~ The Final Report

PLEASE RETURN TO

of the National Commission 436 (e OB ctméc
. ROOM-9¥51 -~ RETAINED LOAN FROM

on Severely Distressed I |

Public Housing , : (26163)

i e G,




The Final Report

of the National Commission
on Severely Distressed
Public Housing

A Report to the Congress and the
Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development

August 1992
Washington, D.C.




National Commission on
Severely Distressed Public Housing

Commission Co-Chairmen

Executive Staff

The Honorable Bill Green
Representative

U.S. House of Representatives
State of New York

Commission Members

Vincent Lane

Chairman

Chicago Housing Authority
Chicago, Iilinois

Don Ball

President

Ball Homes
Lexington, Kentucky

Richard D. Baron
President

McCormack Baron and Associates, Inc.

St. Louis, Missouri

Dr. Daniel W. Blue, Jr.

Deputy Chief Operating Officer
Chicago Housing Authority
Chicago, lllinois

The Honorable Lila Cockrell
Mavor Emeritus
San Antonio, Texas

Terrence Duvernay

Executive Director

Georgia Residential Finance Authority
Atlanta, Georgia

Robert Embry*
President

Abell Foundation
Baltimore, Maryland

Charles E. Gardner

Director of Community Development
City of Greenville

Greenville, South Carolina

David Gilmore

Executive Director

San Francisco Housing Authority
San Francisco, California

*Resigned in September 1991,
“*Resigned in October 1991,

Mildred Hailey

President

Bromley-Heath Tenant
Management Corporation

Boston, Massachusetts

Alphonso Jackson
Executive Director

Dallas Housing Authority
Dallas, Texas

Irene Johnson

President

LeClaire Courts Resident
Management Corporation

Chicago, llinois

Lenwood Johnson

President

Allen Parkway Village Tenant
Council

Houston, Texas

Emanuel P. Popolizio
General Counsel
Rehabilitation Mortgage
Insurance Corporation
New York, New York

The Honorable Howard Rawlings**

Maryland House of
Representatives
Baltimore, Maryland

The Honorable Ron Roberts
Deputy Mayor
San Diego, California

The Honorable Anne Rudin
Mavor
Sacramento, California

Donna Mosley Coleman
Executive Director

Mary G. Moffitt
Deputy Director

Carmelita R. Pratt
Administrative Officer

Patricia W. Ross
Commission Secretary



Lead Technical Consultant

Jeffrey K. Lines
President
TAG Associates, Inc.

Consultants

Gerald Aman, PE
Consulting Engineer—Housing
Maintenance

Dr. James E. Baugh
Policy Consultant

Steve Claussen
EEI

Andrew P. Daniels
MAPPLAN Associates

Gayle Epp
Epp Associates

Joseph Foote
Joseph Foote Associates

Jonathan S. Lane
Lane, Frenchman and Associates, Inc.

Research and Technical Staff

Claude O. Norcott
Norcott & Company

Ann B. Schnare
Senior Vice President
ICF, Inc.

Mary Jackson Scroggins
Nekima

Kristin Smith
Associate
TAG Associates, Inc.

Professor Lawrence Vale

Department of Urban Studies and
Planning

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Robert L. Woodson
National Center for Neighborhood
Enterprise

Kathleen McColl
Senior Research Analyst

Karen McLaurin
Clerk

Shirley Monastra
Senior Research Analyst

Melody J. Philpotts
Research Analyst

Harriette Stewart
Research Secretary

Eric Watkins
Research Assistant

Susan Weldon
Research Assistant

Special Acknowledgment

The cover and text illustrations throughout the Final Report
were developed and executed by Derek Horton, a talented
young Washingtonian.




