tikelihood of bias is minimized by the fact that ratings
are based upon judgments of individuals who, although very familiar with
projects,-are not directly responsible for their operation and perform-
ance and who, therefore, are not likely to possess the bias that results
from project ownership or responsibility. Moreover, these individuals
had access to project information supplied by technical experts such

as financial and management analysts, construction engineers, and
occupancy speciaiists upon which informed evaluations could be based.

Inter-rater variance 1s minimized by the use of a measure which has
five response categories. However, to the extent that a rater com-
pares projects to others within his/her purview or field office,

there may be regional vartations 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
Tikelihood that a project's marketability and attractiveness to
Tow-1ncome tenants and 1mage 1n the community will be judged within
the context of local standards. A relative measure of condition then
captures a sigmificant aspect of troubled public housing across the
country. Asking field office staff to make overall evaluations of
project condition, therefore, has its advantages and disadvantages,
and, in conjunction with a second, problem-oriented approach is
reasonable and appropriate for the present purpose.
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Method for Assessing Problem Severity

The second measure of project condition was obtained through an
analysts of the problems affecting the specific projects.in the sample.
Th1s measure is based on the assumption that there 15 a direct
-positive relationship between the number of significant problems
affecting a project and the Tikelihood that a progect is "troubled."
The measure was developed by utilizing the field office data and.
evaluations of the negative impact of nine general ?robTem types

~on the projects in the sample. The field staff eva

uated the .

" “problems affecting each project according to the following scale:-

Problem type has:

3

P LS —

No Negative Impact

Slight Negative Impact

Seme Negative Impact
Considerable MNegative Impact
Severe Negative Impact

For analytic purposes , a problem reported as having "considerable"

or "severe” negative impact was considered to be a significant  probTem.
A project, therefore, could be reported to have from zerc to nine .
significant problems to match the number of general problem categories
on the survey instrument. A weighting of the sample projects leads to
the following estimate of the distribution of the total p%?1ic housing
inventory according to the number of significant problems:

Tsee Chapter 4 for the problem types used. o . “

D
2The numerical problem groupings were selected after reviewing the - -
nterviews with public housing experts and the “Problem Dynamics®
(Survey Instrument Part I1I-D)} narrative written on each sample project

by f1eld office staff.

The progects were divided 1nto three categories:

- those-for which fewer than one-third of the nine probiem categories .
were reported to have a significant negative impact; those for which
this impact was reported for from one-third to one-half of the cate-
gories; and those for which a significant negative 1mpact was reported
for more than half of the categories.
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Projects with Two or Fewer Significant Problems - 83%
Projects with Three or Four Significant Problems - 13%
Projects with Five or More Significant Problems - 4z,

As with the overall condition measure, there are both advantages and
disadvantages associated with this measure. On the positive side, it

1 & reasonable, problem=~related, non-mathematically oriented indicator
of the condition of a project. It is based upon information provided

by the HUD field office staff who work most closely with the public
housing program. They were requested to review relevant project files
and to use their best judgments to assess the impact of specirfic problems
on the projects included in the sample. The response categories that
they were provided with were broadly defined in order to minimize inter-
rater variance. The data were then summerized using a commonly accepted
method for aggregating the ordinal responses of many different raters.

The measure, however, is not constructed to alTow the degrees of
differences between the response categories to be distinguished.
In addition, the measure is based on the assumption that all
“sygnificant" problems have approximately the same negative impact
on projects. Finally, although there is a certain logic to the
aragument that a project with several problems is more Tikely

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 significant
problem alone, if severe enough, could result in a project being
more "troubled" than a project with several probiems.

Combined Method of Assessing Project Condition

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 public housing projects.
However, since the {wo measures were independently constructed, they
do not always identify the same projects as troubled. In order to
insure that a maximum number of troubled projects were included re-
gardless of the definition of "trouble" and because of the 1imitations
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
potentia]]§ underestimating the number of troubled projects in the
inventory.

3Ther'e are several additional reasons why the two measures of project
condition were combined. First, as indicated earlier, both the overall

project condition measure and the problem severity measure are, on their
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The combined indicator of project condition is used 1n this report to
distinquish "troubled" public housing projects from non-troubled
projects. Table II-2, a cross~tabulation of the two measures, shows
where the measures overlap. The underlined figures in the Table indicate
‘the projects which comprise the “troub]ed“ category

By combining the overall condition and problem severity measures,

three categories of public housing projects were identified. They are:

A Troubled Project: A project was considered troubled 1f
it was reported to be in bad or very bad condition 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 considered

to be relatively untroubled if it was reported to be in'
average condition with fewer than five significant problems
(19.2% of all projects) or if it was reported to be in good or
very good condition but had three or four significant prob]ems
(6.8% of all projects). 4

An Untroubled Project: -A project 1s considered to be
untroubled 1f 1t was reported to be 1n good or very good -
condition and had two or fewer s1gn1ficant problems

(67.3% of all projects). o C e

face, reasonable indicators of the condition of public housing projects.
Second, also as noted earlier, each-indicator has shortcomings that,

if used separately, could lead to underestimating the-extent of troubled
projects 1n the inventory. Third, a ccmbined measure would tend to
offset both the less than 100 percent reliab11ity of the first measure
and the inability to differentiate between degrees of 1mpact of the
second measure. Combining the two measures of’ proaect condition yields

a larger proportion of troubled projects (i.e., 7 percent of all projects)
than either of the individual measures. Hence, if the comb1ned “tndicator
has any obvious bias, 1t is in the direction of over-est1mat1ng, not
under-estimating, the number of troubled projects in the inventory and

is Tikely to include all projects in trouble regardiess of definition,

AThe middle category of projects was labeled "Relatively Untroubied"
based on a review of "Problem Dynamics" (Survey Instrument--Part I1I-D)
- narratives written by field office staff. It was determined that these
projects more closely resembled the untroubied projects than they.
did the troubled projects.
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Table II - 2

Number of Significant Problems
and Project Condition as &
Percent of all Projects 3

(N=699)
Problem Severity Indicatar
Number of Significant Problems
Three or Five or

Overall Project Two or Fewer Four More
Condition Indicator Problems Problems Problems Total
Percent of

Projects in

Good Condtion 67.3 6.8 1.4 75.5
Percent of

Projects 1in

Average Condition 13.9 5.3 1.5 20.7
Percent of

Projects in

Bad Condition 1.8 1.0 1.0 3.8
Percent of

all Projects 83.0 13.1 3.9 100.0

3

The iack of overlap in the projects 1dentified by these two measures

is partiaily a function of the specific characteristics of each 1ndi-
cator, For example, a project with only a few significant problems may
be tn bad overall condition due to the severe impact of those problems.
On the other hand, a project with several problems may be 1n relatively
good condition due to the less severe impact of those probiems or to the
offsetting influences of other factors. In short, the two 1ndicators do
not match perfectly because there 15 not a perfect correlation between
the number of problems affecting a project and the overall condition of
the project. However, despite the lack of perfect overlap, 95% of aill
projects reported to be in bad overall condition were found to have one
or more serious problems, The remainming projects were reported to have
several problems with moderate impact combining to place the project

1n a bad overall condition. C
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Chapter II1
WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF TROUBLED PROJECTS?

Overview

There are several characteristics that 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 (j.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 housing inventory,
however a majority of projects with these characteristics 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 which has all four of
these characteristics: a large, old, urban, family project. Morepver,

the stereotypical public housing project is often thought of as a troubled
project. Data collected in the study indicate that the public housing
stereotype is neither completely accurate nor jnaccurate. On the one hand,
targe, old, urban, family projects are disproportionately troubled, Such
projects account for only 8.3 percent of all public housing projects, but
they account for 27 percent of all troubled projects. In addition, since
they normally contain a large number of units, these types of projects
account for approximately 50 percent of all troubled public housing units.
On the other hand, not many public housing projects are Targe, old, urban, ,
family projects, and only a minority of these projects are troubled. Almost
three~quarters of the stereotypical public housing projects are, in fact,
not troubied according to the definition employed in this study.

Background

A Targe guantity of descriptive information was gathered on the PHAs and
projects comprising the sampie. Data collection instruments, completed

by HUD field office public housing specialists familiar with the individual
PHA's or projects, were used to systematically collect this tnformation.
Most of the information, such as project physical description, was extracted
from PHA or project files and from HUD forms used in monitoring the program.
Some, such as the racial composition of a project's neighborhood, was based
upon the best information available to the HUD staff.

Before presenting this information a few words of caution are appropriate.
The data collected were designed to 1dentify and describe the characteristics
of troubled pubitic housing but were not intended to be used as the basis for
identifying the reasons for the existence of troubled conditions.
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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 pubtic housing inventory provides

a basis upon which to contrast and compare the characteristics of
untroubled, relatively untroubled, 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 agencies) 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 relatively.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 representative of
the typical PHA staff size.

The typical public housing project was built under the conventional public
housing program prior to the late 1950's. It has about 140 units in about
10 non-highrise buildings which were designed primarily for the use of
family or a mix of family and elderly tenants. The typical project is
Tocated in-an urban, middle- 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.

TThe three categories of projects described in the previous chapter are
used throughout this analysis. :

41




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 1nventory that was
designed for family occupancy. (See Table III-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 housing 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, therefore, that family
projects are much more likely to be troubled -than elderly proaects. -

The corresponding proportions of elderly and family projects which

were found to be in relatively untroubled condition are even more diver-
gent, Family projects are almost six {imes more Tikely (34.5 percent to
5.7 percent} to fall into 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 mn the representation

of elderly projects in the relatively untroubled category compared to the
troubled category (7.9 percent and 6.4 percent). Finally, elderly pro-
Jjects comprise a disproportionately large share, and family prOJects

a disproportionately small share, of the untroubled category {40.5 per-
cent and 59.5 percent). .

TABLE III-1A

Family vs. Elderly Projects By Condition

Project Condition
Project % of Total Relatively
Occupancy | Inventory Untroubied Untroubled Troubled
Elderly 29.4% "52.5% Co57% 0 T 1.8%
(N=200) .
Family 70.6 56,7 34.5 - - 8.8
{N=489) ' .
Total - : :
Inventory 100 67.2 26.0 6.7
{N=689)

Chi square is significant at p. < .01

zMixeq 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 Projebt As a Percent of -
- of Project Condition Group

(N=689) -
Ty X Project Condition

f ' , j Relatively
Project Occupancy Untroubled Untroubled Troubled
Elderly Projects 40.5% © gAY 7.9%

(N=200) . . : : L
Family Projects” ’ 59,5 93.6 9.1

(N=289) “

Total Inventory 100 100 100

Chi square is significant ‘at p < .01

Twe other tenant characteristics are also of interest. The number of
singte-parent and female-headed households were found to be disproportion-
ately greater in troubled than untroubled projects. (See Table 11I-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 III-2

Female-Headed and Single-Parent
Households in Public Housing, By : ;
Project Condition :

(N=699) o ) . .
Project Condft}on i - ‘
Retatively AN i
Type of Household Untroubled  Untroubled Troubted Projects
Female-Headed
0 - 25% 70% B3 P4 384 604
26 - 50% 18 26 24 20
51 -~ 75% 9 23 18 14
76 - 100% 2 11 24'_ 1. s
Single-Parent
0 - 25% 65 41 34 57 °
26 - 50% ' 20 27 23 ‘ 22 .
51 - 75% ) 9 18 T8 12
76 - 100% 6 13 26 .9

The problems of troubled public housing, however, cannot be attributed

to the significantly larger-than-average proportion of either female~headed
or single-parent households, These characteristics, which 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
troubTed projects, it was not at all clear whether respondents considered
the characteristics to be proxies for some other prob1ems or causes of
probtems themselves. -
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Urban vs. Suburban and Rural Projects - The data suggest that
troubTed public housing projects are more 1ikely than untroubled projects
to be Tocated in urban areas (See Table 11I-3). Although the geographic
distributions of projects in the untroubled and relatively untroubled
categories almost exactly duplicate the distribution of all projects in
the inventory, urban projects have a disproportionately greater represen-
~tation 1n the troubled category while rural projects have a disproportionately
smaller representation in that category. The differences among categories
of troubled are Targer for the urban location characteristic than they are
for other locational measures such as SMSA - non-SMSA districts.

Eor

TABLE 1II-3

Project Location, by
Project Condition

(N=689)

Project Condition
) ReTatively Percent of -
Location ! Untroubled Untroubled TroubTed Al PPOJQCt%
Urban : 63 % 63 % 75 % 68 .-
Suburban ‘: 23 22 23 23.
Rural ’, 14 15 1 13 :

There are, however, several other kinds of “neighborhood" criteria which
can be used to distinguish troubled from untroubled projects. These
include field office staff estimates of neighborhood racial composition,
land use characteristics in project neighborhoods, crime levels in
neighborhoods, the adequacy of police protection, the quality of schoo1s,
and the overall quality and avatlability of social and community services.
The foT?ow}ng points- summar1ze the Tindings w1th respect to these-
variables.: - a

. Troub]ed projects are more likely to be located in neighborhoods

- with a high concentration of minority residents. Although 30
percent of-the total inventory and 22 percent of all untroubled
preojects are 1n areas with minority populations greater than 50 °
percent of total population, 57 percent of troubled projects are -
in similar neighborhoods.

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 comprises more than 50 percent of ail housing units.
Thirty-nine percent of all troubled projects, however, are in
simiiar neighborhoods. Similarly, 10 percent of the projects
in 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.

e Ukhile 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 Jocated in these kinds
of areas.

¢ UWhile 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 believed to receive such
protection.

e UWhile 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.

¢ KWhile the overall avatlability and quality 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 only the
case in 19 percent of the troubled projects. The kinds of
services considered here include: fire and police protection,
recreation facilities, employment information facilities,
counseling services, health services, and day care facilities.

Although the data tables appended to this chapter on each of these
neighborhood characteristics show statistically significant differences
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 probability of being in trouble, the
difference between oider and newer projects is not Targe. Older projects
are just barely more likely to be in the troubled category than newer
progects.
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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, relatively 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 relatively untroubled projects
and nearly three times as many as untroubled projects -- 280 versus 156
and 106 average units, respectively. Although it appears that troubled
projects are Tlarger than untroubled projects, it is uncertain whether
this relationship reflects ore, 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 characteristic might be a proxy variable for high density usually
associated with multi-family housing. In addition, size may reflect or
measure other locational facters; for example, Targer public housing
projects tend to be more urban and, hence, more frequently located in
middle~ or lower-income minority neighborhoods that have poor services

and that Tack many amenities.

Considering the characteristics of intended occupants and unit size,

it was found that family projects that are troubled have a greater
proportion of larger units than all untroubled projects. One-fifth of
the units 1n untroubled projects are efficiency apartments (zero bedroom
units) while only two percent of the units in troubled projects are
efficrencies. Here, too, size may only be a proxy for the negative
impact of project location and ftenancy. Troubled projects are also,
larger in terms of the number of buildings in the project, averaging

33 buiidings per project, while there are onIy 19 buildings 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 characteristics -- family vs. non-family design;
urban vs. non-urban location; 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 Targe design ~- each
appear to be associated with an increased probability of trouble. It is
possible, moreover, that some combination of these factors accounts for a
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disproportionately large share of the troubled 1nventory and, therefore,
may provide a Peasonable profile of a troubled project. A "canb1nat1on
analysis which focuses on the overall condition of Iarger, family; older,
urban projects can shed 11ght on the degree to which this-typé of public
heousing prOJect is already in trouble or is Tikely to become troubled,

As discussed in the overview of this chapter, this type of project is
often perceived to be the stereotypical public housing g:)ro,jéc‘c.i

As shown in Exhibit III-1, fam1ly projects account for a large majority
of all public housing projects. O0Of these family projects,.9 percent
are troubled. This 9 percent, however, accounts for more than 90
percent of all troubled projects.

Total Inventory

ERHIBIT TT1-1 10,000 Projects

Drstridution of Imrentory ot Shch
By Destgn and Project 7% Are Troubled
Conditign /\
Family Inventory Elderty Inventory
7,060 Projects 2,940 Prajects
.. Of Which N «  Of Whmch
8% Are Troubled 2% Are Troubled

Building on this, Exhibit III-2 indicates that newer-family projects
outnumber older-family projects by almost two-to-one. But family
projects first occupied 20 or more years ago {defined as older projects)
are more likely to be troubled. Hence, older-family projects have a
greater probability of being troubled than newer-family projects or
than e1ther old or new elderly projects.

EXHIBIT 1I1-2 . \ T
Total Inventory ! -

- Distnbutwn of Inventory By Age - T Lz
! of Family Projects and Pr‘oject \ - e
T Condition H
n A T 1\ T
Family Inventory Elderly Inventory

Older=-Fam: Ty Newer-Fami Ty
Inyentory Inventary
2,718 Praojects 4,342 Projects
Of Which Of Which
13 74 Are Troubled 9 3% Are Troubled
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Cont1nu1ng the analysis, Exh1b1t 111-3 shows that the size of older.
family projects greatly affects the Tikelihood of trouble. Smaller,

' o1der-fam11y projects outnumber large, older-family projects by a two-
to-one margin, but the Targer, oner-fam11y projects are more than four
times as Tikely to be in trouble. The older and larger of the family
projects, therefore, are more likely to be troubled than projects with
any other combination of the age, design, and size characteristics.

EXHIBIT 113-3 .
Distribution of Inventory By Size Total Inventory

and Age of Family Projects and Project

Condition

family Inventory Eiderly Inventory
Qlder-Family Newer-Family
T - N Inventory Inventory
Large-0lder- Srall«0ldar-
Family Imventory Family Inventory
305 Projects 1,813 Projects .oz
of Which 0f Which
28% Are Troubled &.5% Are Troublad

Exhibit III-84 illustrates that the final characteristic usually
incorporated into the definition of the stereotypical public housing
project -- urban location -- serves more to indicate that larger-older-
family projects are much more likely to be in urban areas than 1t
serves as an indicator of the probability of trouble. As can be seen,
urban projects, which account for more than 92 percent of all projects
that are: large,'older and designed for families, are only slightly
more 1ikely to be in trouble than non-urban prUJects with the same
characteristics.
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EXHIBIT IIi-4

Distribution of Inventory by
Location, Size, and Age of

Family Projects and _ Total Inventory
Project Condition
Family Inventory Elderly Inventory
O0lder-Famiiy | . Newer-Family
Inventory Inventory
Large-0Tder- Small-01der-
Family Inventory FamiTy Inventory
Urban-Large-0lder Non-urban-Large-0Older
Fam1ly Inventory Family Inventory
834 Projects 71 Projects
0f Which 0Ff Which
28.3% Are Troubled 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 Tocation" and
"Targe project” are 1ikely to be proxies for each other, either one of
which will increase the probability of trouble. The stereotypical
project, therefore, accounts for 27 percent of all troubled progects,
but for only 8.3 percent of all projects. Although more than gne of
every four projects with these stereotypical characteristics is 1ikely
to be troubled, almost three of every four of these types of projects
are Tikely to be untroubled.

+ NOTES ON DATA IN TABLES III-4 TO III-8

Income of Project Residents

Time 1imitations prevented a fuller analysis of the presence of a high
percentage of high income occupants in troubled projects (Table II1I-4).
However, two explanations seem plausible. Troubled projects are Tikely

to be found disproportionately in areas where the cost of living is higher,
particularly large urban areas. If Consumer Price Indices were avaiiable for
every area, rural and urban, it is 1ikely that real incomes would be Tower
in troubled projects. Another explanation for a higher percent of high
income Tamilies 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 Tikely that troubled projects are in states with
Trberal public assistance payments and/or that families predominate in
troubled projects versus elderly in untroubled projects.

Racial Composition

Data on racial composition 1n projects was not available for analysis
because of the poor quality of data returned for analysis.

Source

The data used in constructing Tables III-4 to III-8 are drawn from a
questionnaire on project characteristics (See Appendix G) completed on
a sample of projects by HUD field office staff most familiar with
public housing.
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Table I11-4

Incame of Progect Households
By Project Conditicn 1/

(Percentage Distribution)

ReTatively
Income of Continuing A1l Untroubled Untroubled TroubTed
Occupants 2/ Projects Projects Projects Projects
(N=623) (N=307) (N=178} (N=138)
(Nw=623) {Nw=424} {Nw=162) (Nw=4D)
$ 0- 2,000 8¢ 6% T 13
2,001 - 4,000 51 57 4z 44
4,001 - 6,000 21 19 23 21
6,001 - 8,000 10 S 11 12
8,001 and Up 11 9 14 11
Ch1 square 15 not sigmificant,
Income of Recent EN=678) (N=307) (N=178} (N=138)
Occupants 3/ Ne=678) {Mw=463) (Nw=173) (Nw=43)
$ o0- 2,000 6% 53 13% 163
2,001 - 4,000 55 57 39 50
4,001 - 6,000 29 3] 26 22
6,001 - 8,000 6 5 13 7
8,001 and Up 3 2 8 5

Cht square is significant at p.< .05

" 1/ The data presented 1n this table are percentage distributions of households.
N=Humber of projects in sample, Nw=Weighted number of projects 1n sample.

2/ Percentage distribution of 1ncome of households residing 1n pubTic housing for

more than one year.

3/ Percentage distributien of 1ncome of households who moved into publie housing

Tast year,
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Table III-5

Projgect Characteristics
by Project Conditicn

{Percentage Distribution)

Relatrvely
All UntroubTed Untroubled Troubled
Unit S1ze Projects Projects Projects Projects
(N=688) {N=345) {N=172) {N=151)
{Nw=588) {Nw=463) {Nw=208) {Nw=47)
0 Bedrooms 12% 229 ki &
1 Bedroom 32 an 25 25
2 Bedrooms 28 35 38
3 Bedroons 20 % 26 27
4 Or More Bedrooms 7 5 11 8
Chi square 15 sigmficant at p.< .01
Tumber of Buildings
1n Project {N=683) EN=343} {N=189) {N=151)
[Nw=663} Nw=461) {Nw=176} {Nw=16)
Single Building 21% 23% 7% 1%
2-4 Buildings 10 11 8 8
5-10 Buildings 13 11 12 16
More Than 10 Buiidings 53 52 69 56
Not Available 3 3 i 9
Chi square 1s signmificant at p.< .05
Average Number s
of Buildings 22 18 27 33
Median Humber
of Buildings 12 11 17 15
{N=688) {N=345) EN=]92) {N=154}
Project Type (Nw=688) Nw=467) Nw=179) (Nw=46 }
Conventional 73% 70 % 79 % 83%
Turnkey 16 18 10 10
Section 23 5 6 4 3
Turnkey III 2 2 3 2
Acquiped 3 3 2 1
Other 2 1 3 1

Chi square 15 significant at p.< .01
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Table I11-5 {Con't}

Project Characteristics
By Project Conditrton

{(Percentage Distribution)

Relatively
All Untroubled Untroubled TroubTed
Projects Projects Projects Projects
Percent Female- {N=506) {N=306) {N=172) {N=128)
Headed Households {Hw=606) {Nw=408) {Nw=157} {Nw=41)
0-25 Percent 60% 70% Nz 34%
26-50 Percent 20 18 26 24
81-7% Percent 14 9 23 18
76-100 Percent 6 2 11 24
Ch1 square 1s significant at p.< .01
Percent 5ingle- (N=602) (=303} (N=172] (N=127}
Parent Families (Nw=602) (Nw=405) (Nw=156) {Nw=41)
D-25 Percent 57% 65% Hn% 4%
26-50 Percent 22 20 27 23
51-75 Percent 12 9 18 18
76-100 Percent 9 6 13 26
Chy square 15 sigmficant at p.< .01 _
Presence of lenant (H=688) (N=343%) (N=192) {(N=151)
Orgamizations {Nw=688) (Nw=462) (Nw=180) (Nw=47}
Projects with
Organizations 42% 0% 42% 68%
Projects Without
(Organizatians 58 60 58 32
Ch1 square is significant at p.< .01
Project Style (N=680] (N=341) {H=197]) (N=1d8)
{Nw=580) {Nw=456)} {Nw=178) [Nws46)
Single-Family (Detached) 10.6% 11.2% 11.2% 2.3%
Townhouse 8.5 6.1 13.¢ n.4
Garden Apartment 25.1 26.0 21.8 29.5
Walk-Up 12.7 6.9 22.8 3.2
Highrise (Elevator) 21.0 27.2 7.9 12.6
Family - 30.0 23.0 46,0
Elderiy - 88.0 10.0 2.0
Other 22.0 22,7 22.4 13.1

Chi square 1s significant at p.£ .01
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Table IlI-§

Neighborhood Characteristics,
By Project Condition

{(Percentage Distribution} )

ReTatively

Percentage Elderly AlT Untroubled Untroubled Troubleg
1n Keighborhood Projects Projects Projects Projects

{N=688} {N=345) {N=182) §N=151)

{Nw=688) {Nw=4‘63) {Nw=178) Nw=47)
0 Percent 21% x4 1% 4
1-25 Percent 45 41 52 53
26-50 Percent 22 2 23 23
51=75 Percent 6 7 4 [
76-100 Percent _ 6 7 2 8

Ch1 square 1s sigmficant at p.< .01
Percent Minority {N=688) {N=345) {N=142) (N=151)
1n Neighborhood (Nw=688) {Nw=463) {Nw=178) (Nw=47)
G Percent 31 % 36 % 5% [
1-25 Percent 30 34 20 20
26-50 Percent 10 g .11 [
51=75 Percent 8 6 12 n
76-100 Percent 22 15 32 46
Ch1 square 1s sigmficant at p,< .01

Project Location {N=590) EN=288) {N=167) EN=133)

(Nw=530 ) Nw=387) {Nw=157) Nw=45 )
Metro Area 50 % 46 % 54 % 70%
Non-Metro Area 50 54 46 T30

Ch1 square 1s sigmficant at p.< .0
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Table III-6 (Con't)

Neighborhood Characteristics by Progect Condition
(Percentage Distribution)

i Relatively
Al Untroubled Untroubied TroubTed
Type of Neighborhood Projects Projects Projects Projects
(N=688) N=345) (N=192} EN=151;
{Nw=638) Nw=452) (Nw=184) Nws52
Urban - CBD 1/ 6% 8% 34 2%
Urban - Core Area 18 14 24 K3}
Urban - Other 40 41 36 44
Subyrban - CED 1/ 4 4 2 0
Suburban - QOther 19 18 20 23
Rural 13 14 15 [
Chi square is significant at p,< .01
Tand Use in Neighborhood \N=BB%] (H=345) ({N=132) {N=T:1)
{Nw=688) {Nw=454 } {(Nw=182) __{Nw=53)
Residential 58% 62% 55% 444
Commercial ] 2 0 0
Industrial 0 0 ] ¢
Residential/Commercial 29 28 30 38
Residential/Industriat 5 4 7 6
Commercial/Industrial D o 1 1
Residential/Commercial /
Industrial [ 5 § 11
Ch1 square fs signfficant at p.g .07
Hefgkborhood Housing Mix (h=6835} {N=b45} £N=192_} {N=15T)
{Nw=688) (Nw=453) Nw=183) (Nw=53)
100 Percent Single-Family 1% 3% 33% 21%
75 Parcent Single-Family/

2% Percent Multi~Family 39 41 37 30
50 Percent Singie-Family/

50 Percent Multi-Family 13 13 12 8
25 Percent Single-Family/

75 Percent Multi~-Family 10 8 1 33
100 parcent Multi-Family 3 2 5 [
Not a Residential

Neighborhood 4 5 3 2

Lhi square 1s significant at p.< .OT

1/ cBD=Central Business District
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Table III-6 (Con't)

Neighborhood Characteristics
. By Project Condition B

{Percentage Distribution)

~ Relatively
Percent of Owners and All Untroubled Untroubled Troubled
Renters 1n Neighborhood Projects Progects Projects Projects
{N=638) (N=345) {N=192} (N=151)
{Nw=588)} {Nw=450) {Nw=185) {Nw=54)
100 Percent Owners 1% 12y Ny 8y
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 g
Not Residential 3 3 2 R

Chi square 15 signmificant at p.< .01 )
Rating of Neighborhood {N=683) (N=345) (N=192) (N=151)
on the Issue of Crime {Nw=638)} (Nw=451) {Nw=185) (Nw=53}
Poor 13% 6% 20 ¥ a6%
Fair 33 32 4] 22
Good 42 49 29 27
Excellent 8 10 7 5
Not Sure 3 4 4 0
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Table II1-6 (Con't)

Neighborhood Characteristics

By Preject Condition

B

(Percent [hstribution]

. - Relatively P
All Untroubled Untroubled , Troubled
Projects Projects Projects Projects
Rating of Police Five . Five .. Five | Five
Protection Now Yrs.Ago How Yrs.Ago Now  Yrs.Ago Now _ Yrs Ado
(N=688) (N=688) | (N=345) (N=345)  (N=192) (N=192) ENzIET} £N='{5?%
(Nw=688) (Nw=688) | {Mw=454) (Nw=453) - (Nw=T81) {Nw=183) (Nw=52) (Nw=52
Poor 5y 6% . 39 3y ..8% . . 9% iy .. 20 %
fair 34 38 29 33 44 47 4z 44
Good 57 63 63 60 45, 40 42 34
Excellent 4 . 3 5 3 4 4 2 2

Cht square for "now" 1s significant at p.< 0T

chi square for "five years ago"

15 sgmficant at p.£ .01

Ratwng of Fire {N=688) (N=588) {N=345) ([N=345) [N=192) $N=]92) {N=151) (N=151)
Protection [Mw=688) {Nw=688) | {Nw=452} {Nw=452) (Nw=183)} (Nw=183) (Mw=53) (Nw=53)
Poor 3% 5% 2% 2% 6% 1% - 9% 9%
Fair 25 27 25 26 28 ¢ 28 - 20 25
Good 61 60 63 63 56 B2 57 53
Excellent 11 g 1 8 0. . 9. 1Boo- 13

Chi square for "now" is significant at p.< .01 e

Ch1 square for "five years ago™

15 significant at p.<-.01 Tt

Rating of Public |(N=688) {N=688)

(N=345) (N=345)  (N=192) (N=192) (N=151) (N=151

]

Schoals {Nw=688) (Nw=688) | (Mw=453) (Mw=453) {Nw-182) (Nw=183) (hw=53) (Nw=52
Not Available 1% 1% 1% 1% 6% 0¥ p* 0%
Poar 5 4 2 1 9 8 15 8
Fair -3 36 33 32 34 __.42 . _ 49 . 51.
Good 56 55 58 62 55 a3 35 39
Excellent 4 4 5 4 26 -1 1

’ 1

Chi square For "now" 15 sigmificant at p.4 -0)
Ch square for "five years ago" is sigmificant at p.< .01
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Table 11I-6 (Con't)

Netghborhood Characteristics
+ By Pregect Condition

“ {Percentage Distribution)}

1 Relatively
) A1l Untroubled Untroubled Troubled
Projects Projects Projects Projects
Quality. of -
Soc1al/Community Five Five Five Five
Services Now Yrs. Ago Now Yrs.Ago Now Yrs.Ago Now  Yrs.Ago

Wot Available
Poor

Farr

Good
Excellent

{N=688) (N=58B)
(Nw=688) (Nw=688)

- 2% 4%
15 24
42 42
35 28

7 3

(N=345) (N=345)
{Nw=453) (Hw=453)

2% 4%
n 23
43 42
36 28

8 3

$N=192) (N=192) (N=151% {N=151)

Mw=183) (Mw=183) (Mw=52) (Mw=52)
% .24 *xO &R
21 24 24 33
38 39 51 53
36 32 20 12
4 2 .2 1

Ch1 square for "now” is sigmificant at p.£ .01
Chi square for "five years ago" 1s significant at p.£ .01

Overall Availa-
brlity & Quality
of Services

(N-688) (N=688)
{Nw=688) {Nw=638)

(N=345) (N=345)
{Nw=452) (Nw=453)

(N=192) (N=192} (N=151) (N=151)
(Nw=182) (Nw=182} {(Nw=52) (Rw=52)

Poor !
Fair
Good
Excelient

6% g%
44 48
48 43
~2 2

3% 5%
38 44
56 49

4 2

12% 1% 19% 20%
52 51 62 67
36 36 19 13
0 0 Q 0

Ch1 square for "now" 1s significant at p.< .01
Ch1 square for "five years ago” 1s significant at p.< .01
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Table 1117

Project Age by Condition . .

(N=653) ;
Relatively .
Untroubled Untroubled - --[---Troubled
(N = 330) (N =179) (N =144) .
~ (NW = 439) (N4 = 169) (N = 45)
New ) g —— =
Projects . RN
{ 1-20 ) . ' . ..
(Years old) 89,6 66,2 60‘.9;;‘ ‘
01d -
Projects "
( 21-41 ) 0 33.7 39.1
( Years o1d) 10-4 UL -u? ‘.

Chi square is significant at p. < .0]
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TABLE III-8

Distribution of Units in Family and Elderly Projects

(N=689)%

Average Number of Units

Relatively
Untroubled Untroubled Troubled
Unit Family Elderly Family Elderly | Family Elderly
Size - *(N=171) | (N=178) {N=173) {N=17) {N=145) {N=5)
*(NW=236)| (NW=227)| {(NW=162) { (NW=16) {NW=46) (NW=2)

Efficiency 16 51 7 1 13 22 4
1-Bedroom 44 a9 54 88 70 33
2-Bedroom 57 6 98 7 120 3
3-Bedroom 36 1 6% - 89 --
4-Bedroom g —- 20 -- 24 --
5-Bedroom 3 -- 6 - 5 -
5 or more

Bedrooms 3 - 1.4 T A -

Chi square for "family" is not significant

Chi square for "elderly” is significant at p. ¢ .01

*Nymber of projects
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TABLE III-9

Comparison of Project Size By Family and

Elderly Projects

{N=684)
Relatively
Untroubled Untroubled Troubled
Project Family Elderly Family Elderly | Family [ Elderly
Size (N=]71%, (N=178) (N=T?3%- {N=17} (N=141) (N=4%
(NW=225)} (NW=235) | (MW=161 (NW=16} [{NW=26)"t {(NH=1

1-99 80 % 58.4% 65.6 9 58. 5y 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. < .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 projects

are caught in a squeeze between rising expenses, low rental inccme1
and inadequate federal funding arrangements. To varying degrees, this
project income/project expense "squeeze™ affects a large number of
untroubled, relatively untroubled, and troubled projects. Ty

The most distinctive differences in problem experience between troubled
and non-troubled projects are project designs and project sites. ’

Project design and site deficiencies, as general types of problems.
are reported to have a considerabie or severe adverse impact on:

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

There are three additional important differences between the problems of
groubled 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 relatively untroubled projects (38%) or for untroubled projects
(6%). Second, field office staff more frequently report that neighbor-
hood conditions have a significant negative 1mpact on troubled projects
(62%} than on either relatively untroubled projects (21%) or on
untroubled projects (1%). Third, PHA and project administration
deficiencies are cited as significant problens for troubled projects

39 percent of the time, or more than twice as often as they are probiems
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 conciusions stated above are based on an analysis of responses to
Part ITI of the questionnaire, the problem analysis section used in

]Most 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 offices. This part was designed to pro-
vide information regarding the impact of possible problems on
pubTic housing projects. g

Two Tists of potential problems were provided. One list wa s composed
of nine broad general problem types. They are: - '

Project Design and Site:

Project Physical Structure {Condition);

Project Tenants' Attributes and Behavior;

Project Neighborhood; .

HUD Funding and Oversight of PHA/Project; - . -
Local/State/Federal Governmental Impacts;

Low Rent Housing Market; .
Project Expenses; and ) S
PHA/Project Administration. ool :

a 2 ¢ 0 Q0 0 O o 0

The second.1ist was composed of specific aspects, or subtypes, of each of
these nine general problem types. A total of 130 narrowly focused problems
were l1sted. N .

Two methods were used to assess the impact of types of problems in
individual projects. One required HUD field staff first to rate the
mmpact of the 130 narrowly focused problem subtypes on each praject

and then to evaluate the overail impact of the nine general problem
categories. These judgments were to be based on data from -

project files which contatn PHA reports on finances afid 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 foltowing

five-point scale was used to make these ratings:

1. No -negative mmpact - .

, 2. Slight negative impact :
3. Some negative 1mpact g -
4. Considerable negative impact
5. Severe negative impact

b4



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
1ists of possible problems again, and to rank order the five from each
Tist 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 tc 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 verbatim, add detail to and provide a context
for evaluation -of 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
conditions 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
signtficant (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-1)
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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 mentioned 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 five’ "
referred directly to the Performance Funding System (PFS). (See -’
Table IV-2) T
Exhibits One through Five, which follow, are project descriptions of
untroubled housing projects. They were prepared by HUD field staff

or research teams and are reproduced here with no changes from the
original text. . _ _

. Co . L

EXHIBIT IV-1

W P, owaa ’

"The greatest negative impact on [Project Number Onel] is thé'rapidiy -
rising cost of utilities which has caused a substantial loss in..
rental revenue. We hope to.be able to include this PHA in next . °
year's modernization 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 cliose to the largest city. in the
state. Most of the rea]Ty poor, 1arge families have moved to the
city where their economic situation is better. Of the families
that do live 1n these progects, nearly all work and pract1ca11y

all families have an employed head- of—househo?d.“

66




EXHIBIT Iv-2

"This is & small (6 unit) project in a small rural community built
around a small denominational college. The project has almost no
probiems, turnover is practically non-existent. Vandalism is minimal.
Progect 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 1ittle less than desirable at the moment. Actually, we
have very little to quarrel with the PHA about this 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 keeping pace. Operating subsidy 1s
becoming insufficient to fi11 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 soctal and protective services."”

EXHIBIT IV-4

"Project Fourlis a family project consisting of townhouses. The units
were recently constructed (mid-sixties}, brick arnd are in very good
condition. ' The project sites themselves were dispersed throughout

the area, not concentrated in racially 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

L

"[Project Number Fivelis operated by one of the better managed -authorities
of its s1ze in this Area Office jurisdiction. The project was completed
in 1940 but it remains a good place to Tive. Funds are committed for
substantial modernization of units in this project which will make 1t a
very comfortable place to live. l

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."

1

Problems Affacting Relatively Untroubled Progjects

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 Local/State/ Federal actions were each
reported to have a significant negative impact on just over twenty percent
of these projects. Three of the remaining four problem types--PHA/Project
Administration, Project Design and $ite 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 reporied to

have a significant nregative impact on more than thirty percent of

all relatively untroubled projects. The most frequently cited of

these subtypes were the same as those wmpacting untroubled projects:
aspects of Project Expenses, specifically utility and insurance rates.
The subtypes involving HUD funding and oversight of PHAs and projects,
which were frequently cited for relatively untroubled projects, are also
nearly identical to the funding and oversight subtypes reported for the
untroubled projects. These subtypes indicate that several aspects of the
Performance Funding System have a negative impact on a larger share of
relatively untroubled projects.

Six of these same twenty-one problem subtypes were from the general
problem arda of attributes and behavior of project tenants. Four of
the six refiected the economic characteristics of the tenmant population:
general or frequent unempioyment; very low income; large percentage
receiving public assistance. Only two of the six--rent arrearages

and property damage- can be interpreted as pointing directly to tenant
behavior. (See Table IV-4)

Exhibits Six through Eight are verbatim HUD field staff or research team
summaries which give some examples of problem interaction in projects
which are relatively untroubled.

EXHIBIT IV-6

"[Progect- Number Six] has enjoyed a reputation 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 with through its extraordinary maintenance or the moderni-
zation programs.

The neighborhood shows signs of becoming 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 Tocal authorities
aware of the consequences. Road building by the community is using up
much of the recreation and playground space. Once again the Housing
Authority 1s working with the community to find a scolution to the pro-
blem that as yet has not shown a negative impact on the project.”
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EXHIBIT IV-7

“Built during the early 1940's, [Project Number Seven] consists of 246
units of housing in an arrangement of townhouses and three-story

walk-up buildings. It is Tocated in a mixed industrial and residential

area in a Targe ¢ity. Its tenants are predominantly Black and the
househoTds 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 deferioration despite the age of

the buildings. The PHA attributes this to its policies of "prudent manage-
ment and proper fiscal responstbilities." There are some social and
security problems, especially in the three-story walk-up, resulting from
the highly concentrated nature of the project, the fact that there is no
controlled access, and its neighborhood location. On a site adjoining

the complex, there is & PHA owned multi-purpose community center developed
under the Modernization Program. The center is openh to the entire commu-
n1ty, provides a large number of services and facilities, particulariy

for young children and for the elderly, and is operated under an 1nno-
vative agreement in which the PHA, lccal social service agencies and
faculty from the Tocal university participate jointly."

EXHIBIT Iv-8

"[Progect Eight] and the addition to [Project Eight] are operated as one
project and are adjacent to the Authority Central Qffice. The district is
primarily 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, lock good.

Expenses, particularly utilities and insurance, have significantly
increased in recent years.

The Authority management is relatively new and inexperienced and has had
trouble with HUD requirements. The HUD staff has been too limited to give
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 field offices
to the problem analysis 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
behavior 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 significant negative impact on more than sixty percent of all
troubTed 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 admnistration is reported 1o 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 addition, the most fregquently cited problems having considerable or
severe mmpacts on untroubled or relatively untroubled projects were

also the problems that most frequently appeared on the 1ist 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
behavior, 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 attributes 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 impacted 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 subtypes that were most frequently cited. Among
untroubled and relatively untroubled projects, very few problem subtypes
were 1isted under the general heading of Project Design and Sites
Several project design and site problems, however, were reported to

have a significant negative impact on roughly half of all troubied
projects. T

For untroubled and relatively untroubled projects, the most frequently
cited specific problem invelving project design and site is the lack
of amenities like swimming pools, play areas, and parking. The lack
of defensible space 15 reported to have a significant 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, building mix, and unit mix are reported toc have a negative
effect on roughly one-half of all troubled projects.

Exhibits Nine through Eighteen, presented exactly as they. were drafted
by HUD field staff or research teams, illustrate the interaction of
conditions and problems which face troubled public housing projects.

EXHIBIT IV-9

"The major problem areas in [Project Number Nine] are: a
high percentage of Tow-income families with a predomi-
nance of single parent female heads of household; a very
Tow level of tenant employment (and an unhealthy reliance
on ADC as the primary financial support mechanism).
Project incurs a high rate of vandalism, 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 revision on an annual

basis of the operating subsidy, in part, simply to cover
the exorbitant fuel costs. {continued)
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EXHIBIT Iv- 9 {continued)

"As 10w-rent public housing remains the primary vehicle
for the housing of Tow- and very low-income-families, its
financial reliabitity 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 Tow-income families, operating re-

.ceipts- are sat1sfying a gradually decreasing percentage
of operating expenditures. Hence, the need for, or the
virtual dependence upon, the operating subsidy has in-

. creased sharply, influenced by the marked increase in the
cost. of utilities, the burgeoning cost of technical and

non-technical generaT labor and spectal contractual services.

"Further, on-site vandalism and serious crimes have had a
debilitating effect on tenant attitudes, maintenance costs,
the ever-increasing need for MOD funding to satisfy deferred

- maintenance,.the increasingly negative attitude of neighbor-
hood residents tpward PHA projects, and have fueled the
¢clamor for 1ncreas1ng security services and defensible space,
items,"

i
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EXHIBIT IV-10

"The problems associated with [PrOJect Number Ten] are .
both physical and social. The primary physical problems
are the result of poor design and inferior workmanship.
The buildings are typical two-story rectangular structures
with built-up flat roofs giving a general appearance of an
institution. This is not conducive to cqmmunity pride,,
sense of security and wholesome family activities.. Each
building contatns eight to ten dwelling units varying in
size from one to four bedrooms. This combined 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
characteristics 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, high crime rate, and
Tack of pride on the part of the residents. :

Ty ox s

"The social problems associated with this project. are an,
outgrowth of the physical problems and are compouhded by
the concentration of minority residents with a high rate
of unemployment, Tow income, and a high degree of female
heads of household. Additionally, there is a lack of
recreational facilities and commercial areas. These . |
soctal problems add to the frustration of the residents.’
This frustration is a major cause of vandalism and lack

of pride among residents. This résults in high maintenance

costs and Toss of income due to a high turnover and vacancy
rate."
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EXHIBIT IV-T1

“fProject Number Eleven] is a 2,000 unit family project which was built in
1943. "It consists of high-rise and Tow-rise four to eight unit buildings,
and half of the units in the project are vacant. The physical condition

of the proaect is very poor. Grass 1s unmowed; common areas are i1ttered
with trash; vacant units are not boarded up, have been extensively vandalized,
and are be1ng used by derelicts and teenagers; fioodlights are not function-
ing properly or are missing; maintenance of occupied units appears to be
inadequate and slow; and there is no on-site security system. Compared to
the overall condition of the project, the general appearance of the area
surrounding’ the prOJect of fice was excellent and well maintained.”

EXHIBIT IV-12

“[PrOJect Number Twelvel (736 units) was built in 1969 as an extension
of the original project (920 units, 1957). The project is located 1n a

" semi-industrial area, along an elevated transit authority track.

