
HUD 050104 

FIRST ANNUAL REPORT ON THE 

NATIONAL TENANT MANAGEMENT 


DEMONSTRATION 


December, 1 



JIn- SO/ 6Y 


-. ..~ , 







This report was prepared by MDRC in connection wilh ils work in carrying out 
and evaluating a notional tenant management demonstration under the following 
grants or contracts: 

U.S. Deportment of Housing and Urban Development 
Office of Policy Development and Research (Contract No. H-2543) 
Office of Housing-Federal Housing Commissioner 

The Ford Foundation 
Division of Notional Affairs (Grant No. 760-0045) 

The points of view, opinions. and conclusions stated in this document ore not 
intended to represent the official position or policy of the sponsoring funding 
agencies. 

Copyright © 1977 
by Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 



Eli Ginzberg, Chairman 
Director 
Conservation of Human Resources 
Columbia University 

Robert Solow, Vice-Chairman 
institute Professor 
Massachusetts institute of Technology 

Richard Nathan 
Senior Fellow 
Brook ings Instit ution 

Bernard E. Anderson 
Professor of industry 
University of Pennsylvania 

Anthony Downs 
Senior Fellow 
Bcookinss InsUtution 

Alan Kistler 
Director of Organization and Field Services 
AFL-CIO 



The principal author of this First Annual Report on the Tenant 
Management Demonstration was Thomas Seessel, the 
demonstration project manager and executive vice-president 
of Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. Mary Queeley, 
the demonstration research manager and vice-president of MORC. 
assisted in the development and review of the report. Eric Lax 
aided in the overall editing. and Martha Fay, Suzanne Trazoff 
and Rita SaIl of the MORC staff were responsible for publication. 
production and typing. 

The report is based on information provided by the research 
staff. the field monitoring staff and the technical assistance 
consultants of MORC. To all of them we express our appreciation 
for their dedication and interest. Beyond our staff. the prime 
responsibility for whatever successes have emerged or will 
emerge belong to the participating housing authorities and. above 
all. to the volunteers on the tenant management boards, who have 
devoted so much time, energy and talent to this program. 

William J. Glinker 
President 



Tenant Management 
Research 
Staff and Consultants 

Mary Queeley 
Thelma Palmerio 
Constance Street 
William Diaz 
Azalia Torres 

Research Contr actor 
The Urban Institute 

Field Operations Staff 
and Consultants 

Gary Walker 
Ken McNutt 
Vivian Manning 
Richard Presha 
Gail Quan 
Ken Rice 
Ron Schneider 
Joanne Hayes 
BillDruz 
Ronnie Donofrip 
Gloria Reveron . 

Technical Assistants 

Linda Roots 
Flemming Norcott 
Dorothy & Donald Ridings 
Ray Scott 
..Ed Thompson 
Millie Charles 
Carolyn Williams 

Technical Assistance and 
Training Contractor 

McCormack. Baron &:: 
Associates 



CONTENTS 

Foreword by Eli Ginzberg 8 


Listing of Sites 10 


INTRODUCTION 13 


SUMMARY OF FEASIBILITY 

AND PLANNING PERIOD: June 1975 -luly 1976 16 


THE SITES 18 


PRINCIPAL ASPECTS OF TENANT MANAGEMENT 19 


1MCBoard 20 

~anagementFunctions 22 


FUNDING FOR THE SITES 24 


FUNDING FOR MORC 26 


RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 27 


SUMMARY OF FIRST YEAR ACTIVITIES: July 1976 - June 1977 29 


SITE SI<BTCHES 33 


NewHaven 36 


Neworleans 38 


Oklahoma City 39 


Rochester 40 


e ONCLUSION 2 






In early 1975 the recently-established Manpower Demonstration 
R~search Corporation, a non-profit organization based in New 
York City and engaged in managing a multi-site program of sup­
ported work for severely disadvantaged people under funding from 
five federal agencies and the Ford Found!ition, was approached by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Ford 
Foundation concerning their interest in operating a demonstration 
of tenant management in public housing sites. 

Much experience had accumulated since the original effort 
of the federal government in the arena of public housing which 
dated back to the late 1930's, when the goal of stimulating the 
economy through public investment was reinforced by the belief 
that improved living conditions for low-income families would 
contribute to their social and economic betterment. And much 
of the experience had been negative: those who became tenants in 
public housing found themselves trapped in an environment that 
all too often turned out to be physically dysfunctional because of 
the deterioration of the housing stock and socially demoralizing 
because of the large numbers of families in serious trouble. The 
decision in the late 1960's to demolish the Pruitt-Igoe project in St. 
Louis, because even the most vulnerable of the poor would no 
longer live there, underscores the immensity of the gap that had 
developed between the original expectations and the developing 
realities of public housing. 

. The tenant management project whicb MDRC undertook via 
funding from HUn and the Ford Foundation became operational 
at seven public housing sites in six cities in June 1976. These sites 
range in size from 211 to 1,550 dwelling units and contain altogether 
4,788 homes for about 19,000 low-income persons. This status 
report ~arlzes the highlights of the"aemonstration during the 
initial twelve months of operations during which tenants at the 
several sites organized themselves into a functioning body, 
underwent training preparatory to their assuming various 
management functions, and negotiated with the legally responsible 
local JIO)lSing authority for the actual transfer of specific 
responsibilities which they would henceforth discharge. 