NATIONAL COMMISSION ON SEVERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC HOUSING
1111-18th Street, N.W. o Suite 806 » Washington, D.C. 20036 e (202)275-6933 e FAX (202) 275-7191

The Honorable William Green
U.S. House of Representatives (N.Y )
Co-Chairman

Vincent Lane
Co-Chairman

Dr. Daniel Blue
Personnel & Administration

Vincent Lane, Chairman
Policy Development

& Research

Funding

Alphonso Jackson, Chairman
Site Selection

& Public Hearings

The Honorable William Green,
Chairman intergovernmental
Relations

David Gilmore, Chairman
Management Standards &
Accountability

Mildred Hailey, Chair
Resident initiatives

Don Ball

Richard Baron
Hon. Lila Cockrell
Terrence Duvernay
Charles Gardner
Irene Johnson
Lenwood Johnson
Emanuel Popolizio
Hon. Ron Roberts
Hon. Anne Rudin
EXECUTIVE STAFF

Donna Mosiey Coleman
Executive Director

Mary G. Mottt
Deputy Director

Carmelita R, Pratt
Administrative Ofticer

August 10, 1992

The Honorable Dan Quayle
President

United States Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

When the Congress in 1989 established the National Commission on
Severely Distressed Public Housing by enacting Public Law 101-235, it
charged the Commission with proposing a National Action Plan to
eradicate severely distressed public housing by the year 2000.

I report to you, Mr. President, that Members of the Commission have
worked diligently since we first convened to carry out that mandate.
For the past 15 months, we have traveled throughout the United States
to find out for ourselves the conditions under which residents of
severely distressed public housing live.

More importantly, we have witnessed first-hand the remarkably
inventive and appropriate solutions that residents and local officials
offer to the problem of severely distressed public housing. We often
hear in government and industry that those closest to the problem
usually see the best solutions, and our experience with public housing
residents and local officials bears out the wisdom of that approach.

. The Commission’s National Action Plan will not be easy or painless or

cheap to implement. The Congress tasked the Commission to find
answers, and we have found answers. Severely distressed public
housing exists in America, and it did not arise overnight; it will not be



The Honorable Dan Quayle
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eradicated overnight. But it can be eradicated by the year 2000, and
we offer our best plan for how to accomplish that end. In confidence
that frankness and forthrightness are needed in debate on

important national issues, we recommend strong action by the Congress
and the Executive Branch, especially the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, as well as by State and local officials and other
key participants, including public housing residents, to solve the
problem.

Mr. President, pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 101-235, we
have the honor to transmit to the Congress herewith the final report of
the National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing.

Respectfully submitted,

(5 .

Bill Green

Member

U.S. House of Representatives
Co-Chairman

Vincent Lane

Chairman

Chicago Housing Authority
Co-Chairman
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August 10, 1992

The Honorable Thomas S. Foley
Speaker

United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Speaker:

When the Congress in 1989 established the National Commission on
Severely Distressed Public Housing by enacting Public Law 101-235, it
charged the Commission with proposing a National Action Plan to
eradicate severely distressed public housing by the year 2000.

I report to you, Mr. Speaker, that Members of the Commission have
worked diligently since we first convened to carry out that mandate.
For the past 15 months, we have traveled throughout the United States
to find out for ourselves the conditions under which residents of
severely distressed public housing live.

More importantly, we have witnessed first-hand the remarkably
inventive and appropriate solutions that residents and local officials
offer to the problem of severely distressed public housing. We often
hear in government and industry that those closest to the problem
usually see the best solutions, and our experience with public housing
residents and local officials bears out the wisdom of that approach.

The Commission’s National Action Plan will not be easy or painless or
cheap to implement. The Congress tasked the Commission to find
answers, and we have found answers. Severely distressed public
housing exists in America, and it did not arise overnight; it will not be
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eradicated overnight. But it can be eradicated by the year 2000, and
we offer our best plan for how to accomplish that end. In confidence
that frankness and forthrightness are needed in debate on important
national issues, we recommend strong action by the Congress and the
Executive Branch, especially the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development, as well as by State and local officials and other key
participants, including public housing residents, to solve the problem.

Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 101-235 , we
have the honor to transmit to the Congress herewith the final report of
the National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing.