(The noisé’'is deafening but people get accustomed to it according to
the project mahagef.) " The project has 7 buildings, and the Extension
has a Targe number of 3, 4, and 5 bedroom units. Together, both projects

. house 4,155 persons with an average of 4.3 children per family. The pro-

ject is all minority and 80 percent of the tenants are single-parent

" families on welfare. The project has many broken windows, and some

bodarded-up units. The elevators don't work in several buildings and

the project hallways are Tilled with graffiti and grime. End units,

by design, are virtually 1scTated from everyone and their occupants are
frequently the subjects of -crime. Recently, for example, two assailants
were caught raping a mother in front of her 3 small children 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 interior safety bolts. Approximately one mi1licn moderniza-
tion dollars have been spent 1n the progect but multi~problem families,
crime, unemployment and ltack of social service continue to cause problems,

n
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EXHIBIT IV-13

"Project Number Thirteenl consists of 716 units varying in
s1ze 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 de51gnated as p]ay areas, and
8.15 acres of parking lots.

"In the project, income is at poverty Tevel 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 1is

markedly Tow when compared to the surrounding community which exhibits
a median income of $9,186 and a mean income of $10,652.

"The racial composition of the project cansists predominaht1y of
Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics. As shown below, the percentage compo-
sition by race is fairly consistent with the surround1ng commun1ty.

PERCENTAGE COMPOSITION .
{RACE PROJECT SURROUNDING COMMUNITY
White 73.7% 89 .,3%
Black 13.1% 5.3%
Hispanic 12.7% 3.8%
Other 5% . 1.6%

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

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD PROJECT SURROUNDING COMMUNITY[
Female Only 80% ' 20.9%

Male Only ° 2% ’ L 2.2%
Male-Female 18% ; . -76.9%. .

“In recent years the project has suffered from high vacaﬁcy, 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, KUD, in its 1974 Modernization program,
approved a program to revamp the project. Funds approved were in the
magnitude of $3.9 mi1Tion and $1 million in Target Projects funds. The
entire effort was aimed at demolishing many frame structures and the
substantial rehabilitation of the concrete structures and selected

frame buildings."
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EXHIBIT IV-14

"The major problems with [Project Number Fourteen] are directly related
to the density of the project, its Tocation in a commercial/industrial
area and the general deterioration of the economy in the area. Iscla-
tion from other neighborhoods, the switch to a black majority in a
formerly white neighborhood and some problems of long standing with the
PHS's attitude toward this switch have compounded the basic problems of
this project.

" Unemployment and increases in crime and vandalism have also been
negative factors in the increase in the rate of deterioration of this
area.

"Modernization funds have helped 1n improvements to the physical plant,
but "image" in 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
Fifteen] is spread over a 48 acre site. It is surrounded by a mixture
of d1lapidated buildings characteristic of inner city blight and
institutions supported by public and private agencies, inciuding other
public housing projects. The project houses about 3,000 people,
approximately 90% of the households are female-headed, and the

average tenant income, 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 large- number-of maintenance, social, and security problems. The
grounds and buildings show many obvious signs of deterioration
including broken windows and doors, indications of fire damage, and
poorly maintained landscaping. The PHA estimates that the project has
a deferred maintenance backlog of approximately $4.5 million.* )
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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 financial difficulties for
several years and required a $1 million Administrative Loan in 1975).
Modernization funds were insufficient 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 ceontrol over maintenance staff. Work under
processing was often delayed, no monitoring was performed, deployment
of maintenance staff was inefficient and necessary materials not available.
Administrative costs were high because of overstaffing in its Centrai
0ffice, thus reducing rescurces 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 Tow income
families exist at the project. The incidence of crime, 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 operating costs."

EXHIBIT IV-17

"[Project Number Seventeen] 15 lTocated in an area adjacent to the
freeway network. The project residents are predominantly Spanish-
surname. There is, however, alsc a large number of Black families
in the project. ”

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

“Drug traffic in the area is a serious problem. Theft and vandalism,
which are drug related, also present a seriocus problem. Apartments
are frequently broken into during day-time hours while the residents
are at work. Gang activities are prevalent and there is much rivalry
between gangs. {continued)
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EXHIBIT 1V-17 {continued)

"Many of the residents are multi-problem families requiring intensive
supportive services. Some medical services are available at the
community center, but generally the resident needs to travel to the
County General Hospital for this service. Although bus transportation
is availabTe on a street adjacent to the project, frequent transfers
are needed to get to one's destination.

"Additional security provisions are heeded 1n this project as well as
more modernization work. Some of the kitchens have been done but no
bathroom modernization has yet been started. Portions 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
betwesn the tenant families, more effort needs to be directed in this
area. "

EXHIBIT IV-18

"The major problems at [Project Number Erghteen] are overcrowded structures;
vacancies and resultant vandalism, rent delinquencies, image of project
throughout the city, lack of security, ineffectiveness of PHA management,
very tow income, muiti-problem famiTies. 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 maintenance, insufficient policing of

the project, accelerated deterioration, etc. :

"Therefore, since most of the families residing at this project were in
the very low income categories, any problems associated with their
economic plight carried over 1nto a lack of pride or motivation in

their neighborhood and the PHA suffered financial problems. This project
was not physically maintained, eventually becoming "housing of the

tast resort" in the City. The Project 1s also stigmatized by one
newspaper story depicting a woman and child steeping in a car rather than
accept a unit at this project. This office has begun a process of
demolition and rehabiTitation which ultimately should improve living
conditions at this project.”
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Problems Affecting A1T Public Housing Projects

Combining 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 s
problem types is considered to have a significant negative impact on

the viability of one=fifth to one-fourth of all projects. No other

general problem type was cited as having a signmificant negative impact

on more than eleven percent of all projects. {See Table IV-7.)

0f 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 ¢ited problem- sub- - -
types involve project expenses. Each of the three -- energy rates,

other utility rates, and insurance rates -- was reported to have a negative
effect on more than one-third 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 fails to include certain PHA needs,that
it is generally inadequate, and that it is causing significant problems affecting
the viability of many housing projects. Two other problem subtypes were also
cited with similar frequency. One was an apparent conflict between housing .
Tow-income persens while satisfying mandates for maintaining both an

an income mix among tenants and PHA economic self-sufficiency. The other

was an 1nadequate number of HUD staff.

Problem subtypes regarding tenant attributes, but not the subtypes in-
volving tenant behavior, were the ones frequently cited as problems,
having a significant negative impact on the public housing inventory.
The fact that mest tenants have very low incomes, that they experience
general or frequent unemployment, that they depend basically on public
assistance as a source of income, and that there is a predominance in
projects of single-parent female-headed families with childfen {the
principal group receiving public assistance in this country) were all
viewed as tenant attributes which affect the viability of more than one-
quarter of all public 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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TABLE TV-T

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR
UNTROUBLED 'PROJECTS

(N=353)
' Percentage of Times
. Percentage of Rated as One of
Problem Type Times Rated as Three Most Serious
Having Considerable Probiems and Having
or Severe Considerable or
3 Negative Impact Severe Negative Impact
Project Expenses 17 11
HUD Funding and T4 13
Oversight )
Tenant Attributes ' 6 5
' and Behavior
PHA/Project Administration 5 - 3
Project Design 4 3
and Site
Local/State/Federal 3 3
Govermment Impacts
Project Physical Condition 3 1
Low Rent Housing Market ~ L2 2
Neighborhood | . 1 1
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TABLE 1V-2

FREQUENTLY CITED PROBLEM SUBTYPES
FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

AS A PERCENTAGE OF UNTRCUBLED PROJECTS

(N=353)

GENERAL PROBLEM TYPE

- Probiem Subtvpe PERCENT
I. PROJECT EXPENSES
- Fuel, oil, gas, electricity, and 48
coal rates/availability
- Other utility rates/avaiiability 34
- Insurance rates/availability 34
II. HUD FUNDING AND QVERSIGHT
- Adequacy of PFS formula 21
- Timeliness of PFS allocation 22
- PFS formula's failure to include 22
certain needs (i.e., security)
- Conflict between serving Tow-income 24
persons and mandates on income mix
and PHA economic self sufficiency
- Number of HUD staff 23
I11. TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR
- Predominance of very low-income 21
tenants
IV. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE
- Insulation 24
V. NEIGHBORHOOD
20

- Transportation
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TABLE IV-3

SUMMARY OF PROUBLEM IMPACT FOR
RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PRCJECTS
{(N=193)

Percentage of
Times Rated as
Having Considerable

Problem Type or Severe
Negative Impact

Percentage of Times
Rated as One of

Three Most Serjous

Problems and Having
Considerable or

Severe Negative Impact

Project Expenses 42

Tenant Attributes 38
and Behavior

HUD Funding and 38
Oversight

Neighborhood 21

Local /State/Federal 21
Goverment Impacts

PHA/Project Administration 18

Project Design 16
and Site

Project Physical Condition 12

Low Rent Housing Market / 0

33
30

30

17
13

15
11
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TABLE IV-4

FREQUENTLY CITED PROBLEM SUBTYPES
FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS
AS A PERCENTAGE OF RE%ATIUE%Y UNTROUBLED PROJECTS
N=193

(RENERAL PROBLEM TYPE
- Problem Subtype . PERCENT

I. PROJECT EXPENSES

- Fuel, oil, gas, electricity, and 61
coal rates/availability

- Other ut1lity rates 40

- Insurance rates 51

I1, TENANTS ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR

~ Predominance of single-parent 41
female headed families versus
two parent headed families

- Adults/children ratio 37

- Source of income {most families 46
receiving public assistance)

- Predominance of very Jow-income 45
tenants

- General or frequent unemployment 43

- Property damage - 35

- Chronic rent arrears 35

ITI. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT

- Adequacy of PFS formula 31

- Timeliness of PFS allocation 34

- PFS faflure to include certain 45
PHA needs (i.e., security)

- Number of HUD staff 32

- Amount of time spent providing 35

technical assistance to PHAS
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Table IV-4-continued

v,

VI.

VIiI.

VIII.

NE IGHBORHOOD

- Concentration of 1ow-income
persons

"= High unemployment

LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IMPACTS

- local courts

PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

- Adequacy of modernization funds

PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE

-~ Amenities
- Defensible space

PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITICON

~ General structure

- Parking area (condition)

42

43

3

30

33
30

30
30
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TABLE V-5

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR

TROUBLED PROJECTS

(N=153)
Percentage of Times
Percentage of Rated as One of
Times Rated as Three Most Serious
Problem Type Having Considerable Problems and Having
or Severe Considerable or
Negative Impact Severe Negative Impact
Tenant Attributes 76 44
and Behavior
Project Design 63 38
and Site
Ne1ghborhood 62 20
Project Expense 58 26
HUB Funding and 50 21
Oversight
Project Physical Condition 43 19
PHA/Project Administration 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 SUBTYPLS
FOR TROUBLED PRGJECTS

AS A PERCENTAGE OF TROUBLED PROJECTS

(N=153)

GENERAL PROBLEM TYPE

- Problem Subtype PERCENT
I. TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIQOR
- Predominance of families 40
- Predominance of Targe families 49
~ Predominance of single parent 66
female headed families versus
two parent headed familjes
-~ Adult/children ratio é4
-~ Large number of teenagers 55
- Source of income (most families 61
receiving public assistance)
- Predominance of very low income 57
tenants
- General or frequent unemployment 54
- Property damage 48
- Chronic rent arrears 41
II. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE
~ Project size b1
- Building mix, size, or layout 48
- Unit mix, size, or Tayout 45
- Amenities 51
- Defensible space 57
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Table IV-6-continued

II1.

IV,

V.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

NEIGHBORHOOD

Vandalism and other c¢crime

- Project image in neighborhood

Concentration of Tow income
persons

High unemployment
PROJECT EXPENSES

~ Fuel, ©il1, gas, electricity and
coal rates/availability

- Other utility rates and/or
availabiTity

- Insurance rates and/or availability

HUD FUNDING AND_GVERSIGHT

Adequacy of operating subsidy level

Adequacy of PFS formula

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

ConfTict between serving low-income
persons and mandates on 1ncome mix
and PHA economic self sufficiency

PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION

- General structure

PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

- Adequacy of modernization funds

LOCAL/STATE{FEDERAE-GOVERNMENT IMPACTS

- Local courts

51
4
50

49

54

46

57

45

48
58

48

49

43

40
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TABLE IV-7

SUMMARY OF PROBLEM IMPACT FOR
ALL PROJECTS

{N=699)}
Percentage of Times
Percentage of Rated as One of
Times Rated as Three Most Serious
Problem Type Having Considerable Problems and Having
or Severe Considerable or
Negative Impact Severe Negative Impact
Project Expenses 27 21
HUD Funding and 23 17
Oversight
Tenant Attributes 18 14
and Behavior
PHA/Project Administration 11 8
Project Design 11 7
and Site
Neighbarhood 10 6
Local/State/Federal 9 6
Government Impacts
Project Physical Condition 3 6
Low Rent Housing 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, 0il, gas, electricity, 52
coal rates and/or availability
- Other utitity rates and/or 36
availability
- Insurance rates and/or availability 40

IT. HUD FUNDING AND _OVERSIGHT

Adequacy of the PFS formula 26

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

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

Number of HUD staff 26

ITI. TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND BEHAVIOR

- Predominance of single parent female 25
headed families with chiidren versus
two parent headed families

- Source of income {most families 27
recetving public assistance)

- Predominance of very low income 30
tenants :

- General or frequent unemployment 27

1V. PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION

- Insulation 26
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TABLE 1V-9

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

PROJECT TENANTS
ATTRIBUTES AND
BEHAVIOR

PROJECT DESIGHN
AND SITE

HNEIGIIBORHOOD
PROJECT EXPENSES
HUD FUNDING AND
OVERSIGHT OF
PROJECT

PROJCCT PHYSICAL
CONDITION

PHA/PROJECT
ADMINISTRATION

LOCAL/STATE/
FEDERAL GOVERN-
MENT IMPACT

LOW RENT
HOUSING MARKET

TROUBLED PROJECTS

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

RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PERCENTAGE QF RATED AS ONE OF
TIMES RATED AS THREE MOST SERIQUS
HAVING CONSIDERABLE PROBLEMS AND HAVING
QR SEVERE CONSIDERABLE QR
NEGATIVE IMPACT SEVERE NEGATIVE IMPACT

UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE QF TIMES
RATED AS ONE QF

THREE MOST SERIQUS
PROBLEMS AND HAVING
CONSIDERABLE OR
SEVERE NEGATIVE IMPACT

PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES RATED AS
HAVING CONSIDERABLE
OR SEVERE

NEGATIVE IMPALT

76 a4
63 38

62 20 i
58 26

50 21

43 19

39 31

0 2

11 4.

30

38
|

16 u
21 17
42 33
38 30
12 6
18 15
21 13
0 0

6 §
4 3
1 1
17 11
14 13
3 1
5 3
3 3




CHAPTER V
PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUéLIC HOUSING ACCORDING T0O PROJECT MANAGERS

Overview

Project managers reported that problems related to HUD funding and project
expenses, some temant-related 1ssues, and certain design and site

issues are the most crucial impediments to project viability. A

paramount concern to many managers was the perceived mismatch

between HUD funding of public housing and project operating expenses.
These managers either emphasized the funding side, saying that HUD funding
was inadequate, or the expense side, saying that project expenses were

too high. 1In both cases, they were describing 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 Tow i1ncome tenants, along with the 1mplications that this

has for a project's Tiving environment, and (2) the impact that a relatively
few disruptive tenants can have on the quality of 1ife within a project.
Other project managers believed that design and site configurations and
conditions were serious impediments teo project viahility. Design problems
generally include densely developed agglomerations of buildings, poor
mixtures of building and unit sizes, and configurations which offer

11ttle or no defensible space. Physical deficiencies, managers said,
1nvolve undesirable sites as well as deteriorated project structures

due to 1nadequate routine and preventive maintenance and insufficient
upgrading and wmprovement.

Background

The purpose of this chapter 1s to identi1fy the major problems affecting
public housing as seen through the eyes of the pecple who manage the
projects. Because they deal with the public housing program, and its
policies and regulations, on a regular basis and have in-depth, on-site
fam1liarity with 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 responsibility,
their perspective 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 fieldwork portion of the public housing study included visits by
HUD f1eld teams to approximately seventy public housing projects in

the jurisdictions of fourteen HUD field offices. The projects which
were visited in each jurisdiction generally included at Teast one
project which HUD field staff judged to be in good to very good overall
condition and at Teast one project owned and operated by a small PHA --
defined to mean a PHA which manages fewer than 3000 housing units. 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 site, managers or other individuals most clearly
responsible for daily operation were interviewed in two phases. First,

» the managers' overall comments onh project problems, along with their

rank ordering of these problems according to severity of impact, were
recorded by the HUD field team on the Experts Discussion Guide. 1

The Guide served to focus the discussion on major problem

types rather than on specific problems. Second, each manager evaluated
the mpact of each of the more detailed potential problem greas identified
in Part II1 of the structured four-part survey instrument.= Part II]
provided a method for 1dentifying the relative negative impact of

more than 100 types of problems, grouped into nine general categories.
Relative negative impact was measured using a fTive-point scale which
ranged between "no 1mmpact," "slight mpact," "some wmpact," "considerable
impact,” and "severe impact".

The following sections are based on both the overall priorities indicated
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
information collected on the Part III instrument.

HUD Funding and Project Expenses

Just over one-third of all project managers said that HUD funding Tevels
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 Tittle overlap exists between the two groups since
discussion notes indicate that most managers chose etther one category
or the other to explain a mismatch between funding levels and operating
casts for their projects. Hence, it is Tikely that those managers who
felt that the relationship between project income and project expenses
was the most crucial pqoject probTem account for the single largest
group of respondents.

The most common comments which managers made regarding funding and
expense probiems 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 simple
maintenance tasks.

1 see Appendix g,
2 See Appendix G.
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Tenant Related Problems

Over one-third of all project managers beltreved 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 Targe number of managers also
indicated that rule breaking and property damage, resulting from the
inadequate supervision of chiidren 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 considered these as administrative problems,
they always related them to tenants. Managers said that the overali
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 difficult
because of percetved court bias or delays. In addition, preparing a
case against a problem tenant 1s likely to require a formal complaint

by another tenant. Other tenants, fearing reprisals from the disruptive
tenant, are often unwilling to lodge such compliaints.

Project Design and Site

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

The most common design problem, it was contended, is that building

and umit sizes are mixed inappropriately on individual 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 significant control

of access by ocutsiders 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. This 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, design
configurations which ¢reate indefensible space and uncontrolled access

to project sites require implementation of costly security measures.
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Physical Condition

About one-third of all project managers who were interviewed during

the field study 1ndicated that physical deficiencies 1n projects posed
significant problems. They typically thought that physical problems
were severe when they occurred and that they are the result of insuffi-
cient funding to carry out proper routine and preventive maintenance.
Managers indicated that, in some cases, this led to shortened Tives for
major mechanical systems and structural components and to the need for
systems replacements and major structural repairs in older projects.

Other Problems

Although the preceding discussion covered the major concerns of project
managers, smaller numbers of them saw several other categories of problems
as negatively mpacting public housing. Many of these concerns, however,
could have been classtfied under one of the major problem categor1es
discussed above or may have been subsumed in the discussion of the
probTems Tisted previously. For example, although Tess than twenty
percent of all managers noted neighborhood-related problems as having a
severe mmpact, they may have 1ncluded these problems in their concerns
regarding 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 1ndications that at least some of the
crimes which are committed against project property and tenants involve
neighborhood residents.

Similarly, matters involving tenant screening, tenant selection, and
eviction 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 negative impacts caused by either the need to
meet various social goals in resident selection, or the need to
operate within a judicial eviction system they saw as biased in favor
of tenants.

Although a sizeable proportion of all project managers said that
physical conditions of project structures were inadequate, they did
not feel that the conditions were so bad as to make the units
unmarketable, In fact, many managers suggested that their projects,
despite the physical conditions, were among the best Tow rent housing
available in the Tocale.
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CHAPTER VI

PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING ACCORDIING TO TENANT LEADERS AND LEGAL
SERVICES ATTORMEYS

Overview

According to tenant leaders and legal services attorneys, the most
prevalent and the most critical problems 1n puplic housing projects

are project physical condition, PHA administration, and project admini-
stration, These respondents satd that physical problems im public
housing projects resulted frum: inadequate funding and staffing for
routine and preventive maintenance; poorly managed maintenance opera-
tions; and the unnet modermization needs of older projects. PHA ana
project management shortcomings, this group said, covered both the
establishment and irplementation of effective and efficient policies
regarding all phases of operations.

gackground

The views of public housing tenants and legal services attorneys

were gathered in twenty-five sem-structured discussion sessions

which were held with these respondents during the field work

phase of the study. Interviews were conducted with representatives

of officially sanctioned as well as ad hoc tenant groups 1n

either specific projects or in the jurisdiction of the local housing
authority. In a few instances, discussions were held with unaffiliated,
individual tenants. Attorneys were generally familiar with public housing
1ssues in one or several of the authorities' projects or in the locale

as a vhole, Each discusston session included more than one tenant and
most of the meetings included both tenants and attorneys. Hence each
session actually represented the views of a number of 1ndividual respondents.

The discussion sessions were conducted using the Experts

Discussion Guide. The information reported here is presented

on the basis of the categorization and prioritization of project
problen types contained in those guides and on the basis of "content
analyses" of the summaries prepared from discussion guide notes.

Project Physical Conaition

In about sixty percent of all tenant and attorney sessions the
discussion focused on project physical deficiencies. These were
considered to be significant impediments to project wviability. In
general, the respondents felt that routine and preventive waintenance
were inadequate. They attributed this to inadeguate funding, undersized
maintenance staffs, and poor management of maintenance operations by
PtiAs.
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Tenants and attorneys also pointed out that in many projects,

including but not 1imited to older ones, there are major needs for
upgrading and modernization. These needs extend to mechanical systems
Tike heating, coeling, and plumbing, which are sometimes outmoded or,
in a few instances, inoperative, as well as to structural elements like
roofs which leak.

Many tenants alsc contended that they would like to participate

in project maintenance cperations. They felt that they could make the
bhest decisions regarding the allocation of scarce maintenance resources
and that many residents would benefit economically from part-time employ-
ment performing routine matntenance functions 1ike sweeping hallways and
changing 1ightbulbs.

PHA and Project Administration

PHA and project administration problems were mentioned in nearly two-thirds
of all conversations with tenants and attorneys -- at least as often as
these respondents mentioned any other problem type. In addition, nearly
all of those who spoke about PHA and project administration considered
this to be among the most critical problems mmpacting the viability of
public housing.

Tenant and attorney complaints about both PHA and on-site management
included references to policy, operations, and attitudes. 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 fregquent attack from those who cited PHA management
inadequacies as a serious problem. Finally, tenants and attorneys claimed
that PHAs and project managers who consider the program as "housing

of Tast resort” or who hold pubiic housing tenants in low regard mpair
the overall quality of the public housing environment.

HUD Funding and Oversight

About one-half of all discussion sessions included mention of HUD funding
and oversight as a_project problem. In roughly two-thirds of these
cases, or one-third of all tenant and attorney meetings, inadeguate
funding and oversight by HUD was considered to be a serious problem.

Most of the respondents 1n these sessions did not feel that money, alone,
was the cause of, nor the solution to, problems in troubled public housing
projects. Nevertheless, most of the comments regarding HUD carried strong
implications that inadequate project maintenance, inoperative mechanical
systems, and generally deteriorated project physical condition could be
alleviated 1t additional HUD funding for both operations and 1mprovements
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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operations and, depending on the session, that HUD policies are too
r1gid or too lax.

Tenant Attributes and Behavior ~ About one~half of all sessions

with tenants and legal services attorneys included discussions of
tenant attributes, and particularly tenant behavior, as problems
impacting the viability of public housing, and these tenant-related
issues were caonsidered to be crucial problems in about one-half of the
cases where they were mentioned. Those sessions where tenant issues were
considered among the most important project problems make up twenty
percent of all discussions conducted with tenants and legal services
attorneys.

In mnstances where tenant attributes were mentioned as a problem,

the reference was generally to the unmet, non-shelter needs of low-1ncome
public housing tenants. It was noted, for example, that the large number
of low-1ncome single-parent families in public housing made on-site

child care centers and 1mproved recreation facilities legitimate but
unsatisfied tenant needs.

It was also common, however, for the discussions regarding tenant-
related problems to focus on disruptive tenants. The general feeling
among tenants and attorneys was that only one or a few disruptive
tenants in a progect could seriously 1mpair the quality of the Tiving
environment for all tenants. These respondents blame PHAsS for having
lax tenant screening, selection, and eviction policies. Tenants also
reportad that many residents are afraid to Todge formal compiaints
ggainst disruptive tenants fearing reprisals by the subject of the
complaint.

Project Design and Site - Progect problems involving design considera-
tions and physical site conditions were mentioned by respondents in

about one-half of all sessions held with public housing tenants and

tegal services attorneys. And, in about one-half of these instances,
design and site problems were considered to be cne of the two most severe
problems impacting 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 Tegal services attorneys viewed security as a primary
1ssue. This involved poor project design and the Tack of defensible
space and features to control access by outsiders. They also remarked
that projects sometimes do not have adequate facilitres i1ke playgrounds
and recreation areas or that amenities like parking are insufficient.

In regard to project sites, the most common concerns of tenants and
attorneys were that project lTocations are 1solated and sometimes 1ack
access to adequate transportation, shopping, and other services.
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Other Problems

A number of other issues were raised by tenants and attorpeys. They
included project neighborhoods, local, state, and Federal government
Tmpacts, project expenses, and the low rent housing 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 issues pertaining to some of these
categories were as unimportant as it might 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 1ssues. Similarly, many of the
groups which had serious concerns regarding HUD funding levels were also
describing the impact of rising expenses on projects for a1l phases of
operation.

There were very few sessions -- only about ten percent -- where Federatl,
state, and Tocal 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
failted to enforce housing code standards in public housing projects.
According to these respondents, the result was that public housing units
contained many code vielations.

The other issue, which was raised only occasionally in these sessions,
was the impact of market supply of, and demand for, Tow-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 potential for providing considerably higher quality units than
it does.
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CHAPTER VII

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

Overview

Public housing authority administrators, public officials, private
sector experts, and Directors of Housing Management Divisions in Tocal

+ 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
information. For example, PHA executive directors did not judge PHA
management to be a serious problem while other respondents did. The
following sections provide an overview of the most frequently antioned
problems and a more detailed discussion of each problem area. _:

HUD Funding - Many respondents identified inadequate HUD funding for
both cperating subidies and capital improvements as one of the most
serious problems affecting the viability of public housing projects.

The Performance Funding System came under heavy criticism as being an
inequitable tool for the distribution of operating subsidies.

Tenant Attributes and Behavior - Although many respondents 1ndicated
that tenant attributes and behavior are serious problems, they differed
as to the definition of negative attributes and behavior. Some respondents
cited the shift in tenant population from two-parent, working class
famiTies to single-parent, welfare tenants as a source of significant
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.

l/ The percentages used reflect the number of times respondents ranked
one of nine problem categories as a first or second most serious
problem-affecting public housing.
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Project Design - Projects designed with a Targe number of total
units and with & high proportion of larger units within each building
were cited as serious probiems by private and public sector officials.
The high-rise family project was also cited as a socurce 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 TirKed to the problems of 1nadequate HUD fund1ng and
inadequate PHA management.

PHA/Project Management - Although PHA officials did not regard PHA
management to be a significant problem, many other respondents did.
Freguently cited problems were inefficient maintenance delivery systems,
insensitivity of management to tegitimate tenant needs, poor tenant
screening, poor rent collection procedures, poor eviction policies, and
poor bargaining positions with respect to Tocal 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,
e 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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Number of Expertise of

Group Interviewees Interviewees
PHA Executives 53 Executive Birectors

PHA Commissioners
Other High-Ranking Personnel

Public Officials 119 Mayors
. Housing Department Heads
Urban Studies Academicians
Real Estate Management Executives
Directors of Mon-Profit
Organizations
Public Interest Groups

HUD Officials 40 Area Managers
Housing Management Directors
Housing Management Branch Chiefs

Inadequate HUD Funding

Many respondents identified inadequate HUD funding for both operating
subsidies and capital improvements as one of the most serfous problems
affecting the viability of public housing projects. Seventy five percent
of HUD field staff, 60 percent of PHA officials, and 35 percent of public
officials, academic experts and housing professionals shared this view.
The judgments of HUD field staff regarding the adequacy of funding 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 judaments 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 critical of the
inequities of PFS's distribution of operating subsidies. In their view,
the sampling technique used to develop the formula did not capture the
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unique, gqualitative factors associated with the problems and needs of
Targe, urban PHA's. These off1cials thought that the PFS should account
for the fact that large, urban PHA's often provide a wider range of
social and security services to tenants than do smaller PHA's. The PFS
system was also found not to provide adequate resources to maintain
sufficient staff and to purchase needed materials to meet the demands

of both routine and preventive maintenance.

Additional criticisms of PFS highlighted the facts that: it may be
1nsensitive to particular situations of individual PHA's;" it may not
reflect the true impact of inflation and uncontroliable 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, HUD has not approved PHA budgets or made PFS payments until well
after the start of the PHA fiscal year. In other instances, it was
noted that although computerized 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 funding, people representing larger
PHA's noted that a lack of resources for physical i1mprovements resulted
in deferred maintenance and the need for major systems renovations,
especially in older projects. ATthough 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

t

About 40 percent of HUD 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 executives. The degree of emphasis on, and the
definition of what constitutes negative tenant attributes and behavior,
however, varied widely among and within the three respondent groups.
Some respondents, particularly HUD 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 financial 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, multi-probiem
families and it is serving them on a long-term basis. These officials
indicated that single-parent, welfare families may be a significant
factor in the financial difficulties 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 executive indicated that some of the criminal
activity within public housing is related to the kinds of people who
visit tenants.

Other respondents indicated that the concentration of single-parent
families, often with multiple problems, in high density projects and in
poor neighborhoods, created a negative public housing environment and
made it difficult for parents to adequately supervise their children.
These offic1als also indicated that Targe 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 public
housing is unsafe and unsatisfactory as a 1iving environment. Most
respondents beljeved that, overall, the vast majority of tenants were

Taw abiding and that disruptive behavior was confined to a small group.

Some respondents felt that tenant-related problems were generally the
result of inadeguate management rather than the result of any particular
tenant characteristics. These "management" problems include the failure
to screen out potentially disruptive tenants, the fajlure to enforce
rules, and the failure to follow through with eviction procedures.
Several executive directors, however, indicated that adequate management
alone was not sufficient to reduce tenant-related problems and that,
frequently, legal "red tape" prevents management from establishing and
enforcing rules.

Project Design and Site

The most frequently mentioned design problems include: 1} projects with
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 undesirability of highrise complexes as low-income family 1iving
environments was also mentioned by several PHA executive directors 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 probliems facing public housing projects.
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Nearly all PHA executives, however, indicated that Targe scale
demolition is not a satisfactory solution to project problems because
the need for low-income housing is so great. Although a Targe 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 1nefficiency, and
resource inadeguacy. 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 probiem -~ 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 Tink
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 goecd maintenance
services is the most crucial element of successful management of 1ow-income,
multi-family housing.

PHA/Project Management

Many of the respondents who were not directly associated with the

Tocal 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 probiem, 36 percent of public officials, academic experts,
and housing professionals and 25 percent of HUD off1c1a1$ 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 ineffective
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 jmpact 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 maintaining waiting Tists, 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 circumstances. On
the other hand, it was argued that if stricter, less Tiberal 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
lTess 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 & seriocus problem for public
housing. Several PHA executives did indicate that some judges may be
sTow or entirely unwilling to evict troublesome tenants. Similarly,

fewer than 15 percent of any group identified the overall supply of,

and demand for, public 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 legisTatively mandated rent increases and the
availability of alternative, private market housing.
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Thirteen percent of pubiic and private respondents, 12 percent of HUD
officials, and 8 percent of PHA executives identified neighborhood
conditions as a serious probiem. 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 SCLUTIONS TO THE PROBLEMS AFFECTING PUBLIC HOUSING?

Overview

A review of the proposed interventions selected by the HUD field

staff as 1ikely to have the most significant positive effect, and as
having the potential to be one of the five best actions for public
housing projects, indicates that for both troubled and relatively
untroubled public housing projects, future interventions should focus on:

¢ the provision of funding and staffing, as well as the
mmplementation of more efficrent management strategies,
to enhance the physical condition of public housing
projects;

¥ the execution of program, project, and management
initiatives capable of improving the attitude, stability,
diversity, and safety of public housing tenants; and

* the revitalization of neighborhoods surrounding public
housing projects.

Although 1nterventions related to physical upgrading were most
frequentiy selected, all of the above categories were stressed

by HUD field staff as being important for erhancing the quality of
11fe within troubled and relatively untroubled public housing projects,

The HUD field staff differed as to the degree and scope of
interventions suggested for the troubled 1nventory versus the
retatively 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 dealing with the difficulties existing within relatively
untroubled public housing projects.

The physical upgrading interventions proposed for troubled housing

projects emphasized maintenance and modernization programs, as well as

the need for structural and design changes capable of enhancing the

safety and 13iveab1lity of troubled housing projects. While some relatively
untroubled projects were recognized as needing substantial rehabilitation,
the interventions most frequently identified for these projects were
timited to modernization and maintenance programs and to repairs and
replacements short of substantial rehabilitation.
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In regard to neighborhocd interventions, a comprehensive neighborhood
revitalization effort capable of attacking the physical and social blight
emerged as most important for enhancing the quality of 1ife within troubled
projects. For relatively untroubled projects, HUD staff thought that
nei1ghborhood interventions 1ikely to be most effective should address

the quality and availability of public services.

Background

Part Four of the survey 1nstrument asked HUD public housing field staff

to assess the expected impact and uttl1ty of various remedial strategies

for alleviating problems found in pubtic housing. The instrument (Part

IV) contains a list of 93 potential intervention actions, developed by

the Office of Housing, 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 was completed only when a project was destanated

as 1n marginal, bad, or very bad overall condition. For these projects,
field office staff were asked to rate the effectiveness of each interventien
alternative using the following scale:

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

2. Slight negative effect on the problems of this project.

3. No 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 discussion on the perceived best strategies, each
respondent was then asked to rank order the five actions having the best
potential to mmpact positively on the long-range physical, social, and
financial viability of a project. For this ranking, the following system
was utilized:
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A--The best action.

B~~The second best action

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/

§ Tdentifying the proposed intervention actions most

frequently selected as having & significant positive
effect (or a 5 on the rating scale); and

® Identifying the intervention strategies most often
recognized as one of the five best out of the 93
potential strategies listed.

Interventions Rated as Having a Significant Positive Effect
on Project Problems

As indicated in Table VIII-1, the intervention strategies

most often cited by HUD field staff as having the potential for
producing significant positive effects for public housing pro-
jects encompass three broad categories. These categories are:

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

(2) Project and Tenant Management Changes {(Strategies five, six,
nine and twelve}; and

{3} Neighborhood Revitalization Actions {Strategies seven,
eight, and ten).

1/Supporting data for this section are presented in Appendix 3,
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TABLE VIIi- 1
PROPOSED INTERVENTIONS RATED AS HAVING A
SIGNIF ICANT POSITIVE EFFECT ON PROJECT PROBLEMS

Percent of Projects 1n Which Proposed
Intervention was Rated as Having a ?otentially
Proposed Intervention Sigmificant Positive [ffect
Strategies 5
Troubled Projects Relatively Untroubled PrOJect52
(N = 139) (8 = 151)
1. Provide adequate modernization funds. 512 (1) 31z (2]
2., Catch uwp on deferred maintenance and 50% {2) 372 (1)
keep maintenance current. :
3. Provide adequate funding to eliminate 4a8r (3) 304 (3)
deferred maintenance backlog and
allow preventive maintenance in
future,
4, C(Carry out substanti1al rehabilitation 467 (4) *
of structure (rot 1nvolving
conversion to alternate use).
S. Institute vigoreus tenant selection, 2% {5) - 30% (3}
s¢reentng, and eviction policies and
procedures.
6. Provide better law enforcement 37% (6} *
services to combat crime and
vandalism.
7. Obtain supplemental funding {e.g., I {7 25% {6)
CDBG, LEAA, etc.) through state and
local public agencies.
8. Undertake neighborhood revitalization 35¢ (&) *
effort to reverse physical and social
blight of the surrounding area.
9. Review dwelling Tease and related pro- * 28% {5)
cedures to remove unnhecessary obstacie
to prompt eviction.
10. Obtain better community services. * 24z, (N
11, Improve management of maintenance * 23% (8)
efforts 1ncluding efficiency and
guality contrel,
12. Modify HUD policies, program and/or & 23% {8}
requiations to meet legitimate needs
of project.

TTh1s 115t 15 composed of the most freguently cited interventions rated as having a sigmficant
positive effect an the problems of troubled and relatively untroubled projects.

2Numbers in parentheses are the rank orderyngs of the wnterventions by frequency of mention.

*Not one of the eight most frequently mentioned interventions.
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Within these categories, the intervention strategies selected

by HUD field staff as Tikely to be the most effective focused on
upgrading projects' physical conditions. For both troubled and
relatively untroubled projects, the provision of funding for project
modernization, funding for eliminating deferred maintenance backlogs,
and the execution of a preventive maintenance program, emerged

as the top three intervention strategies from the 93 alternatives
listed.

For troubled projects, the importance attached to physical

improvements went beyond modernization and maintenance to include
substantial structural rehabilitation. This latter need, while
ident1fied as the fourth most effective intervention strateqy

for troubled projects, did not receive 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 require more expansive and in-depth corrective actions.

It should be noted, however, that the data do noct 1ndicate

that only “bricks and mortar" improvements hold the key to the

the revitalization of troubled housing projects. What emerges

15 that the occurrence of such improvements, in combination with

the strategies of changes in project/PHA management and increas-

ing the availability of money and staff, are the major ameliorative
actions required for substantially improving troubled public housing
projects.

The other interventions identified as having the most significant
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 trouhled
projects. In addition, importance was attached to ameliorative actions

aimed at enhancing the physical and soci1al environments of areas surrounding

troubled projects, and at 1mproving the law enforcement services within
such neighborhoods.
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The remaining 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 delinguent tenants.

It is in the selection of neighborhocd-related interventions

aimed at relatively untroubled projects that 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 Tiving envivonments of tenants and neighborhood residents.
These went to the core of conditions affecting the quality of

tTife of those within troubled housing projects. In contrast, the
neighborhood interventions suggested for the relatively untroubled
inventory reflect the need for changes in existing programs rather
than for major alterations 1n the surrounding neighborhoods. For
example, the upgrading of existing community services, rather than
the initial provision of new services, received significant attention
as a neighborhood strategy for the relatively untroubled inventory.
As was the case with the projects’ physicai needs, HUD field 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 eviction policies

and procedures (strategy number one) was most often cited among the
the five best actions for both troubled and relatively untroubled
projects. This intervention strategy was selected by HUD field
staff as one of the five best actions for 23 percent of the troubled
public housing projects and for 24 percent of the relatively
untroubled projects.

The findings, as shown 1n TabTle VIII-2, also show an emphasis

on strategies capable of altering and enhancing physical condi-
tions within 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 specifically, these actions included:
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TABLE YITI- 2
PROPOSED INTERVENTIONS RATED AS BEING ONE OF THE FIVE BEST
ACTIONS TO SOLVE PROJECT PROBLEMS

Percent of Projects in Which Inter\rentmv was
Ranked as Dne of Five best Actions

Proposed Intervention Troubled Pro ects? Relatively Brtroubled Pro_‘per:fl
3 (N"= 151)
1. Institute vigorous tenant selection, 23 (U 24y, {")
screenthg and eviction polictes and
r procedures,
|2. Provide adequate funding to eliminate 212 (2) 18, {(3)

deferred mainterance backlog and allow
preventive maintenance in future.

3. Carry out substantial rehabilitation 200 (3) 16% (6)
of structures.

{4. Adapt buiidings and grounds to 200 (3) *
defensible space concepts.

5. Increase reptal 1ncome. 18% {5} 12 {28)

6. Provide adequate modernization funds. 18%  (5) 17% {5

7. Provide incentives/distncentives to 174 (7) *

encourage tenant care. .

8. ATlow underutilization of umits in 16% " (B) *
order to reduce population density.

9. Catch up on deferred maintenznce 16%  (8) 12%. {8)
and keep maintenance current.

1160. Undertake neighborhood.revitalization 6Y  {8) *
effort to reverse physical and social
blight of the surreunding area.

11. Make repairs and replacements short * 22% ()
of substantial rehabilitation.

12. Obtain better community services. * 18% (3)

13. Increase HUD staffing available * 13% (7}

to work with PHA.

14. Obtain adequate delivery of basic * 12y (8)
pubtig services.

Yhis 11st s composed of those interventions ranked as one of the five best actions
having a positive effect on the long-range physical, social, and financial viability of
troubled and relatively untroubled projects.

ZNumbers Tn parentheses are rank orderings.

*Not one of the top eight ranked interventions.
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¢ reducing deferred maintenance, instituting pre-
ventive maintenance programs, improving mapagement,
and tenant incentive programs;

® allocating greater financial resources to projects; and

¢ altering the design and structure of troubled projects
through modernization, substantial rehabilitation,
and the adaptation of buildings and grounds for increased
security and reduced population density. Significantly,
one of the two interventions most frequently selected by
the HUD field staff as the single best action was to
allow for the under-utilization of units in order to
reduce population density.

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

(1)  the implementation of physical repairs 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
1n the preceding section, the interventions selected for improv-
ing the physical conditions of relatively untroubled projects
did not emphasize major structural and design changes as did
suggestions for improving the troubled inventory.
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DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Th1s section explains the processes and data used to select the
sample of field offices and projects included in the study.

Sampling was done in twe phases. The object of hoth phases was to
generate a statistically sufficient subsample of all prejects in order
to collect detailed project data. This subsample was to be used to
classify the inventory of public housing projects according to overall
cenditton. These data were to be suppiemented by case studies and
interviews that would give insight 1nto the problems that may exist
in those projects found to be troubled.

In the first phase, a probability sample of approximately 1500
projects was selected sertally from a complete 11st of all public
housing authority projects. The sample was stratified according to the
s1ze 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 stratification system was used in order to allow for the dispropor-
tionate 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 1n the sample, following a presumption that such projects have a
higher-than-average probability of being troubled.

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

This classification was needed to hr0v1de a guide that would 1nsure
that the projects selected for most detailed analysis would 1nc1ude proaects
in a wide range of conditions.

The 57 large PHAs included in this phase of the sample represent the
Targest PHAs in the public housing program. They represent two percent

of all PHAs, 11 percent of all public housing projects, and 51 percent of
the national total of "units available for occupancy." The sample thus
over-represents the Targe PHA group at the PHA and project level but provides

a rough balance between Targe and small PHAs at the level.

Overall, the total sampie of 1490 projects from both .Targe and small
PHAs represents 15 percent of the total number of approximately 10,000
projects; and it includes projects 1n 10 HUD Regions, 35 Area 0ff1ces, and
12 Insuring Offices.
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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 amalysis.

In the second phase, the data obtained from this guestionnaire on
approximately 1500 projects were used as a basis for further siratifying
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-
fication 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 1 shows the number of projects in each rating category
and indicates in parentheses the percentage of each category selected
for the second phase sampie.

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS IN PHASE | RATING
CATEGORIES, AND SELECTION OF PROJECTS FOR
PHASE Il SURVEY

Rating Categories
1 2 3 4 5
Size of Vary Very
PHA Good Good Marging! Bad Bad
Phase | Small PHA 161 420 134 31 11
SAMPLE
OF Large PHA 87 337 207 &3 1y
1490
Total 248 757 341 114 30
Phase 1| Small PHA 108 128 67 24 10
SAMFPLE
OF Large PHA 74 104 106 79 19
719
Total 182 232 173 103 29
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The sample size was considered sufficient for statistical purposes
and represented the maximum number of projects for which detailed
questionnaires could be filled out by HUD field office personnel 1in the
time allotted for the study. The information generated from the projects
in this sample comprised the "data sample® upon which estimates of the
condition of the public housing inventory were made. The projects in the
subsampie were weighted according to both the size of the administering
PHA and the overall condition rating each received. This weighting 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

UNIVERSEOF 8717
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

SAMPLECF _> * SHORT

1,490 PROJECTS SURVEY
SAMPLE
, » DETALLED
’ P:SJ?E!rs Sudver
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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
visits 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 representative of
the 1inventory as a whole.