This first annual report tells about the processes whereby the 
demonstrations got underway, some of the problems that they 

• 	 enCQuntered. and the different ways in which the problems were 
-sOlved. Most of tlie first twelve months were consumed in 
est8blisrung the new tenant management structures, in getting 
1he new tenant managers ch~en. in arranging for their training, 



and in negotiating with the local housing authorities as to the 
details involved in the transfer of responsibilities. 

Whether tenant management proves to be a constructive 
answer to such basic issues in public housing as the reduction in 
rent delinquencies, the control of vandalism, the disciplining or 
removal of disruptive families, the improvement in the maintenance 
of buildings and grounds, and enhanced tenant security, must await 
the accumulation and analysis of the second and third years of the 
demonstration. The first year. herein reported. was devoted 
primarily to putting the basic structures in place. I am grateful to 
the members of the MDRC Board Housing Committee, Phyllis 
Wallace, Gilbert Steiner, and Chairman Anthony Downs for the 
special attention and efforts in behalf of the demonstration. 

The staff and board of MDRC would not venture even a 
guarded estimate as to what the future will reveal about the 
potential of tenant management to achieve some or many of the 
aforementioned goals. But both staff and board are encouraged 
that many of the considerable difficulties in launching the tenant 
numagement project have been successfully surmounted, and that 
ia 8 favotable augury of things to come. 
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HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Jersey City. N.J. 

Robert Rigby. Jr.• Executive Director 

514 Newark Ave. 

Jersey City. N.J. 07306 
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Joyce mand, Chairperson 
1604 Squires Dr. 
Lo~ville.Ky.40215 
(502) 368-5423 

CalHopeTMC 
Mildred Taylor. President 
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New Orleans, La. 70125 
(504) 822-3805 





The Tenant Management Demonstration Program is a test, in six 
public housing agencies, of one strategy for upgrading the living 
conditions in low-rent, family-occupied public housing in the 
nation's urban areas. The underlying notion is straightforward: 
that expanded tenant involvement in the management and 
operation of public housing will lead, in time, to improved 
maintenance and general operations, less vandalism. greater 
security and a feeling on the part of the tenants that this is their 
housing and tha t, by working together, their efforts can continue 
to make it better. 

The immediate inspiration for the demonstration came from a 
promising experience with the concept in the St. Louis Public 
Housing Authority, an agency that had previously gained notoriety 
for its Prui tt-Igoe housing project which, for a variety of physical. 
financial, and social reasons, had to be demolished. It became a 
symbol for much that has gone wrong with public housing. But 
less-noticed efforts by the housing authority and tenant organization 
in the early 1970's had begun to transform that city's methods of 
managing the developments. Following a long and traumatic rent 
strike that began in 1969, the authority and tenant leaders · 
fashioned a new approach to running public housing projects: 
in 1973, after training, the actual management and operations 
responsibilities oI two projects were turned over to tenant 
organizations, which became known as Tenant Management 
Corporations (TMC). Today five such developments are tenant­
managed. During the same time, the housing authority contracted 
with private firms to manage other public housing developments. 
The result is that the St. Louis Housing Authority no longer manages 
any property but rather monitors the performance of private 
manag,rial groups. 

The'Ford Foundation was an early supporter of the St. Louis 
tenant management experiment. The Foundation was impressed, as 
was HUD, by this heartening new approach to dealing with the 
multiple ills of low-income. urban communities. The initial results 
included lower vacancy rates. improved rental collections. less 
crime and vandalism. and a general upswing in the-morale and 
self-confidence of the tenants. 

While HUD and the Ford Foundation recognized the gains 
made under tenant management and saw the potential 
applicability of tha approach elsewhere, they were also aware that 
tenant management alone was nat a panacea. nor would it have 
much of a chapce of succeeding without accompanying infusions 
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of funds for deferred maintenance, modernization, and training 
and technical support. Thus the idea of a jointly-sponsored national 
demonstration came to be. In early 1975 it was agreed that HUD 
would supply most of the money for physical improvements and 
training expenses and that the Foundation would grant a 
substantial but smaller amount to supplement program 
implementation. 

Although the St. Louis program served as the major example 
in developing the demonstration, over the past several years there 
have been experiments with variants of the tenant management 
concept in other cities - among them Boston, Washington, Honolulu, 
and Newark. A national demonstration of tenant management 
provides an opportunity for the first time to conduct a systematic 
assessment of the potential of such a concept. In June 1975, HUD 
and the Foundation designated MDRC as their managing agent to 
design the program, determine its feasibility, help select the 
participating sites. conduct training, give technical assistance, 
monitor the sites, and evaluate the results . 