Respectfully submitted,

[0 )

Bill Green

Member

U.S. House of Representatives
Co-Chairman

Vincent Lane

Chairman

Chicago Housing Authority
Co-Chairman
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August 10, 1992

The Honorable Jack Kemp

Secretary of Housing and Urban Development

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

When the Congress in 1989 established the National Commission on
Severely Distressed Public Housing by enacting Public Law 101-235, it
charged the Commission with proposing a National Action Plan to
eradicate severely distressed public housing by the year 2000.

I report to you, Mr. Secretary, that Members of the Commission have
worked diligently since we first convened to carry out that mandate.
For the past 15 months, we have traveled throughout the United States
to find out for ourselves the conditions under which residents of
severely distressed public housing live.

More importantly, we have witnessed first-hand the remarkably
inventive and appropriate solutions that residents and local officials
offer to the problem of severely distressed public housing. We often
hear in government and industry that those closest to the problem
usually see the best solutions, and our experience with public housing
residents and local officials bears out the wisdom of that approach.

The Commission’s National Action Plan will not be easy or painless or
cheap to implement. The Congress tasked the Commission to find
answers, and we have found answers. Severely distressed public
housing exists in America, and it did not arise overnight; it will not be
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eradicated overnight. But it can be eradicated by the year 2000, and
we offer our best plan for how to accomplish that end. In confidence
that frankness and forthrightness are needed in debate on

important national issues, we recommend strong action by the Congress
and the Executive Branch, especially the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, as well as by State and local officials and
other key participants, including public housing residents, to solve the
problem.

Mr. Secretary, pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 101-235, we
have the honor to transmit to you herewith the final report of the
National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing.

Respectfully submitted,

200

Bill Green

Member

U.S. House of Representatives
Co-Chairman

Vincent Lane

Chairman

Chicago Housing Authority
Co-Chairman




Contents

Chapter 1

Overview
Chapter 2

Resident Initiatives and Support Services

Chapter 3

Management and Operation

Chapter 4

“apital Improvement Programs and Physical Conditions

G ter5
Assessing Housing Viability

Chapter 6
Regulatory and Statutory Barriers

Chapter 7
“valuation and Performance Standards

Chapter 8

Nontraditional Strategies

35

45

61

75

91

101

111

123

Preface

Introduction
Severely Distressed
Public Housing—A
National Disgrace

The National
Action Plan

Appendices

xiii

A: Biographies of
Commissioners

B: Definition of
Severely Distressed
Public Housing

C: Locations of Site
Tours, Public
Hearings, and Case
Studies

D: Glossary of
Acronyms

E: Case Study—San
Francisco Housing
Authority

B-1

D-1

E-1

X1

EET O —



Preface

xii

$We have listened to residents, housing
authority management, public officials,
HUD officials, private citizens . .. this
Report speaks the truth of what we have
heard . .. This National Action Plan
provides the blueprint by which we,
working together, as a Nation can realize
our goal of providing decent, safe, and
sanitary public housing by the

year 2000.%

The National Commission on Severely Distressed
Public Housing




the Secretary of the U S, Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment appointed Commissioners. The Commissioners are 4 bi-
partisan group from many parts of the country. They have varied
backgrounds and professions. They all, however, came to this task

Over the past 18 months, the Commission and staff have visited
public housing developments in more than 25 cities; held 20 public

staffs of public housing agencies, and with industry leaders, In
conducting this research, the Commission found many things:

® Residents afraid to move about in theijr own homes and commu-
nities because of the high incidence of crime

® High unemployment and limited Opportunities for the meaning-
. ful employment of residents

« Programs designed to address distressed conditions with too
little, too late

® Programs designed to assist residents of public housing that
provide disincentives to self-sufficiency




xiv

® Families living in physical conditions that have deteriorated to a
degree that renders the housing dangerous to the health and
safety of residents

But most significantly, the Commission found that the combination
and pervasiveness of all of these factors—and more—have begun to
cause almost unimaginable distress to a segment of this Nation's
most valuable resource, its people. Among the residents of severely
distressed public housing, there is an increasing sense of hopeless-
ness. The Commission categorically concludes that neither the
human nor the physical conditions are hopeless; after all, we are a
resourceful and innovative Nation that understands and encourages
the hopes and dreams of all of its people.