EXHIBIT II

DISTRIBUTION OF FIELD OFFICES BY REGION

Reg | Reg H Reg 11} Reg IV Reg V Reg VI | Reg VII | Reg IX
Boston | New York | Pittsburgh{ Atlanta | Chicago | New St. San
Newark Loussville | Columbus | Orleans | Lowss | Francisco
Detromt Dallas
Cleveland

*Remons VI and X were excluded from the Phase 111 because of their low volume of
large PHAs

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 1n "good" or "very good® condition. Also, two projects
were chosen from small public housing authorities, one considered to be
in relatively good condition and one considered to be 1n relatively bad
condition (see Exhibit II1I}. Thus, the selection matrix incorporated
size, conditjon, and Tocation as primary criterta. These projects served
to provide supplemental, in~depth, case-study information about project
conditions and the kinds of problems that may be wmpacting on troubled
projects.
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EXHIBIT III

Field Offices for Field Offices for

Small PHAS with Small PHAs with
Approximately 1250 Units Approximately 750 Units
Boston . Newark

New York Pittsburgh

Cleveland Atlanta

Chicago Detroiy

New Orleans Dallas

San Francisco Cé1umbus

St. Louis Louisville

Exhibit IV shows the relationship between the universe and the various
subsampleg, JThe selid lines between sampies indicate that the Tower
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 necessarily representative of that group.
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EXHIBIT IV

- SAMPLE DESIGN
PUBLIC HOUSING FIELD STUDY

UNIVERSE OF 9,717
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

SAMPLEOF _& » SHORT
1,490 PROJECTS SURVEY

SAMPLE
o DETAILED
OF 718 > SURVEY

PROJECTS

b ‘f
\\ ,

LY ¥ 4

- o CASE
SAMPLE cheE
OF 70 P st

PROJECTS VisiTs
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APPENDIX B-I

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING
PROJECT RATING SHEET

The Pubiic Housing Project Rating Sheet was used in the first phase of
the study to provide a rapid 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 pubtic housing
authority, Respondents were asked to classify 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 PROMELT RATING SHEET

PHA NAE HENRNRE

NAME OF INOIVIOUAL FILLING CUT THIS
FORM

TELEPHONRE (FT3 number}

LART ] 't cleer that PHA™ and the arojeets 1 them vary widely, A Pevr FHA'Y have
- neproiect it Tvry good” canditian, wire Sthirs have none In “viry beg™
epndid on, The nexe thris questions Kk sbout the range of orapsets in oy PHA,

1, Tim profect in 1wy 2-qc0d J-margnal 4-hed Santry
Food

ik FHA ;. {ghreie ona bed
2 The prOmes in 1overy 2.q00d J-merginm &tyad 5-\;-:
this Pria w: {tircts onel good
1 The aroees in {-very 2gond I-margrngt A Soriry
this W loimte gael good bid

The second part of the survey was designed to assess the conditions of
specific projects within a given PHA. In this section respondents were
asked to evaluate individual projects on the same five part rating
scale employed in Part I. Part II 1s displayed below:
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PART \[  Thit part 25ks you 1o make an ovarat) sssessment
1bout the conghnon of sach protect hazed oa this
page In the appropnam hox phove each prajecy
number whtethe number 1 27 3 4 or

“B" which most approariaely summarazes (ke
overall condinon of eath projéct actording to the
folfawing Project Rating Scale

L -

YERY GOOD MARGINAL BAD VERY
GOOD

OVERALL
AATING

| 1|
A O

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 five
point scale which ranged from "significant positive impact” through

'sTight negative impact," to "significant negative impact.”

including the eight problem categories, is displayed below.

PART 31 This part ks you to sssees the impact of

= aight separate factorns an the visbilvy of
asch proyect Lamd, Esch factor cen have
a range ol wmpact on the propeets from
‘ugnifizant posiove impace” o “ugmife
<ant nrgate smpact™, in the appespriate
box uhder el pro et number, Wi the
nurnber 1Y, 2%, 73, 4", or Y5 which
st approsnattly rates the impact of
each factac oa the projeet according
to the follawing Impact Rating Scale

SIGNIFICANT SLIGHT i -1 %) SIGNIFICANT
POSITIVE POSITIVE IMPACT NEG .RTIVE NEGATIVE
IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT

PROJECT MUMBER

Part IlI,

1 PFroject Desgn (size layout, barlding andunit mix
e facilvlies, ameminips)

2. Erotect Structure iphysical conchittan mechanical
a0 other sysiems]

3 PHA and Project Management (maintenance secuety
ental ¢ Tvrues rent colleglions temant mreeming,
tenant relations, 11scol and perscnnel agdminswanan
resotrce {evals and distibution]

4 Proiect Tengnts ibehavior, family stucture ar sze
f2cial or age Mix, Mobility NCome mix qr level]

5 Project Nerghborhasd {proximity and availabiicy of
services jike schools police, fire grorecrion parks
wanEportanon health care shopping, existence of

d Iike palt crime dalitm}

6 Pubhc image of Proect Ireoutation in commumity]

7 HUD Mansgement (policy decisions subsidy levels
quklity and avarabibiey of rechocg? assistance)

8 Local Government {delwery af adsquare gublic
f6Cia0 SeTVICES JTHituges camanitonent)
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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 T AND 1]

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

Program, PHA, and Project Identification

PHA and Project Physical Characteristics

PHA and Project Administrative Characteristics

PHA and Project Financial Characteristics

PHA and Project CQccupancy, Rental, and
Tenant Information

PHA and Project Neighborhood and Market
Characteristics

PART III

Part Three of the questiornaire is a more analytically oriented instru-
ment designed to delineate, categorize, and prioritize the major problems
facing a given project in a format which altows rapid aggregation and
summary. This section of the instrument includes three subparts, each

of which is listed below and discussed in more detatl in subsequent
paragraphs.

¢ A Standardized Checklist of Project Problems

¢ A Standardized Form for Prioritizing Among
Project Problems

¢ An Unstandardized Format for a Written
Discusston of Problem Bynamics

Standardized Checklist of Project Problems: Part Three of the survey
form inciudes a basic Tist of potential project problems. The Tist is
divided into nine major problem categories:

Progect Design and Site

Project Physical Condition

Project Tenant Attributes and Behavior
Project Neighborhood

HUD Funding and Oversight
Local/State/Federal Government Impact
Low Rent Housing Market

Prcject Expenses

PHA/Project Administration
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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 covering
one of the nine major problems areas, its sub-categories, and

its general topical areas is provided below:

STEP 1 STEP2
RATE THE NEGATIVE | RANK ORDER THE
IMPACT OF EACH FIVE MOST

PROBLEM TYPE ON SERIOUS PROBLEMS
TH!S PROJECT:
A = Most serious

1 = No unpact B = Next most
2 = Shght impact $erious

3 = Soma unpact
4 = Considersble

mpact E » Least sen-
PROBLEM TYFE 5 = Severe \mpact ous of 5
Dup, 1-
5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF punch §3
PHA/PROJECT in 14-15
P [Programs and Policias |

{al Adequacy of apersting subsidy

{aval 16-17
(b} Adequacy of PFS formula 1319
{¢} Timahness of PFS allocation 20-21
{d} PFS fermula’s falure to include

cartain PHA naads (i.e. secuntyl 2223

{8) Conflict between serving low-Income
persons and mandates on income msx
and PHA ecanomic self-sufficiency 24-25

{fi Confhct between serving higher
meome persons and anti-disscrim-
nation statutes and ordinances 28.27

g} Confhict between affirmative
Intagration in racially impacted
projects and mamtaining full

accupancy 28-29

P> [0 Farsornel and Procsssing M Y,
ta} Numbar of HUD staff a3
b} Skidls of HUD staft 3233

{e} Amount of ime spent monrtoring
PHA compliance with HUD regulations
and forms 3435

(d) Amount of ttme spent providing
substantiva technical assistance
to PHAs 36.37

(e} Senstwity of stff to PHA, pro-
ject and tenant problems {ability
to halanca HUD needs against PHA/
project and tenant noets) 38-39

{f) Other (Specify) 4041
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Standardized System for Prioritizing Among Project Problems:

Part Three of the data gathering instrument also indicates a
standardized format for prioritizing among the problems indicated
1n the preceding checklist. Tweo separate prioritizing systems
are provided. The systems:

o Rate of severity of the negative impact of each
probiem type on the project; and

e Rark order the five most seriocus 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:

This section of the survey provides the respondent with 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 amd
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 detail in later sections:

o A Standardized Checklist of Project Interventions

& A Standardized System for Prijoritizing Among
Interventions

® An Unstandardized Format for a Written Discussicn
of Project Interventions

Standardized Checklist of Project Interventions: Part Four of
the survey form gives a basic [ist of nine potential project
interventions which parallel the 1ist of project problems pre-
sented in Part Three. Each of these categories is divided into
a number of sub-categories. An illustrative section of the
survey form covering cne of the nine major intervention cate-
gories and its sub-categories is provided below:
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Part Four Of Ttne 1nsTrument-aiso provides a standaridized format -

for prioritizing among the project interventions included in the
preceding checklist., Two separate prioritizing systems are provided.
The systems: L . - ) .

# Rate the effectiveness of each 1ntervent1on type on,
"the pro;ect and

® Rank order the fTve best interventions for the project

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

Unstandardized Format for Discussion of Intervention Dynamics: -

-This secttion of the survey provides the respondent with an opportunity
to present his assessment of the impact of the project interventions
which he has recommended for a.given project. The section asks

for a written discussion of the recommended interventions,.an
explanation of why they were chosen, and an assessment of how they
~will combine to alleviate the problems.

STEP 1 STEP 2
RATE THE EFFECTIVE | RANK ORDER THE
NESS OF EACH IN- | FIVE BEST ~
TERVENTION ON ACTIONS
THIS PROJECT'S
' PROBLEMS (USE A,B,C,D, o
.- - (USE 1,2,34, or 5) E) :
INTERVENTION TYPE

Cup. 1-13
punch 82
in 14-15

4 HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT:

" (@) Modify HUD policies, programs and/or
regulations to meat legitinsata needs
of project

16-17

(b} Stmplefy HUD forms, reporting re-

lations : - - { 1819

(c} Increase HUD staffing available to work |
with PHA, ' 20-21

(d} Prowide better guahty of HUD ovar-
. sightof, and technical assistance
to, PHA 22.23
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APPENDIX C

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF PHAs AND PROJECTS VISITED

This section contains a detailed description 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.

Number of PHAs and Projects

PHAs and Projects: Seventy projects in Number of

forty-one public housing authorities PHAs or

were visited during the two-week field Projects Number
vis1ts. These projects included a Visited of Units

total of 37,780 units, and the PHAs

a total of 287,771 units.
PHAS 41 287,771

Projects 70 37,780

Characteristics of PHAs

Metro-Nonmetro Distribution: The

field visited sample of PHAs included

twenty-five which were located in Nonmetro-
metropolitan areas and sixteen which Metropolitan politan
were located in nonmetropolitan areas. PHAs PHAS

25 16
Community Types: The field visited
PHAS were located in a variety of Number of
community types ranging from small Community Type PHAs
rural areas to large central cities. Rural Area 5

Small City th

(under 50,000)

Medium City 12

- {(50,000-150,000)
Large City 13
(150,000+)
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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

te over 96,000. The study inciuded
visits to the two Targest PHAs in
the country, New York and Chicago.
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Number
PHA Size of PHAs
Large 16
{over 3,000 units}
Smalt 25
{over 3,000 units)

Number
PHA Units of PHAs
T -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
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1

Project

Characteristics

Project Sample: The seventy
field visited projects were

a judgmental sample chosen from
the PDR random sample of pro-
Jects (PDR Sample) and two

other lists of distressed pro-
jects; the Office of Housing List
and C**** 1ist, Some of these
projects appeared on tiwo and a
few were on all three 1ists.
following table summarizes the
number of projects visited from
each Tist.

The

Project Type: Sixty-two conven. .

“tional projects and eight scat-
tered site projects were visited.
Approximately fifty four family
projects included in the field
visits, along with ten elderly/
family projects and si1x all
elderly projects.
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Sample Type Number of

PFQJ?FtS
PDR Sample ,\iég
PDR, and Housing List 10
POR, and CH*** List i
PDR; Housing, and 1
CHaxx | 1588
Housing List 17
CH**+"List 1
Housing and C***% | jsts 1
Project Number df;
Type Projects.
Family 54
Family/Elderly 10
Elderly 6-




Age of Project: The field visited

projects ranged from a few years to
over thirty years old. The distribution
of project age by year of construction

15 l1sted below.

Design Type: Finally, the pro-
Jects which were visited contained
‘a wide variety of construction
and design characteristics -
‘ranging from Tow rise, and high
‘rise structures to townhouses
-and single family units, to com-
binations of these in the same
project. A distribution of these
desigri"and construction styles
‘are listed below.
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Year Number of |
, Projects-/-
1930-39 10
1940-49 21
1950~59 14
1960-69 17
1970~ 8
Design Type Number of
Projects
Low Rise 32
Townhouse 13
Single Family 4
High Rise 10
High and Low Rise 4
Other Combinations 7




Progéct Size: A wide distribution Project Size Number of

of project sizes were field visited, . Projects:

ranging from under fifty umits to over )

3,000 units. :
1 - 49 5
50 ~ 99 7
100 - 199 16
200 - 299 8
300 - 499 14
500 - 749 7
750 - 99¢ 1
1000 - 1499 T
1500 - 1999 2
2000 - 2999 "o
3000 - 3500 2
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APPENDIX. D

SUMMARY OF PHAs AND PROJECTS VISITED

Region Field Office Number of PHAs Number of Projects
I ' Boston 3 5
IT . New York 2 5
Newark 4 5
IIL Pittsburgh 3 ’ 5
Iv Atlanta 2 -5
- Louisville 3 5
Ty - - - Chicago 5 5
. Cleveland . 2 - -~ -5
CoTumbus 3 5
Detroit 3 5
VI : Dallas 5
New Orleans 5
VI St. Louis 2 5
IX San Francisco 3 5
8 14 41 70

Regions Field Offices PHAS Projects
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APPENDIX D

List of PHAs and Projects Visited

Region I

Number of Units
Hous1ng Progect Name Project Number
Authority PHAs Projects
Boston 14,059
Maverick Square Mass, 2-8 407
Columbia Point Mass. 2-20 1,373
Misston Hill Ext. Mass. 2-14 577
Fall River 2,227
Sunset Hills 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 PHAsS Projects '
Newark 13,419
Hayes Homes N.J. 2-12 1,458
Baxter Terrace N.d. 2-22 1,000
Jersey C1t§ o 4,009'
Marion Gardens N.d. 9-2 463
Asbury Park 686
Asbury Park Village 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 IsTand N.Y. 5-161 193
Yonkers Municipal 2,053
Mulford Homes N.Y., 3-1 580
Calcagno Homes N.Y. 3-5 278
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REGION II1I

Number of Units

Housing Project Name Project Number
Authority PHAs Projects
Pittsburgh 10,320
‘ Arlington Heights Pa. 1-4 600
St. Clair Village Pa. 1-2 1,089
Glen Hazel Heights Pa. 1-10 39
McKeesport 1,204
E. R, Crawford
- Village Ext. Pa. 5-6 300
wash{ngton T '
County 656
Lincoln Terrace Pa. 17-2 46
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REGION IV

Number of Units

Housing Project Name Project Number . f
Authority PHAs Projects
Atlanta 16,713 L

Kimberiy Road Ga. 6~36 300
U Rescue Villa Ga. 6~24 3563
Herman E. Perry Ga. 6-8 944
Savannah ‘ 2,771
Simon Frazier Ga. 2=11 236
Hames N »
"~ Garden Homes Ga. 2-3 314
Louisville 6,063
Dosker Manor Ky. T-12 200
Cotter Homes Ky. 1-6 - 620
Lang Homes Ky. 1-9 496
Georget own ‘ 232 ..
Northern Heights Ky. 61-2 84
Nicholasviile 50
Staton Groves, . Kyo 341 50

138




REGION V

Number of Units

Housing Project Name Project Number
Authority PHAs Projects
Chicago 43,294
Madden Park 111, 2-33 450
Horner Homes Ext. IT1. 2-35 736
Lathrop (Scattered- C.
Sites) 111, 2-94 15
Cabrini-Green . 2-2 581
I11. 2-20 1,896
I11. 2-30 1,092
I11. 2-51 18
Rockford 1,855
Orton Keves I11. 22-3 175
Kankakee County 370
Turnkey III Homeowner- X
ship (Scattered Sites) I11. 39-5 62
Detroit 11,118
Brewster-Doug]as' Mich., 1-1 1,925
Herman Gardens Mich., 1-4 2,086
Parkside Homes Mich., 1-14 1,092
Sojourner Truth Mich, 1-15 200
Royal QOaks 128
Township
No Name Mich., 33«1 80
Ann Arbor 350
No Name Mich. 64-1 124
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Con't REGION V
Number of Units
Housing Project Name Project Number s
Authority PHAs Projects:
Columbus
Metropolitan 6,338
Riverside Ohio 1-3 252
Lincoln Park Homes Oh'io 1-2 318
Sawyer Manor _ C s - . an
and Towers Ohio 1-10 72§
Portsmouth 607
) George W. Farley  Ohio 10-2 198
Square Lt
Zanesville - - . 624 .
Cooper Mill Manor Ohio 9-1 3724
Cuyahoga 11,893
Metropolitan
' Bellaire Garden  Ohio 3-38 285
Carver Park Chio 3-7 1,154
Valleyview Chio 3-1 33¢
> Akron - . - -
Metropolitan 4,975
Edgewood Homes Ohio 7-4 246
Sutliff Senicr Chio 7-22 185
East St. Louis 3,164
Audobon ITT. 1-13 136
Macouptn County 274
Cahokia IT1. 47-1 12
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REGION V1

Number- of Units

Housing Project Name Project Number D e
Authority PHAs Projects
Dallas 7,377
Cedar Springs Tx. 9-3,12 t“«'-10-{;1
Frazier Courts Tx. 9-5 200
West Dallas - Tx. 9-11 A,B,C 3,500
Commerce ) _ 191
Tarter - Tx. 24-4 . 96
Whitewright ' 32
T Walnut Tx. 107-1,2 - 32~
New Orleans 13,954
St. Bernard La., 1-8 - —-1,452
Pecan Grove La. 1-29 ., 120
Dale Homes La. 1-26 - 50
St. John, the 293
Baptist Parish
“Reserve . La. 95-6 - - - ~100--
St. James Parish 258
) Vacherie . ta. 92-5 72
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REGION VII

Number of Units

Housinb Progect- Name Project Number _
Authority PHAS Project.
St. Louis 6,990
Vaughan Mo, 1-6 647
N Peabody Mo. 1-7 657
Kinloch - 150
A B&lue - Hadnot Mo. 5=11

150
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REGION IX

Number of Units

Housing Project- Name . Project Number-- . -
Authority : PHAs - Projects
San 8,327
Francisco - : .
Hunters Point Ca. 1-7 . . A6
T ) Harbor Slope Ca. 1-9 226
Ping Yuen Ca., 1-18 ' 194,
_ Richmond » 1,180 O 0
Triangle Court Ca. 10-1 102
San Joaquin 375

Tracy Homes Ca, 24-2 195
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLE OF FIELD VISIT INTERYVIEWS

. A total of 312 interview sessions were conducted during the

study. This represents an average of 22 interview sessions

in each of the 14 Area Office jurisdictions where project case studies
were conducted. The interviewees were generally senior Tevel executives
and professionals from one of the following categories:

PubTlic Housing Commissioner and Executive Directors
. Public Housing Project Managers
Public Housing Tenants and Legal Services Attorneys
PubTic Officials, Academic Experts and Housing Professionals
HUD Field Office Staff

The following two tables summarizes the distribution of interview
sess1ons 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 Region Region Reglen ' Region Region ]

ESI;l lI I IV ¥ ¥ VII X
Boston Newark| N.Y. Pitts AtT. |Loufs.| Chic. tljwe. Col. | Det.|New OrT1.| DaTlas ST. Lowis~ |Sam. Fre
20 22 21 17 23 25 21 16 21 28 29 29 21 19

FHA PHA PRA Public Officials
Executive Project Tenants/ Academic Experts HUD Freld
Directors Mznagers Attorneys Houstng Professionals 0ffice Staff
53 ' ' 70 30 119 40
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Public Housing Commissioners and-Executive Directors

A total of 53 interviews were conducted with a variety of senior level
Public Housing Authority management personnel. Executive Directors were
the most predominate type of housing authority official interviewed during
the field portion of the study. Forty-one Executive Directors were
interviewed along with twelve other high level management staff ranging
from Housing Authority Commissioners, to Directors of Management, Planning
and ‘Maintenance Operations. '

Pubiic Housing Project Managers

Public Housing project managers were interviewed in each project
visited tn the field study Seventy project manager interviews were
conducted. In a few cases 1nvo1V1ng small public housing author1t1es
the Executive Director also served as the project manager and wds,
therefore, included in both categories.

Public Housing Tenants and Legal Services ﬁtﬁorneys

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 interviews ‘included both those who represented organization- -
sanctioned’'{and sometimes funded) by housing authorities as well as
organizations which received no official sanction or suppert.

Pubiic Officials, Academic Experts, and Housing Professionals

A variety of public officials, academic experts, and housing
professionals were 1nterv1ewed in each-city included in the case study
analys1s.

2
1

¢ Public Qfficials. Approximately sixty-nine public housing
- officials were 1nterviewed during the field visits. In each
city, interviews were conducted with the mayor, his principal
staff, or departmental heads involved with housing and com-
munity development matters.

5

4
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® Academic Experts. Elght academic experts were ilnterviewed
during the field visits., Generally, these respondents were
- professors in the urban studiles programs of large central
city universities. Several of these had a substantial expertise
in public housing, and a few had published extensively in -
the area.

e Housing Professionals. Forty-two housing professionals were
interviewed durirg the field wisits. These included private
market developers, property Managers, non—profit hOusmg crgani-
zaticns, and cother publlc interest groups. -

HUP Field Offi1ce Staff

Several HUD staff were interviewed 1n each of the 14 field offices
visited during the study. Approximately 39 staff were interviewed, includ-
ing 2 Area Managers, 12 Directors of Housing Management Divisions,

. 11 Branch Chiefs of Public Housing Management Sections, 7 Housing Manage-
ment Officers and several other staff knowledgeable about public housing
problems, Field office managers ard other staff knowledgeable about
publac housing were interviewed concerning overall prcbiems affecting

“public housing authorities in their jurisdiction, with particular
‘emphasis on those authorities and projects selected for detailed case
studies. Directors of Housing Management and Branch Chiefs were also
surveyed about the cualaty of the field office's management resources
and enviromment. .
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FHA PHA PHA Public Officials HUD Field Field

Regional Field Exscutive Project Tenants/ Academic Experts, office Office
Office Office Directors Managers Attorneys Housing Professionals Staff Total
I "~ Boston 3 5 1 8 2 20
11 Kewark 4 4 2 7 5 22
New York 3 5 - 11 2 21
111 Pittsburch _ 3 5 2 4 3 17
¥ Atianta 3 5 2 11 2 23
Loyisville 3 5 2 13 2 25
Chicage 3 5 4 7 2 21
Cleveland 2 5 3 5 1 16
v Columbus 3 5 2 - 6 21
Detroft 4 4 2 4 & 28
V1 Dallas 3 7 5 10 4 29
New Drieans_ 12 5 1 9 2 29
N1t St. touis 4 5 2 7 3 21
1% San Francisco 3 5 2 7 2 19
Total Number of £3 70 30 118 49

Interviews By
Respondent Category

Total Interviews 312
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APPENDIX F

LIST OF INTERVIEWS
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REGION I

BOSTOM, MASSACHUSETTS

Ken Satk

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 O%ins
Assistant to the Mayor
City of Boston

Robert Whittlesey
Court Master

Edward Fish
President
Peabody Construction Company

Sidney Insoft
Partner
Gem Realty

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 Merrill

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 Mangini

Deputy Administrator
Massachusetts Department of
Community Affairs

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

Max Kargman
President N
First Realty

Bruce Moule
Attorney
Greater Boston Legal Services

Winnie Boman

Tenant

Mission Hill

Boston Housing Authority



FALL RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS

Owen L. Egan Roger Souza

Commissioner Commi ssioner

Fall River Housing Authority Fall River Housing Authority
Franklin W. Grimes Marilyn R. Arruda
Commissioner Commissioner

Fall River Housing Authority Fall River Housing Authority
John M. Arruda Joseph DiSanti

Exective Director/Project Manager Assistant Executive Director/
Fall River Housing Authority Project Manager

Fall River Housing Authority
Daniel P. Mc Donald
Comptroller Antonio R. Luongo, Jr.

Fall River Housing Authority Attorney
Fall River Housing Authority

Ronald Valcourt

Office of the Mayor
Fall River Housing Authority

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

Alvin Billins Thomas Higgins
Executive Director Mayor
Woburn Housing Authority City of Woburn
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NEWARK, NEW JERSEY

REGION I1

Walter Johnson
Area Manager
HUD Area Office

Charles Booker

Chief

. Assisted Housing Management
Branch ..
HUD Area Office '
George Carison
Supervisory General Engineer
HUD Area Office

Rudy Novotny
Commissioner
Newark Housing Authority

M. Hutton
Area Chief .
Newark Housing Authority -

Graig Baskerville

Assistant City Planning Director

City of Newark

James Rone
Executive Director
Newark Tenant Council

Flora Ford
President
Newark Tenant Council

Cosmo Pelaia

President

Stephan Crane Village Tenant
Association
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Raymond Rath
Deputy Director
Housing Management

Clarence Humphries

Deputy

Assisted Housing Management
Branch .

HUD Area Office

Hugh Hi11l
Acting Executive Dirvector
Newark Housing Authority

Gail Velox

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 (Eiderly) Tenant
Asspciation

Martha Stokes

President

Haynes Homes Tenant
Association



JERSEY CITY, NEW JERSEY

Robert Rigby : " Ken Frawley
Executive Director Project Manager
Jersey City Housing Authority Marion Gardens .

Jersey City Housing Authority
Ann Minervini

Director Peggy Shechan

Community Develcpment Principal Planner

Jersey City Commnity Development
Jersey City

Walter Barry

President- ) i

Applied Housing Associates

LONG BRANCH, NEW JERSEY

%

Richard Kienan William Niesen IT

Executive Director/Project Manager birector
Iong Branch Housirg Authority Long Branch City Planning Office

ASBURY PARK, NEW JERSEY

Ken Nixon Gary Anderson .

Executive Director/Project Manager Director
Asbury Park Housing Authority Department of CamunityAffairs

City of Asbury Park

¥
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PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLYANIA

REGION III

Robert Easley
Chief
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office

John Cénna

Engineer

Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office

Paul Brophy
Board Member
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Leonard Jones

Project Manager

St, Clair Village

Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Frank I. Smizik

Attorney

Neighborhood Legal Services
Association

Sara Buck
Tenant
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Joseph Hutchinson
Tenant
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

James Prindible

Housing Management Officer.
Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office 7
Daniel A. Pietragallo
Executive Director Lo
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Mr. Watson

Project Manager

Arlington Heights

Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Linda Wells .
Assistant Manager X
Arlington Heights .
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Lerraine Allen

Project Manager

Glen Hazel Heightis
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Nora Heigle
Tenant
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

Ishmell Bradley
President, Tenant Association
Pittsburgh Housing Authority

MCKEESPORT, PENNSYLVANIA

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

Aussi Paylor
Elderly Tenant
McKeesport Housing Authority
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Helen Waters

Project Manager

E.R. Crawford Village Extension
McKeesport Housing Authority

Ms. Williams
Tenant
McKeesport Housing Authority




Michael G. Stefan
Executive Director

WASHINGTON, PENNSYLVANIA

Washington County Housing Authority

Michael Johns

Mayor
City of Washington

Raymond Frabotta

Manager

Aluminum City Terrace
Housing Association
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Katheline Petropoios

Project Manager

Lincaln Terrace

Washington County Housing Authority

Joseph Spears
Director -
Community Development
City of Washington

Anonymous Tenant
Washington County Housing Authority



Frank Riordan.
Director

Housing Management
HUD Area 0ffice

Thomas Krebsback
Deputy Executive Directior

Atlanta Housing Authority-vu- '
4 N - ¢

Otis Herring
Project Manager
Perry Homes
Atlanta Housing Authority

Davey Gibson
Commissioner
Department of Community

and Human Development.
City of Atlanta

Panke Bradley
Member
Atlanta City Council

Jan Shevin

Coordinator

City Neighborhood ..
Planning Unit

Herb Millkey
Architect/Consultant

Milikey and Brown Associates

Michael Terry
Attorney
Atlanta Legal Services

Frank Butler
Executive Director

Savannah Housing Authority

- REGION' IV

ATLANTA, GEORGIA

SAVANNAH, -GEO

Paul Weddle

Chief

Housing Program Management
Branch

HUD Area Office

Edward D. Riley
Project Manager
Kimberly Homes
Atlanta Housing Author1ty

H. B. Michael

Project Manager

U Rescue Homes Villa
Aflanta Housing Authority

Richard Guthman
Member
Atianta City Council

Art Cummings
Chief Administrative Cfficer
City of Atlanta

Ivan Alien
Businessman/Former Mayor
Ivan Allen, Incorporated

Br. Jdohn Reed
Professor
Atlanta University

Richard El1lenburg

Attorney
Atlanta Legal Services

RGIA
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Mr. Mullinx
Comptrolier
Savannah Housing Authority




LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY

Dominic Schuler
Director

Housing Management
HUD Area Office

Mildred Cox
Commissioner
Louisville Housing Authority

Robert L. Astorino
Executive Director
Louisville Housing Authority

Ray Montgomery

Project Manager *
Lang tomes

Louisville Housing Authority

Dunbar Martin

Project Manager

Cotter Homes

Louisville Housing Authority

Clyde Warner
Architect
Lewis and Henry

Dennis Bricking

Attorney

Legal Aid Society of
Louisville

John Wagner

Attorney

Legal Aid Society of
Louisviile

Sally Carson

President

City-Wide Tenants Association
Louisville Housing Authority
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Lee Yon Nostitz

Chief

Housing Program Management
Branch

HUD Area Office

Queen Suope
Commissioner
Louisville Housing Authority

Beth Pautson

Administrator

Social Services Department
Louisville Housing Authority

Henry Meeves

Project Manager

Dosker Manor

Louisville Housing Authority

William Hanley

Community Development
Specialist

City of Louisville

Doug Nunn

Director

Urban Studies Center
Univerity of Louisville

Rose Jdohnson

Attorney

lLegal Aid Society of
louisville



GEORGETOWN, KENTUCKY

Betty Gillispie

Executive Director/Project Manager

Georgetown Housing Authority

Warren Powers
Mayor -
Georgetown Housing Authority

Steve Mooney
City Planner
Georgetown Housing Authority

-
LY

J.G. McDowell

Chairman

Board of Commissioners
Nicholasville Housing Authority

Shelby Combs
Mayor
Nicholasville Housing Authority
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NICHOLASYILLE , KENTUCKY

Wilma Easley
Executive Director and
Project Manager
Nicholasvilie Housing Authority

Overton Giles
City Manager
Nicholasville Housing Authority



REGION V

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
Joe Cailles Marvin Blume - :
Chief Housing Management Officer
Assisted Housing Management Assisted Housing Management
HUD Area Office . HUD Area Office
Gus Master Elmore Richardson
Executive Director Project Manager
Chicago Housing Authority Madden Park Homes
Chicago Housing Authority
Herman DuVail .
Project Manager George Hick
Scattered Sites Project Manager .
Chicago Housing Authority Horner Homes Extension
Chicago Housing Authority
David Larson
Commissicner Al Baugher
City Planning Commission Deputy Assistant Commissioner
. : T City Planning Commission
J. Fuerst
Cirector of Urban Studies Charles Orlebeke
Loyola University Professor - Urban Studies
. - University of I1linois
Ferd Kramer Circle Campus
President
Draper and Kramer Tony Fusco, Sara E. Johnson
’ Michael Pardy, Gordon Waldron
Devereaux Bowley, Jr. Attorneys
Supervisory Attorney/Author Legal Assistance Foundation
Legal Assistance Foundation
Mamie Bone
Ms. Knight Central Advisory Committee
Local Advisory Committee Chicago Housing Authority
Madden Park Homes
Chicago Housing Authority

Willie J. Baker/Roger Turpin
Community of United People/

. Concerned Citizens of Jane Adams
Chicago Housing Authority
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Clyde Caldwell
Birector of Planning
Rockford Housing Autnority

. Roy Mead

Director of Maintenance
Rockford Housing Authority

Barry Champion

Project Manager

Orton Keyes

Rockford Housing Authority

Ed McCullough

ROCKFORD, ILLINDIS

Director of Community Development

City of Rockford

Charles June
Executive Director

Gretchen Patey
Jirector of Management
Rockford Housing Authority

Sandra Clark

Director of Resident and
Community Services

Rockford Housing Authority

KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS

Kankakee County Housing Authority
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Bryon Wallace

Executive Director

Kankakee County Regional
Planning Commission




CLEVELAND, OQHIO

Don Pesek

Chief

Hous1ng Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Msgr. Francis W. Carney

Chairmman of the Board

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Roger Johnson

Deputy Director

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Grace Dillard

Area Manager

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Eugene Harris

Project Manager

Carver Park

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Norman Krumholtz
Director
Department of Community Development
Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Edward Kramer
Executive Director
The Housing Advocates, Inc.

Peter Iskin
Attorney
Legal Aid of Cleveland

Diane Turnauckas

Chairman

Central Advisory Council

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority
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Robert Fitzgerald

Executive Director

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Thomas Hanner

Area Manager

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Ann Kretchner

Supervisor of Accounting

Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Angelo Troncosco

Division of Accounting

Cuyahoga Metropelitan
Housing Authority

Mildred Harris
Project Manager
BeTlaire Gardens
Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Robert Fawcett
Project Manager
Valley View Homes
Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority

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

Joseph Davis
Birector of Research & Development
Federation for Community Pianning

Phil Staff
Director
Cleveland Tenants Organization



AKRON, OHIO

David Levey Brenda Robinson

Executive Director Management Aid

Akron Metropolitan Edgewcod Homes
Housing Authority Akron Metropolitan

Housing Authority
Robert Goehler

City Councilman Claudia Cawada
Management Aide

Bob Deitchman Sutliff Senior Apartments

Director Akron Metropolitan

Conmunity Services Staff Housing Authority

University of Akron-Edgewood
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COLUMBUS, OHIO

Paul Messenger
Acting Deputy Director
HUD Area Office

Don Johnson

Chief

Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Jeneva Scott

Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Evie Bradley X
Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Cindy Williams
Urban Intern
HUD Area Qffice

Mrs. Fairfield

Board Member

Columbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Bob Lane

Director of Development

Columbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

C1if{ Moore

Supervisor Of Manager

Columbus Metropotlitan
Housing Authority

Joyce Swith

Project Manager

Lincoln Park Homes

Coiumbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Ted Harris

Assistant Manager

Lincoln Park Homes

Columbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

~

)

h]
ol
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Elmo Turner

Director s ,
Housing Management
HUD Area Office

Jim Decker
Maintenance Engineer
HUD Area Office

Alice Thompson

Occupancy Specialist/HMO

Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Eleanor Joseph
Staff

Housing Management.,
HUD Area Office

Stephen Bollinger

Executive Director \

Columbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Dave Tyus

Director of Operations

Columbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Linda Kidwell
Riverside Homes
Columbus Metropolitan
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

William Potter

Executive Director

Neighborhood Development
Corporation

Clem Pyles -
Attorney
Ohio Legal Services

Joseph Emmett
Executive Director
Portsmouth Housing Authority

Dorothy Brown

Part-time Projéct Manager
Farley Square

Portsmouth Housing Authority

Carl Bryan

Executive Director

Project Manager

Cooper M111 Manor
Zanesville Housing Authority

Mrs., Stansbury

Staff Assistant

Cooper Mil1l Manor

Zanesville Housing Authority

Delmar Thomas’

Equal Employment Officer
Office of Contract Compliance
City of Zanesville

Mr. Harris

Assistant Director

Neighborhood Devel opment
Corporation

Wendy Winger
CoTumbus Tenants Union

Pete Wilson

President

Tenants Council

Columbus Metropolitan
Housing Authority

PORTSMOUTH, QHIO

ZANESVILLE,

Norma Yeley
Social Services Coordinator
Portsmouth Housing Authority

Barry Feldman
City Manager

CHID
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Phil Allen

Assistant Project Manager
Cooper Mi11 Manor
Zanesville Housing Authority

Hal Sharp

Assistant Community Development
Director

City of Zanesville




Michael Kastenek
Deputy Area Manager
HUD Area Office

Pat Jameson

Ceputy Director

Housing Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Theodore Jordan
Executive Director "
Detroit Housing Authority

Bernie Gross

Project Manager

Parkside Homes

Detroit Housing Authority

Yernell Hunt

Maintenance Engineer
Sojourner Truth

Detroit Housing Authority

Erma Henderscon
Prasident
Detroit City Council

Richard Stylsk1
Director '
Division of Special Services
Wayne County Department
of Social Services '

John Mogk
Professor of Law
KWayne State University

James Shehan

Birector .

United Community Housing
Coalition

" DETROIT, MICHIGAN

164

T o

e >

John Taranella
Director of Housing
HUD Area Office

Jeanette Harris

Chief v

Housing Pregram Management Branch
HUD Area Office ™

Ty Hinton -

Special ‘Assistant -

Detroit Housing Authority

Leonard Karle

Project Manager
Brewster-Douglass .
Cetroit Housing Authority

John Mukulla

Housing Aid -~
Sojourner Truth ; .
Detroit Housing Author1ty

_-Madeline Bridges

Unit Supervisor

Housing Cperations Unit

Wayne County Department
of Social Services

Themas J. Anton
Professor -
Institute of Public Po]fcy Studies
Department of Regional and
Urban PTanning
University of Michigan

Gene Garrett { .
Landlord Tenant Specialist '
United Community Housing
~Coalition



Jules Giglio .

Landlord Tenant Specialist

United Community Housing
Coalition :

Thomas Carey

Center for Urban Law

Wayne County Neighborhood
Legal Service%

Minnie Wright

Tenant

Parkside Homes

Detroit Housing Authority

Leatrice Robinson

Tenant

Parkside Homes

Detroit Housing Authority:

Brenda Freeman

Tenant

Herman Gardens

Detroit Housing Authority

Michael Barnnart

Center for Urban Law

Wayne County Neighborhood
Legal Services

Betsy Severn

Center for Urban Law

Wayne County Neighborhood
Legal Services ‘

Bernice Briscoe
Tenant

Parkside Homes
Detroit Housing Authority .

Queen Rucker

Tenant

Parkside Homes

Detroit Housing Authority

Willamina Hook

Tenant

Herman Gardens

Detroit Housing Authority

ANN_ARBOR, MICHIGAN

Catheriné Ragene

President

Board of Housing
Commpissioners

Ann Arpor Housing Authority

Lesiie Morris
Ann Arbor City Council

Ronald Trowbridge
Ann Arbor City Council

Harry Curr
Executive Director
Ann Arbor Housing Authority

Shirely Gulley

Project Manager
MI 64-1

Ann Arbor Housing Authority

ROYAL DAKS TOWNSHIP, MICHIGAN

Cassandra Robinson
Executive Director
Royal Qaks Housing Commission
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REGION VI

DALLAS, TEXAS

Ed Bice

Acting Director
Housing Management
HUD Area Office

William H. Darnall
Executive Director
Dallas Housing Authority

Walter Travis
Commissioner
Dailas Housing Authority

Dr. Monica lett
Director of Community Services
Dallas Housirg 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

Divector

Housing and Urban Rehabilitation
Department

City of Dallas
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Bruce Gipson

Chief

Assisted Housing Branch
HUD Area Office

Robert Runnels
Assistant Executive Director
Dallas Housing Authority

Eric Eriksson
Commissioner
Dallas Housing 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

Gerald Jimenez

Project Manager

Cedar Springs

Dallas Housing Authority

Mark Wassenich ’

Assistant Director !

Housing and Urban Rehabilitation
Department

City of Dallas



Michael Daniels ' -~ Thelma Robinsbn
Attorney Secretary
Dallas Legal Services Resident Council
Frazier Courts
Crezett C. Jones
President Dorothy Masterson
Resident Council | League of Women Voters
Frazier Courts ' '
Harry Zarafornetis
Bea Sutherland President
League of Women Voters Resident Council
Cedar Springs
Ti1lie May Baylor
President
Resident Council
VMest Dallas

COMMERCE, TEXAS

A. C. Hughes Neil Wright
Chairman ] Executive Director
Comnerce Housing Authority Commerce Housing Authority. ..

Thomas F. Young
Mayor
City of Commerce

- WHITEWRIGHT, TEXAS

George Brown ) Willis Duff .
Chairman Executive Director '

Whitewright Housing Authority Khitewright Housing Authority

Felix D. Robinson
Mayor
City of Whitewright

s
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REGION VII

ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI .

Kenneth Pickett

Director

Housing Management

Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Clarence McClure

Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUB Area Office

Dr. Lawrence Nicholson
Chairman of the Board

of Commissioners
St. Louis Housing Authority

Barbara Freeland
Administrative Assistant
St. Loufs Housing Authority

Donald Spaid
Director

St. Louis Community
Development Agency

Elmer Smith
Real Estate Manager
Sansone Reality

Richard Baron
Consultant
McCormack and Baron

Debby Benoit
Attorney
St. Louis Legal Aid

Bertha Gilkey

President of Board

Cochran Tenant Management Corporation
St. Louis Housing Authority

Mable Coney
Tenant Manager
Cochran Tenant Management Corporation
S$t. Louis Housing Authority
168

Jim Strassner

Housing Management Officer
Housing Program Management Branch
HUD Area Office

Thomas Costello
Executive Director
St. Louis Housing Author1ty

Téd Gatlin

Project Manager

Peabody .
St. Louis Housing Authority .

Lamar Smith

Project Manager

Vaughn

St. Louis Housing Authority

Witliam Thomas _ \
Real Estate Manager
W. A. Thomas & Co.’ -

Dr. George wende1
Director .

Center for Yrban 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 Housing Authority

Eula Mae Johnson
President of Board

Yaughn Tenant Management Corporation

St. Louis Housing Authority




KINLOCK, MISSOURI

i

Albert Coleman

Executive Director .
Project Manager-Belue«Hadnut
Kinlock Housing Authority

EAST ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI

Deneal Curry : 3 Mrs. Depriest
Executive Director ST Administrative Assistant
East St. Louis "Housing Authority East St. Louis Housing Authority

Mrs, Walker

Project Manager

Audubon )
East 3t. Louis Housing Author1ty

[}

MACOUPIN COUNTY, MISSOURI

N SR RT T
Elwood Steinmyer
Executive Director
Project Manager
Cahokia
Macoupin County Housing Author1ty

4

. - .
e T30 -
I
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REGION IX

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA o

Erwin Fariey
Director
HUD Area Office

Ralph Carey
Director of Operations
San Francisco Housing Authority

Helen Louie

Project Manager

Ping Yuen

San Francisco Housing Authority

Andrea Salsmen

Attorney

San Francisco National Legal
Assistance Foundation-

Mirium Rokeach

Attorney

San Francisco National Legal
Assistance Foundation

John Calmore
Staff Attorney
National Housing Law Project

Martin Chew

Attorney

San Francisco National Legal
Assistance Foundation

Lillie Ransom

President

San Francisco Public Housing
Tenant Association

Gertrude Williams

Treasurer

San Francisco Public Housing
Tenant Association

170

John C. Epler
Supervisory Housing

Management Officer
HUD Area Office-:

Allen Nunley

Project Manager

Hunter's Point .

San Francisco Housing Authority

David Cincotta-
Housing Coordinator
City of San Francisco -- -

Joseph Vincent

Attorney

San Franciscd National Legal
Assistance Foundation”

E

Catherine Bishop
Staff Attorney - @
National Housing Law Project

Fred Feller

Attorney

San Francisco National Legal
Assistance Foundation

George Her

First Vice President

San Francisco Public Housing
Tenant Association

Christine Neal
San Francisco Public Housing
Tenant Association



RICHMOND, CALIFORNIA

John Prowell
Executive Director
Richmond Housing Authority

Paul Galeno -
Maintenance Supervisor
Richmond Housing Authority

Leon Hunter
Assistant Director
Richmond Housing Authority

Hilda Smith
Tenant Relations Supervisor
Richmond Housing Authority

- SAN JOAQUIN, CALIFORNIA

Alberta Davis

Executive Director

San Joaquin County
Housing Authority

N

David Ward

Administrator of Finance

San Joaquin County
Housing Authority

James Mahoney -~ \
Senior Deputy County Administrator
San Joaquin County

Rebecca VYelasquez

President

Tracy Tenants Association

San dJoaquin County
Housing Authority

- i
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Joseph Artesi

Administrator of Housing
Operations

San doaquin County
Housing Authority

Mary Becker

Project Manager

Tracy Holmes

San Joaquin County
Housing Authority




APPENDIX G
PUBLIC HOUSING SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

PART X

PUELIC BOUSING PHA INSTRUMENT

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

At the end of this PEA form, attach clean, legible, coamplete coples
of the most recent submission of the following forms for this PEA
in the order that they are ligted below:

i. HUD 52726, Funding Formula Data Collection Form

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

3. HOUD 52599, Statement of Operating Receipts and Expenditures,
for thas PHA's fiscal yvear which ended in 1975.

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

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

Some questions on this gurvey ask you to provide a mumber of pieces

of information which exists in HUD Field Office files. Others, though,
ask for your cpinion, your best estimate, or an approximate figure.
¥You should note the difference between the two types of guestions.