. The objectives of the demonstration are to assess, in actual 
operation, how effectively tenant management can: 

1. 	Improve operating performance of public housing in such 
matters as vacancies, rent collections, project income, and 
maiptenance; 

2. 	 Increase the residents' satisfaction with their housing; 
3. 	Reduce the incidence of crime and vandalism in public housing; 
4. 	Create new public housing employment opportunities and 

career ladders for its tenants, including management 
positions and work for women that was previously performed 
ohiefly by men; 

5. 	Bnhancethe oommunity spirit of public housing, increase 
residents' morale~ and improve public housing's image in 
the broader community. . 

The research and evaluation component of the demonstration, 
which was designed and is being conducted by MDRC. is described 
on pages 27 and 28 of this report. 

The first year of operations of the Tenant Management 
Demonstration was devoted almost entirely to the preliminary 
training and P~ of Tenant Management Corporation boards 
of diteCtors and key ~ authority staff. preparatory to the 
de egafion Of management fuftcliODS to the tenant corporation. 
J'enant Management as conceived for the demonstra tion is not a 
audden parting of the ways between a housiJ!g authority and a 
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TMC, but rather the patient forging of a new partnership between 
them. It takes time to fashion these new arrangements, and 
the process of doing so consumed most of the participants' energies 
during the first year. ' 

By year's end (June 30,1977) one demonstration site­
Rochester - had completed the training process and had delegated 
management responsibilities to the TMC; the others were in various 
stages of preparation and phase-in. Thus this report describes 
processes, prospects, and problems, but offers no hard results on 
the extent to which tenant management does or does not improve 
management of public housing. During the second year the other 
sites hope to complete the transition to tenant management as 
rapidly as is prudent. Accordingly, we expect that future reports 
will discuss what difference, if any, tenant management seems 
to be making. 



The planning period was used to develop criteria for the choice 
of participatillg sites, design the research and evaluation, and 
conduct field visits and negotiations with housing agencies and 
tenant groups that applied for consideration as demonstration 
sites. Three main criteria for site selection were established: 

- Housing authority commitment to a serious effort at 
establishing a tenant management program; 

- Potential of the tenant group for forming a TMC and, with 
training, for exercising substantial delegated management 
authority; 

- The existence of a cooperative relationship between the 
authority and tenants. 

Also considered were the expected degree of cooperation_of 
the city and state goverDDients, the interest and support of HUD's 
l'sgional and area offices, the geographical location of the site, and 
the physical condition of the housing. A variety of housing. types , 
locations, poptilatioDS, and pre-tenant mangement conditions were 
sought, but exqepted from consideration were housing projects 
eithar so 4.Steriorated as to be'beyond reasonable TMC effpr ts or so 
"Wen off 88 to Ilresent little or no incentives for improvement. 

)J~-eJl8 \lousing authdr~t:ies were suggested by HOP for 
pre1innnsry ooD8ideration. Chpice of the six .participants followed 
extensive fiiJ.t::t viSits, discussions. and the preparation of formal 
applicatiOns, tolroD. In three of the authorities, the par~ipaling 
~t lIUlll8Ie.,nt development is a merger of previously separate 
projects. A list of Ute sites and some of their characteristics can 
be found in Table·l. 



SELECTED ORGANlZA TIONAL, PHYSICAL, AND SOCIAL CHARACfERISTICS OF TMC DEVELOPMENTS: 1976 

"'\ • . .' •• '!,\:~~"~ 

TMC Developmentf' 
I 


I Characteristic Jersey City Louisville New Haven New Orleans Oklahoma City Rochester 

A. Harry Curries Iroquois Calliope Sunrise 
Moore Woods Homes Que-Views Homes Acresb Ashantic 

~ 

Total PHA dwelling unitsd 3,720 3.720 6.061 3.6599 12.260 3.037 2,254 f 

Development Characteristics 

Total dwelling units 664 712 854 260 1.550' 537 211 

Percent of PHA units 17.8 19.1 14.1 7.1 12.6 17.7 9.4 

Percent of Demonstration units 13.9 14.9 17.8 5.4 32.4 11.2 4.4 


Number of buildings 7 7 72 24 95 46 

Age af oldest building (ye9,l'8) 22 17 24 35 36 38 9 

Building Design High-rise. High-rise. Low-rise. Low-rise. Low-rise. Low-rise. Low-rise. 


elevator elevator walk-\-lp walk-up walk -up w9lk -up walk-up 

95 65 

35
<>B 

$4.651 S4.835 

SOURCE: Infonnation provided by PHA's in JlUle snd August. 1976 

slncludes Quinnipiac Terrace and Riverview projects 


blncJudes Sooner Haven project and 387 scattered si les 




The Tenant Management Demonstration sites contain 4,788 
apartments housing about 19,000 low-income persons. Most are 
low-rise, walk-up bulldings; most have heavy concentrations of 
female-headed and minority group families; and there is substantial 
welfare dependency. A comparison made by the Urban Institute 
with a representative sample of 168 other public housing projects 
in 39 large housing authorities showed the demonstration projects 
to be similar in such physical characteristics as size, age, and 
number of stories to the buildings. The same comparison shows 
that the social and demographic characteristics of the demon­
stration sites are similar to those of the larger group of projects, 
with the exception of family composition and size. Whereas the 
demonstration sites are predominantly for family occupancy, the 
larger group has, on the average, a large number of elderly 
households and individuals. 