Continued discussion and debate will clarify issues and heighten
awareness; they will not repair broken windows, brighten unlit
hallways, or restore hope. Working partnerships are essential in
eliminating severely distressed public housing. Together, public
housing residents; Federal, State, and local governments; housing
authorities; and other public and private community-based organi-
zations can change the landscape of severely distressed public
housing developments. Separately, at best, each group can only
make such housing more palatable.

This Final Report of the Commission promotes long-term revitaliza-
tion in its National Action Plan and abridged versions of longer
working papers, or chapters. Copies of the full chapters are avail-
able on request from the Commission. The research of the Commis-
sion was so extensive that all documents could not be included in
the Report. However, the Commission feels that the information
gathered, particularly the case studies, is of such significance to the
public housing industry that it is currently preparing the case stud-
ies so that they can be disseminated on request starting in early
October 1992.

It should be noted that following the release of the Preliminary
Report and National Action Plan the Commission invited public
comments. The Commission considered all public comments care-
fully and this Final Report reflects consideration of all comments
received.

This Report would not have been possible without the assistance
and commitment of hundreds of people nationwide, particularly the
public housing residents who welcomed us into their homes and
communities and the boards of directors, executive directors, and
staffs of many public housing agencies, who provided us with
volumes of information and assisted in coordinating our visits to
their cities. The Commission also extends sincere appreciation to the
numerous public officials and community leaders who took the time
to testify at public hearings or to participate in extensive interviews.




year 2000—can be accomplished. The residents of America’s public
housing need to know that they, too, are the intended beneficiaries
of this “. . . kinder, gentler Nation.”






Introduction

everely Distressed Public
Housing—A National Disgrace

% ... Inthose areas of our Nation where

there is such a tremendous need for physical
improvements, economic development, and
family support services, a much more com-
prehensive approach combining public and
private resources is needed. We must look
not only at the condition of housing . . . eco-
nomic opportunities, and . . . infrastructure,
but also at the needs of families involved,
the strength of neighborhood organizations,
the impact of crime, the availability of fam-
ily support services, and recreational op-
portunities and the quality of education.*®

Robert Armstrong, Executive Director, Omaha Housing Authority,
Omaha, Nebraska; Senior Vice President, National Association of
Housing and Redevelopment Authorities
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ongress created the National Commission on Severely
Distressed Public Housing and directed it to develop a National
Action Plan to eliminate severely distressed public housing—untfit,
unsafe, unlivable—by the year 2000.

Severely distressed public housing is a national problem—a national
disgrace. Such housing imposes an unacceptable, nearly unlivable
environment on its residents and also corrupts the public perception
of all public housing and all its residents. The Commission (see
biographies of the Commissioners in Appendix A) believes that
severely distressed public housing is a testament to the public
failure to

® Recognize the needs of individuals and families living in
distressed conditions

® Prevent this valuable national resource from falling into such a
state of disrepair that in its current condition, it cannot
adequately serve even the most desperate or disenfranchised
families

® Invest in its own housing infrastructure

® Address the problems created for the organizations that must
operate this housing

This Commission offers this National Action Plan and the entire
Final Report to support a program of strategies to correct conditions
that affect severely distressed families living in severely distressed
conditions throughout America. Although only 6% of the public
housing stock is estimated to be severely distressed, this percentage
represents approximately 86,000 units. Thus, clearly a significant
number of families are living in extreme poverty in almost unimag-
inable and certainly intolerable conditions. The Commission thus
believes that in human terms, only 6% is 6% too many.

It is important to note that if 6% of the units are severely distressed,
approximately 94% of the units are not in such a state; thus, the
public housing program continues to provide an important rental
housing resource for many low-income families and others. How-
ever, research indicates that unless corrective actions are taken
immediately, the number of units that meet the definition for severe
distress will increase. (See Appendix B for the Commission’s defini-
tion of severely distressed public housing.) For this and other
reasons the National Action Plan must be adopted. The research has
been conducted; the definition, developed; and the plan, provided.