In addition, some guestions ask for information now or at a particular
time i1n the past. Other gquestions are more vague in their reference

to a particular period of time. In any case where the time period ig

not c¢lear, you should answer the guestion considering the situwation in the
PHA's most recently completed fiscal year.
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PART 1

PUBLIC HOUSING

PHA Instrument

PROJECT IDENTIFICATICN QODE (PIC)

mninslnninssinunis i

b

GENERAL, TNFCRMATION

FHA Name

PHA Nuwber

FHA Iocation:

{a)

Street Address

(b} City
{c} BState
{d) Telephone )
{. The last Fiscal Year for this HA ended in
wotn [ )] vear 297 |
33-35H
5. Referring to this HA's HUD 52573 for this fiscal year, klease in-

drcate how many sStaff positions this FHA has in these categories:

Type of Position

PN

Total Number
of Posations

Equivalent thomber
of Full-time
Fosibions

Bjulvalent Full-

_time Positions

Charged to HUD-
Aided Manage-
ment Program

a. Adminmistration

T—

b. Tenant Services

c. Dtilaties-1abor

d. Ordinary Main—

tenance and
Cperation -
Labor

(=N

Protective
Services

Extracrdinary
Mz1ntenance

g.

h.

Bettements
and Additions

Other (legal
etc, Speclfy:

- -“-—--CONTMJED----“-’

4
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-2

6. Are managerent staff in this BA unionized?  {Circle one mumber)
l-wes

2=r0

7. Are non-managenent =taff in this BHA micnized? {circle one number)
l~-yes

Z2-n0

8, Circle the rumber which 1s your gpimion of this RAiA's Staff levels in esach of
the areas listed below:

Urderstaffed At Right Overstatted
Edwtantially  Bameshat  Statf Lewel  Somevhit  Sumtantially

{a) Mministzation 1 2 T3 4 5

{b} Tenant Services 1 2 3 4 5

{c] DEilitise~Labor 1 F 3 4 5

{d) Dedinacy maintenance 1 2 3 4 5
AN CPALALIONS

{e) Protective Services 1 2 3 £ s

(f) Extraovdinmy Main- 1 2 3 4 5 .
tenance

(9) Pettements o 1 2 3 4 5
Mditonz

(b) <nher {(legal, ets.) 1 2 3 4 5
Specity

9. In your gpinion, are the salaries of this FA's Admnistrative staff, campared
to salaries paid in the area by other employees Tor sumlar types of work:
(circle one rumber) .

1 - higher
2 = abaut the sane
3 - lower 26
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10. In your cpimion, are the salaries of this BEA's clerical, maintenance, and jan:

torial staff, canpared to the employees salaries paid in the area by other
enpicyees for sumilar types of work: (circle one mumber)

1 - substantially higher
2 - gcmewhat higher

3 - about the same

4 - somewhat lower

5 = substantially lower

11, Are the follcwing FHA management and maintenance ¢peraticns centralized (based J
Primarily in the FHA Central Office), decentralized (based primarily in
individual projects or amall groups of projects), or muixed: (check one box for
each operation) - .t

b

Maintenance Operaton Type of Primary Responsibility:

Centralized Decentralized Mixed

(a) security services

g {b) project management

{¢) budget allecation :

{d} budget control

{e) eviction proceduoes

(£} staff selection .

(g) tenant selecticn

(h} rent collection

(1) reexamination procedures ) T
(1) handling tenant complaints 5658

{k) maintenance service -
5%-6

delivery ;

{1) maintenance sSUReTV1S10n 62-6
(m} maintenance scheduling 65=6
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B'

Irventory Description

- 1.

2.

e i »

——_—I—_—_c—sm__a._—___ﬁ_

Indicate the nmbers of indavadual p.'ajects and wnits of the following types

in this PHEA's invmtnry.

[Type of Project

Total Number of
this Type Prolect

Total thits in
this Type of Project

{a) designed primar:ly for ocou-
pancy by families -

a
Wt

({b) designed primarily for ocou-
pancy by elderly tenants

{¢) Besigned for cccupancy by
families and elderly tenants

{d) all projects in this BA

Irdicate the nmbers of grugects and tmats in thas BHA in the following

categories: ~

Type of Project

Total This Type
Project

Total thits This
Type of Project

{a) Conventicnal

{b)} Turnkey

{c) Section 23 leased

{d) section 8§ leased

{e) Turnkey III Homeownership

{f)} Acgaired {other than
Turnkey}

4 -

el

X
%0

{g) Other
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3. How many peojects and units in this PHA have been pxrtnlly or campletely

Semolished durihg the last five yeaxs?

- © meeccoes [T )

4. For tow many projects and units in this FHA hme there been demolition
requests during the last five years? -

) 1-5
ERY 7
E:
pnch 8
17 in H
14-15
Runber of Hojects: DDD 16~18& ;
19-23 £
Waber of Pm‘JectSDDD 24-26
Nuatber of thits: DDDD D -

C. OCccoupany and Tenwre Information

1. From HUD 527218, indicate the Average Occupancy Percentage for this FHA:

- " . mmp

2. Over the last five years, has this percentage increased, stayed about
the same, or decreased? (circle one)

1 - increased: mrees
2 ~ stayed about the same
3 = decreased - : -

3. How many projects in this A are more than 25% vacant?

mmim]

P T A e e D T T e T o S Ty T Ty

.

4. How many tenants moved mnto units in this PHA 1n the last year?
(ccunt all tepants listed on HUD 51227 for this FHA'in“the last year)

i | ' D000

RN

e

i
- - 5.. Has this annual number generally increased, stayed about the same, or
decreased during the last five years? {circle one number)

1 - increased
’ ] 2 - ptayed about the same

3 - decreased
-
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LT el S |

D, Tenant Characteristes

1-
7

e

arn oyl

-

2'

3

Provade your best estimate of the percentage of all tenante and of
all elderly tenants in this FHA who are in the following racial

categqoriss;
Percent of All Percent of Elderly
Category Tenants Tenants
(a) Total ' ) A A 4346
(&) Whate % % 47-50
(e} Black % % 51~54
{@) American Indian A o 55-58
{e} Hispanic - % -4 % 59-§
{£) Ociental % Y% 63-66
(g) Other Minorities A . yA 67-70
Irdicate for the five categoriés liSted below the approximate rusiber dup 1-1
of projects in this FHA and thé approiimate number of its which panch
they contain. 18 n
.. ~14-15
Categories Wirbet of Projects . Rumber of Units in
! N “fhese Projects
{a} all white 16-19 . y 20-25
(b} mostly swhite 26-29 30-35
_}{c) about even amounts
of whrte ard mnority 36-39 40-45
(3} mostly muncraty 46-49 5d-55
(e} all mnority 56-59 £0-55
Abaut what percentage of all touseholds in this MHA are single parent
families?
% Jeee
About what percentage of all households an this PR are fanale headed
with caldren? '
LJ
7% §es-so
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E. Financial Information

- 1. For this KiA's fiscal years which erded in 1975, 1976, and 1977,
what were the total MOD dollar figures in these categories:

FY Ended an 1875

Total Funds Approved

Total Funds Obligated

Total Funds Advanced

Total Funds Expended {Actual}

FY Ended in 1976

Total Furds Spprowved

Total Funds (blz:\gated

Total Funds Advanced

Total Funds Expended {Actual)

F¥ Ended in 1977

Total Funds Approved

Total Funds Cbligated

Total Funds Advanced

Total Funds Expended (Actual)

2, Dwring 1ts last fascal year, did this PHA receiwve any funding or

services fram any of these.sources?

{Check one box for each source)

Source

Yes

bo

a., CIBa

b. WACD®

c. CEFA

d., LEmA

e, HIW

f. Other
. {specafy:

{specify:

f 60-61




3. What are the approved anrual ancame limats for thas PHA and what were the
approved income limits three years ago for these family sizes?

Family Size

Income Limit Now

Ingcame Lamit

Three Years Ago

1} Person Household

16-20 ¥

2 Person Household

26~30

3 Person Household

36-40

4 Person Household

46-50

S Person BHousehold

S56-60

& Person Household

§6=70

7 Person Household

16-20

8 or more person Household

[26=30

P N N W

4. Two years ajo, what was the percent of adjustsed incaone nsed by this

PHA to calculate rent for:

a. families

(J07

b. elderly tenants

R

¢. cther tenants

Y

5. What percent of ajjusted i1ncame doss this PHA use now to calcoulate

rents for:

a. families

HIEZ

b. elderly tenants

0+

c. other tenants

L0y
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PART 11

" PUBLIC HOUSING PROSECT INSTRUMENT

This 1S a swwvey to determine a number of characteristics of a particular
Public Housirg Project. Some of the information for the answers to the
questions will be found 1n HUD Field Office files. On other questions, you
are asked to provide your best estimate, judgment, or ¢pinion.

At seweral points within the sirvey document, there are instructions to
answer questions only for some projects. You are aleo asked to attach to
the back of this survey instnment in the order listed below, clean, legible
copies of the following forme covering this project for the most recent

reporting period:

1 ~ HUD 52295,*

2 - HUD 51235,

*Note: Even 1f a copy of this form has already been attached to another
HA or project survey nstrument, another copy must be attached to the
back of the swvey questions for this mroject.

Many of the guestions on this survey ask for information 1n a specific
time pericd. Others ask for information mow, or in a recent pericd.

In any case, where the time period for the response 1s wmnelear, refer to
the most recently campleted fiscal year for the FHA which mansges this
project.
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PHA Project

PART II
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECT INSTRIMENT

PROTECT IDENTLFECATICON CODE

A.

GENERAL INFORMATION

l.

2.

Project Naue

Project Number D D D

3.

Project Iocation:

Street Bddress

City
State
Telephone
4. In what wear was this project first available for occupancy?
1800 53-54
5. This project is:  {Circle one)
1 - Corwventional
2 ~ Turnkey
3 - Section 23 leased
4 - Section 8 leased
5 - Turnkey III Homeownership
6 — Apquired (other than Turnkey)
7 — Other (specify)
55
6. Has this preoject been completely demolished diring the last five
vears? (Circle one)
1-Yes
56
2-%
P 1f yes do not camplete the rest of this survey.
7. Indicate the rumber of wnits 1n this project vhich have been damclished
during the last five years. D D D D D D 5762
8., Has there been & FHA reguest for partial or iotal demelitaon of thas
project duraing the last five years?
1 - Yes
2 ~XNo 63
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9. How many PHA equivalent full-time staff positions in the followrng
categories are charged to this projects

Category Eguivalent Full-Time Positions
fa}] Admnistration B D D D
(b) Tenant Services D D D D
(c) Utilities Labor D D D D
T 0000
’ {e} Protective Services D D D D
(£} Extracrd
ey 0000
(g} Betterment and aonooQg

Addition

. (h) Cther (legal, etc.) O80008

(Specify}

10, Circle the namber which 1s your cpinaon of this project's staff
Jevels 1n the areas listed: i

Understaffed About Right Overstaffed
Substantially Scmeuhat  Staff Lewvel Someshat  Substantially

{a) Administration 1 2

[b]) Tenant Services

{c} telities-Labor

[Vl ™
W |w | wfw
ol s

r

2
(d) Ordinary maintanance 2
and oeratwons

(e} Protactive Bervices 1 2 3 4 5

I (£} Brtracrdinary Maine 1 2 3 4 5
tenanca

(g} Betterments ard 1 2 3 4 5
Addrtons

(h} Qther (legal, etc.} 1 2 3 4 5
Specafy
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11, Have there ever been any rent strikes in this project? (Circle one)

1l —Yes

2 - No

P | If yes, answer questions 1l{a) and 1i(b):

11{a)} About bow many months did the rent strike(s) last

altogether? D D [:'

Il{b}) Dad the rent strike(s) take place darang the last '
two years? (Circle one)

1~ Yes

2 -MNo

12. 1Is there a tenant organization 1n this project? (Cirele one)

1l - Yes

2 -

’I If yes, answer questions 12(a) through 12(e):|

12{al Is this tenant organization formally organized with
elected officers, reqularly scheduled meetings, membership
rules and responsibilities?

1 - Yes

2 -No

12(b} Does this tenant organization have & jimpact on the
establashment of policies 1n the moject?

1 = Yes

2 ~No

12{c) Does this tenant organization provide a representation
of all tenants?

1l ~ Yes

2-W

12{(d) Does this tenant organization represent the views of
cnly a small group of tenants?

1l - Yes

Z2-No

12(e) Has this tehant organization ever threatened to bring
suit against the RIA or HUD or has 1t ever actually
brought swit against the A or HUD?

1l - Yes

2 -Ro

A
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dup 1-
purich ™Y
531 §
f 1415
B. FHYSYCAL DESCRIPTION
1. How many mits of each of the following bedroom sizes does
thais project contain?
Bedroom Size Nurber of Units
0 Bedroans 16-19
1 Bedroans 20-23
2 Badrooms 24-27 ¥
3 Bedroams 28-31
4 Bedruams 32-35
5 Bedruans 36=39
6 Oor more befrooms 40-43
Total Number of Units L 44-47
2. Wnach of the Iollowirg best descrabes the project type?
; (Circle one rumber)
" ’ - 1 - wWalk—up
2 -~ Garden g 48
3 - muse
4 - Highrise {elevator}
5 - Simgle family detached
- 6 - Cther
3. How many stories are 1n each bunilding? (Average for scattered site)
49-50

[0
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Is this a scattered site project? (Circle cne number)} L

1l - Yes

2 -HNo

If yes, answer guesticn 4a.

If o, skip to guestion 3.

{a) Bow many sites does this project have? 5254

How many of these sites are in:

~ neighborhoods with hagh concentre{tm of mnority 55-K7
residents

~ neighborhoods wath high concentrations of low
mncome and very low income residents

~ neighborhoods wath high concentrations of public,
subsidized, and other low rent housing

— urban rehewal, code enforcement, Model Cities, or other
symlar types of neaghborhoods

— neighberhoods with poor quality and/or avauabz_hty of
public and sociral servaces

How many buildings are there in this project? D D D

6.

Does this project wmelude a roam, space, or building for communaity
use? (Circle one mamber)

1 - Yes

2 -

From HUD 1885, indicate how many acres (rounded to the ne
whole number) there are in this project site. DD 74=77

Was this groject designed for elderly occupancy, family ocoupancy,
or occupancy by both gramps? (Circle one muber)

1 - designed for elderly cccupancy
78

2- deslgned' for famly occupancy

3 -~ designed for occupancy by elderly
tenants and families

186



Has this number increased, stayed about the same, or decreased
over these time periods: (circle one {nmber for each period)

— et e s e e e CONTINUED

Stayed about " -
Time Periods Increased the same Decreased -
Over the past year 1 3 3 21
Over the past two years 1 2 3 22 'I
Qver the past five year 1 2 3 23
Abcut how many tenants moved mto wnits in this preject during
e ot yarr minmel £
Has this namber ncreased, stayed about the same, or decreased
over these time periods: (mrele one mmber for each pericd)
" Stayed about
T Tame Perixd Increased the same Decreased
Over the past year . 1T s oe2at 3 29
Over the past two years 1 2 3 30
Over the past five years i '2 3 1
Does the HUD 52295 for this project include other projects?
{Circle one mmber)
1l - Yes 32
i 2 - Mo
If yes, answer questions 5{a) and S5(b).
If no, skip to Part D,
5(a} How many projects and how many units does the HUD 52295
for this project nclude?
Number of projects: DDDD
33-36
: maper of wats + CUJDCICICR w22
5(b) Aare the delinquency and loss experiences for this project
better than, about the same as, or worse than the other
projects on this HUD 522857
1 = Better
2 ~ Abcut the same 43
3 - wWorse
187 -
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FINANCTAL DNFORMATTON

D.
1. Has this mroject ever had a MOD program? (Circle one rumber)
1l ~Yes . . .
2-N -7 R '
2., Does this project have a MOD program underway? (Cirele cne nu‘:;!_aer] ‘
i - Yes - - !
2 ~ Ko
- T n ]
3. (a) pﬁwmjrgggg MOD dollars hawe ev? bee [::U\ edﬁﬁsm D D D suss
(b} Bow many of these approved MOD dollars have gver been
actually experded by this pmje&t? DD DD D E D D
4. Has this ever been z TBP pro;ect'-’ {Cxrcle one rnxnber} .
1 - Yes
"2-1“39““ ‘ L o
5. Is this a TPP project ncw” {Circle one nuber)
1 - Yes
2 -
6. Fram HUD 54003 for this roject, please provide the following TBP
funding information,
Goal TIT aAll Goals
Phase 1 - BHA B B
Phase 1 — HUD ¢ $
Phase 2 - BEA f ¢
Phase 2 — HUD $ $ = &
. e L = e
5 DRI
e EaS 3§3<§{ / >< \/>< 35
Phase 3 — HA ¢ ¢
Phase 3 - HUD ¢ ¢
o s ety e e . e e e CONTINUED — —— ——— — —— ——
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7. If a smmlar project to this one was in about the same location N
and 1t was 1n the private market and full ocaupancy had to be
mawntained, approximately what are the highest averajge monthly
rents that the landlord could charge for units 1n the project?

| Unit Size Highest Possible Rent
0 Bedroons 5 1alo
1 Bedrooms § Joio
2 Bedrooms & , o0 o
3 Bedroons £ oo
4 Bedroomns )g' . O |0
5 Bedroans $ Jo O
& Bedrooms f ol o
7 or more Bedrooms £ : (o IR ¢) 69~7
L0 HOT PUNCH

. [ n *
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E. Tenant Information

1. About what pexcentage of all heuseholds in thas project are
female headed wath children? )%

2. About what percentage of all houssholds an thrs project are o
single perent families? DD o

¥

3. How many tenants who have moved into this project in the last year
have total family-ammal income in the follovwang ranges? (Refer
o HUb 51227, Colum K)

Range Mumber of Famlies
0 .
$  1-1,000 ) se -
. 1,001 ~ 2,000 o ' 28-31
2,001 — 3,000 0 . 32-35
3,001 - 4,000 . 1AL - 36-39
) 4,001 - 5,000 40-43
5,001 - 6,000 ' 24-47
6,001 - 7,000 B A ) 48-51
7,001 - 8,000 e 52-55 §
) 8,001 ~ 9,000 ) ' 56-52
] 9,000 or more i 60~63
.
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4. How many tenants in this project who have undergone regular recsamna-
tion dunnyg the last year have total family anpual ancomes in the
followmng ranges? (Refer to HUD 51245, Colum K)

Rarxje . Nmber of Famlies

§ l1-1,000

1,000 - 2,000

2,001 - 3,000

3,001 - 4,000

4,001 - 5,000 oo
5,001 - 6,000 26-3%
+ 6,00 - 7,000 ) 40-43
7,001 - B,000 ) 4447
8,001 - 9,000 B 48-51
9,001 or more 52=55
]
DO NOT ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS IN PART F FOR SCRATTERED SITE PROJECTS
P, Project Rewghborhcod Characteristics
1. Tha best descmiption of the area where this project is located
1g; [(carcle one yunber) )
1 - Urban, the central business district )
2 - Urban, the oore,arez, but not the central business district 56
3 -~ Urban, but not an the core area o the central Insiness
district
4 = Suburban, the central business district
5 = subuthan, but mot 1 the central business d:.s'cr_lct
6 - Rural area
2. Is thes project located within a major city of the Standard Metropolatan
Statistrcal Area (RMSA)?  [carcle one nimber)
i = yes
57
2 -no

191 - ~




it

1-

3. The area Wnch 1s generally consadered to be "the neighhorhood! vhere
this project 25 located is chaefly (cixcle one number):

1 - resident:al

2 - cammercial

3 ~ industrial

4 - resadential /oammercial

5 = residential /industrial

§ = commercial /andustrial

7 - residential /commercial/industrial

IT-11

58

4. Five years ago the appreximate ancome level an "the neaghborhecd" vhere

s project is located was:

" 1 - vary 1low inooma

2 - low ancome

3—la¢qrmddleinm

4 - mddle incame

5 ~ upper incoue

(circle ane nubec)

58

5. Today,

the neighborhood™ where this project 1s located is:

, the approxumate income level in what s generally considered

1 - very low income

2 - low income

3 - lower mddle income

4 - mddle incone

5 = dpper Income

{circle one mmmber)

60
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6. 1In the last five vears, the proporticn of mirority residents in "the
- nexghborhoad” where the project is located, other than the res:dents
of s project has: (earele ona mumber)
1 -~ greatly increased
2 - slighly increased
3 - stayed about the same
4 = slaghtly decreased

5 — greatly decreased

61

7. 'Today, apgroamately what percentage of families in "the neighborheod”
where this project 15 located are:

a. Elderly . Ejljz

62-63

b. Menbers of a racial minority: B D %

64-65

8, In the area wnch is generally considered to be "the naighborhood"
what is the approxumate mix of single family and multifamily housing
other than project? (aircle one mmber)

i

100% sigle family houses

2 - 75% single family houses/25% apartments

3 - 50% single family houses/50% apariments '

4 - 25% single fanily houeses/75% apartments
100% apartments
It 15 not a resydential nerghborhood

n
|

o
'

66
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L] - 3
9. In the "neaghborhood" where the project is located, the approamate
mix of owners and renters other-than the residents of this progect
s {clrcle one marhex)
1 = 100% owmers
2 - 750 ouners/25% renters -
3 - 50% ocuners/50% renters ) R 67
4 ~ 25% cwners/75% renters h
. 5 — 100% repters h
6 - It 1s not a residential neaghborhood :
10. The approsimate proportion -of subsidized or public.housing in "the
Brronding neaghborined” other than thas project is closest to:
1 - 0% - No other subsidized or public housing
2 — 25% ~ Other subsadized or public housung
) 3—50%—0ﬂ1eramMQrpthMUSmg
4 ~ 75% - Other subsidized or public housing
5 = 100% — All subsadized or public housing . ‘
194 .. A
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“1i.

How would you rate the qualaty and/or avealabalaty of these servaces
in the nesghborhoed of the mroject fave years ago (circle ome numbex
for each item)

At

Mot
Availlable Poar Fair Good Excellent

Folice
Protection 1 2 3 4 3
Fublac Schools 1 2 3 4 =) 70
General
Appsarance 1 2 3 4 5 71
Publac
Transpertataon 1 2 3 4 5 72

’ Streets and

. Prads 1 2 3 4 5 73
Parks, Playgrounds,
Pecreational

' Facilities ke 2 3 4 5 74
Stores and

i} Supemarkets 1 2 3 4 5 75
Garbage and
Trash Collection 1 2 3 4 3 76
Fire Protection 1 2 3 4 5 -7
Soraal and/or
Cammanity
Services 1 2 3 4 5 78
Orverall service
quality and

- avarlakality 1 2 3 4 5

79
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12. How would you rate the quality and/or availaknlity of these services
in the neighborhocd of the project MR (circle one nunber for each item)

Not
Zvailable Poar Fair Good Excellent

Police
Protection

Public Schools

General Apperance

Public
Transportation 1 2 3 4 5
Streets and Foads 1 2 3 4 5

Parks, Playgrounds,
Recreational Faci-

Lities 1 2 3 4 5
Stores and

Supemarkets 1 2 3 4 5
Garbage and

Trash Collection 1 2 3 4 5
Fare Protsction 1 2 ) 3 4 5
Socaal ardd/or

Commanity Sexrvices 1 2 3 4 5
Overall sexvice

quality and

availability 1 2 3 4 5

13. Is the naighbarhood where this project 1s located an urban renswal,
code enforcestent, model cities, or other simxlar type of neighborhood?
(carele one mamiber)

1 - yes

2 - no

14. How would you grade the neaxghborhcod where thrs project as located on
the followaing xtems: (circle cane manber for aach item)

?;;llcable Pooy Fair Gand Excellent
a. Polluticn b} 1 2 3 4
b, Crime o 1l 2 3 4
c. Presence of
Abandoned burldings 0 1 2 3 4
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PART III
PROJECT PROBLEM "ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION CODE (PIC) -

OO o

State PHA Prog

A. INVENIORY CF PROJECT PROBLEMS

GENERAL THNSTRUCTIONS ;
This Section of the questicnnaire is desagned to hriefly anventory the types

of MAJOR PROBLEM TYPES affecting the vaabilaty of the project, The irwentory
process oonsasts of k0 seperate steps which are descrabed below.

STEP 1

In step 1, you are asked to BATE THE NEGATUVE IMPACT that each problem
type has on the viabilaty of thesmoject accordang to the followang

scale:
T p—Ft
Ko Negatave Slag Scae Congiderable Savere
Impact Negatzve Negative Negatave Negative
Impact Impact Impact Impact
STEP 2

After completang the wpact rating on every problem type, you are
to bagin step 2. Step 2 asks you to RANK ORDER the five most
serious problems adentafied 1n step 1 akewe. Use the followang
scale:

A = Most savere of the five

B = Next most severe

C = Third most sovere

D = Fourth most severe

E = Least severe of the five ranked
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STEP 1 STER 2
RATE THE NEGATIVE| RANK ORDER THE
IMPACT OF EACH FIVE MOST
ERORLFM 'I'YPE ON SERIOUS
THTS FROIECT:
A = Most sery
1ve Fo impact B = Next nost:
2 = Slight urpact| . serioud
3 = Some dirpact .
4 = Considerable | .
PROBLEM FYPE umpact E = Ieast seri-
5 = Cgvere ous of 5
1. PROJECT LESIGN AND SITE
(a) Project size (muker and densety of - 20-2
wuts, buldings, type of buldirg -2l
on site) .
- {b} Buadling mix, size or layout 9
(arrangement, access) 2-23
(e} Umt mix, size or layoub »
(arratgemant and access) 4-25
(@) On-site familaties (lawndry,
storage, recreation room) 26-27
(e} menities (pool, well-desagned play
areas, adequate parking) 28-29
{(f} Defensible space {personal sense
of security, privacy, controlled 30-31
access)
(g) Physicel ervarcment {landscaping,
excessive standing water, noise,
congestaon, pollution, garbage and 32-33
tragh)
(h) Comaraaal space 34-35
Q0
(1) Other (specafy) 36-37
N~
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL CONDITION
(workmanship and/or Materials)
{a) Foundation 38-39
Plumb
b} g 40-41
() Electracal
42-4
(d) Appliances 44-45
(a) Foof 26-47
(E} Elavators 48-49
(g) Heating and Cooling 50-51

—— — — —— —
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SIEP 1 STEP 2

FATE THE NEGATIVE| RANK ORDER THE
IMPACT OF EACH FIVE MOST
PHOBLEM TYFE ON | SERIOUS PROELEMS
PROBLEM TYPE™ (contimued) THIS PROJECT

(h) Insuvlation

(1} General Structure (walls, floors,
wandow framing, doors)

{3) Sewage Daisposal
(k} Parking Area (Conditien)
(1) Other {specaify)

4 <
P | Tenait Charagteristics Y%
{a) Predowinance of families 16-17
(b} Predominance of large famalies 18-19

{c} Predmanance of single-parent
fanale headed famrlres versus two 20-21
parent headed famlies

() Adults/children ratio 22-23

{e) Large nmutber of teemagers 24-25

(£) Sowrce of ancame (most families
recerving public assistance)
Predominance of very low

{9} income tenants

(h) General or frequent unemployment
{1} Eigh tenant turncover

S pe— AVAVAVAVAVS
{a) Rute hreaking
(b} Property damage

(c) Choonic rent arrears

(d) Cramnmal and antr-social
behavior of family menbers

{e) Unsamitary practices {(Inside and
outside housskesprng of unat)

(£) MNwusance behavior (Lowd disruptive
norses, wncontrelled child acti-
vaty)

(g} Malti problem famalies (families
having geveral of the akxwe pro- 46-47
blems and who are continuously
and severely disruptive)

—_— CONTIRUED ——— — e —— —_—
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EROBIEM TYFE (continued)

STEP 1

mﬂx&@mm
ACT OF EACH
FPROBLIM TYPE ON

I1I-4

STEP 2

%mm
MOST
SERTOUS PRORLEN,

’foﬂ:er |
{a) Fent strikes and demonstrations - 48-49
(b) aAttatndes toward managanent 50-51
(¢} Unreasonable expectatrons and
camplaints 52-53
(d) Racial mix 54-55
{e) Cther Specify
4, NETGHEBQFHOOD \: ; ; :
(2) Socuzl Sexrwvices, (hospitals, ¢hild
care, schools, library, recreation) 56-57
{b) Transportation 58-58
(¢} Camercizl Areas 60-61
{d) Vandalism znd Cther crime 62-63
(e} Fhysical envircmment ( excessive
norse, . polivtion, .oongestion, 64-65
trash,. garbage, abandoned pro-
perties, Junk cars)
{£) Social enviromment (project
adversely impacted by social
conditions in neaghborhocd) 66-67
{g) Attatnde of neighborhood resadents
toward project ang tenments 68-69
(h) Project "Image™ in nejghborhood 70-71
(i) Concentration of mimarities 72-73
(7} Concentrataon of low-imcone
pPersons 74-75
(k) High unemployment 76-77
N Dup. 1-
5. HD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF FHA/PROJECT punch 83
- in 14-15
’[ Prograns and Foligies l
(a) Adequacy of cperating subsady
level . 16-17
(b} 2decuacy of FFS forruia
18-19

A S T S d— — —
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PROBLEY TYFE {contimied)

BTEP 1

PFATE THE NEGRTIVE
IMPACT CF EMCH
PROBLEM TYPE QN

II1-5

STER 2

RANK, OFDER THE
SERTOUS PROELEMS

THIS PROJECT .
{c} Timeliness of PFS allocation 20-23
{d) rrs formmla's failure to include
certain FHA needs (1.e. security) y 22-23 .
{e) Conflict between servang low-ineomne
persons and mandates on inotme mx
and PHA econcmic self-sufficiency 24-25
(f) Conflict hetwemen sexving hagher
income persons and antai~discrimi—
naticn statutes and ordinances 20-27
{g) Conflict between affimmatave i
integration in racially impacted -
projects and maintaining full .
Cocupancy 28-29 |
{a} Mmber of HD staff 30-31
(b} Slkalis of HD staff 32-33
(c} BAoount of time spent momatorang I
PHA compliance wath HOD regqulations .
and ferms 34-35
(d) Amnmt of tame spent provading '.
substantive techmical assistance
to PHAs 36-37
=
(e} Sensitiwvrty of staff to FHA, pro— {
Ject and tenamt problems {ability
to balance HUD needs against PHR/
project and tenant needs) I8-29
(£) Other (Specafy)
40-41 _
6. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERMENTAL TMPACTS ) ’.’{ 4243 |
(2) Delivery of public services :
(polaice, fire, roxds ete.) 44-45
(b} Delwery of socal and commmty .
services 46-47
(c) ILocal and State legal restrictions - "
(new standards, code inspection, )
land use controls) 8-49
(d} Local political pressures (r.e. B
hiring, primotang, firing staff) 30-5%
(e) Welfare system (Level of payments,
emeryency payments, vendor payments) 52-53
201 54-55

CONTINUED
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BTEP 1 STEP 2

FATE THE NEGATIVE| RANK ORDER THE
DOACT aF FIVE MOST
oo it | SFNTcie PRORLEMS
PROBLEM TYPE |continued) THLS PROJBCT :

(f) Available and agressive local legal <
services orgamization pursuing .
tenant rights

() Local courxts { Iong delays in evac- -
tion cases, bias teward tenants
raghts}

(b} State laws {extensive easting
procedures, new and expanding AT .
substantive and pgocedural raghts ’
for tepants) - - -

(1) Camatment of Mayor/Chief execuiive
to viabilaty of the PHA

{7) Oomutment of local legislative - .
body to viability of PHA

(k) Cawatment of Mayor/Onef executave .
to the viabalaty of this project

(1} Commitment of local legislative
body to the viability of this. . o

project

(m} Federal goverrmant legal restric—

tions or regulations (HEW, NEPA,
B, OSHA

(n} Other (specafy)

7. 1OW FENT HOUSING MARKET x <

{a) Lack of dswand for low rent housing
of the guality provided in this
. PHA

{b) Lack of demand for low rent housing
of the qualrty provided in this .
project

(o) * Supply of low-rent private market
’ housang more desirvable 5 low—
inecme persans in terms of age, .
-condition of balding, amenties,
security amd neighboriood ssrvices
than thas progects provides - -

(@) Other (specify) .

e
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STEP 1 STEP 2

RATE THE NEGNTIVE | RANK CFOER THE
DMPACT OF EACH FIVE MOST

DROBELEM TVPE (eontanued) , |EroErEM TYPE o | SERTOUS PROBLEMS

THIS PROJECT

8. PROJECT EXPENSES (AVATLABILITY AND/CR ;X;Z:><;Z;?€zZFx§: 4{"}4"'} %
COST OF GOODS, SERVICES) 1"
I 4

{a} Fuel oil, gas, electricity, coal
rates and/or availdhility

) Other utility rates and/or avail-
ability (water, sewer, etc.)

20-21

() Insurance Rates and/or Avarlability

(d) General Project Labor and Persormel
Rates and Supply

(e) Specialized Contract Services
{pharbirg, electracal, security,
exterminating, building contractors)

(£} 2vaylabilaty of Competent Main— .
tsnance Staff

(g) Other (specafy)

28-29

30-31

32-33

9, PHA/PRVECT ADMINISTRATICN
Pl Capatal Inprovement Prooram]

(a) 2Adequacy of modermization funds

34-35

(b) Efficaent use of medernization
funds

36-37

P Accoentung Systen|

() Maantenance of records (Currency
and sopustrcation of record
kecpung)

38-39

(b} Ademiacy and ascuracy of reports
to D

40-41

{¢) Adequacy, accuracy, and frequency
of reports for fiscal management

42-43

{3} &dequacy, acawacy, and frequency
of reports for internal manage—
ment

44-45

(e) Lack of project based budgeting
(fommulated and monitored at the
moject level

46-47

— v ——— - — — CORTINUETD
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PROELEM TYPE (continued)

’Imntalardoccupanqpolzca.esaml

“{a} Admission system (recelvirg
applircations; maintenance of
waiting last)

) Incane and eligibality deter—
RINataons

(@) Tenant Selection (prriorities,
screening)

(4} Rent Determnations (adequacy
and oarrency of rent determmnztions
and recertifications)

(e} =Fent collection (Firmmess and
tuneliness in dealing with rent
delinguency) t

{f} wtalaty Allowances {adequacy and
currency of allowance schedules,
collection procedures)

g} Eviction (policy, procedure,
fimmess, pramtness, and con—
pliance with HID policy}

(h) Large mmber of vacancaes in PHA

{1) Large mumber of vacancies in
project

P | Tenant Services and Relaticns |

a) Coordmation of commaty based
services for benefrt of project
resadaents

(b) Provaision of PHA hased social
SEIV1ces

(c) Day to day relaticns wath
ndrvadual tenants (handling and
resolving camplaints)

(@) Relations wath orgarnzed tenant
groups

(e) Involvement of tenants in PHa/ .
project management

{f) BExstence or cperation of "
grievancs procedure {(canplaints 76-71
ayjainst PHA}Y

— e — i — — — CORTINULED . ——, " —— — — —
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’ STEP 1
F2TE THE NPRATIVE
: r PROR I Tty
TROBER {c E
TYPE (contimaed) B
(g) Lavel of tenant employment
» | Maintenance
{a) Xeguacy of routine maintsnance
{Janitoral, exterminating)
(b) Response to emergency service
requests (plunhing amlmms:
winéows, deors, heating, cooling,
electrical)
(c} BExastence of preventative main—
tanance program
(@) Adeguacy of centralzzed maintenance -
versus decentralized mantensnoes
(&) Adequacy of maintenance training o ’ -
(£} Major repairs and replacavents . . _ 28-29
# | Personne |
{a2) Cempetence of PHR/project staff 30-31
b} Efficiency of PHA/project staff, ' 32-33
(e} ver staffing B 34-3%
(@) Under staffing ’ 36-37
(&) City or State caval service con—
straints on risang carpetent
staff or dismrssing inoonpetent 38-3%
staff
(f} Umon job Glassificatron rules
whach affect maintenance staffing ) 40-41
{g) Union wage scales are excessive 42-43
(h) vage scales are to0 low tg attract
canpetent manggement 44-45
{1) Fringe benefits are excessive 46-47
»|_Securityl ’ i
(a) Local services (relatiwonships wath 48-49
local police and provision of
services to projects)
() Project/PHA based services
{adequacy and effectiveness of
serviceas) 50-51

- ———— CONTINVED —— e —— — - —
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IMPACT OF EACH FIVE MOST
PROELEM TYPE (contimued} - E TYPE ON s ’

(o} Security equipment (lightirg,
screens, bars, locks, TV/
electronmie mondtoring systens) 3

,( Overall PHA/Project Attitudes and -
Perfomance

{a) Attitudes of PHA management to 54-55
contanued viabality of project

b) Attatude of project manager/staff ' 56-57
to continued vaabality of project

(e} Overail perfcq'a.ance of PHA with B 53-59

project
. (@) " overall performance of progect _ B 60-61 |
manager {1f applacable} -
. (&) ‘Compliance with HUD policies and - 62-63 B
: regulaticns
P[PHA Board of Directors |
{a) Skalls of Board of Commssioners 04-65
: b} Comatment of Board of Gcmnissmrersr 66-67
) - o PHA vasbility
(c) Comtment of Board of Qamuissioners] ) { 68-69

to project viability

uf -

T 206

T T T e T T T = CONTINUEDT e — e ——

T

1



IIl-11

B. SIMMARY BSSESSMENT QF PROJECT PROELEMS

Step 1 )

The previous part asked you to rate the severity of Impact an the project
of a number of potentaal problem types. In laght of your responses above,
Please rate the overall impact of the following sumary problem categories
on the projects ¥iabality.

Step 2

For all problem categories which you rated 1 to 4, rark order the pro—
blens according to the followmng key:

A = Most severe problem category
B = Next most severe
C = Thard mwost .severs

-

ete.
RATE THE NEGATIVE IMPACT OF RANK OFDER THOSE
EACH OF THE SUMMARY PROBLEM PROELEM CATEGOR-
CATEGORIES ACCORDING TO THE IES WHICH ARE
FOLUAMING SCALES: carcle JUDGED TO FAVE
|_one nanber for each problen AN _TMPACT
g AMost Bewore
g g % E B=tlext most
. Severe
ioF g R g o
E g AN
Catesory s H 8 § &
Project Design and Site 0 1 2 3 4

Froject Physical Struc—
ture 0 L 2 3 4

Project Tenant Attributes

and Behavior 0 1 2 3 4
Neaghborhood D 1 2 3 4 s
HID Fundang and Oversight

of PHA/Project o 1 2 3 4
Local /State/Federal

Coverrmental Impacts 0 1 2 3 4

Low Rant Housing
Market 0 1 2 3 4

Project Expenses
(Availabilaty And/Or
Cost of Goeds Services 0 1 2 3 4

PHA/Progect Adnimistra-
taon 0 1 2 3 4
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= 8 -

. OVERALL RATING OF TRE PROJECT'S PHYSTCAL AND SOCTAL CONDTTICHN .

£ o

1. Canpared to other public housing projects in the P.H.A., rate
the overall physical amd social condition of this projeckt -
accordang to the follomnrg scale: {cirdle one)

4-Genarally ' 5-Geternl- Mot

1-Generally 2-Cenerally I=dhved
very good equally bad 1y wery appli-
good good bad cable
and o 34
bad aother .
rrojects
ain PHA)

1 3 t
2. Compered to sther public housang projects an s field office's
Jurisdaction, rate the overall physical and social condition of this

project according to the follownrng scale: (circle one)
TGenerally  2-Genarally  3-Mixed dGererally  5-Generally
very good exually bad very
good good bed 3
and
bad

le
3. Q:nparedtoomerp.ﬂ:llc}nusmgprmectsmthenatmnasavﬂb ’
rate the overall physical and social condition of tms project

according to the followirg scale: {(circle cre)
1
1-Generally 2=Generally 3Mwved 4=Generally S-Generally
very good equaily bad very
goed good bad 36
ard
bad

_.———-———-.-l——-
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III-13

PROBLEM DYNAMICS

BV

General Instructions: The preceeding sections asked you to {dentify and
prioritiZe ma)or cateqores of problems affecting the viability of this
project. Project probilems, however, are rarely as simple as these
categories 'suggest. This section asks you to provide an analytical
discussion of these problems. Your discussion should inciude 2 detailed
description of the major problems, an explanation of why they arose

and how they related to other problems, and an assessment of their impact
on the physical, social, and financial viability of th1s project.

MAKE YOUR RESPONSE LEGIBLE

CONTINUE ON BACK IF NECESSARY
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apr IV

PROJECT INTERVENTION-ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT:

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION CODE (PIC)

State PHA Project

ATTENTION !

THE FOLLOWING PART-IV=PROJECT INTERVENTION ANALYSIS
SHOULD BE COMPLETED ONLY FOR THOSE FPROJECTS WHICH
HAVE A PROJECT INDENTIFICATION WUMBER ENDING IN E. R L.t

A. Inventory of Project Interventions

General Instruction:

The pereceding section msked vou to analyze and rank order the impact

of various problems on this project. These problems were grouped into
19 major categorieg.

1.
2.
3.
4.
50
" 6.
7
8.

G,

Project design and site;

project physical structure (workmanship and/or materials),
Project tenant attributes and behavior:

Heaghborhsod;

HUD funding and eversight of PHA/projects:
local/State/Federal Goveromental Impact,s T
Low-Rent Housing Market:; and

Froject Expanses (availability and/or cost of geeds,
gervices, taxes).

PEA/project administration

»

This Part { TV} asks you to analyze the effectiveness of various
interventions for solving project problems. The analysis consists
of two peparate steps. -

Step 1

In Step 1, you are asked to rate the effectiveness of each
intervention listed below on major problems- ident:.fled in
this preject. Use the following acale:

1.

24

B,

Step 2

Significant negatave effect on problems of this projeat.

Slight negative effect on the problems of this project.
No effect on problems of this project.

Modest positive effect on the problems of thas project

Sxgnificant positive effect on the problems of thie project

Mow that you have noted the potential effect of these antervention
actions, you are to begin Step 2. Step 2 asks you to Rank Order
the five actions that wall have the best positive effect on the
longe=range physical, social, and financial viability of the rroject

Use the followaing scale:

A

B =
c =
D=
E

= This is the best action.

This 1s the second best actiecn.
This 15 the thard best action

This 15 the fourth best action.
This 15 the fifth best action.

210
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INTERVENTION TYFE

{USE 1,2,3,4, or B)

STEP 1 STEP 2

THE EFFECTIVE JRANK ORDER ‘THE

OF EACH IN- JIFIVE BeST
ITERVENTICR ON ACTTONS

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

PROJECT DESIGH AND SITE

S

(a)

Convert selected gwelling units to
non~residential use {e.g., community
room, @ociAl service centers and
commercial usel.

20-21

(b}

Convert all or a significant portion of
unite to alternative types of residence
{e.g., fam:ly to elderly/handicapped
Or Vice Versa).

22-23

{¢)

Demolish portion of units {(legs than
10%3. ’

24-25

-3

Allow underutilization of units; i.e.,
occupancy below regular manamum house-
hold size for each unit saze in order

to redoce population densitys

26-27

(e)

Adapt buildings and grounds tc defensi-
ble space concepts (e.g., walls limitang
access to and through the project,
controlled access mechanisms at high-
rige enties, Ccreation of private and/

or easlly supervised cutdoor spaces

and laprovement of resident surveil-
lance cpportunities).

28-2%

(£)

Install securaity hardware {e.g., bstter
locks, doors, windows and lighting)
without fully implementing defensible
space conceptsa.

30-31

tq?

Frovade and/or improve amenlties (e.g.,
landecaping, play areas and parking}.

32-33

(h)

Provide ioproved community Bpace or
fagilities through new gonstruction.

34-35

{1}

Demolish project

36-37

{3

Other (specify)

38-39

L S - S S — —
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INTERVENTION TYPE

2. PHYSTCAL,_CONDTTTON

1

{a)

Carry out substaﬁt;al rehabilita-
tion of gtructures {(not involwing
conversior to alternative use).

! 40-41

(b}

Make repalrs and replacements
{ghort of substantial rehahilita-
tion).

. 42-43

{c)

3

Initlate oopt-effective enerqgy -
retrefatting for major project
syctems. .

44-45

(a8}

Modify existing structures and
Jgrounds to conform to legal/
regqulatory requarements (regarding;
noise, pollution, safety and-ganita-
+aon}.

. 46-47

te)

Modify structures to enhance attrac-
tiveness (f.e., facades, etc. ).

=t

48-48

(£)

Other {spec¢ify).

3.

REIGEBORHOOD

50-51

{a)

Cbtain better community services
{health care, child care, Bchools,
library and recreation).

52-53

{1}

Provide adegquate transportation.

- 54-55

(ci

Renew/upgrade commercial areas,

‘ 56-57

(a4}

Provide better law enforcement
Bervices to combat crime and
vandalism,

T T 58-58

{e)

Eliminate adverse enviranmental con=
dxtions {e.g. noise and pollution}.

6U-61

(£

Obtain better mun:cipal services
{1.e., trash and garbage collection,
street maintenance, cleaning, and
lighting). {

R

R

62-63

(g)

Undertake neirghborlood revitali-

2ation effort to reverse physical
and social biight of surreunding »
area. ¥

64-65

{h}

Undertake efforts to improve attitudd
of community toward project and
tenantes.

66-67

-
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INTERVENTION TYPE

HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/FROJECT.

XS

Tup. 1-1
punch 92
wn i4-15

(a)

Modafy HUD policies, pregrams and/or
regulations to meet legitimate needs
of project.

16-17

(b}

S1mplafy HOD forms, reporting re-
quirements and/or compliance regu=-
lations.

18-19

{c)

Incrage HUD staffing available to work
with PEA.