In certain management-related areas, however, the 
demonstration sites were significantly worse off at the start of the 
demonstration than were their counterparts in the 168 other 
projects. The demonstration site residents were, for instance, less 
satisfied with overall management and maintenance than were 
'reSidents of other projects, and they believed to a greater extent 
~t these conditions had deteriorated over the past few years. 
Qtber impqrtant measures of housing performance - such as rent 
delinquency rates, vacancy rates, and vandalism - also indicated 
theTelatively poorer shape of demonstration projects. Moreover, a 
aubstantially higher percentage of residents in the demonstration 
wanted a greater say in management than did tenants in other 
projects. 



The guiding principle of tenant management is that it involves the 
building of a new partnership between the housing authority and the 
respective tenant organization; it is more like a marriage than a 
divorce. Under tenant management, the housing authority retains 
ownership of the property and is ultimately responsible to HUD 
and the taxpayers for seeing that the property is well maintained 
and that all applicable laws and regulations are followed. The 
housing authority and the 'fMC agree on the delegation of certain 
management functions to the 'fMC. The 'fMC's performance is 
closely monitored by the authority for efficiency, effectiveness, and 
legal compliance. 



The governing body of the non-profit corporation established to run 
a tenant-managed project is elected by popular vote of its residents. 
All legal residents of the housing project are automatically members 
of this corporation and those over a specific age are eligible to run 
for the board and to vote for its members. The board is acc.ounta ble 
to its membership and holds regular meetings with the project 
residents to account for its stewardship. Terms of office range from 
one to three years. Board members receive no salary, but in most 
cases are compensated for such expenses as baby-sitters, trans­
portation, or telephone. Certificates of incorporation and by-laws 
governing the conduct of board business provide for regular 
meetings, removal of directors, and the selection of officers. 

A dedicated and knowledgeable board is critical to the success 
of a tenant management program, and a great deal is required 
of its members. They have to learn the basics of running a public 
housing development, including its intricl,lte financial underpinnings; 
they must make policy decisions that affect themselves and their 
neighbors, who are unlikely to overlook bad choices; they are 
conftonted with the same variety of conditions that their housing 
authority has had to cope with for years; and they attend long 
meeti,ngs two or ~ee times 8 week. at which-they must hammer 
ootdiffi~t~proollses. 







or help si~k residents get to a dQCtor. Maintenance staff on the site 
remain there as authori ty employees, but their day-to-day function­
ing is supervised under the TMC structure. Any existing union 
agreement or civil service regulations continue to be observed and 
honored under the Tenant Management Demonstration. 

-Grievances. The TMC hears grievances both from tenants 
and site employees. Complaints that cannot be resolved by the TMC 
go to the housing authority for resolution. 

-Rent Collection. Rent is paid centrally to the housing 
authority, usually through a bank mail-in system. The authority gives 
the TMC a list each month of delinquent tenants; the TMC has the 
responsibility of seeing to it that their rents are paid. 

-Maintenance. Routine on-site maintenance is supplied under 
the day-to-day supervision of the TMC. Skilled maintenance, where 
this is organized centrally for the entire housing authority. is 
supplied on TMC request. the 'fMC budget is debited the 
appropriate am,ounts for labor and material. 

EaCh housing authority and TMC establish their own set of 
inteJ:lltil scorecards to measure, monitor, and report regularly on 
'fMC perlorma,nce. By agreement. certain indica tors of performance 
(such 8,8 number of JDIl~a1 rent reviews per month, rent 
dftJipquancies. or but3et control) can siva the authority cause to 
~i'emanagemant agreement and resume direct site 
m~8eD:iBJit· 



For the three-year life of the demonstration, the six public housing 
agencies received grants totaling $20.2 million from two special 
HUD programs for troubled housing projects. Fifteen million dollars 
come from the Modernization Program (MOD) for physical 
improvements; the remainder is drawn from the Target Projects 
Program (TPP) for new tenant staff salaries, training, social 
services, and certain administrative costs to housing authorities. 
(See Table 2.) 



, 
r 
~ TABLE 2 

MOD AND TPP ALLOCATIONS TO PARTICIP.4.TING SITES: 

NATIONAL TENANT MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

Site TPPAmount 

Jersey City. N.J. 
A.HarTY Moore 
Curries Woods 

Louisville. Ky. 
New Haven. Conn. 
New Orleans. La. 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Roches ter, N.Y. 

S 580.700 
581 .000 
671.400 
442.100 

2.010.500 
514.300 
400.000 

TOTAL $5.200,000 

MOD Amount Total 

S 997.000 1.577.700 
1.015.000 1.596.000 
3.500.000 4,171 .400 
1.650.000 2,092,100 
6.524.000 8,534 ,500 
1,007,000 1.521 .300 

307 ,000 707,000 

$15,000,000 $20,200,000 



MDRC's expenses for its functions as managing agent - training, 
technical assistance, monitoring, program supervision, evaluation, 
and research - come from three sources: about one-half is paid 
to MDRC by the participa ting housing authorities out of their TPP 
grants, and about one-quarter each is directly funded by the Ford 
Foundation and HUD. The HUD share is through an administrative 
contract with the Office of Policy Development and Research. 