In its research, public hearings, and discussions held with residents
and resident leaders, the Commission found three conditions com-
mon to most of the severely distressed developments observed:




® Residents living in despair and generally needing high levels of
social and support services

® Physically deteriorated buildings
® Economically and socially distressed surrounding communities

(Appendix C contains a list of the locations that the Commissioners
visited for site tours, public hearings, and case studies.)

Developments that exhibit a combination of these conditions are
extremely difficult to manage because of (1) the presence of criminal
activity, obsolete building mechanical systems that require enor-
mous maintenance resources, and high vacancy rates and (2) the

ate the buildings increases and the funding remains level or even “Public ho using is
decreases. In some cases public housing agencies (PHAs) lose ] .
control of buildings. (Appendix D is a glossary of acronyms.) becamzng the houszng of

These severely distressed developments have far greater needs than last resort for low-incom,

stable developments do: addressing a single need wil] not resolve families and very low-

' income families, families
that need the most
support services to
become part of the

community,*

nents that make education and training opportunities available,
assist residents to become job-ready, provide permanent job oppor- Sister Jensen, Director, Community

tunities, and put money into the pockets of residents are prominent. Development and Housing, st.
Alphonsus Rock Church, St. Louis,

Missouri

The Commission’s research indicates that the number of high-need
housing developments may actually be increasing because of a
higher percentage of modernization funds being directed toward 3



housing developments with lower capital needs. Because of fund-
ing constraints and the current design of modernization programs,
severely distressed public housing developments may in a sense be
undergoing a “triage,” where housing agencies are directing funding
toward developments that can have conditions corrected most easily
and thoroughly rather than toward severely distressed public hous-
ing, which can drain the limited funds available without having a
significant lasting impact. Thus, families residing in severely dis-
tressed public housing face increased deterioration of already sub-
standard conditions.

Understanding that the purpose of public housing is to provide
homes and a safe living environment for those people most in need,
the Commission emphasizes that distressed public housing has to do
with residents living in severe distress as well as with the actual
physical conditions of the sites, buildings, and units of the develop-
ments. Therefore, the Commission’s definition of severely distressed
public housing €ncompasses a range of both social and physical
characteristics that capture the conditions observed.

Many residents of severely distressed public housing are the most
vulnerable members of our society, and they survive on very limited
incomes. They are too often the victims of crime and drug abuse and
are further demoralized by the very programs that the Federal
Government established to assist them. For example, current rent
regulations discourage work and savings, and increases in earned
income trigger the loss of public assistance benefits. Crime and
drugs can flourish in severely distressed public housing just as they
do in other settings with the same population characteristics, hous-
ing type, and other conditions resulting from public and private
institutions abandoning or disengaging from a community.

Resident needs and desires for change are a primary concern of the
Commission. From public hearings and interviews with residents
during case study research, contributions of Commissioners who are
residents of public housing, and a series of resident leadership
roundtable discussions, the Commission identified several major
concerns of residents:

® Lack of involvement and active participation in decisionmaking
concerning their communities

® Security services and building facilities that do not enable
residents to protect themselves

® Lack of sufficient social and support services

® Lack of economic development opportunities and assistance

(Appendix E contains an unedited draft of the case study of the San
Francisco Housing Authority. It is presented for the readers’ conve-
nience as one example of the many case studies conducted by the

Commission.)




Residents are becoming increasingly more organized, and many
resident groups manage their developments. However, they are still
not consulted on or involved enough in making decisions regarding
their communities. Residents must be consulted early, often, and
inuously on the physical and management needs of a property
vitalize it and to sustain its long-term viability. And, they must
form partnerships with others in the private and public sectors.

Personal security was also raised frequently among residents inter-
viewed, and PHAs must be provided with the resources needed to
secure the living environments that they manage.

To address the complex conditions at severely distressed develop-
ments and to provide social and support services, PHAs require an
increased level of funding. They also require institutional support in
terms of funding and regulatory flexibility. The channels for fund-
ing social, health care, job training, police, day-care, and other
services have largely bypassed severely distressed public housing
and its residents. Thus, new approaches to coordinating services
and providing funds to PHAs to help fill the gap between needs and
services are essential.