20-21

(a)

Provide better guality of HUD over-

- srght of, and technical assistance

+to, FHA.

22-23

(e} Other {(specifyl.

24-25

5.

rocarsseark /FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS:

[a)

Obtain adequate delivery of basic
public services (e.q., police,
fire, streets and wasta removal)
i1ncluding enforcement of Coopera-
tion Agreements.

26-27

(b}

Obtain supplemental fonding {e.qg.,
COBG, LEAA, CETA and Title X¥)

* through state and local publac

agencies.

28-29

(e}

L}
Obtain compuitment of major and local
legislative body to viability of PEA/
projects

30-31

(d)

Inprove coordination with State and
local agencies (welfare services,
ete. ).

32-33

{e}

Dther (specify).

34-35

—— — — A — — d—

CONTINUY
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INTERVENTION TYPE

FANK ORDER THE
FIVE EEST RCTICRY

"=

/2

£

Improve desxgn of related Federal
programs (other tharn HUD programs).

36-37

tg)

Improve sdmanistration/coordination
of Federal programs (other than
BHUD program).

38-39

th)

Other (specify).

40-41

NI R T LR

i a1

pe—a

LT A

TOW-RENT HOUSING MARKET:

(a)

Establish relatively low-ceiling
Tents to attract and obtain hagher-
Ancome CEnAnts.

42-43

{b)

Carry out marketing actaivities to
promote full occupancy and realiza-
tion of tenant selection palicies.

44-45

{c}

avoad oversupply of sompeting sub-
sadized housing by careful market
analysls in processing applicatons
for additional housing assistance
(Bection 8 or publi¢c housing).

46-47

(d;

Greater use of Section B existing
housing program to gerve families
whozse income, life styles, or
8ocial attraibutes are incensistent
w1lth the goal of project aimprove-—
ments.

48-49

{e)

Cther (specify).

50-51.

b T ahs b

— - — — — —

CONTINYE
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INTERVENTION TYPE

V-6

¥, PROJECT EXPENSES.

{a)

Exercise closer budget controls by
PHA/HUD.

52-53

(b)

Enconrage tenants to “control utila-
ties consumption.

54-55

LAY T i AL I AT LD w4

1-3]

Egtablash reasonable utilaities
allowances and make tenants bear
costs of excess consumption.

56-57

()

Install insulaton and other energy
conserying lmprovements. oo

STy

X

{e)

Improve effiv\;nﬁy of manag
staff.

nt

Ay

(£

Keep wage rates (especially main-—
tehance wage rates) to a level of
local comparability.

(q}

Provide adequate funding to elimai=-
nate deferred maintenance backleg
and allow preventive maintenance
in future.

ekl WL

Lty

3.1 o L e

(h)

Provide trainming for PHA staff
{ancluding maintenance staff).

b Tk

A5 3 30

{1}

Provide rncentives/disincentives
to encourage tepant care,

{3}

Other {specify}.

e P

— — — — — t— E——

CORNTIHNY

215

T R

el

o e g ae




INTERVENTION TYPE

RATE TEE

FACH INTERVENTICN]

8, PHA/PROJECT RDMINISTRATION:

RANK OFDER THE Dup 1-13

(a)

Increase rental income (e.g.,
through economie eross-sectaon).

16-17

(b}

Erovide adequate cperating subsidy
funds.

18-19

{c)

Provide adequate modermization funds.

20-21

{d)

Cther (specify).

22-23

lhccou.nting System:

X X NS X XA

SVA &V

(a}

Improve accounting and reporting
Systom.

24-25

]Rental and Occupancy Procedures:

(a}

Institote vagorous tenant selacticon,
screening and evaction pelicaes

and procedures {with appropriats
court support).

X XXX

26-27

{b)

Modify tenant selection and assign=
ment plan to permit hxgher level of
responsability by on=gs:ite manage-
ment for tenant selection.

28-29

te)

Modify definition of family income
o encourage particapation by
working families.

30-31

(d}

Medify dwelling lease to encourage
greater tenant responsibility.

32-33

{a)

Review dwelling lease and related
procedures to remove unnecessary
obstcales to prompt eviction.

34-35

(£}

Other (specify).

36-37

CORTINY
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RATE THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF
EACH INTERVENTTON

RANK ORDER THE
FIVE BEST
ICTIONS

|Ten£mt Services and Relations: 1

X

{a} Facilitate delivery of community

T BELV1CeS.

38-39

{b} Haintain c&\stmct:.ve relationships
with tenants {individuvally and .
L organized). . e - ..

{c) Facilitate tenant organrzation's

participation 1n management

PR R

- decisions. -
(4} Provade fair and effective grievance §
procedures.
[e) .Institute tenant.managements - -

- ] *

{£)* Gther (specify)

— 4

217

[Maintenance: 27
(a) Catch vp on deferred maintenance
- ° - -.and-keep maintenance current: s - "
{b) Provide more maintenance staff. -, 52-53
(e} | Improve sk:lls of maintenance 7
stagf, - - - T - - - s e - - 54-55
() % Improve management of maintenance | oL
-efforts, including efficiency and ~ N 56-57
-~ - quality control.: - .
{e) Other (specify). . - - j 58-59
. R B
\ ”‘ R
3
1
- ) P
‘)
+
i
— = — —— — — =  _CONTIKUED ——t — —— . - —_—




INTERVERTION TYFE

|Personnel: .

{a)

Adé more PHA/project staff.

{b)

Eliminate unnecessary PHA/project
statf.

(e)

Improve skills of PHA/project staff.

{d}

Improve effaiciency of PHA/project
staff management.

- (e}

L

Remove/reduce constraints on hiring
competent pergconnel and dismisging
incoppetent personnel.

(f)

Increase tenant omployvment.

-{g)

Reduce excessive-wage scales. - ¢

(k)

Increase wage scales as necessary
to attract competent staff. -

(1}

Other (specify).

Igecurlty:

{a)- Improve local police services.

{b}

Provade PHR mecurity sefvices
{e.g., security guvards and
tenant patrols)

(¢} Provide youth programs and enployment
| cpportunities as crime/vandalism
| prevention techniques. N
(d} 1Install gecurity hardware and
equipment. 40-41
{e] Other (specify}. 42'43;"_
%
N
%
' -
&
v
— e — — v COH.TI r D — T S — —— L]
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INTERVENTION TYPE

FATE THE

FEACH INTERVENTION

w-1¢

RANK OFDER THE -
FIVE REST
ACTIONS

|0verall PHA/Project Performance:

XK XA XA

Improve attrtude, skills and
accountability of preject and
manager. )

{a)

44-435

{b) Improve attitude, skills and
accountability of PHA's Execu-—

tive Directors.

46-47

(e} Improve attitude, skills and
acccuntability of other FHA

executive/supervisory staff.

48-49

{d) Improve knowledge, skills and

attitudes of PHA Commissioner.

50-51

{e) Other (specify).

CORTIKUE
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B+ Analysis of Intervention Qutcomes

le If the actaons ildentified as effective were implemented, how
would you then rate the desirabil:ty of the project as compared
to unsubsidized housing in the locality rentang at the exastang
housing fair market rents? {Circle One) -

1. Bignificantly 2. Nomewhat 3. About the 4.  Bomewhat $. Significantl
Lexs Lexw BEme mere . Mere v

Dasirable Dezirable Destirable Desirable

Based on vour knowledge of the project and preoklems identifaed
in the preceding section, please provide an asgessment of results
if none of the interventicn actions are implemented. -

MAKE YOUR RESPONSE LEGIBLE

— — e wman mae CONTIAUE ON back 3 NECESSATY o e em v o—
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Project Physical Improvement& Analysals

In Part IIXI-A-) FROJECT DESIGR AND SITE, and A~2 FROJECT PEYSICAL
BTRUCTURE, specific renovation interventicns were detailed for
restorang the project'’s physical structure. Flease provide
estimates of the total cost for physical improvements in
£sccordance with each of the following categories- These estimates
are to be based upon information gzan the files and knowledge of

field office engineers.

Category

Repair and replacement required te
restore the project to basac
acceptability as decent safe, and
sanitary bousing.

Estimated Cost Per Unit

$ 3,7 .00

Substantral rehabalitation to
assure long-term marketabllity as
a low=inceme project and durability.

A ED,DI] .00

Convergion from fam:ily to elderly/
handacapped {or vice wversa)
requiring major design and
gtructural changes.

$M [T .00




|

"EXPERTS" Ranking Scale
Discussion Guide
Part I A = Most Serious
B = Next Most Serious
L= ’
D =
‘ E = Least Serious
Name " Title -
Organization Address

Type of Expert

nTe]ephone (

RANK

Design and Site

PROBLEM ANALYSIS

Physical Structure

Tenant Attributes and Behavior .

Neiahborhoods

HUD Funding and Oversight

Local/State/Federal Government

Low Rent Housing Market

Project Expenses (materials/services)

PHA/Project Administrator

Notes
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EXPERTS"
Discussion Guide
Part Il

RANKING SCALE

A = This ig the best action.

B = This is the sacond best action.
C = Thig i the third begt action
D = This is the fourth best action.
E = This 25 the f£ifth best actaon.

INTERVENTION ANALYSIS

RANK

Tncrease Operating Funds

[mprove Management (HUD)

improve Management (PHA/Project)

Repair to Standard (then operating funds to maintain)

emode]

Convert

Demolish

Notes
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NJR.ME TITEE-.'»-V.'mna
FIELD OFFICE = PHONEL~)= -
MANAGEMENT RESOURCES Ratang

Professional Staff

Secretarial/Clerical Staff

Staff Skills

Manazgement Information Systenm

Support Facilities (xeroa machines, computers)

Notes

~ - - dm g =
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Part I1

- MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENT

Rating

Goal Defimations A e

Policy and Program Guadelines

Support for Decision Making

System of Accountability

Morale
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APPENDIX H

TABLES ON FIELD OFFICE ASSESSMENT OF PROELEMS‘

1

. This Appendix contains a tabulation-of Field Office responses
to the PART III - PROJECT PROBLEM ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT (see.Append1x H ).
The responses are broken down inte’ four parts.

. 4‘
- \’

Problem Impact Ratings for Al Proaects
Probiem Impact Ratings for Untroubied Projects

Problem Impact Ratings for Relatively Untroubled Projects
Problem Impact Ratings for Troubled Projects

226
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
2 1, | 5| 5| averace E| 8] B| 2| oo
PROBLEM w |2 |2 |4E]| E| weacTt |w |2 2[=3| 3| ouroc
SUBCATEGORY ! = < = = = = RATING = vwo| .. 9¥wo =]
= bt e ™y =] o |lgei2acl bx FIVE MOST
2 2 |8 |sw]| w| RECEWED |z [E=[8=(E2)8<= ERIOUS
by o o w2 wEljw|se | za|l =0 SER
ws 26 (Lo(2R =k vR|=2|=2|E3| =2 | FPROBLEMS
ca|2E(2E|zs e 2olSz |E=z|3z|k=
=2 |RAE|RE|B=z | BHE S EHE R
1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 3 2 19 &8 4 20 9 6 5 7 6 32
{a}) PROJECT SIZE (NUMBER AND DENSITY OF UNITS, 8 63 18 7 5 24 4 2 1 1 - 8
BUILDINGS, TYPE OF BUILDING ON SITE) D
{b}, BUILDING MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT {ARRANGEMENT 9 66 13 8 B 23 - 1 1 - - 2
AND ACCESS)
{c} UMIT-MEX, 512E OR LAYOUT {ARRANGEMENT AND g éb‘ 14 9 3 23 1 1 1 1 - 4
ACCESS})
id} ONSITE FACILITIES (LAUNDRY, STORAGE, g8 565 20 M 6 26 1 1 1 1 1 5
RECREATION ROOM}
{e) AMENITIES (POOL, WELL-DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 5 43 25 13 8 27 1 1 2 1 2 7
ADEQUATE PARKING} .
(f) DEFENSIBLE SPACE (PERSONAL SENSE OF 6 654 21 11 g 26 1 2 1 1 1 6
SECURITY, PRIVACY, CONTROLLED ACCESS)
{g} PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (LANDSCAPING 6 583 24 8 4 25 - - - 1 1 2
EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH)
(h} COMMERCIAL SPACE 1 66 11 4 1 21 - 1 - - - 1
{1l OTHER {SPECIFY} 7 11 — 1 1 11 - - - - - -




|
PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

8¢

- T T  PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
. . PROBLEM RATED . RANKED AS OKE OF FIVE
’ T AS HAVIRG . MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS ‘PEREENTAGE
wors g 1. | 5] 5] averace = 8| 8| | 5t omes
PROBLEM w |5 12 [8E€] &] weacr | | 3| EB{e®| 2| oucor
. SUBCATEGORY = {5 |§ |22] 2| aamwe g 122/-2(82] -2 FIVE MOST
. T ¥ o |mw{ Wl RECEIVED |z . (E2x|da|=&| Sa
cr . oA I S T R I = SERIDUS
a2 e =t bl = ! R =] 2=l == PROBLEMS
CIZ2 w itk | S LmiZgeojce; =S
25 eZ|=8 Z2oi>a ' gaojcx [Ex Sziga
' ZEIFE(RE|o=18= EX|BEIES|RYEIZES
. EC HY T
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE a4 29 22 3 20 9 7 6 9 6 a7
{WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS)
(a} FOUNDATION % 76 6 2 2 29 1 4 - - 2
{b) PLUMBING 9 @ 21 7 2 23 1T - - = 1 2
{¢} ELECTRICAL _ 2 68 14 7 2 22 - -, - - = -
{d} APPLIANCES 10 68 16 4 2 22 - - - = - -
{e) ROOF , 1 64 12 8 8 23 i1 1 1 - 4
if} ELEVATORS 18 68 2 3 2 22 R 1
{g} HEATING AND COQLING g &0 17 11 4 24 1 + - - 2
{h} INSULATION o " 8 46 21 16 10 27 2 1 - 1 1 5
PR . '
{ GENERAL STRUCTURE {WALLS, FLOORS, WINDOW § 52 23 14 B 2.6 2 1 1+ 1 - 5
FRAMING, DOORS)
{j) SEWAGE DISPOSAL - ) 12 1 1 3 -] 21 - - - - - -
{k} PARKING AREA {CONDITION} 8 58 19 10 4 24 1T - - 1 - 2
{it OTHER (SPECIFY) 7% 12 1 1 2 11 - = 2 —
oo
r
LI 4 ' ¥ 2
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING : MOST SER1OUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
Y | 5| 5| AVERAGE =l 2] Bl 8| Sl
PROBLEM w (B |2 |92 £| meacr o | 2| F|e2| = | oneor
SUBCATEGORY 5 2 B |=E = RATING 2 |so|l_o|ze =
= g = |= e iex|lhx|Sa|hx FIVE MOST
= @ |8 |&a w | RECEIVED |xojE|S=|=a|Ea
g 2 | iz || o LZ|Zw|Sulze| 2w SERIOUS
B5|EE|58|88 g5 »2123|28|E2|=a | PROBLEMS
.. PR 2g|egl=g|zc | ke volSz|E={zE|k=
CIZE|nElRE|lo=|h= =3 k) ﬁ 4 I th
. PROJEC ND
3 QJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES A s 21 23 15 4 03 3 11 12 8 6 "
BEHAVIOR .
TENANT CHARACTERISTICS l
" (a} PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 1 6 14 7 2 23 - = = = - -
{b) PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES 8 & 16 10 4 25 1 1T - 1 - 3
* (¢} 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}l LARGE NUMBER OF TEENAGERS ' 9 57 17 11 4 25 - - = 1 - 1
{(f} SOURCE OF INCOME {MOST FAMILIES RECEIVING 7 45 20 18 9 28 1T - 11 1 a4
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE}
{g) PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 7 W 27 17 13 29 2 2 1 2 2 9
A
. {h) GENERAL OR FREQUENT UNEVMPLOYMENT ‘g 44 21 16 M 28 1 2 T 1 = 5
iy HIGH TENANT TURNOVER i3 6 14 5 2 22 - = - = = -
PROBLEM TENANTS
{a} RULE BREAKING 8 55 25 8 3 25 - - =1 = 1
{b} PROPERTY DAMAGE 7 84 18 13 7 26 T 2
{c) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 8 52 19 13 7 26 2 1 - 1 -~ a
{d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY g8 57 -23 8- 3 24 - - - - 1 1

MEMBERS
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS OME OF FIVE

T . AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
o g 1, | 5] 5| averace Bl & B| B| M
PROBLEM w {E 12 |w&| | weacr jo |20 2(-2| 2| “BiEor
SUBCATEGORY > |8 | |®E = RATING 2 |m=2|-clva| _c
= z |2 g lezlEmiQe|ba FIVE MOST
e lu o 1Z2wl w| /pecEiven |z (S2a (85 {=a| ga
= = i €T > = NEIEIED SERIOUS
2h|ek(=slgE |=r wH|S2|22|F21 22 | ProBLEMS
2e |z |vg|gaiEx Bl |2cixza| T
QE of =g 2Eg|>8 woite LxziZe (ke
== |RE|RS|(B8=z|BE | EXinE|EdITY( Ty
{e} UNSANITARY PRACTICES {INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 7 52 26 10 & 26 - 2 - - 1 3
HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)
{f} NUISANCE BEHAVIOR {LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 7 8 22 12 3 25 - - = = - -
UNCONTROLLED CHILD ACTIVITY}
(g} MULTI-PROBLEM FAMILIES (FAMILIES HAVING 8 57 22 8 3 25 2 1 1 - - 4
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVE)
OTHER
(a) RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 6 1 2 - = 19 - - - - - -
{b} ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 6 63 23 6 1 24 - .- e = - -
{c) 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. NEIGHBORHOOD 36 29 2¢ 8 3 21 5§ 11 10 7 10 a3
(a2} SOCIAL SERVIGES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 5 49 34 10 3 26 2 1 2z 1 2 8
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION}
{b) TRANSPORTATION B 49 23 14 7 27 1 1 1 3- 2 8
|
{c) COMMERCIAL AREAS 8 57 20 10 5 25 - - 1 1 - 2
(d) VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 6 &1 26 11 6 26 12 1 1 - 5
{e) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (EXCESSIVE NOISE, 8 56 23 9 4 25 T 1 1 - 1 4

POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)

- rEA oL
P -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

PERSONS AND ANTI-DISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w o | 5] 5| avenase 2l Bl 8] 2| e
PROBLEM w B2 (wE] £ wmeacT |e |-2| B|leaz| = ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = g wo|= = = RATING 2 |ae|-2(82| 2
= o p=s = ox|hc < | He FIVE MOST
= o - w1 RECEIWED | SRR iZe| oo
< - wi w > = wWE(Le|swlcw| e SERIDUS
il E=Eell ko] 0l 2 =22 |a2|E2| == | rrosLEms
= T w o | o= ~o|solfe|lea| e
ot |2gizElzr|za zol|Sg |z |2x| ki
=2 |nE |BE|c=z|bh= = e B R .
{f) SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT {PROJECT ADVERSELY 8 &7 23 8 4 24 1 1 1 1 - 4
IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBORHOOD) i
{g) ATTITUCE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS g B 21 6 3 24 - 1 - - - 1
TOWARD PROJECT AMD TENANTS
{h} PROJECT "IMAGE"” IN NEIGHBORHOOD 8 60 22 6 3 24 - - 1 - - 1
{1 CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES 10 82 13 9 5 24 - 1 - i - 2
() CONCENTRATION OF LOW INCOME PERSONS 8 44 26 14 8 27 2 - 1 2 - 5
(k) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 9 4 21 15 8 27 - - 1 1 1 3
5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF
3% 22 17 19 4 23 " 11 2 9 6 46
PHA/PROJECT
PROGRAM AND POLICIES
{a) ADEQUALY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 7 4% 20 iS5 8 27 4 2 - i i g
{b) ADEQUACY OF PFS FORMULA 6 44 22 16 10 29 — 4 i - - 5
{c) TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 10 44 2, 18 3 27 1 2 1 2 i 7
 (d) PF5 FORMULA'S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 5 45 19 17 13 29 2 1 3 2 1 9
PHA NEEDS [ e, SECURITY}
le} CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW-INCOME 6 43 28 17 o 28 1 2 2 92 1 3
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND
PHA ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY
{f] CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER INCOME 9 59 16 © 6 25 - 1 1 1 - 3




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

cte

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
. PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
. ‘ g . | 5B{ 8| avenace 1 81 B| B| Jieoas
PROBLEM w |E |2 18] &1 meACT | | & B|=2| 2 NE OF
SUBCATEGORY w < |2 (28] | mratms |2 |52 81Ba| s ONE O
= | |a [«= = e |lexgbaelox|ge FIVE MOST
£ |4 |8 |zw! w] RECEWVED (= |Sa S [=a] Za
asleslFElaE [2E wi|S2(Tal-s1 22 [ ProBLEMS
Wo e e e -m|EC |Onjza] xa
cEigdzg|zo |5 2o|8x Lk (22| KR
CEIERFEIEENEE SEUGIFE || E8
{¢¥ CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 10 62 15 & 6 24, 1T - 1 1 3
IN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY
HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING
{a} NUMBER OF HUD STAFF 6 4 24 17 9 23 1 1 2 3 2 9
{b} SKILLS OF HUD STAFF i1 6 12 @ 2 22 - - - - 1 Fr 1
{c} AMOUNY OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA 6 4 28 12 6 26 - 1 1 2z 1 5
COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND '
FORMS
{d} AMOQUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE 5 48 25 16  § 27 - - - 1 - 1
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHAs
{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)
(fl OTHER (SPECIFY} 76 13 - - 1 11 - - - - - -
6. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL 7 2 17 8 1 19 s 7 5 & 8 o8
GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS .
{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 4 32 10 5 26 - 2 1 -1 4
{c) LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS (MEW 10 68 19 2 i 22 - - = - - -
STANDARDS, GODE INSPECTION, LAND USE
CONTROLS)
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w - = =| = = = OF TIMES
= w @ o | AVERAGE & w b [
PAOBLEM . w |E B 14| E| weacr o | 2| 2|.2| 2] ‘hiEor
SUBCATEGORY > < e |la=s = RATING 2 jmol_o|lwo =
£ & < < =1 ox|apx (Pl K FIVE MOST
&g |ew| w| RECEIVED |z |S=|S=j&a| Fa
b I |V - G2(Zw|Bu|zn| B« | SERIOUS
il == bt el EE R @y |22 22|21 2 | PROBLEMS
we z2lul|z<|(Ea cmlge|ge|z2iE2
pg- gn. = o Eg = & “olox L gE b
== |R2|RE|S=z]4H=2 R EE EE B
{d) LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES (i 2 HIRING, 11 65 1% 6 3 23 1 1 1 1 - 4
PROMOTING, FIRING STAFF) .
(e} WELFARE SYSTEM (LEVEL OF PAYMENTS, 8 53 24 1 4 25 - 1 — 1 5
EMERGENCY PAYMENTS, VENDOR PAYMENTS)
) AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 13 504 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 3 — 2
BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTS)
{h) STATE LAWS {EXTENSIVE EXISTING PROCEDURES, M e 15 6 3 23 - e = - - -
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)
1
{1} COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 13 62 18 & 1 22 - - = - - -
VIABILITY OF THE PHA
{} COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 12 63 19 5 1 29 - - - - - -
VIABILITY OF PHA
{k} COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 13 64 17 4 1 22 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT R
{i COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 12 65 18 4 1 22 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT ' i
{m) FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR 12 62 17 ) 2 23 - 1 - - - 1
REGULATIONS (HEW, NEPA, EO, OSHA}
{n} OTHER {SPECIFY} 7% 11 - - - 10 - - - - - -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROELEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w ™ o = = = = OF TIMES
= @ o AVERAGE w i) ] w
PROBLEM w B |2 |ug| E| meacr |u |.2] 2.2 2| SO
SUBCATEGORY = < [ @ E = RATING = w20l _olzal o
Z (g j= |< 2 |ex|Ge|Sa|LZx [ FIVEMOST
N = ¥ la cw |- w | RECEIVED | =elgt|Ea|fa
A L A T WHE3IZ2|E2| 221 PROBLEMS -
- w e o ] el || xS
ZE|=g|ZE|ze | R EAER ,
== |AE|8=E a8g B SE(ua|EL = ]
7. LOW RENT HOUSING MARKET 60 28 11 1 1 16 3 2 3 1 4 13
{a) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSINGOFTHE | 17 73 6 3 1 20 - - 1 - - 1
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA,
(b} LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT.HOUSINGOF THE [ 16 73 7 2 3 20 - - = - = -
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PROJECT , , .
{¢) SUPPLY OF LOW-RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 14 66 11 7 2 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
{d) OTHER {SPECIFY) __ 77 12 - - - 10 - - - - - -
8. PROJECT EXPENSES (AVAILABILITY " 5 R . 26 2 5 9 7 6 o
AND/OR COST OF GOODS, SERVICES) ,
(a} FUEL, OIL, GAS, ELECTRICITY, COAL RATES AND/OR 6 26 16 26 26 34 1 4 6 2 5 28
AVAILABILITY : ' :
{b) OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 9 3 18 27 ] 29 - 3 1 1 - 5
(WATER, SEWER, ETC ) " T . . . ,
(c} INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 6 31, 22 22 18 ' 32, 2 2 4 3.2 13
(d) GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES 8 50 .27 12 3 25 - - =1, - 1
AND SUPPLY . j ‘ ' ‘o T
(e} SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING, 9 47 31 9 4 25 - 1 - L 2

ELECTRICAL, SECURITY, EXTERMINATING,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS)

.
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
. , ‘ ¢ 1. 1 58] 5| averace 2| S| B| 8| 2TV
~ PROBLEM ' w |15 |2 JuE] E| wmract o | 3] 2|.=| 2 ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > |a |5 [22| =| rarme (3 [22|=2(22| =2 | rve wost
. = w” e o w w | RECEIVED |z =a|3a|=Sa|8a
gh =!_ W |uz = wE|Celzselze| Se SERIDUS
~ wo ;2 w E'; « 25’ gg ng 'EE mz PROBLEMS
cil2g 28|22 |28 voloz|Ex (x| Ee
==z = FE2|lo=|n= = & % i % ool uw.l
{f} AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE 9 49 28 10 4 25 - 1 = 1 1 3
STAFF : g
(s} OTHER (SPECIFY): 7 M - - = 11 - - = - -
9. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 41 289 20 6 8 20 5§ 7 & 8 &6 34
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
{a) ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 0 51 16 10 12 27 1 3 2 1 1 3
{b} EFFICIENT USE OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 14 66 12 4 3 22 - - - - = -
ACCOUNTING SYSTEM B
{a} MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS (CURRENCY AND 1M1 62 15 8 4 2.3 - - 1 1 1 3
. SOPHISTICATION OF RECORD KEEPING) :
{b} ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 12 58 12 8 5 24 - - - 1 - 1
P '
{c) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 11 59 19 6 4 23 T -
REPORTS FOR FISCAL MANAGEMENT
{d) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 12 58 17 8 4 23 - - - = = -
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT
(e} LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING 0 6 17 5 3 23 - = - = = -

(FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJECT
LEVEL)




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

9¢e?

PERCENTAGE BF TIMES PERCENTAGE DF TIMES
. PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
. g 1. | 81 Bl averase 21 2] 3| B A5 mEs
PROBLEM ' w B [Z2 (W& | wrACT jw |.2]| =] = ONE DF
SUBCATEGORY = g = o= = RATING = moj_ol|ec|, o
= o L N 2 |(gajgrilua|Le FIVE MOST
gt = ] wmisnlrwl=wn
T ENEE R wWi23|S2{=3 (=3 | PROBLEMS
g Qizol,Ligg | S -3 g Do jgo |
i ilagi=sg|= @[> gol|lox |Ex 2 c|lkEz
ZE |FAE[(ZE(BE[4E =14 B B A S
RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES :
{a} ADMISSION SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS, 12 60 21 6 2 23 - - 1 - 1 2
. MAINTEMANCE OF WAITING LIST)
{b) INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 13 66 15 3 1 21 - - - - - -
' ! ¥ '
{c) TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITIES SCREENING) 11 52 21 11 4 25 1 T1 1 1 5
{d) RENT DET‘E_RMINAT[ONS (ADEQUACY AND 13 66 14 5 1 29 - - - = - -
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND .
 RECERTIFICATIONS} .
{e} RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN i0 53 16 14 8 26 - 2 2 2 2 2
, DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY)
{f} UTILITY ALLOWANCES {ADEQUACY AND CURR ENCY 12 55 19 9 6 24 — - 1 = 1. 5
' QF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION
PROCEDURES]
o) EVICTION (POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 0 55 19 11 5 25 - 1 1 2 - 4
AMND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY)
{h} LARGE NUMBER OF VAC_ANCIES IN PHA 1% - Jo N 2 44 20 1 - - .- - 1
| o 2 L
e - - . - o 1
{1} LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT 6 73, 8 .2 - -2 20 -1 - = = - -
PR M ! ' ) - . X ‘.
! ! ' 1 ' . - | N 5 N
¥ R - + ' . L 5 %o
. } v B
o - v « 2l - . " N




’PROBLEM IMI"ACTPRATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

[Ee

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROSLEM RATED AANKED AS ONE DF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
ol 5{ 5| Averace =1 = 2| 2| S;TE'[TJE&
- PROBLEM w |2 |2 [4E] £ 'wmeatt o | 8| B|=&| 2|, oneor
SUBCATEGORY = | (= 22| Z21 ratws |5 |«22(-2|22(.2}:
=z |lo {2 [2 g |gz|E=|S=| 5= | ' EIVEMDBST
T |2 (o {mw| w| RECEIVED |xg |82 (8= |Ea|ge
1 - CE|lZn|Snlze|8a SERIOUS
. : - Boles|IEEi2E [ BE wil22| a2 |2 %3 | PROBLEMS
FO lwmSiéa < ~mls2|22|a2| X2
Z2g | < o o= |z = =l =
* A FEEEE E AR AR
== mE mg o= | ;= =l |kw]wmn | wen
TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS
{a) COORDINATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES M 49 26 12 3 25 1 1 1 2 1 6
FOR BENEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS |
{b) PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCIAL SERVICES § 59 27 @9 5 25 - - 1 - 1 2
{c) DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 0 s 25 7 3 24 - - - - - -
TENANTS (HANDLING AND RESOLVING COMPLAINTS)
{8} RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 12 53 19 & 2 24 1T - - 1 - 2
(e) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA/PROJECT 12 54 23 & 4 24 - - - 1 - 1
MANAGEMENT
{f) EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 4 64 16 4 1 22 - - - - - -
PROCEDURE {COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA)
{9) LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 27 46 14 5 4 20 - - - - 1 1
MAINTENANCE
{a) ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 7 5 26 8 3 24 1T - - 1 - 2
{JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATING)
{b) RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS 10 58 22 8 1 23 - - 1 - - 1
{PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS,
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL)
{c} EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 7 45 27 13 7 27 1 i 1 1 2 6
PROGRAM
' (d} ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANGE 2 6 17 & 2| . 22 - - - - - -
VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE :
. . ’ ’
r :.} . ' . . ~u o L. '
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TEMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS QNE OF FIVE

AS HAVING , MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
IME
g 1. | 5| 5} averacs Bl B| 8] B! Marw
PROBLEM w (B |2 tuE & weaeT |e | 2| 2|-23| = ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > |& |5 |22] 2| ratie |2 [22(=2(82(=2 | FivE most
2 ]S & |aw| w] RECEWED |2g|==|8=)22)3a SERIDUS
Gl |EFe 8 (wd il =28 |xq| S8 LEM
gelzelug|ss (S mal|22|2g|zg|zg | FPROBLEMS
SRR HEAEAE R
=zE|ZE|BE|IS=H= sl|lob|lrG|laB| TS
{e} ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 9 53 23 13 3 25 - = = = - -
{f§ MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 10 50 21 13 6 26 1T 1 -~ 1 - 3
PERSONNEL
(a) COMPETENGE OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 0 57 24 5 4 24 1 - i - - 2
(b} EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 9 s 27 7 5 25 1 1 = =~ i 3
{c) OVER STAFFING % 73 9 2 1 2,0 - - - = - -
{d} UNDER STAFFING ‘  ]14 e 10 4 5 22 - - - - . -
le} CITY OR STATE CIVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 16 68 12 3 1 21 - -
RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT STAFF
(f) UNION JOB CLASSIFICATION RULES WHICH AFFECT {43 66 11 6 2 22 - = 1 = 1 2
MAINTENANCE STAFFING ‘
{g) UNION WAGE SCALES \AA‘RE EXCESSIVE 5 6 7 3 B 22 - - - 1 _ 1
{h) WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT i g5 13 5 1 2% — - - 1 - 1
COMPETENT MANAGEMENT
{1 FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE % 7 5 § 13 21 - - - - -




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS ‘

62

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
. SRR 51 5| Averace Sl &1 2| S/ f:;T'E'g"ii
PRUBLEM w IE (2 19&|] &} weact | |2 22| 2 ONE DF
SUBCATEGORY = |a |k 122 2| nramwe |3 (2212|182 =2 | FvE most
E 18 lo |ew| w/| RECEIVED |EgfE5o |8 |Ea|Ba
n (&= = E=lZg(8nizn|la SER10US
Gimlm=I2- o YE N = 2|2 S PROBLEMS
A R R A EEIEEIEEI R
HEHEH HEHAEA R
a5 lnESEiasS|loc=|lu= ExlwmwiFy|wa | L
SECURITY , '
(a) LOCAL SERVICES (RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOGAL 9 63 20 6 2 23 - - - - 2 2
POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)
(b) PROJECT/PHA BASED SERVICES (ADEQUACY AND 11 B6 23 6 4 24 1T - = - 1 | 2
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)
{¢) SECURITY EQUIPMENT {LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, 11 586 17 11 5 25 - 1 - = 1 2

LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS]

OVERALL PHA/PROJECT’A TTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE

fa) ATTITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 12 68 15 3 2 21 - 1 - - 1 2
VIABILITY OF PROJECT .

{b) ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO 13 69 15 2 2 21 - - 1 - - 1
CONTINUED VIABILITY OF PROJECT

{c} OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 11 5 22 5§ 2 23 - - 1 1 1 3

{d) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 14 6 18 3 2 22 - - - - _ -
{IF APPLICABLE)

{e} COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS {12 55 21 10 2 24 - - - 1 - 1

PHA BOARD OF DIRECTORS
{a} SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 1M1 56 26 6 4 24 1T 1 - = 1 3
{b) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 12 62 18 5. 2 23 - 1 - - - 1

PHA VIABILITY .

() COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 12 74 20 4 2 22 - - - - - -
PAOJECT VIABILITY
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"PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES ,
PROBLEM RATED

g

+
5

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS DNE OF FIVE

81

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | pERCENTAGE
' g 1. 5| 5| averase gl E| 8| = SET?E"?S
. PROBLEM . w | |Z |HE| | meacr, (= 2| 22| =3 ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY o T |l [mE = RATING 2 |mel,_e|ve =
2 |g [= |3 - e |Exihe|(o=[==] FIVEmosy
T (= 10 |ZEy g RECEWED |=S =22 (% 1Z=5 1851 serious
, I w o= = frv] wisn|zw|=w
b |E5|1RseE ek *il22|221E2| 22| rrosLEMS
[z |lwllma [ @ |Z2e|egice| =2
. o= |88 (24 E2 | =8 : Colcc|Ec |3l
- =22 iG2|8=z 8= R EH L
PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 66 26 15 3 2 17 6 4 6 7 & 29
{a) PROJECT S1ZE (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 AGCESS)
4 - -
{e) UNIT MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 6 73 8 7 1 22 1 -~ 1 - = 2
- ACCESS) '
{d) ON-SITE FACILITIES (LAUNDRY, STORAGE, § 65 17 ¢ 3 24 11 T 1 1 5
. RECREATION ROOM)
(e) AMENITIES (POOL, WELL-DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 3 59 24 9 4 25 Tt 1T 2 - 1 5
ADEQUATE PARKING)
. (f} DEFENSIBLE SPACE {PERSONAL SENSE OF 5 65 19 9 2. 24 11 1 101 5
SECURITY, PRIVACY,-CONTROLLED ACCESS) ,
(g) PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (LANDSCAPING 5 68" 20 5 1 23 - 1 - 1 = 2
, EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION, | -,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH) *
{h} COMMERCIAL SPAGE M 75 11 3- = 2.1 - 1 o= = 1
{} OTHER {SPECIFY) % - F - 12 - - - - - o

LI
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
g L 5| 5| averace sl 8] & 2| ,ﬂg&'ﬂﬁ%
PROBLEM w |2 |2 gg é WMPACT [0 |.3| = @ a ONE DF
SUBCATEGORY 2 |a g (3= =| RN 15 |82 1-2182 =8| rive most
E g 8 |z w!l RECEIVED |z |E|gjEa} i
o 8 1551 = SE|IZ20(2n|zw|Sn SERIOUS
Ol Relag jWE = e PROGLEMS
molro|Lol=H|ack a|Es(oe|lee|zo
. 2 (o (B 25 |WS wolBFlEE |22 {FE
S "EEHEHEHE HMAEHAEAEE
=Z|a= mn=|o2 | w2 ZEh([twmn|Fwijwm | ww
2. PROJECT -PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 4 19 12 2 1 17 9 6 6 9 6 26
(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS)
(a} FOUNDATION o 7 86 4 1 1 20 1 - 1 1 3 6
{b) PLUMBING 5 72 18 4 1 22 1T - - = = 1
{¢) ELECTRICAL 5 8 10 5 1 22 - 1 - - - 1
(d} APPLIANCES 7 78 13 1 1 21 - - - = - -
{e) ROOF ’ 6 73 10 5 § 23 T 1 1 1 = 4
{f] ELEVATORS 11 77 2 4 1 23 - 1 - - - 1
i
{g) HEATING AND COCLING 5 70 14 8 3 23 2 1 - - = 3
{h} INSULATION - 5 62 19 14 10 27 3 1 - 2 1 7
{l GENERAL STRUCTURE (WALLS, FLOORS, WINDOW 5 62 20 9 3 24 2 - 1 - - 3
FRAMING, DOORS)
(1) ' SEWAGE DISPOSAL g8 a2 g8 2 - 21 - - = - - -
(k) PARKING AREA (CONDITION)] 7 68 18 4 3 23 1 - 1 - - 2
{1} OTHER (SPECIFY) 79  i6 1 1 1 12 - _ - _ _ -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

: AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
. Y |. | B! S| averact Bl B| B| S| MM
PROBLEM w (5 12 [SE| £ MpaCT e | _®| Z|-& @ pneor
P SUBCATEGORY = |3 (5 (22| 2| ramns |2 (82(52182| 2| Fivemost
|8 |8 izw] w| RECEWED |z=o|&%]8=|=a|8a
W= = = w(Eu|rzn|Sew SERIOUS
B5{E5EE|EE |k LS |52 12| 22| PROBLEMS
za|Sx |28 |wg L@|5Sl28ix2 ] =8
HEREHEEEE SEIEE|ZE |28 |25
. L 2E|ZE|RE|le=z|a= =n || e | s
3. PROJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND 51 23 20 6 - 18 M1 6 12 5 5§ 39
BEHAVIOR |,
TENANY CHARACTERISTICS
{o} PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 7 79 9 4 - 21 - - - - - -
{b) PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES 8 7 10 6 2 22 - 1 1 1 = 3
(¢} PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE-PARENT FEMALE 6 60 19 10 4 25 T 1 1 1 5
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
FAMILLES
{d} ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIO 6 71 16 5 1 23 - - 1 1 - 2
(e} LARGE NUMBER OF TEENAGERS 8 6@ 15 6 - 23 - - - 1 1 2
{f) SOURCE OF INCOME (MOST FAMILIES RECEIVING 5 60 19 12 4 25 1T - 1 11 4
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE) -
{g} PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 6 46 28 13 8 27 - 1 2 2 3z 8
{h) GENERAL OR FREQUENT UNEMPLOYMENT 7 56 19 M 7 26 2 1 1 - - 4
(i} HIGH TENANT TURNOVER g 77 10 =2 1 21 1 - - - - 1
PROBLEM TENANTS .
{a) RULE BREAKING ) 7 67 20 &5 2 23 - 1 - 1 - 2
{b) PROPERTY DAMAGE 6 6 14 9 3 23 R "2
{t) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 7 63 17 8 4 24 z - 1 1 - 4
(d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY | 7 63 17 & 1 22 - - - - 1 1

MEMBERS

1 -
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” "~ PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS -

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

. AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
! w [ - = = = = OF TIMES
. o = ) o | AVERAGE | b i i
: PROBLEM w |2 |2 [uE] £| weact o | 2] 2[.2] 2] “Shier
- SUBCATEGORY z & |& [22] 2| ravmc |3 (22121821 52| rivemost
‘ E |y |g |ew w ] RECEIVED |xiSa|8ajsa|la
€ (= |a = = S= =) e SERIOUS
: T zZrlor|wE wujas|=5 =8| =3
. mo =506 28 =8 vzlz2 28|52 2 | PROBLEMS
csleglzg|zg|5e I EHA ER
S22 |82|8= |4z =S| HY|FRICY{TY
{e} UNSAMITARY PRACTIGES {INSIDE AND QUTSIDE 6 64 20 8 2 24 - 1 - - 1 2
HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)
{f) NUISANCE BEHAVIOR {LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 7 67 16 9 23 . 2
UNCONTROLLED CHILD ACTIVITY) ) ‘ ;
{g) MULTI-PROBLEM FAMILLES {FAMILIES HAVING 7 7 16 5 1 23 A 3
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVE)
OTHER ’
(a} RENT $TRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 5 0 - - - 19 - - - - - -
(b) ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT § 7 17 2 1 22 - - 1 - - 1
(c) UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 4 0 21 3 1 23 - 1 1 = 1 3
{d) BACIAL MIX 7 B 14 2 ) 22 - - = = 1 1
4. NEIGHBORHOOD 48 29 22 1 - 18 5 N 8 6 a 39
{a) SOCIAL SERVICES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 4 85, 31 9 1 25 3 1 2 2 2 10
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION)
{6} TRANSPORTATION 3 48 .28 16 4 27 21 1 3 2 9
{c) COMMERCIAL AREAS 6 63 18 10 4 25 - -1 2 - 3
{d} VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 5§ 61 25 6 3 24 1T 2 1 1 - 5
{e} PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (EXCESSIVE NOISE, 6 6 20 7 1 23 1 1 1 - 1 4

POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS) -




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

re

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE DF TIMES 1
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROSLEMS PERCENTAGE
: £ |lu | Bt 51 average =t 21 Bl 3| SLrwes
PROBLEM w 15 |2 |8E| &] WA te |-Z| E|g2] 2| oneor
- [=] (=]

SUBCATEGORY = = P 22 = RATING = ug 5 e 32 Eg FIVE MOST

5 % |8 |zw W | RECEIVED | |Ex|ol=Ex| Sa
o zgl % E=lZ2 |20 | 8w | SERIOUS
BE|Es5[E5({2E =k w2312 |ES| 25 | PROBLEMS

x 1= vrel | w < A A A = B

2 Y EREHE @ >3 Lolox L |z | k=

SE|n=[@E(S2 8= S B AR

{f} SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT {PROJECT ADVERSELY 70 17 1 1 22 - - 1 - - 1
IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBCRHOOD}

{g) ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 7 73 17 2 1 22 1 i - - i 3
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS

(b} PROJECT “IMAGE"” IN NEIGHBORHOOD T2 17 3 - 22 - - 1 - - 1

{il CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES g 74 N 6 2 22 - 1 - - - 1

()} CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME PERSONS 6 54 29 8 3 25 2 - 1 1 - 4

(k) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT ] 8 5 23 o 3 25 - - 1 - 1 2

HUD FUNDING D OVERSIGHT .

5 U U AND O GHT OF 47 23 16 13 1 20 M 11 10 6 5 41

PHA/PROJECT

PROGRAM AND POLICIES .