The MDRC budget for the three-year demonstration is just 
under $2.3 million. At the end of the first year Gune 30, 1977) 
$703.000 of a budgeted $918.000 had been spent. An MDRC 
financial summary is included as Appendix 1 to this report. 



The evaluation of the demonstration is designed both to measure 
the results of tenant management and to describe the processes by 
which tenant management is implemented. The first approach will 
seek to identify what changes, if any, occurred under tenant 
management; the second will attempt to explain how they came 
about. The research, which is being conducted by MORC with the 
assistance of the Urban Institute, has four major components: (1) 
historical context of the demonstration; (2) documentation of the 
demonstration; (3) impa€ t of the demonstration; and (4) cost of the 
demo.nstra tion. 

The historical context component is an examination of past and 
current tenant management efforts, including those in Boston, St. 
Louis. Washington. Honolulu. and Newark. Utilizing existing reports 
supplemented by interviews, MORC will compare these experiences 
with those in the demonsttation with respect to such factors as 
pr:e-tenant management cOIiditions, funding sources and costs, 
organisational s tructure, and results. 

The documentation component will descril:ie the program, 
iii8D'fify the poQibI, explanations for results, and s upply the 
information necessary for replication in other housing authorities. 
The primarx focus of the documentation is the phase-in period 
~Y{~.tJJe::T.MC·s assumed inanagement re.sponsibility for 
pCiicy d8V81~. budget preparation and control. management 
~rations. iUW «tnant relations. . . 

:TbB impact component will assess the degree to which tenant 
mana8eme~aC,\iieves its objectives of imprpving operating 
performance and increasing resident satisfaction. We e~ect that 
tenant management will also create new employment opportunities 
.{or vandalism and enhance community aspects of 

·.....r.-,......,-..n~[JU8iIq.. .i.~HJlIlpa~~H;:.tpDl)()D.ent will use iDformation from 

l~llli,q~~~y:~WO~:in1.bi~~~by the sites on 


as well as baseline and 

t(il!!t!U~~OJlIle . U;'llO'W"'llW ,nl;pv,IlUll conducted by the Urbanlnstitute. 

'_~ueUD19, lllr&·18JlI8Ilt management surveys were conducted at the 
~;a.mat)D8tr' -~.. -,,-.- in tl)e spring of 1976; the follow-up surveys are"...", ,.. ­

of 1979. 'Qie site reports and the two 
~.~...,_ of assessing whether changes occurred 

;~U.~!~14~~1ll The Urban Institute will also select 
tenant management to aS89SS 

demonstra tion Bites 
~UCH sites Dot in the 

D81I'ibil1.. pa rticular concern here 



is the availability in the comparison sites of equivalent amounts of 
special funds. to help determine whether changes are the result of 
tenant management or of additional funding. 

The fourth evaluation component will measure the cost of the 
demonstration. both from the point of view of one-time expenditures 
such as training. and regular line item costs in the site's operating 
budget. It will compare costs under tenant management with operating 
costs before the demonstration in an effort to determine the 
incremental costs of the tenant management approach. It will also 
seek to identify any decreases in expenditures associated with 
tenant management, such as lower maintenance costs. 

Research reports will concern themselves with means and 
processes as well as with quantifiable outcomes. The operational 
nature of the demonstration. the small number of sites, 
and the absence of a controlled experimental environment all 
present obstacles to reliance on conventional statistical techniques 
for da ta collection and analysis. Under MDRC's contract with HUD. 
the final research report is due in June of 1979. Inter im reports 
on eertain aspects of the demonstration will be issued from time 
to time. 





management styles to a regular practice of delegating authority 
and sharing decision-making. This is not to say that the willingness 
is not there; it existed prior to selection and is still present. . 
Nevertheless. changes in behavior not only among top staff but 
among middle- and lower-level personnel as well take time and 
patience. This process seems to be aided greatly if the executive 
director shows his commitment through his personal participation 
and assigns staff with authority to work with the project. 

- The difficulty tenant boards have had in learning to work as a 
group. Most board members have had little or no experience of this 
kind. Under such circumstances the TMG board training curriculum 
quickly changed from one based primarily on real estate management 
to one concerned mainly with the basic mechanics of by-laws. 
Roberts Rules of Order. and community organization. Several 
sessions were held with most boards on operating procedures alone. 
Additional sessions were held on how board members could solicit . 
the opinions of their neighbors on issues such as the use of MOD 
mOlley. and on teaching board members how to effectively scotch 
rumors concerning the motivations and interests of the people 
involved in the program. These basics had to be covered before even 
the notion of an operating budget. for instance. could be approached. 