Finally, for strategies to be truly effective, PHAs must assist resi-
dents in becoming more economically secure. PHAs are in an

ellent position to act as coordinators, for example, by helping to
litate job and financial management training, but they need the
resources to do so and also to have their own programs structured to
provide incentives for seeking employment. Current rent determi-
nation and income eligibility regulations create gross disincentives
for working families to live in public housing.

The policy solutions affecting severely distressed public housing
must be comprehensive and coordinated and so must the response
of all agencies and organizations involved. Clearly, severely dis-
tressed public housing is not simply a problem of “bricks and mor-
tar”—a little plaster and a few pipes won't fix it. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and PHAs can
respond to many elements of distressed living conditions in public
housing, but they require support and action from Congress, other
Federal agencies, and State and local governments and, of course,
the active, meaningful participation of residents and community-
based organizations.

Certain critical aspects of the laws, regulations, and administrative
practices of the public housing program do not meet the require-
ments identified by this Commission as necessary to address “unfit”
g conditions in severely distressed public housing. The
eral Government cannot expect to apply the same laws, regula-
tions, and administrative practices effectively to more than 3,000
different PHAs and approximately 1.4 million units of public
housing nationwide.

%, .. We began the
Housing Training
Institute. It trains public
housing residents in
occupational skills, job
readiness, and GED. And,
it is really an exciting
program because it lets
our residents obtain skills
and access job markets.
And, I am really proud of
this because it has
worked, and it gives our
residents a future, and
that is what
empowerment is all

about.”

John Zipprich, Vice Chair,
Commissioner, Houston Housing
Authority, Houston, Texas




In preparing this Report, the Commission has done more than
simply emphasize the urgency of addressing the human and physi-
cal conditions in severely distressed public housing and of placing
the issue higher on the national agenda; it has developed a plan that
describes specific actions to treat the conditions in severely distressed
public housing and thus to guide the national agenda on this issue.

The Commission used the case study research, public hearings, and
site tours to gather facts and to develop solutions to complex and
serious problems. The National Action Plan provides, in some cases,
for detailed changes to existing laws, regulations, and administrative
practices. In other cases, the Plan describes new programs and
approaches to correcting the observed and researched conditions. It
is designed to be implemented by Congress, HUD and other Federal
agencies, State and local governments, PHAs, and public housing

residents.

The Congress instructed the Commission to develop a plan to elimi-
nate “unfit” living conditions in public housing; such a plan and
supporting chapters follow.

As a Nation, we must act now to eliminate the public failure, the
national disgrace, that we almost euphemistically call severely
distressed public housing.






The National
ction Plan

% .. we are all to blame: Congress, the Ad-
ministration, us bureaucrats, public housing
management, local government, the court
system, and residents . . . there must be a
national-level policy and direction that puts
it all together. There is a solution for public
housing; however, if you have to narrow
your focus and keep it at public housing—
and I think you’ve already recognized this—
it does rest with the residents. We all have
to be a part of it, but the residents must lead

the way out.”

A Midwest Government Official




pE] TR p—

“I have to be home when
my sons get out of school
because the shooting
starts around 4:00 p.m.

everyday.*

A 30-year-old Chicago resident who
indicated that she was unable to work
because she could not leave her children
unprotected in the development

10

his National Action Plan of the National Commission on
Severely Distressed Public Housing calls for coordinated actions by
the President, Congress, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), public housing agencies (PHAs), State and
local governments, public housing residents, and others. Severely
distressed public housing is a national concern that requires a sig-
nificant and sustained commitment of both public resources and
public attention. This Plan is not simply an empty call to action; it is
a call to action with a clear set of steps to guide the Nation in correct-
ing conditions in severely distressed public housing not primarily
out of concern for the physical structures but more out of concern for
the people who live in and near them.

The entire Final Report and Commission working papers—some
already issued separately—provide extensive information and
analysis to support the National Action Plan.