{a} ADEQUACY Of QOPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 6 5 19 14 4 26 4 2 - 1 1 8

{h) ADEQUALY OF PFS FORMULA 5 51 22 13 1 28 - 4 1 1 - ]

{c} TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 6 52 "2t 15 L5 27 1 2 1 2 1 7

{d} PF§ FORMULA’S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 4 53 20 12 10 28 1 1 3 - 1 6
PHA NEEDS (1e, 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

{f) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER INCOME 6 6 14 10 4 24 - 1 11 - 3
PERSONS AND ANTI-DISCRIMINATION STATUTES )

AND ORDINANCES
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

FERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE QF FIVE

STANDARDS, CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE
CONTROLS)

AS HAVING MOST SERIQUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
: w [, | 5] 5| averace Bl 2| Bl | M
SUBCATEGORY 5 12 |2 |=€| E| ramms |2 |Bel|-2igcof,_©o
. = < | 2 o |Heleae| e FIVE MOST
= W @ o w | RECEIVEDR | &= =a|os (Sa ]| O
o {E>(,2 S21Zul8ulze|8x SEAIOUS
S5 |gEblEE|2E ek @R931TSIE21 22 ) PROBLEMS
A EREFIEE relE2ig2|ge| =2
zg|22 2828 |2 go|locl|Ex |2l
EF A L BRI s b E b3 E i
{g} CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 6 72 12 6 5 23 1T = 1 = = 2
IN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY
HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING
{a} NUMBER OF HUD STAFF 6 52 19 17 [ 26 1 1 2 3 1 8
{b) SKILLS OF HUD STAFF 6 7% 10 7 1 22 - - - 1 1 2
ic) 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
{e} SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA, PROJECT AND ‘' 7 7 14 3 — 21 - - = = - -
TENANT PROBLEMS (ABILITY TO BALANCE HUD
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PROJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)
{f) OTHER [SPECIFY) g0 16 - - - 1.1 - = e = -
LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL 57 30 10 3 _ 16 i 8 5 4 8 2
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 52 .30 7 4 25 - 3 1 - 2 6
{c) LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS {NEW 7 78 14 1 - z21 - - - = = -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE (OF TIMES

PRABLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIDUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
L e 5| & averace 2l B B OB M
. PROBLEM w |E 12 [WE )| meacr g |2 B[-2| & ONE OF
- SUBCATEGORY = g = == = RATING g ol . 9|vc| o
1S 1S 12w! @ mecavep |S_|2E|GE|2£ | BE | FIVE MOST
= |2 |8 |zx} ¥ g Er 0 = SERIOUS
B - = L wmiEwiqw]| S®
ablEBIEE|oE [ 2E “L|Z22|aB|E2[=2 | erosrems
=z |Z3ul|gs |G -n|88|es|(xg| =2
HELEHE HEFAEAREAE
z§. mg :n§. c2|le=2 =4 m% (=T u.% E%
{d) LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES {1 ¢ HIRING, 7 7 12 5 1 2.2 1 i - - - 2
PROMOTING, FIRING STAFF)
{e) WELFARE $YSTEM {LEVEL OF PAYMENTS, 7 6 18 1N 1 24 1T - = = 1 2
EMERGENCY PAYMENTS, VENDOR PAYMENTS)
() AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 9 66 18 6 2 23 - 1 = - 2 3
SERVICES ORGANIZATION PURSUING TENANT
RIGHTS
lg) LOCAL COURTS [LONG DELAYS IN EVICTION CASES, 8 63 18 8 3 24 - - 1 - = 1
BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTS)
(h) STATE LAWS (EXTENSIVE EXISTING PROCEDURES, 8 7 11 3 2 22 - - - 1 - 1
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)
(i} COMMITMENT OF MAYQR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 7 74 14 4 - 22 - - 1 - - 1
VIABILITY OF THE PHA
() COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO &8 76 14 4 - 22 - - - - 1 1
VIABILITY OF PHA
(k) COMMITMENT OF MAYCR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 7 7% 14 3 - 22 - - - - = -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT
() COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 6 77 14 2 - 2.1 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT
{m} FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR '8 72 12 & 2 22 I 1
REGULATIONS (HEW, NEPA, EO, OSHA)}
{n) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - - 11 - - - - - -

82 14
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) ' PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
' , wo |, 51 5| averace Z| S| S| & LOISTE'E"’ESS
. PROBLEM w |5 [2 [4E £ weACT (e (B[ B|c@( 8( oneoF
SUBCATEGORY = |% | |=E = RATING 2 |zel.2|ege| -2
= w < <L b= ol |8e| Lo FIVE MOST
E |8 |8 |ew| w| REcEwWED |2 [Ex|Sx]Ze| g
: w S5 ,2 C=|Zs|8nizu| SERIDUS
E5iE5|25|2E 8L »S22|22|E3| =3 | rrosLEms
. cE|2gizd|zg |z golSa|fx |3zl
=E |aZ{msElc=]B= R =i -
7. LOW RENT HOUSING MARKET 68 23 § 1 - 14 3 2 3 2 &5 18
{s) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSINGOF THE | 8 84 &5 2 - 2,0 1T - 1 - - 2
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA
{b) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSINGOF THE | 8 84 5 1 2 20 - 1 - = - 1
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PROJECT
{c} SUPPLY OF LOW-RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 7 8 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
(d) OTHER {SPECIFY) 81 18 ~ - - 11 - - - - = -
8. EC PENSE VAILA
PROJECT EX S (AVAILABILITY I/ 22 26 M 4 23 2% 15 8 & 5§ 59
AND/OR COST OF GQODS, SERVICES)
{a) FUEL, OIL, GAS, ELECTRICITY, COAL RATESAND/OR | 4 30 16 24 24 34 3 3 6 3 & 20
AVAILABILITY
{b) OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 6 44 15 25 9 29 - 4 1 2 - 7
(WATER, SEWER, ETC}
{¢) INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 4 38 22 21 13 30 2 3 3 i 1 10
{d) GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES 5 53 23 1 2 25 - 1 - 1 - 2
AND SUPPLY
(e} SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING, 6 54 2 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
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE DF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIDUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
g |. | 5] 5| averast S | | | primes
PROBLEM w B |2 tuEt & weacr | @] Blo=| 21 “ouEoF
SUBCATEGORY = = |5 |== = RATING 2 |leac|. . o|vwo o
= |8 I8 |= 2 |Sx|Gx|2x|[h&E [ FIVE MOST
E ¥ |8 |2w| w| RECEWED {z_[|Ex|S&({=a 8
BElgE[EE|2x la oU|Z22[521=21 =2 | rrosLEMS
T ) o | i -2 aciaco | o
cdicgizd|=a |5 2olor|Se |SxlEx
ZE|RZE|8E|SZz {48 Erjagicy|RY [y
() AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANGE 6 68 25 9 2 24 ~ 1 1 1 1 4
STAFF
{5} OTHER (SPECIFY) 82 14 1 - - 11 - - - = = -
9. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 49 30 16 2 3 18 5 7 7 & & 30
CAPITAL IBSPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(a) ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 8 60 15 8 10 25 1 3 3 1 - g
(b} EFFICIENT USE OF MODCRNIZATION FUNDS 9 7 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 6 16 5 5 23 - - - 1 - 1
(c) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF _ 767 18 4 4 23 - - = = - -
REPORTS FOR FISCAL MANAGEMENT
(d) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 8§ 68 15 6 4 23 - . = o~ = -
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT
{¢} LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING & 77 12 1 2 - - - I -

(FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJECT
LEVEL)

22
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOh UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAEGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS DNE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
$ |u | 8] G| avenace 2| B 8| B| SLEMe
‘ PROBLEM w |5 |2 [9E] E| weatt | |_Z| 2|e2| 2| oneor
SUBCATEGORY z |o |5 |S| B| matne 13 2R21-2|82 52| Five mosT
. g 12 |8 [Ew| w| RecEVED |z =S [Sa (2| Se
: & |85 .5 E=1Z2 80|20 2w SERIOUS
G [ — = |E= o | WD wmu| a5 =2l=2 = PROBLENMS
e lre |, QG [ K —zi”e|lelka| e
cEl=giEg|za |5 uc|SE|Ez|S=ikEa
S=|A= |28z |4z A R P
RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
{a} ADMISSION SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS; 6 68 20 5 1 23 i 2
MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LiST) ,
{b} INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 7 7% 14 2 1 22 - - - - - -
{c) TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITIES SCREENING} 7 8 20 9 2 24 1 - 111 4
{d) RENT DETERMINATIONS {ADEQUACY AND 7 1 @ 6 1 22 - - 1 - - 1
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND
RECERTIFICATIONS)
{e} RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 8 61 4 13 5 25 - 3 1 1 1 6
DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCV}
() UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY | 7 & 16 7 5 24 e 2
OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION
PROCEDURES)
L] . *
{g) EVICTION (POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 8 65 17 9 1 23 - - - 2 - 2
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY}
(h} LARGE NUMBER OF VACANGIES IN PHA g8 79 10 1 1 21 1 - - - - 1
() LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT 9 82 7 -~ i 20 - - - = 1 1
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TiMES

PROBLEM RATED

FPERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE

AS HAVING MOST SERIQUS PROELEMS PERCENTAGE
g |, | 5] 5( Averace El E] B B! Mo
PROBLEM w (B (2 lwHEl & MPALT e |, 3| 3lal & ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > | |5 [2E] = ratne |3 [82(=2(821=2( rive vost
= R L - wi RECEIVED |g_|==|8&a|2a] &
Vel [Belop |¥e wd|as S|lES| =3 PROBLEMS
woizo | o= 5 o —xmlZo |20 gD )T
ot - - vciSz|iz|sclkEes
- =2E|n=E|RE(c= W= A FE EE B
TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS
{a) COORDINATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES 8 55 23 11 3 25 2 1 2z 2 1 8
FOR BENEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS
{b) PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCJAL SERVICES 7 5 28 7 3 25 - - 1 = 1 2
{¢)] DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 8 6 19 7 1 23 - - - - 1
TENANTS (HANDLING AND RESOLVING COMPLAINTS)
(d} RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 1 67 15 5 1 24 e 1
{e) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA/PROJECT 8 63 20 5 3 23 . | 3
MAMAGEMENT .
{f) EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 8 7 14 3 - 21 - - = -~ = -
PROCEDURE (COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA)
. lg) LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 25 &5 12 4 1 20 - - - - _ -
MAINTENANCE
(a) ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 5 65 29 6 1 23 T 1 - 1 - 3
{JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATING)
{b) RESPONSE TQ EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS 7 6 19 5 1 22 - =1 - - 1
{PLUMBING APPLIANGCES, WINDOWS, DOORS, o7
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL)
{¢] EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 6 55 24, N 5 24 Tt 1 2 = 2 6
PROGRAM : '
- .ot
(d) ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE o 713 1 2 - 22 T -
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. PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SER1QUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
£ |u |.B| £ averace Bl B B| B| S5
SUBCATEGORY > |& |& |22 2| Ratme |3 [22|=2|882|=2]| & MOST
Eotd s Jww ] w| RECEWED |z (2o |8e|Zalga VE
O == lZ= |0 o m‘j Qo ol ] = PROEBLEMS
22|z w8 TS« r@m|ce|eclgal o
cziZz 22|58 |2S g2|cE|E|28|Ex
EE A e R SElmw|mm|cn| Tn
{e} ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 5 g1 23 10 1 24 T 1
() MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 7 5 19 1 4 24 - 1 - 1 - 2
PERSONNEL
{al COMPETENCE OF PHA/PROJECT $TAFF 6 66 23 2 3 23 1 1 2 — - 4
{b} EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROQJECT STAFF B 63 24 4 3 24 1 1 - - 1 3
{c}. OVER STAFFING 9 80 9 1 1 , 20 - - - - - -
{(d) UNDER STAFFING 7 73 011 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 29 T 1
MAINTENANCE STAFFING
{5) UNION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE 10 76 3 4 5 ¥ - 1 —_ 1 —_ 2
{h} WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 9 73 13 3 2 22 1 - - 1 - 2
COMPETENT MANAGEMENT
{1} FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 0 77 3 7 3 29 - - - - -
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. ~ PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAEGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIDUS PROSLEMS | PERCENTAGE
g |, | 5] 5| averace B B B B Oire
PROBLEM wo )R |2 (5] €] MPACT v | @) @3] @ ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = |2 15 |ZE| =| manc (3 [32]|22|3821=8 ] rivemost
S |2 |§ |mg! g RECEWED |- |Eajge|Za)| e | Topge
' * ‘ ShiE|®s|at |BE LH|2BIZS1E8128 | ppopLEms
EQ iz uilas|Sie Lo |Bz|leg|x2| T2
. o E o g o E S a u‘-"j g o |G :%: o g o t [oal
==l nE |2 E 1 Cazlta S I A
secupTy - - ‘ :
%) LOCAL SERVICES [RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 7 7 - 22 - - - - 2 2
POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)
-, {b) PROJECT/PHA BASED SERVICES (ADEQUACY AND B 66 20 2 23 1T - = =1 2
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)
{c} SECURITY EQUIPMENT (LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, 8 67 13 4 24 - 1 - = 2
LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS)
OVERALL PHA/PROJECT ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE
{a) ATTITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 7 79 12 1 21 - 1 1 = 3 3
VIABILITY OF PROJECT , .
(b), ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO g 78 11 1 21 - - - 1 = 1
. CONTINUED VIABILITY OF PROJECT | )
(c} OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 7 7 16 1 22 - - - 1 2
{d} OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 1" 73 13 1 22 - - - - - - .
. (IF APPLICABLE)
{e) COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS | 7 65 19 - 23 - 1 - 1 - 2
. . -
PHA BOARD OF BIRECTORS . -
{a) SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS |6 e2 2 3 24 1 1 = =71 .3
{b) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 6 71 16 1 2.3 T 2
PHA VIABILITY ! : S -
. oy
{c) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 6 71 18 .. 1 22 e 1

PROQJECT VIABILITY
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLZD PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE DF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

v AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
g | S| B averase sl =1 B 2 3;1.?31 iss
PROBLEM w = 12 [HE]l &1 weacT |« 2 8|-2] 2 ONE 0F
SUHBCATEGORY = g pe- % = = RATING 2 gt 2| 8ol _o
Z g b © |gx|heiSxlsa | FIVEMOST
£ |9 |g jmw| w| RECEIVED |z |E=ifalZage | oo
Lo P =S 3 TR Whlol|IEg | =8| =8
wo |lBG|Sc/82- et “alz2Z2laal=2 = PROBLEMS
= L w o |t ratoc (00|22
cE|ef ZE|2s 150 wol|SE |EE(SZ|EE
== |a= Sg_gz W= =5 ﬁ"u'; E% okl
1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 22 29 32 12 4 25 12 & 4 7 8 36
{a} PROJECT S!1ZE (NUMBER AND DENSITY OF UNITS, 13 39 34 8 7 26 [ 1 2 - - 7
BUILDINGS, TYPE OF BUILDING ON SITE)
b} BUILDING NMUX, SIZE OR LAYOUT |ARRANGEMENT 12 47 29 B [+ 25 - 1 2 - 1 3
AND ACCESS)
{e} UNIT MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 14 a4 30 q 4 25 1 - — 2 — 3
ACCESS) ,
{d} OM-SITE FACILITIES {LAUNDRY, STORAGE, 10 37 25 17 1 28 3 - 1 - 1 5
RECREATION ROOM)
{e) AMENITIES (POOL, WELL-DESIGNED PLAY AREAS, 7 K1 29 21 12 340 - 3 1 2 4 10
ADEQUATE PARKING)
{f) DEFENSIBLE SPACE {PERSONAL SENSE OF 6 3b 28 18 12 30 - 2 2 - 4 8
SECURITY, PRIVACY, CONTROLLED ACCESS)
{g) PHYSICAL ENVIROMNMENT {LANDSCAPING 7 40 32 14 7 28 i 1 1 - 2 5
EXCESSIVE STANDING WATER, NOISE, CONGESTION,
POLLUTION, GARBAGE AND TRASH)
{h} COMIMERCIAL SPACE 24 50 14 6 2 23 - — - — — -
() OTHER (SPECIFY) 76 3 . - 3 10 1 — 1 — - 2




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

v&2

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATEDR RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
: S | | 5| 5| averace Bl B | 2| Miva
PROBLEM w [ = e X = IMPALCT 0 - ol = OME OF
SURCATEGORY A B S P = RATING 2 |eof _olus!, o
= g < ot = Or|lax|Qc|he FIVE MOST
= It} o W RECEIVED | 2o | Fa | Za
. ah|gEiesleE |k oNZ2(Z21=2|Z2 ] rroBLEMS
wo|rxo( ol |el 2|Zc|loofeco| 2o
cElaefl=gi=g 58 2ol8eifx|3zlEa
SE|z= 32|82 |4% AR R
. PROJECT PHYSICAL STR
2P ¢ S UCTURE 23 30 35 8 3 24 7 8 5 8 7 35
(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS)
{al FOUNDATION 22 58 11 6 2 21 ] - 1 - - 2
{b} PLUMBING 15 43 26 12 4 25 - - 1 - 1 2
{c} ELECTRICAL 12 48 25 12 3 25 1 - - - - 1
{d] APPLIANCES 14 49 28 11 1 2.4 - - - - - -
(e} ROOF 16 46 17 13 8 25 2z 1 - oz 1 6
{fi ELEVATORS 29 56 2 1 2 20 - - - 1 - i
{g} HEATING AND COOLING 12 42 24 16 6 286 - 1 - - - 1
{h} INSULATION i2 38 24 18 11 28 - - — -~ 2 2
() GENERAL STRUCTURE {WALLS, FLOORS, wWiNDOW 6 33 3 21 2 29 3 2 1 3 - 9
FRAMING, DOORS)
{)) SEWAGE DISPOSAL 16 659 20 6 - 22 - - - — - -
{k] PARKING AREA (CONDITION) 9 M 21 23 7 22 1 1 - 2 2 6
(I} OTHER [SPECIFY) 71 4 1 - 3 11 1 - 1 Tov= 3
o ¢
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MQST SERLAUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
wo | 5| 5| AVERAGE 2l BB B Serena
FROBLEM W 1B | |uE B IMPACT | .8 2|-2| & ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = |3 = = = = RATING 2 |la2|-2182] 2
= g = o |8lLe|2El e | Five mosT
. : = o o ud RECEIVED === c|[Ee| fa SERIOUS
Or ek 2|82 |w 2 na|ag (=58 =3
o= g A N e | O % el e
ZE|m= 8 ZEloz|8= AR A T
3. PROJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND w2 18 32 28 10| 31 147 18 43 12 10 20
BEHAVIOR
TENANT CHARACTERISTICS
{a) PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 15 42 27 N 3 25 - - — - — -
ib} PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES 12 33 32 16 6 28 4 - - 1 - L]
{c) PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE-PARENT FEMALE 8 23 26 22 19 33 3 5 & 1 1 15
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
EAMILIES
{d) ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIO 12 30 30 21 6 29 - - - - - -
{e} LARGE NUMBER OF TEENAGERS 11 3?7 25 18 8 28 - - - 1 - 1
{f} SOURCE OF INCOME {MOST FAMILIES RECEIVING 12 17 25 30 16 33 2 - 2 2 - L]
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE}
{g) PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 0 16 28 25 20 34 [ 2 - e - 8
{h} GENERAL OR FREQUENT UNEMPLOYMENT 8 23 25 24 18 i3 1 2 3 1 - 7
{1 HIGH TENANT TURNOVER 20 43 21 10 q 24 - - - - - -
PROBLEM TENANTS
{a)] RULE BREAKING 8 36 38 14 4 28 i - - 2 1 3
{b) PROPERTY DAMAGE 8 23 28 21 14 31 1 - 1 K 1 4
{c) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 8 30 25 23 12 31 1 1 - 2 1 5
{d) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIQR OF FAMILY 10 24 3% 12 7 29 2 - - - - 2

MEMBERS
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERGCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SER10US PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
' g . S| 5| avemace | E| 8] 5| JLIwe
PROBLEM w = |2 [4E] & memer |o (3] = 3 2 ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = x |E o = = RATIMG > wal_o o =
= g | = S |I2x|lax|l2E| R FIVE MOST
= S | w]| RECEIVED |pgl=2|8sfZ=a| Ba
s = ] w = = = o|lEw|xw|{Sw SERIDUS
ublirb|Z5|2E e "jeulE2 a2 (=222 | PROBLEMS
= = w R B A A LR
Salesisd|zg |2 soloaclZe|2x({ie
== =EREs=zd= A = b8 Bl
{e} UNSANITARY PRACTICES (INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 0 28 39 12 9 29 - 2 - - 1 3
HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT)
{f)} NUISANCE BEHAVIOR {LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 8 30 36 17 7 29 - - - = - -
UNCONTROLLED CHILD ACTIVITY)
{g) MULTI-PROBLEM FAMILIES {FAMILIES HAVING 10 32 34 18 B 29 1 2 1 1 1 6
SEVERAL OF THE ABOVE PROBLEMS AND WHO ARE -
CONTINUOUSLY AND SEVERELY DISRUPTIVE)
OTHER 2% 68 6 -~ - 18 - - - = - -
{a} RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 9 41 38 1 - 26 - 1T - - - 1
{b) ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 11 45 24 8 2 2% - = = - . -
{c} UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 19 40 19 17 5 25 - 2 - - - 3
{d} RACIAL MIX
4. NEIGHBORHOQQD A5 31 32 14 7. 27 5 12 1% & 1N 52
{a) SOCIAL SERVICES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 7 3 42 2 5 27 - 1 3 - - 4
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION) g
{b] TRANSPORTATION 9 3 31 10 15 29 - 2 1. 2, 4 9
{c} COMMERCIAL AREAS 10 48 - 25 11 6 25 - = =~ = 1 "
{d) VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 8 30 32 17 N 30 2 2 - 1 - 5
{e} PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT {EXCESS$IVE NOISE, % 3% 33 11° 8 27 - - 1 - 3 4

POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE DF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS DNE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIDUS PROBLEMS | pERCENTAGE
¥ . 5] 5| AVERAGE Bl 2} B 3| Ofume
PROBLEM e |E |2 IuE[ & MPACT | | 3| 22| 2 ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > |& [ ja= = RATING 2 \wmol|l_cliuo o
= a T = or|lge|2x| He FIVE MOST
2 |2 |B (g% | L] RECEIVED |ax o =2 (oo 158188 SERIOUS
w = - w g |Eanlxn|{sw
iy b= el b e »S122|22{=21Z2 | PROBLEMS
za|ZqjUz|(Baiug -m|Eo|eo|ze|xe
o 8 ea g B. E @ i=a Jolca % FAEY 1 Rnt
=zE|mE[RElc=z|b= HH B B R
(f} SoCiAL ENVIRONMENT (PROJECT ADVERSELY 9 35 36 12 9 28 2 2 - 1 - 5
IMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
IN NEIGHBORHOOD}
{g) ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 1M 36 35 12 6 27 - - 1 - - 1
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS
{h) PROJECT “IMAGE" IN NE{GHBORHOOD 1M 40 34 9 6 27 - - - 1 - 1
{1} CONCENTRATION QF MINORITIES i 44 18 17 9 26 1 1 - 2 1 5
{j CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME PERSONS 10 26 22 25 17 32 1 1 2 3 1 8
(k) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 1M1 26 18 28 15 32 T T 1
5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF 20 21 18 38 2 27 22 11 1M 16 8 56
PHA/PROJECT
PROGRAM AND POLICIES
{a) ADEQUACY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 0w 38 22 17 N 28 3 2 1 -~ 3 9
(b} ADEQUACY OF PFS FORMULA 9 33 26 22 9 30 - 3 = - = 3
{c} 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 {1 e, SECURITY) -
{e) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW-INCOME 8 3¢ 31 18 8 28 1 1T 2 1 1 6
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND
PHA ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY
{(f] CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER {NCOME 12 851 22 6 8 24 - = = = - _

PERSONS AND ANTHDISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

STANDARDS, CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE
CONTROLS}

AS HAVING WMOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
) . % lw [.B] 5| avemase | gl Bl 2] 2| Serenes
N PROBLEM w |E |2 [4E| £ weacT |g |2| B|e=! = ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = 3 |z |28 = RATING 2 |luel_aol|ewe =
) = e o < c o |lax [2c| e FIVE MDST
- . g | |xuw w | RECEIVED (g |E=E= | |Ea | 5
: o w | w > = WE|Sw | sw|xn|Ba SERIDUS
' ; BElEGIEE(gF &k U223 |52 2| =22 | PROBLEMS
zgloa v |wg AR AR
o % ciZEalEd =a “olox E FHEFR AR
=2 |nE|RE|Bz | B sC|lya[Ed|2E]ica
{g) CONFLICT BETWEEN AFEIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 16 47 23 7 7 24 - - - 1 - 1
iN RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND -
MAINTAINING FULL QCCUPANCY
HuD Pfﬂsowﬁfl AND PROCESSING
(a} NUMBER OF HUD STAFF’ 6 29 33 17 15 31 1 1 3 4 2 11
(b} SKILLS'OF HUD STAFF 18 61 18 2 3 21 - - - - 7 1
{e) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA 8 27 40 14 " 25 - 1 1 2 1 5
COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND
~ FORMS ' -
(d) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE 8 27 30 24 11 30 - - - 1 - 1
T'ECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHAs .
£ ‘ \ " ! ' -
le} SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA, PROJECT AND 18 52 25 4 3 23 - 1 - - - 1
TENANT PROBLEMS (ABILITY TO BALANCE HUD ’ -
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PROJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)
[ . -
(f} OTHER {SPECIFY} 71 6 1 = 4 10 — 1 - - - 1
6. LOCAL/STATE/F R
. / TE/FEDERAL 28_ 23 29 16 5 25 31 6 8 9 8 37
GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS T '
= - EE N
{a} DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES {POLICE, FIRE, 9 38 .40 "8 . 4. 27 17 = -2, 3,
ROADS, ETC ) - : . v -
{b) DELIVERY OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY SERVIGES 6 31 41 15 6| .28 e a
{c) LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS {NEW 15 46 - 34 ‘, 4 1 23 - - f:l'.‘" T -
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

- . AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
- ' b ' I
Wl 5| 51| averace | =l B 2] 2| Mo
—_— PROBLEM A w |2 |2 JHE| E| weacT e |@| aiez| -a@ ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = |8 |2 22| 2| ramne |3 1825218222 rive most
. l‘—: u o o w ud RECEIVED |z =[22|a> ZEa|Be SERIOUS
. Lt w w = weEl e l|low|so»
S . - EoiEs|EElex |2 w2515 =2 =2 | pROBLEMS
T w e | m mm|Zelav|xze|xo
U .- -|SE|25|8E|28|28] - {B2|3E|=E|EE|EE| - -
o ) == (nZ2|RE|SE | B sE|GUIES|IES (X8
{d) LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES {1 e. HIRING, 15 46 22 11 5 25 1 - 1 - - 2
PRONOTING, FIRING STAFF)
{e} WELFARE SYSTEM {LEVEL OF PAYMENTS, g 29 45 M 7, 28 - 1 T - 1 3
EMERGENCY PAYMENTS,-VENDOR PAYMIENTS) .
{f) AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 21 32 29 10 8 25 - - 3 - - 3
SERVICES ORGANIZATION PURSUING TENANT
RIGHTS . : ]
(g} LOCAL COURTS (LONG DELAYS IN EVICTION CASES, |16 30 23 18 13 23 - 1 1 1 - 3
BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTS}
{h) STATE LAWS (EXTENSIVE EXISTING PROCEDURES, 18 44 22 1 5 24 - - — - - -
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS)
() COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 21 40 27 10 2 213 - - . - _
VIABI_LITY OF THE PHA .
. ) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 20 39 3t 8 2 23 - - - - - -
VIABLLITY OF PHA . -
(k} COMMITMENT OF MAYDR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 21 41 23 8 2 23 - - 1 - - 1
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT
{I} COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 21 4 29 g 2 23 - - - - - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT h
L
{m) FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS QR 18 43 28 7 3 23 - - - - 1 1
REGULATIONS (HEW, NEPA, EQ, OSHA) ' :
{n) OTHER (SPECIFY) 73 6 - - 2 09 1 — 1 - - 2
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS 'PERCENTAGE
i 2 |w [.8] 5| averace Zl 2| B B S
) rRoBLEN o |5 |B |2E] E| weer |g |o2| 2|pE| E| e
i afete SUBCATEGORY 2 |g [= |22 E| PAUNG o |SE (G222 52| rivemosr
! O . o x |z (8 |ZY| L| RECEWED |ms|S5(oa[Za |8 | Teppiigg
! _‘ ’ . ¢ * G| l2h|lag |WE g"“ Dg Eg Eg Eg PROBLEMS
. . : Wwol|ro ey | = 0« alEalaoc o|lxe
w1 EHEH RIS T EHEHEREE
: L “HEEEEEHEER A EEEEIE R
oA — ;
7. LOW RENT HOUSING MARKET 45 37 18 — - 17 2 - 2 - 3 7
(a) LACK.OF DEMAND-FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE | 32 85 9 2 2 19 - - 1 - = 1
. QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PHA :
: . y ! - L
. (b} LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE | 28 53 12 4 3 20 - - - = - -
i QUALITY PROVIDED 1N THIS PROJECT, ;
; . !\ S 1 EELI . L z
' (e} SUPPLY,OF LOW-RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 22 48 18 10 2 22 - - - = = -
., ¢+ "MOHE DESIRABLE TO LOW-INCOME PERSONS IN : ,
: TERMS GF AGE, CONDITION OF BUILDING, . .
. AMENITIES, SECURITY AND NEIGHBORHOQD *
SERVICES THAN THIS PROJECT PROVIDES )
o T e ~
{d), OTHER (SRECIEY) 2= r~iie 727 6 - -~ - 09 - = = e - -
=Y ¥ ) 0 I . §
8. PROJECT EXPENSES .(AVAILABJLITY B 18 25" 38 8 30 B 17 8 1 g 62
. . AND/OR COST OF GOODS; SERVICES) - - o .
{8} FUEL, ou. GAS ELECTRICITY, COAL RATES AND/OR | 7 18 12 32 29 ' 36 8 6 9 3 5 | a3
 AVAILABY LITY !
’ - ' ) ! - 4
) OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 14 -18°. 27 32 8| . 30 101 1= 2| 3
(WATER, SEWER, ETC) ST SR
. E R 4 M + - ' 4 N % o
¢ HEER A : Sl SR . = 0 =
(e} INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 10 17,722 "240 “27 |\ 34, 2 a4l *7,:. pef oy 19
- ! R S M L
(d} GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES | 14 30 39" 13 3,28, )1~ - - wlc- ‘ _
AND SUPPLY P AR S
4 . - R RN N T -, .
{e) SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES (PLUMBING, 16 32 26 1 Tearge! ZaLovrl 4 -

ELECTRICAL, SECURITY, EXTERMINATING,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS)

LTI L - . - N [
e L if L0 , -8 T coLT *

L LTI
1 N £
- 3
R

- e e

e -
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) PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES °
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
g |, 51 5| averase Bl Bl B 8] Mbvas |-
PROBLEM w |5 12 [ZE| El weACT o (B3| 2@ B ONE OF ‘ |
: SUBCATEGORY > = e o= = RATING = wa|_o|aa| _o .
= it o <t = ox|Lx|2c|Lx FIVE MOST.
T |2 [§ 158 L) RECEWED |z (=025 1o> | senous |
Loz lulige |5 S EEICEIrEIRE |
o8 % & |=a g gl=a “o|lox ; o g othhe
B EHEEIEE EHEIEIRCIHS ‘
i) AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE % 32 37 10 6 26 - 1 - 1 1 3
STAFF
{99 OTHER (SPECIFY) 73 6 - - 1 10 - - = - = -
9 PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 28 26 29 10 8 24 7 7 9 13 B 44 ‘
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM |
{a) ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATION.FUNDS 11 38 20 15 15 30 12 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 2 - - 4 |
SOPHISTICATION OF RECORD KEEPING)
{b) ADEQUACY AND AGCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 18 44 23 14 2 2.4 1 1 - - = 2 '
{c} ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 15 47 24 12 3 24 L H 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 24 1 = = = = 7

{FORMULATED AND MOMITORED AT THE PROJECT
LEVEL)
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
2 |, | 5| B averase g 2| 8| B] J&Trs
PROBLEM w = = _"-‘_,E = INPALCT ] ._EB' al-= m ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY 5 (% 1E |BE| E| gatine |2 |bel-olzée!l _o
z {8 |3 |2 e |lozibe|ge] 5& | FIVEMOST
: < |z 1B |55 5| RECEVER |g= 20120125105 | semwous
w = o rt] wiswleswn | Sw
" rlesiZn|aE (ME w2212 |E21 22 | PrROBLEMS
221z wllga |[Ex ala2loo|ea| xo
ok 24 ‘g"n. 2dize golos %m 3= [
22 |zE(QE|B=|EHE EE|enlmn|cHi s
RENTAL AND QCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCFDURES
(a} ADMISSION SYSTEM (RECEIVING APPLICATIONS, 21 42 25 8 5 23 . 3
MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LIST)
(b} INCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS "23 49 19 7 2 22 - - = - -
{c) TENANT SELECTION {PRIORITIES SCREENING) 18 36 26 14 & 25 - 2 - - 2 4
(d) RENT DETERMINATIONS (ADEQUACY AND 23 51 18 5§ 4 22 - - - 1 - 1
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND
! RECERTIFICATIONS)
{e} RENT COLLECTION (FIRMMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 12 39 21 16 14 28 1 1 5 4 3 14
DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY}
) UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY | 20 37 =23 12 7 25 - 2 - - - 2
OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, GOLLECTION r -
PROCEDURES)
{3) EVICTION {POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMNESS, 14 3 25 13 13 27 - 38 2 2 - 7
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY}
{h) LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PHA 27 86 12 4 1- 20 - - - = 7 1
iy LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT ‘25 60 9 4 2 20 1 - = - - 1
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS DNE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
g 1 51 | average 2| 2| &| B ﬂgTTl_:'Sqiss
PROBLEM w |5 2 |82 E| weacr g | EB| 2oz = ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY = | (& [mE = RATING 2 |egi-2|g2],. .2
= LojE | = 2 |gFrier|Sx| ke FIVE MOST
= L [z o B w | RECEIVED | Ecjoa | =4 o
e =2 w = = o= it |ren gm SERIOUS
O [ [Z-|aF Wl oY 92 (25125125 | pROBLEMS
2222 w2ga i rEAEEIEEIEE R
ok |[C€E (Edlza e golcz|Exizxz{ka
=E|RE|RE(8=z|m= I EE I R e
TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS
(a) COORDINATION OF COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES 11 40 32 11 5 26 1 2 - 1 2 6
FOR BEMEFIT OF PROJECT RESIDENTS
{b}] PROVISION OF PHA BASED SOCIAL SERVICES 10 42 286 1 10 27 1 - - 1 1 3
(c} 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 17 24 3 - - 1 1 5
(el INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA/PROJECT 19 37 28 9 7 256 - - - - - -
MANAGEMENT
{f) EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE 23 43 22 _ 9 2 22 - - - - - -
PROCEDURE (COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA}
{g} LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 30 19 8 10 23 - i - - 2 3
MATENANCE
{a)] ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE iz 38 31 13 5 26 1 - - - - 1
{JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATING)
{b} RESPONSE TO EMERGEMCY SERVICE REQUESTS 17 37 30 13 2 24 - - - - - -
{PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS,
. HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL} )
{c] EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE 0 28 37 1% 10 28 2 i 1 1 1 6
PROGRAM
{d) ADEQUACY OF CENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE 17 48 20 10 5 24 - — - - - -

VERSUS DECENTRALIZED MAINTENANCE
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PROBLEM IMPFACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
S
¥ | 5| 5| averaee 2l Bl B | e
PROBLEM w 1B [2 (42 ] weaer | |_&| 22| =2 ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY  ° = e [ |22 21 ranc |3 1222|182 =2 | rivemasT
: Y |2 |8 |=w| w! RECEIVED |z _|=o|3a|=a| da
2 |58l &8 A ER R SERIOUS
* B | = 2oz WS WIS =g 2 PROBLEMS
Y2 x2|wlina | Sk cal82|gg|xe| x2S
ok |28 (85|88 (28 g2|aE|=8]28 | EX
=Z|FA=E|GE|8=2 5= Ea|lvna|lFalen|cam
{e) ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 15 40 22 18 6 26 - - - - - -
() MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 13 33 29 16 9 27 2 - - = - 2
PERSONNEL , :
{a) COMPETENCE OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 19 40 29 10 6 25 2 - - 1 - 3
(b} EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 12 35 32 14 & 27 T2 - 1 - 4
{c) OVER STAFFING %6 61 9 3 3 20 - - - - - _
{d) UNDER STAFFING * 24 54 10 8 4 21 1T - - - 1 2
{e} CITY OR STATE CIVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 26 53 16 2 3 20 - - - 4 - -
RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING
'INCOMPETENT STAFF
(f} UNION'JOB CLASSIFICATION RULESWHICH AFFECT |17 57 18 5 1 22 - - - - 7
MAINTENANCE STAFFING
{g} UNION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE 20 § 17 2 3 22 - - - _ . -
- {h} WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 22 5 15 8 1 21 S -2
COMPETENT MANAGEMENT - :
i) FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 31 61 12 4 1 20 - - - - .- }. =
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"PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS | '

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PRGBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING X MOST SERICUS PROBLEMS' PERCENTAGE
3
3 | 5| 5| averace S| B & & il
PROBLEM w B 2 (uEl & MPALT ; |0 [_B| B|leal a2 ONE OF |
SUBCATEGORY S 1% [k (2= = RATING ' |2 |eeol-2|®c =
Z e |3 |% o |Sx|hE|Qx| ke | FIVEMosT
2 |z [ |55 &| RECEWED |xg|=2|c™|=5(o SERIOUS -
] w2 2 u| mlswm|low| =w»w :
FICE v ' . Fhitk|Z2x|ag |¥E osll23|52|c2(=Z=2 | erosLEMS !
T w w L Lo —m wlogo|lrolxo
Fagloa|Ha i e=|lxz= =l-=
o e otlsg (2|38 (2R FHEAEHAER T
[ ! ZEinZs 22|02 |8 SEa|lvaliralun| e
[ | L) N . P4
SECURITY
*{a} LOCAL'SERVICES (RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 13 49 28 7 3 24 - - - - = -
POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)
v LI
{b)' PROJECT/PHA BASED SERVICES [ADEQUACY AND % 38 29 10 7 25 - - - - = -
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)
v L T .
{e} SECURITY EQUIPMENT {LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, 16 37 28 15 .3 25 - 1 - 1 - 2 .
' P LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS) i
- 1
OVERALL PHA/PROJECT ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE
{a} ATTITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED " { 20 49 24 "5 2 2z |~ 2 - - - 2
VIABILITY OF PRQJECT
3
R ! 1o b, . . .
{b) ATTITUDE OF PROJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO 19 50 24 4 2 22 '] - - 2 - - 2
CONTINUED VIABILITY,OF PROJECT ) .
| »"{chOVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 1 36 38 6 4 25 1T - 1 - = 2
{d) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 1 39 20 2 B 23 - i - - = 1
{IF APPLICABLEI}
(| > ., Ll 1
(e)" COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS | 20 36 25 12 7 25 i - 2z 1 - 4
PHA BOARD OF DIRECTORS .. .
{a) SKILLS OF BDARD OF COMMISSIONERS 18 ' 43 29 & 6 24 |1 - - - - 1
{bl COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COVMISSIONERS TO 20 45: 25- 5 5 23 - 1 = 1 =~ 2
PHA VIABILITY
{c} COMMITMENT QF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 2 4 5 23 1T - - = = 1

PROJECT VIABILITY
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w e - =] = = = OF TIMES
5 (o &1 S| Averase Gl S| 5| B
PROBLEN w |E (B2 [HE] | weaer o | 2| B|.2| 2| S0
SUBCATEGDRY = | [E 22| E| ratwe [2 |E2l.2|2al._o ONE OF
= g (= |« e |gglhe|9| h= ]| FIVEMasT
= |2 |8 |Zg| B RECEWED |Eo|S5 g% 3a | Ju | Tepiang
A I - R wHIoB ESITS| =8| paoBLEMS
22 :,:: we|Ga | Sa ~alEc|laS|ecolxo
b |2E(EE|2g]ze S A EH ER I
2= R |BE|0=8= AR EE AR
1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE 6 18 11 &1 23 36 32 6 5 B8 4 55
(a) 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)
{¢) UNIT MIX, SIZE OR LAYOUT (ARRANGEMENT AND 9 24 2 29 6 3.2 - 6 1 - & 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 a
ADEQUATE PARKING)
() DEFENSIBLE SPACE (PERSONAL SENSE OF 6 15 21 11 46 38 7 5 2 3 - 17
SECURITY, PRIVACY, CONTROLLED ACCESS}
{g} 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 21 - - - = - -
{1} OTHER {SPECIFY) 52 1 ' - - - 08 - e e . _
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"PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

3

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
w |, 1 58] 5] averace E| 2| 8| 8] Ofohes
PROBLEM w |2 |2 (4E| £ weacr e |2 2|-2| = ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY o= z B (== = RATING |2 |2e|-c|ve| . o
e = |18 g 1= e |Sx|hx|Sxc| & | FIVE MOST
|9 o {gw| wi RECEIVED | |=5 |3 |==|2a
BElgEsEh(2E |aE WU|Z2|n2 =212 PROBLEMS
Za|SaxijWgiBdLiug LSS |Pe 2T
g gn. =al|Esi>a Bolde %cs =¥ il
Z= |a=EiRE |32 85 |EE{BY[EL[RY|zY
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL-STRUCTURE o 28 19 33 10 30 2 8 7 9 a P
(WORKMANSHIP AND/OR MATERIALS}
(a} FOUNDATION 47 40 6 2 4 18 i .1 - - - 2
LIS .
{b) PLUMBING * ' 3 17 2% 16 10 28 - - 1 - 7 2
{c) ELECTRICAL 3 30 14 15 6 23 - - - - - -
{d) APPLIANCES 33 36 12 14 5 22 - = - - - -
(e} ROOF 31 24 20 10 5 22 - - - - - ~
{f) ELEVATORS 45 33 4 1 e 21 2 - - - - 2
{g) HEATING AND COCLING 24 23 26 13 12 26 - - - a4 - 4
ih} INSULATION 22 17 24 26 9 28 - 4 - - 3 -
(1] GENERAL STRUCTURE (WALLS, FLOORS, WINDOW 18 16 I8 20 20 32 1 5 1 - - 7
FRAMING, DOORS)
i) SEWAGE DISPOSAL 48 38 8§ 4 a 1.8 - - = = -
(k) PARKING AREA (CONDITION} 17 27 27 22 8 28 - = e = -
{ OTHER {SPECIFY) 50 2 1. 1 3 08 - 1 - - = t




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE DF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

MEMBERS

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w = o = = = = 0F TIMES
= o o | AVERAGE W i b ]
PROBLEM s |E 5 [wE| | weacr | 38| ®|em| B3 L'GSJEDU,?S
SUBCATEGORY > |la |z |22 Z| ratns |3 |22(=2|82] =21 Fivemost
S |8 Ig |mw| w| RECEWED [z [ |ga|Ba| B Ton e
B e (2= | B2 w2 su|oB8lE8|{zg| =3
uzjg ES LS =E 5'&' mE{Zales EE =5 PROBLEMS
of|2£15E|28 |58 HEHEHE:
2= lw = @ Z|o= 2 = lan B A T “m‘
3. PROJECT TENANT ATTRIBUTES AND 4 5 15 5 19 38 12 2 10 14 10 -
BEHAVIOR
TENANT CHARACTERISTICS
{a} PREDOMINANCE OF FAMILIES 23 19 17 30 10 29 1 1 - 1 - 3
(b} PREDOMINANCE OF LARGE FAMILIES 12 13 25 28 21 33 1 - - 1 - 2
| {¢) PREDOMINANCE OF SINGLE-PARENT FEMALE 0w 7 16 3¢ 32 37 2 3 4 - 1 10
HEADED FAMILIES VERSUS TWO PARENT HEADED
» FAMILIES
©a
| {d} ADULTS/CHILDREN RATIQ 10 14 21 38 16 34 e 2
I
{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 PN 36 - - 1 1 - 2
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE)
() PREDOMINANCE OF VERY LOW INCOME TENANTS 9 17 16 25 32 3.6 2 4 1 2 1 10
(h} GENERAL OR FREQLENT UNEMPLOYMENT 13 14 18 28 26 34 - 2 - - 1 3
() HIGH TENAMT TURNOVER 18 2 27 11 9 26 - = - = = - =
‘ PROBLEM TENANTS .
(a} RULE BREAKING 16 14 3% 25 9 3.0 - - 1 = - 1
(b} PROPERTY DAMAGE M 16 25 23 25 34 2 2 —=, = 1 5
{¢) CHRONIC RENT ARREARS 13 27 19 23 18 31 1 1 - - - 2
{¢) CRIMINAL AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOR OF FAMILY | ¢ 23 28 23 13 31 I R 3
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- PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MGST SERIGUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
¥ . | 5| B[ averace gl B B| B Sereris
PROBLEM w B (2 [4&] & wemer | |&| Bi-za| 2 ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > |3 |5 |2E| 2| rammns |3 (22(:2182| =2 | rivemost
b [ [TTERY - “3 7]
E g8 |xzw w | RECEIVED (E=|Ex|(gaj=a|Za
gl @Ik |EE “S|Z2(22i=32 22| PROBLEMS
= w WL | T @ e2oiro| e
2l |zdlza |t nol|SE|Ezias{ta
o= |52 i85 icw|mw er|lnE|IZECSlof| LS
ZE|HEREIS=z|d= SEGE|FRicB| Ty
{e) UNSANITARY PRACTICES (INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 4 20 37 29 9 32 - - - = - -
HOUSEKEEPING OF UNIT}
{#} NUISANCE BEHAVIOR (LOUD DISRUPTIVE NOISES, 6 21 35 25 13 32 - - - = - -
UNCONTRQLLED CHILD 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
{a} RENT STRIKES AND DEMONSTRATIONS 55 38 & — 2 16 - - - - - -
(b} ATTITUDES TOWARD MANAGEMENT 1 34 2% 18 N 29 - - - = -
{c) UNREASONABLE EXPECTATIONS AND COMPLAINTS |11 28 328 12 9 28 - - = 1 - 1
{d) RACIAL MIX 32 21" 22 8 1B 26 6 = - - - 6
4. NEIGHBORHOOD . 6 18 15 48 14 35 § 9 1 10 12 47
{al SOCIAL SERVICES, (HOSPITALS, CHILD CARE, 0 41 28 14 7 2.7 - - 1 - 2
SCHOOLS, LIBRARY, RECREATION]
{b) TRANSPORTATION 22 28 30 M 7 26 - - = e -
{c} COMMERCIAL AREAS 29 30 20 12 8 25 - - 1 - - 1
{d} VANDALISM AND OTHER CRIME 5 33 11 30 2 33 1 1 = 2z 2 8
{e] PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (EXCESSIVE NOISE, 14 28 23 23 15 30 -z 1 - 1 4

POLLUTION, CONGESTION, TRASH, GARBAGE,
ABANDONED PROPERTIES, JUNK CARS)
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED
AS HAVING

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS GNE OF FIVE

MOST SERIGUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
w | ] Bl 5| averace 1S Bl B Odhere
PROBLEM w (2 12 |4E] £]| WRAT e | 2| Bi-=] = ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > I = |BE = RATING 2 [z=el-0igel _o
=218 12 g5l ) recew 2 |25 |GEiSE LT[ FIVEMOST
= =z & |25} & B iles|=2]2 = SERIDUS
= = uf niswrigw | sw
i bl A e L «ZI22|s2I2| =2 | PROBLEMS
waolzoi, ol cg ~2l=ocjadgjgo| o
oSS iSS|ow AL SEinElES|oE |8
Eo v imETie=fn= EafuralFoienv | wn
{f] SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT (PROJECT ADVERSELY 16 2t 29 20 13 30 - 1 102 1 5
HVMPACTED BY SOCIAL CONDITIONS
N NEIGHBORHOOD)
{g) ATTITUDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS 9 3 17 23 15 30 - 1 = - - 1
TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS
{h] PROJECT “IMAGE" IN NEIGHBORHQOD 10 28 25 26 15 32 - = 1 1T - 2
{11 CONCENTRATION OF MINORITIES 2% 20 17 16 20 29 - - - - = -
(1§ CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME PERSONS 1 13 16 25 25 33 - - 1 - - 1
k) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT % 24 10 21 28 32 N 3
5. HUD FUNDING AND OVERSIGHT OF 2 % 18 22 28 23 7 10 8 7 12 "
PHA/PROJECT
PROGRAM AND POLICIES
{aj ADEQUACY OF OPERATING SUBSIDY LEVEL 14 28 11 1B 30 32 3 4 2 1t 1 18
(b} ADEQUACY OF PF§ FORMULA 13 24 14 16 32 34 i 2 i - 4 8
le] TIMELINESS OF PFS ALLOCATION 3 15 24 13 14 26 - -
{d) PFS FORMULA’S FAILURE TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 8 21 18 17 38 36 T - 2 5 1 9
PHA NEEDS (i ¢, SECURITY]
{e} CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING LOW-INCOME 1% 17 18 22 2B 33 e 2
PERSONS AND MANDATES ON INCOME MIX AND
PHA ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY
{f) CONFLICT BETWEEN SERVING HIGHER INCOME 28 24 18 10 19 27 - - - a4 - 4

PERSONS AND ANTI-DISCRIMINATION STATUTES
AND ORDINANCES .