- MORe's difficulties in finding and training qualified Technical 
Assistants to the programs. Technical Assistants are crucial to the 
initial operations of, the demonStration. Their job is to act as a 
neutral middle-man. broker. and mediator between the board and 
the authority and they must encourage the confidence of both. A 
large part of the job is to arrange and conduct working sessions 
during which the authority and TMG negotia te agreements on 
various aspects of the program. The Technical Assistant has to be 
able to say frankly w~e.n one side or the other is misinformed or 
plainly wrong. an~ suggest ways to resolve disputes. Numerous 
miscellaneous responsibilities include c(H)rdination of the training 
program. preparation of documents. and being on call for any 
participant to consult about any facet of the program. As might be 
guessed. these qu~ties are difficult to find in one person. Technical 
Assistants were quickly hired in Rochester and New Haven. but 
finding appropriate people in the other four cities took several 

. months. 
~.iII!II"'k:\.;- - The complexity of interaction among the TMe, the housin.~ 

IUkln'tv, and MDRC. Where the chemistry among them wa,s good 
f~ 8tart. they father quickly got down to the bUSiness of the 
program. Where these relationships have taken longer to forge. 



progress has been slower. 
With one exception, TMC boards were elected during May and 

June 1976. The average board member is 40 years old, and has lived 
for about seven years in the housing project. In general. most of the 
members of the boards have been active in resident council 
activities previously. Most TMC board members are female. 
mirroring the population in the sites. Similarly. the racial 
composition of the boards reflect that of the residents they 
represent. Voter turnout at one project was less than 10 percent; 
at another it was nearly 40 percent. For others, it averaged about 25 
percent, which is relatively high (municipal elections in the U.S. 
average under 50 percent. school board and other community 
elections bring out only 10-15 percent). The turnout was also 
surprisingly high in view of the fact that the seats were not highly­
contested nor were there many overriding issues at the sites. 

Cleady, active support of and participation in tenant 
management is by no means universal. A certain skepticism on the 
part of public housing residents toward tenant management is 
inevitable, and is unlikely to be dissipated until at least some of the 
stated goals of a 'fMC are reached. 

Despite this expected wariness, the TMC boards and the 
hOusina authorities were able to consult residents and set goals, 
whiCh w ried little from site to site. These included reducing 
incidence Of rent delinquency. curbing vandalism, broadening the 
income distribution of residents in the project, modernizing and 
improving security. But the similarities among the sites pretty well 
end there. The advances a TMC has made. and the problems it has 
incurred, are peculiar to it alone, as the following sketches of the 
sites show. 





Jersey City, New Jersey: A. Harry Moore Apartments 
Built in 1954. this high-rise development contains 664 
apartments in seven buildings. With the aid of previous BUD grants, 
the Jersey City Housing Authority had already initiated programs 
of tenant involvement that gave some residents jobs as elevator 
operators or lobby attendants and created building and floor 
organizations. With their help, the authority made such 
improvements as painting hallways, landscaping, and the 
construction of a new recreation building. Because some of these 
improvements took place during the first year of tenant management. 
they lent additional credence to the notion that conditions were 
Improving. At the end of the year such high priorit;y improvements 
as new kitchens and bathrooms and replacement of stoves and 
refrigerators were underway. 

The TMC has progressed steadily toward assuming 
management responsibillties and has worked effectively and 
productively with the authority. By the end of the first program year 
th~ two were sharIng such management responsibilities as tenant 
i CreeI)inJ and grievance hearings. The TMC board completed its 
])rQlT'am of geDeral orientation and hired its staff of tenant manager 
and building oaptains, who were about to begjn tm-the-job !raining 
in the f$11 Qf ~~. 

T~ seV9D-DleDt.hEir board witli effective le;;.dership, has been 
OM of the moetltable in the demonstration; there have been only 
two r esignatious, both in the first two months of the program. Five 
:1I1Qmbers were active in previOUS resident council activities. Their 
average 8g9fa 47; their aver age length of residence in A. Harry 
Moore is seven years. Attendeee at training sessions has been 
Jngh and the boaJ;'d has held many general information meetings 
-wJth.th8 _tire .~comm~@ij ·th te~ bf individu~ 
~8. 



together; while its members did write by-laws and prepare the 
application for MOD funds, attendance at training sessions was 
poor and relations with the housing authority were uneasy . The 
program a.s a whole did not solidify. 

The culmination of the general dissatisfaction with the lack of 
progress came in May and June 1977 when the residents, the 
authority, and MDRC demanded the board's resignation. It had 
become clear to all these groups that movement toward tenant 
management might better come under different leadership. 