-
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS |

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROELEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

STANDARDS, CODE INSPECTION, LAND USE
CONTROLS)

AS HAVING MQST SERIOUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
, . ¥ 1. | 5| B| averast 51 | 8] B Jfimes
PROBLEM w = 12 juE|l &) weacr e |2 2|3 =& ONE OF
SUBCATEGORY > |8 |§ (22| 2| samie |3 |22{-2182|=2 FIVE MOST
E oY g rw wl RECEWED (2. |E& |8~ i=a| 8
< = s T BE|low|Sulxn|Saw SERIQUS
;E ;E “‘E SEleEx calz3|aa|E3| =2 | rRoBLEMS
ot g a g o, g 220 2oloc % o g 7l el
== |aZ2|RE|c=z 8= A B -
{g) CONFLICT BETWEEN AFFIRMATIVE INTEGRATION 31 23 14 12 20 27 - 1 - - 3 4
(N RACIALLY IMPACTED PROJECTS AND
MAINTAINING FULL OCCUPANCY
HUD PERSONNEL AND PROCESSING
la} NUMBER OF HUD STAFF 1 17 28 18 21 32 - - 1 - 8 7
{b) SKILLS OF HUD STAFF 29 37 13 6 14 24 - - =1 - 1
{e) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT MONITORING PHA 15 26 22 35 13 30 - = = - - -
COMPLIANCE WITH HUD REGULATIONS AND
FORMS
{d) AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT PROVIDING SUBSTANTIVE |16 20 30 20 13 30 - = == -
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PHAs
(e} SENSITIVITY OF STAFF TO PHA, PROJECT AND 42 36 14 7 - 19 - - - - - -
TENANT PROBLEMS (ABILITY TO BALANCE HUD
NEEDS AGAINST PHA/PROJECT AND TENANT NEEDS)
i) OTHER {SPECIFY) 52 1 - - & o8 - - = = - -
LOCAL/STATE/FEDE \
/ TE/ RAL 18 20 31 28 2 27 7 1 1 9 5 17
GOVERNMENTAL IMPACTS
{a} DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES [POLICE, FIRE, 13 34 21 23 8 238 - - 1 2 2 5
ROADS, ETC)
{b] DELIVERY OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 10 33 28 24 7 29 e T 2
(c} LOCAL AND STATE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS (NEW 23 50 18 5 4 22 - - = = = -




PROBLEM iMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

-2 VPO L UL

+ . -
LR - 11':,5 3 ‘,. E

' AS HAVING fADST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
¢ |. | 5] 5| aAverase Sl Bl E| B| o
PROBLEM w (B = (HE| £ wearT e |23 8|.=| & OBE OF
SUBCATEGORY = |la | Bz | = RATING |3 |22]-2182| -2 FIVE MOST
E (4 |o [Fw w | RECEIVED |z |==]|8o|Ea| Ba
G < |=2 |B [B%]| & S S = e - SERIDUS
1 = = = = =9
Eh|EL|=E|2F |2k wGl23]52|E2 =2 | rROBLEMS
Doz |u2|ga | S N EEIFEIEEL L
I ok |CE[EElze |5 Lol|Sc |Ex|dailia
N == |nE |RE|SE |HE= HHE A R
{d), LOCAL POLITICAL PRESSURES {1 ¢ HIRING, "3 33 12 4 11 22 - - 1 7 1 9
'PROMOTING, FIRING STAFF)
{¢) WELFARE SYSTEM {LEVEL OF PAYMENTS, 1M1 32 27 11 18 29 - - - 3 - 2
"+ EMERGENCY PAYMENTS, VENDOR PAYMENTS]
. (fl AVAILABLE AND AGGRESSIVE LOCAL LEGAL 27 2% 19 15 13 26 . 4
SERVICES ORGANIZATION PURSUING TENANT :
RIGHTS
(g} LOCAL COURTS (LONG DELAYS IN EVICTION CASES, |11 27 21 27 13 31 - - - - - -
" BIAS TOWARD TENANTS RIGHTS)
{n) STATE LAWS {EXTENSI\(E EXISTING PROCEDURES, 18 38 18-18 & 26 - - - = - -
NEW AND EXPANDING SUBSTANTIVE AND
PROCEDURAL RIGHTS FOR TENANTS) ‘ .
"4} COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVE TO 29 37 1% 3 4 20 - - - - - -
,VIABILITY OF THE PHA . !
{) COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 39 32 22 3 4 20 - - - - - -
VIABILITY OF PHA . . ;
“{k) COMMITMENT OF MAYOR/CHIEF EXECUTIVETO | 37 38 13 4 . 7 21 - - = - -
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT -1 . : ,
’ b ' i
(Il COMMITMENT OF LOCAL LEGISLATIVE BODY TO 38 35 19 4 4 20 - - = - e~
THE VIABILITY OF THIS PROJECT - v , .
{m} FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LEGAL RESTRICTIONS OR 27 4 2% & 1 22 ' | = 1 o=~ ™ 3
REGULATIONS (HEW, NEPA, EO, OSHA) O, ' o
(n) OTHER (SPECIFY) B2 . 1 .02 o~ - 05 L _




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

€42

ELECTRICAL, SECURITY, EXTERMINATING,
BUILDING CONTRACTORS)

. AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
. , w | 5| B8] avenace | & F| B|] Sy
PROBLEM w |2 (2 |88] E| weacr o |_3@| 2|-=a| 2| “onear
SUBCATEGORY z |5 g 1221 2 satme |3 {221=21821:=2 ] rive mosT
= w <= o w w | RECEIVED | sa(fa|Ea | Ba
e E=brdl badrd =N -0 @183 (=S =3| =35 | ‘pPROBLEMS
za |Tax|lug|las|uig mm(E2|2el=2| F2
- ot |SE (32|58 |28 geigE|EEI38 |
. EE wE mg [ Z2alvvwn|lFelun | wen
7. LOW RENT HOUSING MARKET 41 30 18 65 6 21 1 2 3 i 3 10
{a) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE | 53 32 6 7 - 17 - - = = = -
QUALIT\( PROVIDED IN THIS PHA
{b) LACK OF DEMAND FOR LOW RENT HOUSING OF THE | 44 31 7 6 11 21 B T — -
QUALITY PROVIDED IN THIS PROJECT
fc) SUPPLY OF LOW-RENT PRIVATE MARKET HOUSING 42 27 12 4 7 18 - - = - -
MORE DESIRABLE TO LOW-INCOME PERSCONS IN
TERMS QF AGE, CONDITION OF BUILDING, .
AMENITIES, SECURITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES THAN THIS PROJECT PROVIDES
{d) OTHER (SPECIFY) B - - - - 06 - -~ = - -
8. PROJECT EXPENSES (AVAILABILITY 6 1B 17 4 17 34 5 10 15 10 16 53
AND/OR COST OF GOODS, SERVICES)
{a}) FUEL, OIL, GAS, ELECTRICITY, COAL RATES AND/OR | 12 15 18 19 35 35 4 7 2 1 7 21
AVAILABILITY
. (b} OTHER UTILITY RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 17 19 17 234 12 31 4 = = - 4
{WATER, SEWER, ETC)
{c} INSURANCE RATES AND/OR AVAILABILITY 7 18 1Y 22 135 3.6 — - 1 2 1 14
{d} GENERAL PROJECT LABOR AND PERSONNEL RATES 1 39 18 15 11 27 - = = = 1 1
AND SUPPLY
{e) SPECIALIZED CONTRACT SERVICES {PLUMBING, 21 33 24 8 13 26 - e = - —




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PEREENTAGE OF TIMES

PROBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE

vie

AS HAVING IA0ST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
W |, | 5| 5| Averace gl 5[ 8] 2] 2
PROBLEM w |5 |2 (48| £| weacr e | 2| |3 2| gmeor
SUBCATEGORY 5 | B (22| 2| ramme |3 [B2|-2|B2| .2
E |8 |8 |Sw| w| recaven {z o [SE(QE|EE| g& | FIVEHOST
<% = w w = = 5= 2 e SERIBUS
GOl - |Z=laz|®x R A R
o g = g |23 =8 volom g & Sa Te
ZE|ZEIZE|C= 8= A R A R
{f) AVAILABILITY OF COMPETENT MAINTENANCE 2 3 20 12 16 27 - - - - - -
STAFF )
{g) DTHER (SPECIFY) 53 - 1 - 2 07 - - - - - -
9. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 12 28 2 28 11 30 78 19 M & 50
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(a} ADEQUACY OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 206 18 10 13 30 30 2 4 5 4 16
{b} EFFICIENT USE OF MODERNIZATION FUNDS 7 2 12 7 14 24 - - - - - -
ACCOUNTING SYSTEM '
{a MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS [CURRENCY AND 26 42 10 6 16 25 ] - - - - 5
SOPHlSTICJ}TFON OF RECORD KEEPING) e .
(b} ADEQUACY AND ACCURACY OF REPORTS TO HUD 3}/ 29 12 12 12 24 - - - - - -
{c} ADEQUACY, AGCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 3 31 12 10 12 24 - - - - - -
REPQRTS FOR FISCAL MANAGEMENT PN -
{d) ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, AND FREQUENCY OF 3 20 14 10 12 24 - - - - - —
REPORTS FOR INTERNAL MANAGEMENT
(e} LACK OF PROJECT BASED BUDGETING 29 32 8 N 14 26 - - 4 bl - 4

{FORMULATED AND MONITORED AT THE PROJEGCT

LEVEL)
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PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

PR OBLEM RATED

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
RANKED AS DNE OF FIVE

AS HAVING MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
2 1. | B| 5| averace 2| 2 8] 8] A0
PROBLEM w | |2 42 E| meacT | | &| 22| ® ONE OF
. SUBCATEGORY > L |k |m2 = RATIMG = wal, o o ©
= |18 J=a Ja e |eelbaelle| D& FIVE MOST
L oi% |8 [zw| w| RECEWED (s |2%150|=o | fa
> = GE|lZw|Sw|zu| S SERIOUS
EhlesiEhier | g AMIZSS125 |2 | =2 | PROBLEMS
o zolgjalsh|ez wo|Zo|coolEa| xa
- ERIERIEE R wolos|lEslissl -5
ek | S|leg|owuimuw eeliS|=5iaSlel
=E | rE Sl o |jun=a Z=onlvww|lFa|lnem] e
RENTAL AND -QCCUPANCY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
ta} ADMISSION-SYSTEM (RECE!VING APPLICATIONS, 28 45 11 14 1 22 - - - - - -
MAINTENANCE OF WAITING LIST)
(b} [NCOME AND ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 33 42 12 7 = 19 - - - - - -
{c} TENANT SELECTION (PRIORITIES SCREENING) 29 28 14 18 10 26 - - - - - h
{d) RENT DETERMINATIONS (ADEQUACY AND 39 47 9 2 1 18 - - - - - -
CURRENCY OF RENT DETERMINATION AND
RECERTIFICATIONS)
{e} RENT COLLECTION (FIRMNESS AND TIMELINESS IN 17 28 20 22 [h) 28 - - - - 1 1
DEALING WITH RENT DELINQUENCY)
{f) UTILITY ALLOWANCES (ADEQUACY AND CURRENCY 28 24 30 12 6 25 - - - - b 5
OF ALLOWANCE SCHEDULES, COLLECTION
PROCEDURES)
g} EVICTION {POLICY, PROCEDURE, FIRMMESS, iz 20 2 21 T2 29 - - 1 - - 1
AND COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICY)
{h}_-LARéE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PHA 42 29 15 4 3 19 - - - - - -
() LARGE NUMBER OF VACANCIES IN PROJECT 4 30 10 6 10 21 - - - - - -




- PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

8/¢

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS OME OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERICUS PROBLEMS | PERCENTAGE
g . 51 5| averase = B E| Z| O TMES
PROBLEM w |5 12 (2] | weact |w |_&@| @|=2| 2] oneor
SUBCATEGORY = |5 |% |22 2| RaTNe |3 |22|=218S| =21 rive mosr
S| |8 |ew) w| RECEVED |[Eg|E% |52 |Sa | Ba SERIOUS
. GrleRIEs|2E (¥E ﬁﬁ o323 Eg =3 PROBLEMS
=22 z2luRca |5 S EEN-EIEE R
, SE|eglEE|2e |5 go|Sz |z |3 | b
=2 {2 |QE|8Z |82 S EEA A b
TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS
{a} COORDINATION 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 3 17 19 15 29 - - - - -
{e) DAY TO DAY RELATIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL 17 32 81 10 10 27 - & - - - 6
TENANTS (HANDLING AND RESOLVING COMPLAINTS}
{d) RELATIONS WITH ORGANIZED TENANTS GROUPS 3N 31 24 12 2 23 - - - = - -
{o) INVOLVEMENT OF TENANTS IN PHA/PROJECT 25 32 24 9 @ 25 - - - - - -
MANAGEMENT
() EXISTENCE OR OPERATION OF GRIEVANCE % 31 19 &5 8 22 - - - - _
PROCEDURE (COMPLAINTS AGAINST PHA)
{g} LEVEL OF TENANT EMPLOYMENT 3 22 9 8 5 17 - - - _ - -
MAINTENANCE
{a) ADEQUACY OF ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 13 25 25 16 20 31 - - 1 2 a4 7
(JANITORIAL, EXTERMINATING)
{b) RESPONSE TO EMERGENCY SERVICE REQUESTS % 37 18 24 8 27 - - - - - -
{PLUMBING APPLIANCES, WINDOWS, DOORS,
HEATING, COOLING, ELECTRICAL)
{e} EXISTENCE OF PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANGCE 8 20 2 2 19 33 - 11 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

LL

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS DNE OF FIVE
AS HAVING MOST SERLQUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
2 |. | 8| 5| avenacs B Bl | T J5Emes
PROBLEM w |B |2 ﬁé ) MPACT o | @ @Zi.m| a ONE OF
= =] =] =]
SUBCATEGORY = & g (== = RATING 2 g22l=8|82 E_g FIVE MOST
T OE |8 |E8| g| BECEVED |m |25 0% =] 5% | sepjpus
Sl |2n |88 [wE wE |25 FEITBLES | caosLEMS
i e c=|Ze|zg|Es| e st
o5 (2835|5828 HFRHAERE:
== (xE 17 E|o= v = =oa|mw]|Fo ] ww | ki
{¢} ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE TRAINING 25 29 19 22 5 26 - = - = = -
(ff MAJOR REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS 21 23 17 23 16 29 - 1 = - - 1
PERSONNEL
{a)- COMPETENCE OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 26 28 21 18 7 2% - - - = 1
[}
(b) EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF 27 17 31 13 14 28 - - 7 1 - 8
{¢) OVER STAFFING 4 43 7 4 - 18 - - - - - -
{d) UNDER STAFFING 42 37 7 6 8 21 - - - -~ - -
(e} CITY OR STATE CiVIL SERVICE CONSTRAINTS ON 50 32 7 6 5 19 - - - = = -
RISING COMPETENT STAFF OR DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT STAFF
(f} UNION JOB CLASSIFICATION RULES WHICH AFFECT | 36 30 12 7 14 23 - - - - -
MAINTENANCE STAFFING
{5) UMION WAGE SCALES ARE EXCESSIVE a1 3% 7 2 14 21 - - - - - -
{h) WAGE SCALES ARE TOO LOW TO ATTRACT 45 3% 11 8 - 19 - = - - - -
COMPETENT MANAGEMENT
() FRINGE BENEFITS ARE EXCESSIVE 43 33 6 7 10 21 - = - = - -




PROBLEM IMPACT RATINGS FOR TROUBLED FPROJECTS

812

PERCENTAGE OF TIMES PERCENTAGE OF TIMES
PROBLEM RATED RANKED AS ONE OF FIVE
AS HAVING . MDST SERIDUS PROBLEMS PERCENTAGE
Y | 5 5| averase &1 8| S| B ,ﬂ:TTE'#iss
[
SUBCATEGORY 2 |lg |z |22 Z| patwe 15 (8202|822 | rivemost
= @ jew| w| RECEIVED | _{=%|ac |Sa|Za
2 |2 |b &> = E=|2u|8w|cw| 8w SERIQUS
a I wuwl|o3 =515 3 )28
wblEG|ZE(EE (et S(23|a2i=2 (22| srosLEms
2g|ox|gg|28 (43 Go|Sz (Ek(3=|Ex
SE |32 (|2S|8¥ | ke SRR
SECURITY ‘
{a} LOCAL SERVICES (RELATIONSHIPS WITH LOCAL 19 33 22 14 N 27 - .1 1 3,
POLICE AND PROVISION OF SERVICES TO PROJECTS)
{b} PROJECT/PHA BASED SERVICES (ADEQUACY AND 1 27 19 20 16 29 1 = 1
EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES)
{c) SECURITY EQUIPMENT (LIGHTING, SCREENS, BARS, 26 19 21 18 15 28 - 2. 3
LOCKS, TV/ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS)
OVERALL PHA/PROJECT ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE
{a} ATFITUDES OF PHA MANAGEMENT TO CONTINUED 4 3| 12 10 1 20 - - ’ -
VIABILITY OF PROJECT
- L .
{b) ATTITUDE OF PRQJECT MANAGER/STAFF TO 32 42 14 9 1 21 - = =
CONTINUED VIABILITY QF PROJECT . -
(c) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PHA WITH PROJECT 28 27 22 15 7 25 - - 5

(d) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT MANAGER 28 33 19 20 1 24 - -
{IF APPLICABLE) .

(e} COMPLIANCE WITH HUD POLICIES AND REGULATIONS | 28 27 27 ¢ 7 24 — -
PHA BOARD OF DIRECTORS

{al SKILLS OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 24 28 24 9 4 22 - -

(b) COMMITMENT OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO 37 37 16 B 3 20 - -

PHA VIABILITY

{c) 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 inio three parts.

Propesed Intervention Ratings For All Projects
Praposed Intervention Ratings For Relatively Untroubled Projects
Proposed Intervention Ratings For Troubled Projects

279




082

PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EAGH INTERVENTION

FRECQUENLY OF RANKING AS

ONE OF EIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED} .

H e ‘ : . AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
I~ B w RATING OF TIMES
. PROPOSED al= > s RECEIVED LISTED AS
v INTERVENTION . gl = o : - = ONE OF FIVE
il @ [ ALL = | v
o 4 = - I =W o] vy} - b = BEST
of Wl | W L |a =] PROJECTS = m b L] @
35|z 2 e Zw 5 ui = w ACTIONS
- gl Y w |a=lg> o g = = =]
== |z3| & |48 )zE - |2c|ae|ze|=e
oH|Sk| o 2|28 4 |eblz5|8B| =56
(R TR = =w | 1o =) 720 I SR o TR~ TV - 5
1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE
{a)} CONVERT SELECTED DWELLING UNITS TO NON- 22 5 a7 22 3 28 - - 1 - - 1
RESIDENTIAL USE {c g, COMMUNITY ROOM, SOCIAL
SERVICE CENTERS AND COMMERCIAL USE)
(b} CONVERT ALL OR A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF 18 12 &1 9 8 27 1 i - - 1 3
UNITS TO ALTERNATIVE TYPES OF RESIDENCE
{eg, FAMILY TO ELDERLY/HANDICAPPED OR
VICE VERSA} . .
{c} DEMOLISH PORTION OF UNITS {LESS THAN 10%) 33 7 40 14 5 25 2 - - - 3 10
{d) ALLOW UNDERUTILIZATION OF UNITS,1¢e, 7 11 39 20 10 29 6 1 — 2 1 10
OCCUPANCY BELOW REGULAR MINIMUM HOUSE.-
HOLD SIZE FOR EACH UNIT SLZE IN ORDER TO
REDUCE POPULATION DENSITY
{e) ADAPT BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS TO DEFENSIBLE 5 3 49 26 16 324 2 2 3 1 2 10
SPACE CONCEPTS (2 g, WALLS LIMITING ACCESS TO
THROUGH THE PROJECT, CONTROLLED ACCESS
MECHANISMS AT HIGHRISE ENTRIES, CREATION OF
PRIVATE AND/QR EASILY SUPERVISED OUTDOOR
SPACES AND IMPROVEMENT OF RESIDENT
SURVEILLANCE OPPORTURITIES)
{f} INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE le g, BETTER LOCKS, | 2 2 33 48 13 36 1 3 2 3 1 10
DOORS, WINDOWS AND LEGHT) WITHOUT FULLY
IMPLEMENTING DEFENSIBLE SPACE CONCEPTS .
{g} PROVIDE AND/OR IMPROVE AMENITIES leg, 1 - 21 53 24 39 1 5 - - 4 0
LANDSCAPING, PLAN AREAS AND PARKING) o
]
{h} PROVIDE IMPROVED COMMUNITY SPACE OR 1 1 4 372 14 36 4 - 1 2 4 11

FACILITIES THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EACH \NTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

{PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED)
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
= | w RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED g1= = 5 RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTIGN Profll I E b ‘Az |- = ONE OF FIVE
| o 7] - ALL Y - o EST
, = =2 = |2 243 2 | br 8J = B
<% W [ XY [ = PROJECTS - = ek -] (=]
e |eg| = (B2 < |82 | 5B |2 =
Z3|3¢| < 2|25 A
= e € X ] = [
e |z2%| 2 |2s5[5¢ 4 |ug|FEgleg|Ee
() DEMOLISH PROJECT 60 3 30 i J— 17 - - - - 1 1
{s) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 8 - 3 95 - — - - — —
PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE:
{a} CARRY QUT SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION OF 3 2 40 3 24 37 7 2 2 3 2 16
S$TRUCTURES (NOT INVOLVING CONVERSION TO
ALTERNATIVE USE}
(b} MAKE REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS {SHORT OF 2 1 28 48 20 38 9 5 1 z - 17
SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION)
e} INITIATE COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY RETROFITTING 2 2 38 44 13 36 - 1 1 - 1 3
FOR MAJOR PROJECT SYSTEMS
{d) MCDIFY EXISTING STRUCTURES AND GROUNDS TO 2 3 68 25 1 32 - - — 1 - 1
LEGAL/REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS (REGARDING,
NCISE, POLLUTION, SAFETY AND SANITATION)
{e} MODIFY STRUCTURES TO ENHANCE ATTRACTIVE- 1 1 a7 5 9 35 - 2 2 1 - 5
NESS (18, FACADES, EYC)
{f) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 7 - 2 04 - - - 1 - 1
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 4 37 18 36 - - 1 - 1 2
{c) RENEW/UPGRADE COMMERCIAL AREAS 1 1 55 32 9 33 - - 1, - ( 2
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

FREQUENCY GF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED} ,
= AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
5w w | RATING F TIMES
PROPOSED Sz > 5 | aeceiy LISTED AS
INTERVENTION =15 = w | RECEIVED, . - ONE OF FIVE
Bula g By AL gle | |2 (e BEST
Tw|u el B~ Wl PROECTS | £ o 1@ j= |
R W oW = ] - w ACTIONS
£E|les| & |5 |E5 S (g={2=|Ezi®=
= || (S {=F L o822 =8| 2
s8|8x| o |82 |22 2 |85|E5|3E| &5
e=lnul = |Eulsd m | lca|falo=
{d) PROVIDE BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 1 1 24 53 19 38 11 2 - 1 5
TO COMBAT CRIME AND VANDALISM
{e) ELIMINATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS [ 4 1 65 24 & 32 - 1 - - 2 3
te g, NOISE AND POLLUTIORN}
{f) OBTAIN BETTER MUNICIPAL SERVICES {i e, 1 2 33 46 15 37 - - 1z - 3
TRASH AND GARBAGE COLLECTION, STREET
MAINTENANCE, CLEANING, AND LIGHTING]
{g) UNDERTAKE NEIGHBORKOOD REVITALIZATION 1 - 3 38 23 37 a 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 01 1 = 1 4
COMMUNITY TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS
HUD OVERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT:
{a} MODIFY HUD POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR 1 - 3 37 24 37 1 2 - 11 5
REGULATIONS TO MEET LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF
PROJECT
{b) SIMPLIFY HUD FORMS, REPORTING REQUIRE- 2 - 3 38 2 37 - & 2 - - 8
MENTS AND/OR COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS ] .
(¢} INCREASE HUD STAFFING AVAILABLE TO WORK 2 - .3 4 2 38 1 2 2 2 2 3
WITH PHA ) A : ,
4
{d) PROVIDE BETTER QUALITY OF HUD OVERSIGHT T - % 46 14 36 1 - - 2 - 3
OF, AND TECHNMICAL ASSISTANCE TO, PHA
le) OTHER {SPECIFY) - - 7 - a 05 - - - - _ -
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"PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

. FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS {!
. RATING OF EFFECT OF ’ {DNE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
. EACH INTERVENTION . ; (PERCENTAGE OF
‘ AVERAGE TIMES LISTED} PERCENTAGE
: . ' o : DF TIMES
) PROPOSED 2z s 5| JBATING 4 . LISTED AS
! . INTERVENTION w = = w | RECEIVED, = 'ONE OF FIVE
~ ’ C LS| g |gi&ie ALL 218 le 18 |~ 1 gest
o s ' Tw|w 5|& = | prroEcts |2 |8 @ = |a |t
ce|gsl = Jas =2, < [2Z|aZ|EE| 251
. T 23laul| v |az|zh . = |eE|=E|SE|EE]"
i ! - Sw | Sa o [=Er = [ we | Tw|ow | Lo
- =W = =Ew | e o 2 e ol e | oo | e
b, LOCAUSTATE;’FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL; ' ’
IMPACTS, !
-{a) "OBTAIN ADEQUATE DELIVERY OF BASIC PUBLIC 1 1 20 53 14 | ' 37 2 1 2 2 2 9
. SERVICES {e.g, POLICY, FIRE, STREETS AND
WASTE REMOVAL) INCLUDING ENFGRCEMENT '
. .OF COOPERATION AGREEMENTS . i . . .
N 1
{b} OBTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING {e g, CDBG, 2 - 14 54 27 40 - - 3 - 27 5
! LEAA, CETA AND TITLE XX) THROUGH STATE AND ,
: LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES .
1 ! » ;
' () OBTAIN COMMITMENT OF MAJOR AND LOCAL 2 - 45 39 12 |1 3% 1 2 - 1 — 4
LEGISLATIVE BODY TO-VIABILITY OF PHA/PROJECT ' f
{d) IMPROVE COORDINATION WiTH STATE AND LOCAL 2 - 2 56 14 37 - - = 1 1 2
AGENCIES (WELFARE SERVICES, ETC)
{e) OTHER (SPECIFY} - - 8 - - 04 - - - - - -
() IMPROVE DESIGN OF RELATED FEDERAL 9 - 4 3 1] 35 1 1 1 - - 3
PROGRAMS [OTHER THAN HUD PROGRAMS)
{0} IMPROVE ADMINISTRATION/COORDINATION OF 2 - 41 4z 12 35 e 1
FEDERAL PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD i .
PROGRAM) , : \ .
_ {h} OTHER (SPECIFY) ' So—- '8 1 1! o4 S 1
,- O o ?
. - , 5!
! b 1 1 ]
! ] ! t - 1 S
A Tt LI L ‘: - ‘-“q ! we v ' 3

e

B
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT GF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
GNE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS'
(PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED)
PR
- Glw w = | RATING
PROPOSED il = S | RECEIVED' . LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ol B E s | RECEIVED, - o~ ONE OF FIVE
ESE 7] - ALL = [ ]
= © - | = S | = ) = BEST
Tw | 512 = PROJEETS [ = | (& | =
S2|= 2 Sw 5 S D -1 ACTIONS
' = =]l e B2 S= = =z|%=
Lelfol w |2 < |za|joa|lkes|ze
IEH B 5 |SEIZE|3E|EE
, . s=1oml 2 (=658 ® {ax|lrioa|oia
LOW-RENT HOUSING MARKET.
{2} ESTABLISH RELATIVELY LOW-CEILING RENTS TO 9 21 42 20 5 28 1 1 - = 1 3
ATTRACT AND OBTAIN HIGHER-INCOME TENANTS
(b} CARRY OUT MARKETING ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 2 — 66 25 5 32 1 1 - = e 2
FULL OCCUPANCY AND REALIZATION OF TENANT
SELECTION POLICIES . . ‘
{c} AVOID OVERSUPPLY OF COMPETING SUBSIDIZED 3 4 &7 23 10 32 2 - 1 - 2 5
HOUSING BY CAREFUL MARKET ANALYSIS IN..
PROCESSING APPLICATIONS OF ADDITIONAL
HOUSING ASSISTANCE (SECTION 8 OR PUBLIC
. HOUSING)
{dj GREATER USE OF SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING ‘| 4 11 48 28 6 31 - - ( 1 - 2
PROGRAM TO SERVE FAMILIES WHOSE INCOME, .
LIFE STYLES, OR SOCIAL ATTRIBUTES ARE . ,
INCONSISTENT WITH THE GOAL OF PROJEGT :
IMPROVEMENTS :
{e) OTHER {SPECIFY] - - 7 - - 03 - = = - - - )
PROJECT EXPENSES- - . |
{a) EXERCISE CLOSER BUDGET CONTROQLS BY 3 2 47 39 7 34 - 1 1 2 1 B
PHA/HUD .
* ! B ]
(b} ENCOURAGE TENANTS TO CONTROL UTILITIES - 1T 20 s7 17.!° -38 1. - 5 - 3 -~ 8
CONSUMPTION . ‘
{c}) ESTABLISH REASONABLE UTILITIES ALLOWANCES 2 —- 33 46 17 37 - a2 o2 2 7

AND MAKE TENANTS BEAR COSTS OF EXCESS
CONSUMPTION

[ [P, e amm e n o e -

a -
. -

I k o *
e .- '

'
|

o
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)

PERCENTAGE
: Te o] AvERace o TeS
*  PROPOSED w|= > S | oECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION o = o : — — DNE CF FIVE
Eulg © = ALL 2 | @& n
= - & =0 =4 Ly = [ = BEST
Tw|w 5 (8 b pROECTS | £ 1 |l |
; o> | = wo| ow S |a e o u ACTIONS
crlesl v (b2 < [SEILE(EE =
s2{Zuw| & Yulsk - |eS|=eS =2 E2
L Se|sx| 5 |ex | &8 AEHEHEAEE
cz|mw| 2 |EWlZE b \YUZEZ| 22|
{d} INSTALL INSULATION AND OTHER ENERGY - - 2 57 18 38 - 2 - 2 1 5
CONSERVING IMPROVEMENTS
(e} IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF MAMAGEMENT STAFF - 3 24 50 19 38 2 - 1 2 1 6
{f) XEEP WAGE RATES {(ESPECIALLY MAINTENANCE- . 1. 5 5§ 27 8 33 ( - - - - 1
WAGE RATES) TO A LEVEL OF LOCAL
COMPARABILITY
(g) PROVIDE ADEQUATE FUNDING TO ELIMINATE 1 - 27 M 3 40 1 4 3 6 5 19
DEFERRED MAINTENANCE BACKLOG AND ALLOW
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE IN FUTURE
() PROVIDE TRAINING FOR PHA STAFF (INCLUDING | — - 2 53 17 38 ~ - 2 2 1 5
MAINTENANCE STAEF)
0
{1) PROVIDE INCENTIVES/DISINCENTIVES TO - - 21 4 27 39 - 1 2 5 ( 9
ENCOURAGE TENANT CARE
4} OTHER (SPECIFY) — - L - 1 04 — - — - 2 2
PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION"
{a) INCREASE RENTAL INCOME {e g, THROUGH — 1 23 53 19 38 3 2 3 27 3 13
ECONOMIC CROSS-SECTION)
| . .
(b} PROVIDE ADEGQUATE OPERATING SUBSIDY FUNDS 1 1 26 49 22 38 2 1 3 - 2 8
M |
i ]
{c} PROVIDE ADEQUATE MODERNIZATION FUNDS ' - 26 '35 .35 |1 39 ] 3 4 2 3 18
{d) OTHER (SPECIFY] —- - 9 1 - i 04 - - - — ~ _

A
.
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENGY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIDNS
{PERCENTAGE OF

I

TIMES LISTED)
. Ta " AVERAGE "E TIMES
PROPOSED = = 5 RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION heelll = o , hid — = ONE OF FIVE
s @ (g ALL = 7
2 8 - |o =203 = i = ] [ BEST
gw (2 o &= b= PROJECTS = | = et m @ ACTIONS
o= ol “:.-' [X] o (SIS - e
C5|E8| & |8B|EE < 123|1c8158|=z2
Eglse! S |8k |83 z |85|85]25|k5
A2 | =2 Ew | & == I R~ O TR BT 4
ACCOUNTING SYSTEM:
{a} IMPROVE ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING SYSTEM o2 2 42 28 9 29 1 - - - - 1
RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY PROCEDURES:
{a} 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)
(b} MODIFY TENANT SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT 4 5 48 34 6 3.3 - - - 1 1 2
PLAN TQ PERMIT HIGHER LEVEL OF RESPQNSIBILITY
BY ON-SITE MAMAGEMENT FOR TENANT SELECTION
{c) MODIFY DEFINITION OF FAMILY INCOME TO 4 1 3B 45 11 35 1 - 1 4 1 17
ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION BY WORKING
FAMILIES
{d} MODIFY DWELLING LEASE TO ENCOURAGE 4 1 34 44 15 36 1 1 - - 1 3
GREATER TENANT RESPONSIBILITY
{e} REVIEW DWELLING LEASE AND RELATED PROCE- 3 2 33 32 28 37 - - 1 3 - 4
DURES TQ REMOVE UNNECESSARY OBSTACLES TO
PROMPT EVICTION \ '
{f)} OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 6 - 4 05 - 1 — 1 - 2
TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS:
{a) FACILITATE DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 2 - 21 56 18 38 1 1 - 1 1 4
{b} MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH 2 - 8 57 39 - 2 — 1 3 6

TENANTS (INDIVIDUALLY AND ORGANIZED)
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT QF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
(PERCENTAGE OF
TINMES LISTED}

PERCENTAGE
T T T T o e o e
PROPOSED wl= = < | nECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION rfl R = Frol . — - ONE OF FIVE
Evia 2 |E= ALL s |lg 1= |2 BEST
w S le (2w rrokets | 2 |Y |g |= 1B
as 2= bi il R B & CTIONS
g2 = @ L w e = @ A
Lk lED)] & jag |22 < |EE|oE|-E| B
23wl [guwlzk s lep|22|SEIEE
= [x) = HE
A ERIEREREE: B |uR|ES| 2358
{c! FACILITATE TENANT ORGANIZATION'S PARTICIPA- ) 6 29 47 9 34 - - 3 - - 3
TION INIMANAGEMENT DECISIONS
{d) PROVIDE FAIR AND EFFECTIVE GRIEVANCE 2 1 50 35 10 34 - —_ — 1 1 2
PROCEDURES
{e} INSTITUTE TENANT MANAGEMENT 19 30 35 11 1 24 - — - — 1 1
{f} OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 8 1 - 04 - . . - - —
MAINTENANCE: .
{a} CATCH UP ON DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AND KEEP 1 i 18 42 36 40 ) 4 1 5 2 11
MAINTENANCE CURRENT
{b} PROVIDE MORE MAINTENANCE STAFF - 4 53 29 11 34 - 1 - 1 - 2
{c} IMPROVE SKILLS OF MAINTENANCE STAFF _ 1 26 52 19 38 - 1 - - 1
(d) IMPROVE MANAGEMENT OF MAINTENANCE EFFORTS, 1 2 23 46 2% 38 - - 3 2 - 5
INCLUDING EFFICIENCY AND QUALITY CONTROL
{2) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 9 - - 04 - - - - - -
PERSONNEL:
{e) ADD MORE PHA/PROJECT STAFF 2 13 61 14 7 30 1 - - - - 1
{b) ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY PHA/PROJECT STAFF 4 2 73 17 ( 30 - - - — — —_
{c} IMPROVE SKILLS OF PHA/PRCJECT STAFF - - 22 58 17 38 — - 2 - - 2
{d) IMPROVE EFFICIENCY QF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - 1 23 54 19 38 1 3 - - - 4

MANAGEMENT
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

i

.

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQGUENEY OF RANKING AS

OME OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

{(PERCENTAGE DF '
TIMES LISTED}

-

PERCENTAGE

AVERAGE ;
o OF TIMES
PROPOSED 2=z s of IR LISTED AS
INTERVENTION b= = w | RECEIVED, - = ONE OF FIVE
Sw | o @ = ALL . = w 17
= - | =15 o |8 = L [ BEST
q:;i g e |& = PROJECTS = B b ] i ACTIONS
SE|esl ¥ |BEE(E= 2 lg=zl2=zE=|2=
sa|Zw! & (UG |ZE - |52 |B2|=x2[E2
eS|z o |oik|c8 2 [25|=5!35|k5
BE | »w = FRTTER B o L |~ Wt [ W=t
{¢} REMOVE/REDUCE CONSTRAINTS ON HIRING 1 - 4 32 14 35 2 - - e 2
COMPETENT PERSONNEL AND DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT PERSONNEL
{f) INCREASE TENANT ENMPLOYMENT 3 1 48 39 6 34 - 1 - 1 - 2
{3} REDUGE EXCESSIVE WAGE SCALES 3 11 3 3 7 29 - - - = 7 1
(h) INCREASE WAGE SCALES AS NECESSARY TO 2 2 58 27 9 33 - - - - _ - ,
ATTRACT COMPETENT STAFF
(1} OTHER (SPECIFY} - - 2} - 2 o4 1 — 1 - - 2
SECURITY:
() IMPROVE LOCAL POLICE SERVICES 2 - 31 50 15 37 - 1 3 - - 4
(b) PROVIDE PHA SECURITY SERVICES {eq, SECURITY 3 5 4 40 9 34 - - 1 1 - 2 ;
_GUARDS AND TENANT PATROLS) ~
{e) PROVIDE YOUTH PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT 1 - 24 50 22 38 2 - - 2 1 5
OPPORTUNITIES AS CRIME/VANDALISM PREVENTION )
TECHNIQUES *
{d} INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT 1 1 35 42 17 36 | - - 2 1 - 3
{e) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 9 - 21" o5 — - - 1 - 1

-
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR ALL PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERCENTAGE OF

PHA COMMISSIONER ~

{e}] OTHER {SPECIFY]

04

TIMES LISTER)
AVERAGE PE(;‘F“?:‘JE“SGE
5lw w ~ | RATING
PROPGSED 2=z 5 5 | AeeeivED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION o | & = i : - - ONE OF FIVE
Sui ] 2 |gw]| ALl 2le | |18 | BEST
cwlY [ 5 [& [SW[MWUECTS| E [ (8 (= |@& CTIONS
szlz |2 |E_jSw S |laglo,|za|82] A
chlCol © [fo s < |25|lag| 28 zo
2c|og| W 1a¥ |25 c ISE|2E|SE(EE
— [ —_—
. sz|ak] 2 |28 |52 B luRER| 22|52
OVERALL PHA/PROJECT PERFORMANCE:
{s) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKIL.LS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1 1 3t 49 15 36 3 1 - 1 - 5
OF PROJECT AND MANAGER
{b) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY - 2 38 44 16 36 - 4 2 1 - 7
OF PHA’s EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS
{c) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 2 - 28 54 12 36 1 - - - - 1
OF OTHER PHA EXECUTIVE/SUPERVISORY STAFF
{d) IMPROVE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ATTITUDES OF 1 ~ 20 851 14 |' 36 1 2 - 1 - 4
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIDNS
(PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
] - w - B ATING OF TIMES
.. PROPOSED el = 5 LISTED AS
INTERVENTION w (B = i | RECEIVED, . - ONE OF FIVE
. , BEuw o @ IE w ALL g 7 - % . BEST
swlw [ G |2 |g@[emoects | 2 (8 |8 (= |&
o1& w oW L & w ACTIDNS
il Ul ST S a2 |la=z12=z|E=1==
. sa (T & (U2 [ZE - |328[22]=2|z2
@Sk o (24153 2 |25|Z5(35| &G
valuow ] 2 |Ewliaa B v || ua |
e
1. ;EROJECT DESlGN},Al\I’%:skTE BRI
-'h-' _’3‘ s

(al CONVERT SELECTED DWELLING UNITSTONON-- | 26 5 46 20 2 27 e i
RESIDENTIAL USE {e gy, COMMUNITY ROOM, SOCIAL
SERVICE CENTERS AND COMMERCIAL USE)

{b} COMVERT ALL OR A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF 21 12 52 6 8 26 - 1 - = 2

. UNITS TO ALTERNATIVE TYPES OF RESIDENCE \
leg, FAMILY TO ELDERLY/HANDICAPPED OR
VICE-VERSA}

(c} DEMOLISH PORTION OF UNITS (LESS.THAN 10%) 3% 8 3 10 4 23 2 - - - 1 3

{d} ALLOW UNDERUTILIZATION OF UNITS, )&, 21 12 40 18 8 28 5 - - 3 1 9
OCCUPANCY BELOW REGULAR MINIMUM HOUSE-

HOLD SIZE FOR EACH UNIT SIZE tN ORDER TO .
REDUCE POPULATION DENSITY

(e) ADAPT BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS TO DEFENSIBLE 6 2 5 25 1 33 2 - 3 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 QUTDOOR
SPACES AND IMPROVEMENT OF RESIDENT
SURVEILLANCE OPPORTUNITIES)

{f} INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE ey, BETTER LOCKS, | 3 2 36 47 .11 36 1 3 2 3 1 10
DOORS, WINDOWS AND LIGHT) WITHOUT FULLY -
IMPLEMENTING DEFENSIBLE SPACE CONCEPTS e

. L F]

{g) PROVIDE AND/OR IMPROVE AMENITIES (e g, 1 = 22 54 2 39 1 5 =~ - 4 10
LANDSCAPING, PLAN AREAS AND PARKING) -

{h) PROVIDE IMPROVED COMMUNITY SPACE OR 1 1 47 37 14 2.6 4 - - 2 a4 10

FACILITIES THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION

4 a4
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

[ !

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY DF AANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
(PEACENTAGE OF

. . TIMES LISTED)
AVERAGE "Egﬁ':‘n}?s“
Elw w ~ | RaTING
PROPOSED w = = 2 | RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ll B = b ‘ - = ONE OF FIVE
' \ il ] 7] =+ ALL Z 1w o
. = - {a = 2 |l = w = BEST
au | o, & < PROJECTS | £ | ] = n
| -_— = e el = a= = = =
SEl=Ze| = |8o1¥E 2olacoclkolzo
e 23|2E| D |25 |52 % |B5|£5| 25| EL
CL zelat| 2 |En| &8 a |[B2|Ez|B2|T=
() DEMOLISH PROJECT 64 3 2 1 - 16 - - - 1 1
) OTHER (SPECIFY]} - - - 8 - 30 05 - -~ - - -
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE:
{a) GARRY OUT SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION OF 3 2 44 32 18 36 8 - 2 3 3 186
STRUCTURES (NOT INVOLVING CONVERSION TO
ALTERNATIVE USE)
{b} MAKE REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS (SHORT OF 2 1 28 49 19 3.8 1 5 1 2 3 22
SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION) ’
ic) INITIATE COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY RETROFITTING 2 2 37 47 N 3.6 - 1 - - 1 2
FOR MAJOR PROJECT SYSTEMS
(d} MODIFY EXISTING STRUCTURES AND GROUNDS T0 2 2 69 26 1 32 T — 1 - 1
LEGAL/REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS {REGARDING,
NOISE, POLLUTION, SAFETY AND SANITATION)
" (¢} MODIFY STRUCTURES TO ENHANCE ATTRACTIVE- 1 1 48 M 8 35 - 3 2 1 - 6
NESS {1 e, FACADES, ETC ). :
. {f} OTHER (SPECIFY]} - - § - 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] N :
v - ) - 1
(b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION - .1 4 38 17 3.7 - - 2 - 1 3
{c)] RENEW/UPGRADE COMMERCIAL AREAS - 2 &1 28 6 33 - - 1 - - 1
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT DF

EACH INTEBVERNTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
(PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED)
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
' Blw w - RATING DF TIMES
fat < PROPOSED w2 = = | RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION gl E w . — = ONE OF FIVE
Bu| e w m g ALL 2 lm - » — BEST
. w4 5 |=wimoEeTs|{ = |8 (8 |= |[& .
o> = w — o w 1Y @ - g ACTIONS
=R il v B 2 vl < 'S |cE{EE| =5
sl FTu|l & |Yu |k == = Sl | =2
Sg|Sk| S I8% |88 % |25{E5|35| &5
Gzlob] = S5z m halkrs|ltaic=
{d) PROVIDE BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 1 2 25 59 14 38 2 1 2 - - 5
TO COMBAT CRIME AND VANDALISM :
{¢) ELIMINATE ADVERSE ENVIRONNMENTAL CONDITIONS | 4 2 63 22 2 31 - 2 - - 3 5
{e g, NOISE AND POLLUTION)
{f) OBTAIN BETTER MUNICIPAL SERVICES [ie/ 1 3 2 A6 13 36 — - 2 3 - )
TRASH AND GARBAGE COLLECTION, STREET '
MAINTENANCE, CLEANING, AND LIGHTING)
{} UNDERTAKE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION 1 - 392 39 19 37 3 1 1 2 3 10
EFFORT TO REVERSE PHYSICAL AND SOCIAL
BLIGHT OF SURROLINDING AREA
ih) UNU'IERTAKE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE ATTITUDE OF 3 1 30 47 18 37 - 1 2 - - 3
COMMUNITY TOWARD PROJECT AND TENANTS
HUD O\'{ERSIGHT OF PHA/PROJECT:
{a) MOD{FY HUD POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR 2 — 37 35 23 37 2 3 - 1 — 6
‘' REGULATIONS TO'MEET LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF
PROJECT
4 ]
{b} SIMPLIFY HUD FORMS, REPORTING REQUIRE- 2 - 34 30 23 37 - 8 3 - - i
MENTS AND/OR COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS
{c) 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 b4 1 3% 47 13 16 1 - — 3 - .|
OF, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO, PHA v




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

£6¢

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF , ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION AN (PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)
AVERAGE - PE“FCE';‘“IQGE
5w w + | RATING 0 §
, PROPOSED al= > 5 | prediveD LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ol E w " — = ONME OF FIVE
e < b - AlLL 2 | 17
2w | o - {0 2w 2 | = i - BEST
o | = lae = PROJECTS - éa i @ [ oN
SEf= G e |8w CF Bl SO I ACTIONS
ce|gB| & |g5|E2 < 28 1aE |22 |25
58|2k) o |8Ei22 2 |S5|EE;35| L
wZzlwouw| 2 [Eu]jno B el e | WX | et
5. LOCAL/STATE/FEPERAL GOVERNMENTAL
IMPACTS:
' (a) OBTAIN ADEQUATE DELIVERY OF BASIC PUBLIC 1 1 32 50 14 37 3 1 3 2 3 12
SERVICES {e g, POLICY, FIRE, STREETS AND
WASTE REMOVAL) INCLUDING ENFORCEMENT :
OF COOPERATION AGREEMENTS
(b} OBTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING {e g, CDBG, 2 - 15 55 25 39 - - 4 - 3 7
LEAA, CETA AND TITLE XX) THROUGH STATE AND
LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
{c] OBTAIN COMMITMENT OF MAJOR AND LOCAL 2 - A4 39 13 35 1 3 - 7 - 5
LEGISLATIVE BODY TO VIABILITY OF PHA/PROJECT
{(d) IMPROVE COORDINATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 2 - 26 53 16 37 e | 1 2
AGENGIES (WELFARE SERVICES, ETGC )
{e) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 6 - - 03 - - - - = -
{f) IMPROVE DESIGN OF RELATED FEDERAL 2 - &1 34 12 35 2 1 1 - - 4
PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD PROGRAMS)
(g) IMPROVE ADMINISTRATION/COORDINATION OF 2 ~ 40 42 13 36 - - - 1 - 1
FEDERAL PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD
PROGRAM)
{h} OTHER {SPECIFY) - - 6 - 1 04 | - - 1




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

6l

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
‘ EACH INTERVENTIOR {PERCENTAGE OF
AVERAG TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE
. = E OF TIMES
: oY w | RATING
PROPOSED el IS = 2 | nECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ol I = w ' = = . ONE OF FIVE
- 17 [T ALL = 17 %)
Tw W o (= o PEDJECTS - o =@ w@ b4
- Ek Sl - |e5 |22 « 22|52 =2(22
ELIZw| L U3 IsE R
a@{Sk| o [2X (|25 2 |@S|z5|38| =6
2| ;mw = =uw | wma m AL | o | wa
LOW-RENT HOUSING MARKET:"
{a) ESTABLISH RELATIVELY LOW-CEILING RENTS TO 10 21 41 20 6 2.8 1 1 - - 1 3
ATTRACT AND OBTAIN HIGHER-INCOME TENANTS
{b} CARRY OUT MARKETING ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 2 1t 65 25 4 32 1 1 - - - 2
FULL OCCUPANCY AND REALIZATION GF TENANT .
SELECTION POLICIES
]
{e) AVOID DVERSUPPLY 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)
{d) GREATER USE OF SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING 4 12 48 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 (SPECIFY) B — 6 - - 03 - T -
PROJECT EXPENSES:
{a) EXERCISE CLOSER BUDGET CONTROLS BY 4 2 &0 37 6 33 - - - 3 1 4
PHA/HUD
{b) ENCOURAGE TENANTS TO CONTROL UTILITIES - 2 21 8 14 38 1 - 4 - 3 8
CONSUMPTION
{c} ESTABLISH REASONASLE UTILITIES ALLOWANCES 2 - 34 4 18 37 - 1 2 2 2 8
AND MAKE TENANTS BEAR COSTS OF EXCESS
CONSUMPTION
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
(PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
i " BATING DE TIMES
, o PROPOSED - 21z = e RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ol 1= = w : — - ONE OF FIVE
Fwl e 7] L agTe ALL =] w - 4
= - 1o = W 2 | W w = BEST
<o | 5 & o PRBJECTS = |2 b = ©
, : S8 1= 2 g w B O R ACTIONS
r = Rl BT RS - 2 {g=|a=(c=|2=
== | = T = = elac| =2 :
Tt - Zolec| ¢ |22 | E B |BRiEE]| = slEE .
A2las 2 12558 U lEZIERIRZ|ER
' {d) INSTALL INSULATION AND OTHER ENERGY - - n &0 18 38 - 3 - 2 2 7
CONSERVING IMPROVEMENTS
3 - q
{e) IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF MANAGEMENT STAFF - 4 27 48 18 37 a3 - 1 3 2 9
{f} KEEP WAGE RATES {ESPECIALLY MAINTENANCE 1 € 58 27 6 32 1 - - - - -1
WAGE RATES) TO A LEVEL OF LOCAL
COMPARABILITY
! 1
(g} PROVIDE ADEQUATE FUNDING TO ELIMINATE 1 - 24 43 30 39 1 4 2 5 B 18
DEFERRED MAINTENANCE BACKLOG AND ALLOW , )
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE IN FUTURE ' .
1 .
{(h} PROVIDE TRAINING FOR PHA STAFF (INCLUDING |+ — — 29 &0 18 38 - - 2 8 =z 7
MAINTENANGE STAFF) ,
(11 PROVIDE INCENTIVES/DISINCENTIVES TO - - 21 & 23 39 | - 1 3 3 1 -
ENCOURAGE TENANT CARE '
{j) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - 8 - 1 04 - - - - 3 3
PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION:
{a} INCREASE RENTAL INCOME (e 5, THROUGH - 2 24 5 16 2g 2 2 a4 2 2 12
ECONOMIC CROSS-SECTION) !
{b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE OPERATING SUBSIDY FUNDS » 1 27 5 18] 38 ‘1 - ¥ - 2 B!
{¢) PROVIDE ADEQUATE MODERNIZATION FUNDS 2 - 277 38 3 ‘39 5 3 4 2 3| o7
+ - N [
{d) OTHER (SPECIFY) - - g 1 - 0.4 - -




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY DF RANKING AS

96¢

RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED} PERCENTAGE
= Tw " R oE OF TIMES
PROPOSED 21z > S 1 RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION g b =S = il RS o ONE OF FIVE
=u|ao - |18 =% o (d [y |8 | BEST
Iz | 8|S [Sw|PROEES £ lm |8 [= I3 ACTIONS
crle=l W |E=] =  lazl®z|Tz|0=
L lzTel =& |fo|w> Zo|lag RS ce
= ¢n n a%l== = o= | = =l ==
ohish| o |et |28 e T T
w2|lou| 2 |[Eul|laa 0 ||| | o
ACCOUNTING SYSTEM:
{a} IMPROVE ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING SYSTEM 2 3 42 2% 9 28 i - - - 1 2

RENTAL AND DCCUPANCY PROCEDURES:

{a) INSTITUTE VIGORDUS TENANT SELECTION, SCREEN- 1 - 21 46 30 39 9 3 7 4 1 24
ING AND EVICTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
{WITH APPROPRIATE COURT SUPPORT)

{b) MODIFY TENANT SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT 5 4 45 3z 6 33 - — — 1 1 2
PLAN TO PERMIT HIGHER LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY ON-SITE MANAGEMENT FOR TENANT SELECTION

{c] MODIFY DEFINITION OF FAMILY INCOME TC 4 1 36 48 2 35 1 - 1 L 1 8
ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION BY WORKING
FAMILIES

{d) MODIFY DWELLING LEASE TO ENCOURAGE 4 — K1l 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 EVICTION

{f) OTHER (SPECIFY} - - B — 4 G5 - 1 - 1 — 2

TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS:

(a} FACILITATE DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 3 — 22 56 17 38 1 1 — 1 1 4

(b} MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH 2 - 18 56 pa | 3¢ - 3 — i 3 7

TENANTS INDIVIDUALLY AND ORGANIZED)
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR'RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREOUENCY DOF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERCENTAGE OF

AVERAGE b— TIMES LISTED) PERCENTAGE
| w w - | BaTING OF TIMES
PROPOSED al= > S | RECE|VED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ol I = o ’ - = ONE OF FIVE
Ew | o w3 = ALL = w — &~ T
Zo|w 512 [Z9|erokers | 2|9 |8 |® | B BES
SE = 202 [&w Ele (o & ACTIONS
Eo =] = Bl g |le=z|®z|FE=z|%=
EHlze| w |SQisE Zoloco| kol xo
A EF B R @ 1951§5]36]kK5
ZE g% 2 (SH (58 I S b N e
{c} FACILITATE TENANT ORGANIZATION'S PARTICIPA. 8 5 29 48 9 34 - - 4 - - 4
TION IN MANAGEMENT DECISIONS
{d} PROVIDE FAIR AND EFFECTIVE GRIEVANCE 2 1 438 35 10 34 - - - 1 1 2
PROCEDURES
(e} INSTITUTE TENANT MANAGEMENT 1 31 37 12 1 25 - - — — 1
{f) OTHER (SPECLIFY] - — 6 1 — 04 - - - — - —
MAINTENANCE:
(2) CATCH Up ON DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AND KEEP 1 1 22 43 32 40 2 4 1 2 2 1
MAINTENANCE CURRENT
{b) PROVIDE MGRE MAINTENANCE STAEF - 3 56 30 8 34 - 1 - 1 - 2
{e) IMPROVE SKILLS OF MAINTENANCE STAFF - 1 20 51 17 38 - - - - 1
(d} IMPROVE MANAGEMENT OF MAINTENANCE EFFORTS, | 1 3 27 a4 23 38 - - 3 < S 6
INCLUDING EEFICIENCY AND QUALITY CONTROL
(e} OTHER (SPECIFY) - - - S 03 - - - - = -
PERSONNEL:
(a} ADD MORE PHA/PROJECT STAFF 2 14 67 10 5 29 i - - - - 1
(b} ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY PHA/PROJECT STAFF 4 2 75 16 1 30 - - - - -
{c) IMPROVE SKILLS OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - - 25 57 18 38 - - 3 - - 3
(d) IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF PHA/PROJECT STAFE - 2 25 53 18 38 1 3 - -, - 4

MANAGEMENT

. - . . .
. ' . .. . 3 .
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. PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS . .

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTER} |

04

e " aveRAce O TIvEs
PROPOSED al= = 5 HECEI\‘.;‘EIJ LISTED AS
INTERVENTION ol [~ gy o= | - ONE OF FIVE
ol - {8 |=%: 2 la (& |8 [ BEST
qw|x o {a it PROJECTS = |a ] &2 @ ACTIONS
o= =l Y e 22 2 jezl®=z.T=z|*2=
LS lEe] w |89 |ER T l1zclea|kE| o
2glap| w laulE2g L | S8R | EE|SE|ER
sat=i| o {ox|=23 B |25|=h]lab|«s
w2 |amw = Ew i [ L | ol | el | e
{e} REMOVE/REDUCE CONSTRAINTS ON HIRING 2 ~ 51 32 13 35 3 - - - - 3
COMPETENT PERSONNEL AND DISMISSING
INCOMPETENT PERSONNEL
{f) INCREASE TENANT EMPLOYNENT 2 1 48 40 — 34 - 1 - 1 - 2
{g) REDUCE EXCESSIVE WAGE SCALES 2 13 74 3 5 29 - - - - 1 1
{h) INCREASE WAGE SCALES AS NECESSARY TO 1 2 58 2 10 33 - - - - - -
ATTRACT COMPETENT STAFF
- h b 1] a 1
{it OTHER {SPECIFY} — - 6 - 3 o4 1 - 1 - - 2
SECURITY: .. S L v ' .
{a) IMPROVE LOCAL POLICE SERVICES 2 -~ 3 48 12 36 - 1 3 - - 4
(b) PROVIDE PHA SECURITY SERVICES (e g, SECURITY 2 6 46 38 5 33 - 1 - 2 - 3
GUARDS AND TENANT PATROLS)
LT N f . T 1 NI ) )
{c) PROVIDE YOUTH PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT 2 - 26 5 17 38 U 5
OFPCRTUNITIES AS CRIME/VANDALISM PREVENTION
TECHNIQUES A . . .
{d) INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT 2 2 38 42 15 36 - = . 2 1 - 3
{e} OTHER {SPECIFY) - - 6 - 3 - - - 1 - 1
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR RELATIVELY UNTROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EAEH INTERVENTION

FREGUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERGCENTAGE OF
TIMES LiSTED)

T e
PROPOSED 2= 5 5 | aEATING LISTED AS
INTERVENTION g = = w | REC ‘1= e = ONE OF FIVE
2¥le | |8 |E5]| a0kt sla |y (€ [ BEST
Sgw | & W e =Y PROJECTS fr ] 9 oo ]
. oo |2 & & N L ] ACTIONS
zcleb] = |85 a2 < |2=z|o=z|E=|=2=
Zze |28 % |3 |EE Zoioc|gS |z
E2alow Su1ER B l8r|ERISEIRE
2w | S = Qu | o i m|rToljloo | o
AE | v = ESw | wa &3 el | ot ] b | L
OVERALL PHA/PROJECT PERFORMANCE:
{a) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1 1T 32 48 14 36 3 1 - 1 - 5
OF PROJECT AND MANAGER
(b} IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY - 2 33 4 17 37 - 4 2 1 - g
OF PHA's EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS
{c} IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 2 —- 29 53 13 36 1 - - - - 1
OF OTHER PHA EXECUTIVE/SUPERVISORY STAFF
(¢} IMPROVE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ATTITUDES OF 2 -~ 28 5% 14 3.7 1 3 - 1 - 5

PHA COMMISSIONER

le} OTHER (SPECIEY)

—_

04




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

gog

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION {PERCENTAGE OF
- TIMES LISTED)
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
5w w RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED o= = B RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION il E e o B b ONE OF FIVE
: sulas | 18 [Ew| AL a3l e [8 e BEST
Tw|W 5|2 S@ P PROJECTS | = | |8 la |@
= = u & ACTIONS
o w | o [N & b o
o= F\G woleab | T = & 2 = =3 el =
=a|=x R It == Scl|lo|go|xo
HIEHRENEE: AR IHR
s=|gd| 2 |24 (52 B |8F|Fz|E2l
1. PROJECT DESIGN AND SITE
{a] CONVERT SELECTED DWELLING UNITS TO NON. 9 1 49 32 7 32 2 1 a4 1 2 10
RESIDENTIAL USE (e g, COMMUNITY ROOM, SOCIAL
SERVICE CENTERS AND COMMERGIAL 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 RESIDENGE
(e n, FAMILY TO ELDERLY/HANDICAPPED OR
VICE VERSA)
{¢} DEMOLISH PORTION OF UNITS (LESS THAN 10%) 16 3 44 28 6 29 - - - 2 - 2
{d) ALLOW UNDERUTILIZATION OF UNITS, ¢, 5 9 32 28 19 32 10 3 1 1 1 16
OCCUPANCY BELOW REGULAR MINIMUM HOUSE-
HOLD $1ZE FOR EACH UNIT SIZE IN ORDER 7O
REDUCE POPULATION DENSITY
{e} ADAPT BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS TO DEFENSIBLE - 7 28 29 33 28 2 7 4 4 3 20
SPACE CONCEPTS (e g, WALLS LIMITING ACCESS TO
THROUGH THE PROJECT, COMTROLLED ACCESS
MECHANISMS AT HIGHRISE ENTRIES, CREATION OF
PRIVATE AND/OR EASILY SUPERVISED OUTDOOR
SPACES AND IMPROVEMENT OF RESIDENT
SURVEILLANCE OPPDRTUNITIES)
f} INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE {e g, BETTER LOCKS, | — 5 20 S2, 20 38 1 1 2 2 a4 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 B 1 2 2 12
LANDSCAPING, PLAN AREAS AND PARKING)
{h} PROVIDE IMPROVED COMMUNITY SPACE OR 2 1 a0 37 17 36 - - 2 2 1 5
FACILITIES THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT DF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

{PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
clw w w | RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED rofll = = S | gECEWVED LISTED A§
\NTERVENTION el = w 12 |= = ONE OF FIVE
Euilg & =g ALL s |&= ~ b = BEST
) E (8 Wl PROJECTS [ = [ & ¥ ] o
g5 = 21 18w i e & ACTIONS
=C |5l x |B5lE2 z |2=|oz2iE=z|2=
sz |ze| v (B2 |&E Za|2glko|xe
BEo|oh| g ol =3 2 18=|=r|=E]|E 5
A ERER B o |BaiEI|(Z2|E=
(1) DEMOLISH PROJECT a5 4 34 8 2 29 - - - = = —
{5} OTHER {SPECIFY) 1T - 11 - 3 04 1 - 1
2. PROJECT PHYSICAL STRUCTURE.
{a} CARRY OUT'SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION OF 1 1 24 26 46 49 7 g 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 REHABILITATION)
{c} INITIATE COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY RETROFITTING i 2 41 33 2 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 STRUCTURES TO ENHANCE ATTRACTIVE- 2 - 45 40 10 35 - 1 1 1 1 4
NESS {1e, FACADES, ETC }
{fY OTHER (SPECIFY) T - N - 1 0.4 1 - - - - 1
3 NEIGHBORHOODS:
{a) OBTAIN BETTER COMMUNITY SERVICES (HEALTH 1 1 13 B85 18 39 - 1 1 1 | 4
CARE, CHILD CARE, SCHOOLS, LIBRARY AND
REGCREATION) )
{b} PROVIDE ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION 1 1 52 34 6 32 - R — -
{¢c] RENEW/UPGRADE COMMERCIAL AREAS 2 - 32 42 24 3.7 - - 1 1 2 4
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFELT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

B—

1

FREOUENMCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
{PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED}

PERCENTAGE

r . ;. PROPOSED w2 = S | gecEWED. Y] LISTED As
INTERVENTION rogl Jo = e ’ - b GNE OF FIVE
= A = ALL = 1% w3 ‘
. = brif - =] = e L L d [y BEST
. o> | = i . o W Y ) - L ACTIONS
' g vl (20 E w o0 I; = b= g = =l o= =
: : =« |ZE8| 45 @S2 [=sE L |s8igg =2
58Sk | o |SE B2 % |S5|EE|35|E5
‘ mzlau| = |EE |32 BiudlEc|23{z<
{d} PROVIDE BETTER LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 1 - 21 38 37 40 1 1 5 1 2 10
TO COMBAT CRIME AND VANDALISM
(e} ELIMINATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS | 1 1 5 33 11 34 - - - = = -
*{eg, NOISE AND POLLUTION]
{) OBTAIN BETTER MUNICIPAL SERVICES {i e, 1 .~ 27 48 22 38 1 e 3
TRASH AND GARBAGE COLLECTION, STREET ~ |
MAINTENANCE, CLEANING, AND LIGHTING]
lg) UNDERTAKE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION 2 1 25 34 38 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 o~ 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 - - & 7
REGULATIONS TO MEET LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF
PROJECT .
{b) SIMPLIFY HUD FORMS, REPORTING REQUIRE- 1" 1 4 3/ 18 36 - = 1 -, 2
MENTS AND/OR COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS s e - ‘
{c) INCREASE HUD STAFFING AVAILABLE TO WORK 1 -— 31 48 38 37 - = = 12 3
WITH PHA . h
{d} PROVIDE BETTER QUALITY OF HUD OVERSIGHT 1 ~ 35 4 18 37 | 1
OF, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO, PHA . .
(e} OTHER {SPECIFY) 1 -n 7 - 5 05 - = = a - -




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

€0t

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION {PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)
By w - | RATING
PROPOSED w = = S | RECEIVED LISTED A3
INTERVENTION ol I = s ' P = ONE OF FIVE
E 7 =i ALL 2 | @& &
= a = =20 e |w = L I BESY
g o & % PROJECTS = | @ 9 m “ ACTION
oz ool o w © = - = $
feles| & tag |22 < 22| g2z 02
=Z|lxe ™ e | e ZE Qelgo |0
HMEHAEREREE Z |85|25|35185
me|pu| = |[EG|aF B |[Be|fz|Ed|a=
5. LOCAL/STATE/FEDERAL GOVERNMENTAL
IMPACTS.
{a} OBTAIN ADEQUATE DELIVERY OF BASIC PUBLIC 1 1 18 61 1 33 - 1 _ 1 1 3
SERVICES (e g, POLICY, FIRE, STREETS AND &
WASTE REMOVAL} INCLUDING ENFORCEMENT
OF COOPERATION AGREEMENTS
(b} OBTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING {e g, CDBG, 1 -~ 12 49 38 41 - - 1 - 1 2
LEAA, CETA AND TITLE XX} THROUGH STATE AND
LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES
{c) OBTAIN COMMITMENT OF MAJOR AND LOCAL 1 1T 48 38 10 35 - — - - - —
LEGISLATIVE BODY TO VIABILITY OF PHA/PROJECT
{d} IMPROVE COORDINATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 1 t 23 B4 9 37 - 1 i - - 2
AGENCGIES (WELFARE SERVICES, ETC )
(e} OTHER {(SPECIFY) 2 - 12 1 1 04 - - - - - -
{fi IMPROVE DESIGN OF RELATED FEDERAL 1 - 46 44 10 35 - - 1 — - 1
PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN HUD PROGRAMS) -
(g} IMPROVE ADMINISTRATION/COORDINATION OF 1 — 42 43 10 34 - - - - = -
FEDERAL PROGRAMS {OTHER THAN HUD
PROGRAM)
(k) OTHER {SPECIF Y} 1 - 12 [ 0.6 - - - - - -




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

FREQUENCY DF RANKING AS

RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION {PERCENTAGE OF
THVES LISTED} PERCENTAGE
{ | w - s OF TIMES
PROPDSED ol=z = 5 RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION b = Tl Al I - e ONE OF FIVE
Euieg S {Ex alg | |8 | BEST
Sw W EI2 |S¥|rrotkcts | 2 |8 |3 o |&@
o> | = o Ow = ul ul ACTIONS
' cel==]| w |52 =F z[E=z|2=
e b by [t Ay | L= < =512 b= b=t
=3|S2| W jaw[Ek v |SE[=2| 82| EE
Sw|lSst] « [t {cd R IES| S |on|{ws
w2 |w;mw =2 =Ew|wma e Fr= N I RTINS

143

6. LOW-RENT HOUSING MARKET.

{a} ESTABLI‘SH RELATIVELY LOW-CEILING RENTS TO 7 19 47 23 1 28 - - — — 1 1
ATTRACT AND OBTAIN HIGHER-INCOME TENANTS

(b} CARRY OUT MARKETING ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE 1 — 69 21 7 32 — - 1 - 2 3
FULL DCCUPANCY AND REALIZATION OF TENANT
SELECTION POLICIES

AVOID OVERSUPPLY OF COMPETING SUBSIDIZED 2 2 6 24 8 326 (U L — 2
HOUSING BY CAREFUL MARKET ANALYSIS iN
PROCESSING APPLICATIONS OF ADDITIONAL
HOUSING ASSISTANCE {SECTIDN 8 OR PUBLIC
HOUSING)

{c

GHEATER USE OF SECTION 8 EXISTING HOUSING 5 4 60 25 q 30 1 - 1 1 - 3
PROGRAM TO SERVE FAMILIES WHOSE INCOME,
LIFE STY.LES, OR SQCIAL ATTRIBUTES ARE
INCONSISTENT WITH THE GOAL OF PROJECT
IMPROVEMENTS

{d

1

(e} OTHER {SPECIFY) 1 - n" - 1 04 - - - - - -

7. PROJECT EXPENSES: ot

{a) EXERCISE CLOSER BUDGET CONTROLS BY . .
PHA/HUD i -1 35 48 10"} - 35 - 2 - - 9

(b) ENCOURAGE TENANTS TO CONTROL UTILITIES
CONSUMPTION 1 1 2 43 28 38 1 - 5 - 2 8

{c} ESTABLISH REASONABLE UTILITIES ALLOWANCES
AND MAKE TENANTS BEAR COSTS OF EXCESS 1 - 27 486 21 37 1T - 2 1 2 1 7
CONSUMPTION

oo
"~
4
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF
EACH INTERVENTION

FRECUENCY OF RANKING AS
DNE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

{PERCENTAGE OF

TIMES LISTED)
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
o w - RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED o= > 5 RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION w e E w : - - ONE OF FIVE
= a - e =W o | e L = BEST
L w e < PROJECTS = | = “ m @ T
. 35 215 [8uw e R I B ACTIONS
- ||l v |aeg 22 a |S= Z | == =
sa|zg| % |wR|ZE 5el2e|l«z2|ze
sglex| o [Bx |23 % |S5|£6(|35|E5
sz|lak] =2 |6 | =8 A R N - e
{d) INSTALL INSULATION AND OTHER ENERGY - 1 B 47 2 37 11 1 2 - 5
CONSERVING IMPROVEMENTS
(e} IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OF MANAGEMENT STAFF - - 12 8 2 39 1T 1 - 1 1 4
{f) KEEP WAGE RATES (ESPECIALLY MAINTENANCE 1 2 s 29 13 34 - - - - 1 1
WAGE RATES) TO A LEVEL OF LOCAL
COMPARABILITY
{3) 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 &1 17 38 - 1 1 1 - 3
MAINTENANCE STAEF)
iy PROVIDE INCENTIVES/DISINCENTIVES TO - - 21 3% 40 40 2 2 1 12 - 17
ENCOURAGE TENANT CARE
() OTHER (SPECIFY) T - 12— 04 - - - - - -
8. PHA/PROJECT ADMINISTRATION: -
{a) INCREASE RENTAL INCOME fe g, THROUGH
ECONOMIC CROSS-SECTION) .
1 — 19 43 "3 40 6 1 1 2 8 18
{b) PROVIDE ADEQUATE OPERATING SUBSIDY FUNDS
{c} PROVIDE ADEQUATE MODERNIZATION FUNDS - 1 19 40 37 40 3 4 5 1 14
&) OTHER (SPECIFY) -tz =3 os Al ¢ 8 4 2 - 18
1 - d2 1 1 04 - - e - - -
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS )

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF , ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTIDN {PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)
- AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
! il woC RATING OF TIMES
PROPOSED al=z > 5 LISTED AS
INTERVENTION | e = w | RECEIVED, " - ONE OF FIVE
‘ e Su| e 8 |Ex ALL slg |l g I 8EST
i B g HYPROJECTS | £ |® 18 (= @
o Lt [ 5] - <L [ -] Lt
- o= | = [T 0w o - - o ACTIONS
i ot vl BT 0 o 0 ol < |S= 2| Ta =
=g i{T ) w == Q|| x|z
D 2 1SE|Egi=r kR
Gelou| =2 (E5|a2 8 |¥I3|FEII2I (=3
ACCOUNTING SYSTEM:
(a) IMPROVE ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING SYSTEM 2 1 41 3% 10 31 -1 - - - 1
RENTAL AND OCCUPANCY PROCEDURES:
{a) INSTITUTE VIGOROUS TENANT SELECTION, SCREEN- 1 5 15 33 42 40 4 9 2 a4 4 23
ING AND EVICTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
{WITH APPROPRIATE COURT SUPPORT)
{b) MODIFY TENANT SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT - 7 58 2 6 32 | -~ 1 2
PLAN TO PERMIT HIGHER LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY ON-SITE MANAGEMENT FOR TENANT SELECTION
{c} MODIFY DEFINITION OF FAMILY INCOME TO - 2 37 3% 22 37 4 1 - - - 2
* ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION BY WORKING '
FAMILIES.
{d} MODIFY DWELLING LEASE TO ENCOURAGE 1 3 46 3B 12 34 - - 1 - 2
GREATER TENANT RESPONSIBILITY
{e} REVIEW DWELLING LEASE AND RELATED PROCE- 1 1 40 325 28 36 i - - 5 - G
DURES TO REMOVE UNNECESSARY OBSTACLES TO _
PROMPT EVICTION LT '
' S . :
{f) OTHER {SPECIFY) 1 =~ 10 — - 21 04 S, 1
- . J " ! !
TENANT SERVICES AND RELATIONS: ' ’
{a) FACILITATE DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 2 - 16 58 20 38 1 T - 1 - 3
(b) MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH 1 - 17 @81 18 38 1 - - 1 1 3
TENANTS (INDIVIDUALLY AND ORGANIZED)
& - o 1 ‘Al
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* PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS

RATING OF EFFECT OF

EACH INTERVENTION

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS
ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS

{PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED}

PERCENTAGE
E T e T oF T
PROPOSED w2 = © | RECEIVED LISTED AS
. .. INTERVENTION L e w ) (R 5 ONE OF FIVE
H LW ea n = ALL Sl . @ — BEST
a - |o 2w = & @w
188 = & |= |5, PROECTS | = o (@ (2= 138, ACTIONS
. S|l B I=E=-1E> S |e=|Pz|T=|®= '
Heglze| < |8 vl == X l1zalaclEe|xo
el - |88 |23 ¢ |S5|25135|ES
mz|zau]| 2 |SLU|5E s |Yalra|ha|dx
{c} FACILITATE TENANT ORGANIZATION'S PARTICIPA- ri 9 '25 a4 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 1 290 — — - - - -
{f] OTHER (SPECIFY) 1 — 12 - 1 04 — - — — —_ =
MAINTENANCE:
{a} CATCH UP ON DPEFERRED MAINTENANCE AND KEEP 1 1 6 39 50 42 1 3 4 3 b 16
MAINTENANCE CURRENT
{b} PROVIDE MORE MAINTENANCE STAFF 1 [ 43 27 19 34 - - — — 1 1
{e) IMPROVE SKILLS OF MAINTENANCE STAFF 1 1 15 b5 25 39 1 - - - — 1
{d) 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 PHA/PROJECT STAFF 1 12 3% 26 16 33 - - - 1 1 2
(b} ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY PHA/PROJECT STAFF 2 5 66 23 1 31 - 1 — — - 1
(¢} IMPROVE SKILLS OF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - 1 13 64 19 39 - 1 1 — - 2
{d} IMPROVE EFFICIENCY GF PHA/PROJECT STAFF - - 15 57 25 4Q - 1 1 — 1 3

MANAGEMENT
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PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PRC.JECTS

- FREQUENCY DF RANKING AS
RATING OF EFFECT OF GNE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION (PERCENTAGE OF
AVERAGE TIMES LISTED} PERCENTAGE
Bfw w — | “maTING OF TIMES
PROPOSED ut | = - S | RECEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTIQN roll = e A o | = - ONE OF FIVE
el W e ALL Z | e o o BEST
= - | & = = 1] n LLd =
s w s |& < ) PROJECTS = |= b -] @ ACTIONS
cEfgb| = [B5|z2 < |25|a3| 52|23
SS|sk| o |SE[E2 % |S5|E5|25 | kb
me|ow]| = |26 ({58 B |lux|re|E|ca
{e} REMOVE/REDUCE CONSTRAINTS ON HIRING 1 1 41 3/ 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 5 15 3z - — — - 1 1
{h] INCREASE WAGE SCALES AS MEGESSARY TQ 2 3 57 29 4 32 — 1 - - 1 2
ATTRACY COMPETENT STAFF
(i} OTHER (SPECIFY] 1 - 12 - 1 04 - — 1 - - 1
SECURITY:
{a) IMPROVE LOCAL POLICE SERVICES i - 15 57 23 39 1 1 2 — - 4
{b) PROVIDE PHA SECURITY SERVICES (e g, SECURITY B 2 44 23 36 1 2 3 1 2 9
GUARDS AND TENANT PATROLS)
{c} PROVIDE YOUTH PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT 1 - e 47 34 40 1 1 1 - 2 5
CPPORTUNITIES AS CRIME/VANDALISM PREVENTION
TECHNIQUES,
(d) INSTALL SECURITY HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT 1 - 24 458 27 3.9 — 1 1 1 1 4
{¢} OTHER {SPECIFY] 1 - 17 - - . 05 - - - — —
~ v 'y L Wi




PROPOSED INTERVENTION RATINGS FOR TROUBLED PROJECTS ‘ -

FREQUENCY OF RANKING AS

60¢

RATING OF EFFECT OF ONE OF FIVE BEST ACTIONS
EACH INTERVENTION {PERCENTAGE OF
TIMES LISTED)
oo
Gy w = | RATING
PROPOSED w!l= = S [ eEcEIVED LISTED AS
INTERVENTION “ig = i B T = ONE "OF FIVE
EE| S @ |e=E ALL z 2 |- |& |- s,
w EIE |SwWieoELTS | £ |% |2 |2 |2
3= 21> [ B[z (g w ACTIONS
o | = | w Q L = ]
zE =Bl = &5 |22 = |EEZ|aS|EE|L5
S (=TD] B |BalsE - | &2 Qlec2| T2
Zalen QLIS % |BF| Bl K
Ow | ow 2 |ewl]l¥ e pri] nt |lzujow| =0
B2 | = SEwl|l&Ha o ek | s | e | et
OVERALL PHA/PROJECT PERFORMANCE:
{a) IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY - 1 26 Bi 17 37 - 1 — 1 2 4
OF PROJECT AND MANAGER
{b} IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1 i 37 42 14 36 2 .6 — 1 - 9
OF PHA's EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS
{c] IMPROVE ATTITUDE, SKILLS AND ACCOUNTABILITY i 1 26 57 10 36 — 1 - - 1 2
OF OTHER PHA EXECUTIVE/SUPERVISORY STAFF
{d) IMPROVE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ATTITUDES OF 1 - 32 47 15 36 - 1 - 2 1 4

PHA COMMISSIONER

() OTHER (SPECIFY} 1 - 11 - 1 04 - - - - - -




APPENDIX g

STUDY QRGANIZATION

[P I . —

This study was conducted by the Office of Policy Development -and Research
{PDR), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, under.the
direction 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 Tisted in Figure 1. )

The study was coordinated by the O0ffice of Policy Development under the
direction of Deputy Assistant Secretary David F. Garrison. Study -
participants were drawn from PDR and from the Office of Housing under the
direction of Assistant 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 designed 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 Martin Abravanel, David Kaminsky,
Ronald Jones, Michael Roanhouse, Lester Rubin, and Paul Mancini.

Cynthia 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 Fannie Anderson.
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Technical Advisory Committee: Public Housing Study

o
'

Committee lLeadership

Co-chairperson: ° Donna Shalala, Assistant Secretary, Office of Policy .
' ' Development and Research
Co-chairperson: Larry Simons, Assistant Secretary, Office of
- Housing

- S

Committee Management

Staff Director: Christopher Wye, Director, Division of Policy
Studies

Committee Members Committee Staff
Steve Coyle ) None
Special Assistant to the
Secretary:
Peter Kaplan None
Special Assistant to the
Undersecretary
Dale Riordan . None
Special Assistant to the
Undersecretary
Elaine Ostrowski, Director, Joan Gilbert
Housing Management Research Carolyn McFarlane
Group Julie Pastor

Other staff named by

Director as needed
David B. Albright, Jr. Bob Davis
Birector, Office of ADP Systems Dan Perkuchin
Deveiopment

continued

31




Technical Advisory Committee:

Public Housing Study (Cont'd)

Committee Members

Committée‘Staff

Pat Hampton
Quinton Gordon

Director, Office of Policy
Development & Evaluation

Don Demitros

Director, Management Information,

Systems Division

Jane Teliaferro
Chief of Conventional Housing
Branch

Jim Anderson
Director
Project Management Division

Walter Kloetzli
Director
Financial Management Division

Ken Moul
Director, Program Services
Division

None

Staff named by
Director as needed

Staff named by
Director as needed

Staff named as
needed

David Nichols
Gerri White
Priscilla Peake
Patricia Arnaudo
Wayne Hunter

Janice Ratley

o - Ed Whipple -
Dick UIf




Field Teams

City

Team

Leader

Central Office

_.Jeam Member

Field Office
Team Member

Atlanta
Boston
Chicago
Cleveland
Coiumbus
Dallas
Detroit
touisville
Newark
~New Orleans
New York ;

Pittshurgh

St. Louis

San Francisco

Pét Hoban-Moore
David Kaminsky
Mike Roanhouse
Marty. Abravanel
Cissy Smull
Allan Mandel
Ron dones

Les Rubin

Eric Stowe

Paul Burke
Chris Wye

Mark Isaacs

John Pickering

Paul Mancini

Sherone Ivey
Wayne Hunter
Charley Ashmore
ng Fisher
Jackson Wright
None

Odessa Burroughs
Bruce Vincent
Bill Wall

Herb Houser
Mark Schaeffer
None

Gerri White

Carolyn McFarlane

Jdim Anderson

Joyce Carter
Ken Salk

Joe Cailles

Dan Pesek _

Don Johnson

Ed Bice
Jeanette Harris
Deminic Schuler
Charles Booker
Raiph Hebert
Sidney Schwartz

Robert Easely

. dim Strassner

John Epler
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APPENDIX ¥

OTHER REPORTS PREPARED RBRY THE DIVISION OF POLICY STUDIES
OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

SUBSIDIZED HOUSING:

Causes of Multifamily Defaults (Staff Study, July 1975)

Descraiption of the patterns of mortgage default, assign-
ment and foreclosure for the Section 236 multifamily
subsidized housing program; analysis of these patternsg
to determine the causes of defaunlt; review of potential
policy options to deal with the default problem.

Multifamily Property Disposition {(Staff Study, COctober 1975)

Estimates of the costs associated with alternative methods
of disposition for HUD's inventory of foreclosed, formerliy
subsadized multifamly properties.

Housaing Production with Non-Profit Sponsors {Prelrminary
Report, November 1975)

Comparison of the characteristics of non-profit sponsored
and limited daividend sponsored housing projects: discussion
of the Section 106 program which provides technical azssist-
ance funds and no interest seed money loans to non-profit
sponscrshipe

Public Housing Operatlné Subgsidies (Staff Study, December 1975)
Review of the factors contributing te the deteriorating
financial position of Local Housing AButhoritres (LHAs)
prior to 1973; analysis of income, expense and vacancy
trends; consaideration of various strategies for limating
the Federal contributions to the operating deficits
of LHAs.

314



Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program: Exasting Housing
(Faeld Study, Auqust 1976; Policy Paper, August 1976

Fixrst year assessment of the impact (on participant
families, units, landlords and Public Housing Authorities)
and administration (including program start-up, rent-up
and operations phases) of HUD's rental assistance program
for existing hcousing.

Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program: The Loan Manage-
ment Set-Aside {(Field Study, January 1977; Pollicy Paper,

January 1977) -

Profile of multi-family housing pfojects that were
assisted with funds set aside specifically to improve
the condition of financially troubled, HUD-insured or
HUD~held projects; prelaimunary assessment of the
program’s impacts on projects, tenants and others;
analysis of the administrative conditicns that affected
program cuntcomes.

Issues 1n Indian Housing (Background Paper, August 1977}

Identification of major issues associated with the |
delivery of BUD's Indian Housing Program; considera-
tion of options for evaluating the Program.

Preliminary Findings from the Field Study: Report of the
Task Force on Multifamily Property Utilization (¥Field
study, August 1977)

Estimation of the types and frequency of problems
facing financially troubled HUD-insured subsidized
multifamily housing projects; assessments of the
adequacy of project income, HUD management and
project management.

Section 202: Housing for the Elderly or Handicapped (Faield
Study, March 1978)

Evaluation of the design, admimistration, cost and per-
formance of HUD's program of direct loans to nonprofit
organizations for the purpose of developing and operating
miltifamily housing projects for elderly or handicapped
pPErsSons.
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UNSUBSIDIZED HOUSING

Digposition of Foreclosed Housing (Staff Study, August 1976)

Review of HUD'; property disposition policy and
activities; consideration of alternative property
disposition objectives and of strategies for
achieving these objectives.

HUD-FHA Condominiums: Thair Future (Staff Study, August 1875)

Analysis of the demand for, objectives of, and possible
modification o the Section ?34 condominium insurance
program.

Title X: Retrospect and Progpect (Preliminary Report, December
1975)

Evaluation of HUD's experience with Taitle ¥ which provades
mortgage rnsurance to assist private developers in obtaining
private financing for land acquisition and development;
assessment of the pregram's potential in light of subsequent
legislative changes, market conditions, and HUD’s land use
policy.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Coordination of Federal Planning Programs (Staff Study, October 1975)

Review of the wvarious planning subsidires offered by the
Federal government to state and local govermments; con-—
sideration of various options for alternative organizational
forms.

Allocation Igsues in Section 701 Planning Grants (Staff Study,
October 1975)

Review of the Section 701 Comprehensive Planning Assistance
program in light of two, alternative Pederal objects: either
encouraging planning activities, in general; or encouraging
selected typles of planning.
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CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Counseling for bDelingquent Mortgagors (Staff Study, November 1975);
Counseling for Delinquent Mortgagors II (Staff Study, February 1977)

Evaluation of the impact and cost-effectiveness of demon-
stration programs of default and de]]nqueﬂqycounsellng pro-

vided to homeowners who had obtained mortgages under the
Section 235 program.

Consumer Reaction to Advance Disclosure of Settlement Costs (Pre-—
limanary Report, December 1275)

Report of a telephone survey of home buvers' experiences
Twith and reactions to the advance disclosures provisions
of the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act of 13974.
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