By the close of the first year, an interim committee of tenants 
had begun to work closely with MDRC and the authority in an 
effort to elect a new board of directors and to determine what 
portion of the first year's planning work could be cartied out. One 
example is the summer recreation program which had been 
organized by the initial TMC board, but supervised this summer 
by the interim committee. MDRC worked with the authority and 
interim tenant cOmmittee for new TMC board elections which were 
held in September. During the summer, MDRC provided general 
training and orientation to the candidates for the new board, thus 
shorteniIi.s the post-election orientation process.and allowing the 
new board tc move ra ther quickly to the point of hiring and training 
TMCstaff'prepsl'atory to undertaking 'management responsibilities 
under contract with the authority. . 
ModerniHtion funds for Curries Woods were originally planned for 
grounds inJprovem.ents, rehabilitation of electrical systems, and 
elevator modernization. Shortly after the award was made, however, 
it was discovered that new boil~rs were needed. At the end of the 
first year of operations. it had not yet been decided how this 
additional, emergency work should he financed. 



authority's executive director, one of the best and most desirable 

of all the public housing projects in the city. It was Louisville's 

candidate because the executive director hoped to introduce 

tenant management throughout the authority, and he wanted to 

begin with the development which seemed to offer the most 

favorable prospects for successful initial implementation. 


Iroquois Homes entered the demonstration with an historically 
active resident council whose accomplishments included 
participation in the operation of an on-site day care center and 
social services programs. Five of the nine board members, whose 
average age is 43 and alTerage project residency is 10 years, served 
on the resident council. 

Thanks in large part to its leadership, the board steadily 
mastered the content of the training and orientation program, 
learned to wark together effectively, established good communications 
with site residents, and worked out a pattern of relationships 
with the housing authority. Initial progress was deterred by a 
small but vocal number of residents who did not understand the 
goals and.procedUres of the demonstration; their concerns required 
agood deal oh he board's tim& and a general reassurance to the 
community about the program and its aims. 
! ' In fact, these challenges to the bo.8I'dserved it well. A problem 
In Ift08t sites I! mEliiDg 'IMC QOWD; inLouisrille it was a case of 
~ 'b8in8 wen.kiwwn from the start and having to prove its worth. 
There was OODslt:iera ble attention paid to TMC by the local 
newspapers; this has not been the case at all the sites. The 
corifrontatioDS with the dissident group provided experiences in 
working through the political system and effectively using the news 
:media in wa~ no classroom lessons could elTer teach. 

ihe board learned that colis:tantly talkjIig with residents about 
~~~ gettwi )bei.r,ll8ighbors involved in the 
'pt98r8.\UwaS~~tway to make th8 program work. And the 
board memhElrs involved themselves in every aspect of the program. 
They set up a COIDDlittee to help evaluate bids for modernization 
work 81\d wisely chose a const:tUction company' that insisted that a 
J:ioaTd ineIDoor go with their engmeers Into evet'Y writ to assess 
llEMKred work. This not only got the board into every home to explain 
the program; it 8lso 8.llowed "them to eOOst volwlteerS who would 
h8lp them. Apart from bolstered self-confidence and the 
tlev~oPm.eJlt of a li};lited front for dealing with outside groups and 
e uthoBtiea tJi8 board by the end of the (irst year had. with the 
~1l ~~iomp1eted 81T prelIiIW$8ri worl: t~r the hiring and on-th& 



job training of the TMC staff and they had: 

-Prepared and published site rules and regulations after 
extensive community involvement and consultation, beginning 
with the solicitation of suggestions and ending with a series 
of hearings on draft proposals. 

-Conducted a self-help paint program under the direction of a 
project resident. Residents wishing to repaint their 
apartments could do so, and, for the first time, in the color 
of their choice. 

-Published a newsletter ofTMC activities. 
-Helped conduct a detailed survey of site physical conditions 

as a beginning of the TMC modernization program, and 
bringing the site into conformity with the City of Louisville 
housing code. Scheduled improvements include roof repairs, 
rewiring of all buildings, upgrading of boilers, and either 
constructi'ng a new day care center or providing the present 
one with better physical facilities. 

l'iIew Haven, Connecticut: Que-View Development 
This TMC site is a merger of two previously separate low-rise 
h0U8~ projects: Quinnipiac Terrace. built in 1941 and consisting 
of 248 units; and Riverview, built in 1970 and containing 12 units. 
The two projects are about one city block apart. Goals of the 
demonstration at this location include imp~oved maintenance, and 
reductions in rent delinquencies. vacancies, and crime. 
Modernization priorities are installation of new windows, grounds 
improvements. and redesign of unit entries to enhance their 
physical secutity. 

empared with the Louisville and Jersey City (A. Harry Moore) 
demonstration sites, Que-View's pre-demonstration record of tenant 
council activity was limited. although six of the eight board 
members had served in council activities. The average board 
member has lived for eight years in the development and is 36 
years old. 

During the first year, the TMC board and the housing authority 
accomplished most of the substantive tasks they set for themselves. 
Among these were the formulation of occupancy standards and 
goals for Que-View. establishment of priorities for preparation of 
va<;.,.ant units, ~ponsorship of community clean-up days. detailed 
pJaDning for the mOdernization program. and the initiation of on-the­





job training for the TMC's two top-level management employees. 
The first year was marked by instances of inadequate 

communications and expressions of distrust between the TMC and 
the housing authority. The issues involved included the policy on 
pets in the development, the general level of maintenance, review 
of the site's ··share" of the housing authority's operating budget, 
and the choice of lawyers and architects. Adjustments in the overall 
demonstration program design have been made in an effort to 
solidify relationships and help the program move more smoothly. 
One example is lvIDRC's accession to the housing authority's desire 
to conduct on-tha-job training for the TMC staff. Training for the 
two top-level appointees got underway in the last two months of 
the first year. 



unity. Their discovery that as a TMC board they had considerable 
power to eff~ct changes caused initial confusion and required 
internal reorganization. And the sheer size of the housing authority 
and the attendant difficulties of reorienting a large and complex 
bureaucracy to function effectively with a TMC has been a 
complicating factor. 

But despite these difficulties. the New Orleans program 
matured and progressed in its first year. By June. virtually all 
substan:tive material in the board's initial training phase had been 
covered; the board was assisting the authority in hearing 
disciplinary cases referred for possible eviction; a well-attended 
community fai r was held; efforts were underway to bring TMC 
board members in closer contact with the residents; modernization 
and deferred maintenance were set to begin; and in July personnel 
policies and procedures were completed. TMC staff will be hired 
and begin training in the fall of 1977. 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: Sunrise Acres 
This development is a merger of a 150-unit conyentionalpublic 
'housinS project with 387 SUl'l'ounding 80attered single and duplex 
dwelliDis in the northeast ~adrant of Oklahoma City. Altogether, 
the 531-unit TMC ~ 8f)read over aDout four square miles. Some 
homes W9l'8 bUilt as early as 1'939, others as late as 1973. The 
c~r.ation and diversity of this project, pnd the process of 
eetablisb.ijlg a TMC ~der such circumstances, should yield valuable 
demonstration evaluation :tesults for many housing authorities in 
similar situations. 

During the first six months of board training and orientation, 
irregular attendance by the seven members was so common that 
a quorum was seldom established. and progress was. of course, 
81~ $:till, it 8$emSd that r~the1' than ~ to.:)egin again with a 
boaril.JribOUld instead be eJqJanded so that a working quorum 
might be more easily obtaiI!ed. Board members scheduled a meeting 
and illvited to it th~ tenants they thought would make good 
addltiou to the board. TM,C was explained and Cliscussed at this 
meetiDg, and those resid8iits who were interested in serving on the 
boaidwere encouraged to attend a training session the following 
week. The board membership was increased to 11 seats and it has 
been better able to get on with its business. Ev:en so, board 
a ttendance slacked off toward the end of the year. Coupled with 
slow.tart. the first little in the way of stability\ 



The size and shape of the development. as expected. have 
contributed to the slow pace at which the demonstration has 
progressed. Additionally. the economic and social diversity among the 
residents has contributed to less than solid ties of common purpose. 

At the close of the year, MDRC was working with a new housing 
authority executive director, who had been appointed several 
months before. and the core of tenant leadership to keep the 
demonstration moving toward its goals. Priority activities included 
expanded contact with the larger community of residents to seek 
the interest and iILvolvement of those who have strengths to offer 
the program. and efforts to define more precisely the respective 
functions of the housing authority and the TMC partnership. 

Rochester. New York: Ashanti Development 
This site is a merger of previously separate public housing 
developments. Five projects have combined as one TMC known as 
A,shanti and contain a total of 211 dwelling units within a one 
square mile area near downtown Rochester. The projects. built in 
1967, were in r.elatively good operating and physical condition prior 
to the beginning 'of the demonstration. Among the reasons for its 
inclusion in the demonstration was MDRC's and the sponsors' 
interest in learning whether five small. separate projects could be 
effectively combined from both a managerial and community 
organization point of view. 

Rochester is the amy site that completed all phases of training 
and moved to actual TMC site management in the first program year. 
OnJune 10.1977. graduation ceremonies marked the completion of 
training. That same day the Rochester Housing Authority and the 
Ashanti TMC signed an agreement delegating on-site management 
totheTMC. 

There seem to be several reasons for the comparative ease 
and speed by which the authority and TMC moved through training 
to actual TMC management. 011e is the strong leadership of both the 
authority and the TMC. Another is the cooperation between the twp 
parties. facilita ted by the :MDRC Technical Assis tanto by which 
agreements were quickly reached and put into effed. The relatively 
small ~umber of unit~ may' also have been an important ingredient. 

While progr,ess was impressive. some problems did arise. The 
most persistent was the complaint of a small number of residents 
who felt that the TMC and the authority did not deal fairly with them 
in suchmatters as employment on the TMC staff. rent increases. 
edtbe stru,cture and processes of the TMC itself. These complaints 
are undbr study by MDRC and lRID. 
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Appendix I 

Tenant Management Demonstration 
MDRC Budget va. Expenditure 
July 1, 1976 - June 30,1977 

Personnel (salary a: f r inge) 
Consultants' fee and expenses 
Travel 
Materials, supplies, equipment 
Rent, telephone. insurance 

Total 

. 
Budget 

$310,476 
440,160 

78,000 
39,910 
49,950 

5918,496 

. '.' ~~ 

Expenditures 

$285,773 
293,488* 

44,809 
28,034 
51,409 

$703,513 



Design and drawings by Emil Antonucci. 