ADDRESSING THE NEEDS OF RESIDENTS

Chapter 2 of this Report, “Resident Initiatives and Support Services,”
covers social and support services for public housing residents as
well as resident initiatives to promote increased resident involve-
ment. The Commission found that the residents of severely dis-
tressed public housing are also severely distressed and that the
service needs of many of the households are extensive. Research
conducted by the Commission indicates that the public housing
population overall has changed in recent vears to consist of families
that are increasingly poorer and more in need of social and support
services. These families also tend to be more vulnerable to the
activities of gangs, drug dealers, and other negative elements that
have a profound destabilizing influence on the lives in and property
of public housing communities and on safe and healthy family life.

Many social and support services exist in localities where severely
distressed public housing is located. However, the sense of isolation
from the surrounding community separates severelv distressed
public housing from other public housing developments as well as
from other forms of assisted housing operated in both the public and
the private sectors. Severely distressed housing developments have
experienced many years of disinvestment in terms of management
and services provided and the funds targeted for phvsical rehabilita-
tion. Residents often find themselves living in housing units that
continue to deteriorate because of the lack of funding, and thev find
themselves unable to gain access to existing services that are avail-
able but not targeted to their housing developments. The Commis-
sion found a significant lack of coordination of existing services



available at Federal, State, and local levels. Services may be avail-
able but are not effectively and consistently delivered to residents of
severely distressed public housing.

The Commission notes that although public housing operating
budgets include line items for tenant services, the funding provided
for public housing overall is simply inadequate to cover social and
support service programs. Funding and strategies to eliminate
severely distressed public housing and thus to save severely dis-
tressed lives must consistently and predictably address both the
need to coordinate existing services and the need to provide special
targeted services for the residents of severely distressed public
housing developments. Just as the Comprehensive Grant Program
(CGP) is designed to offer year-to-year consistency in funding levels
for public housing modernization, so must operating funds be
offered to provide predictable funding for the specific social service
needs of the residents of severely distressed public housing.

The Commission has reviewed the resident initiative programs
promoted by HUD and believes that the Secretary of HUD has
achieved an important objective by giving heightened attention to
the needs of public housing residents, having recently implemented
programs created and targeted for them. These and other programs
for treating severely distressed public housing must address the
needs of the residents and involve them in every aspect of planning
and implementation.

Resident initiatives cover activities dealing with the management of
public housing and with economic development to promote employ-
ment opportunities for residents and enhance their ability to become
homeowners. Each of these major areas covers a number of program
initiatives that should be promoted as part of any strategy to address
the needs of severely distressed public housing. The Commission
believes a strong emphasis must be placed on resident needs and
programs implemented at the public housing development. Public
housing residents must also be afforded maximum feasible and
meaningful participation in planning, designing, and implementing
the programs recommended by the Commission to address the
conditions of severe distress.

The action steps for addressing the needs of the residents in severely
distressed public housing are an integral part of the programs
recommended by the Commission. The resident and social service
recommendations are presented first because the Commission
believes that it is imperative that resident needs and concerns receive
the highest priority.

Objective 1: To provide increased funding for support services to
residents of severely distressed public housing developments.
Funding must be made available to support the provision of social
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services as part of public housing operations. Funding would be for
those social services that could be justified in a PHA management
plan for the property along with the services described in Chapters 2
and 3 of this Report. The funding should accompany changes in the
way social services are provided and in the way residents participate
in providing the services.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize
changes in the use of operating funds for social services and in
the calculation of the Allowable Expense Level (AEL) for
severely distressed public housing.

a. Resident Management Corporations (RMCs) should receive
direct training to provide resident assistance and peer train-
ing, and all unexpended PHA funds for resident services
should revert to the developments for which funds were
originally allocated and are controlled by qualified Resident
Councils (RCs) or by the PHA in direct consultation with the
RCs.

b. PHAs should be encouraged to use funds to implement paid
internship programs for residents to manage and form
businesses.

¢. The social and support services required by the PHA and
residents as well as the costs for coordinating delivery or
targeting existing services (provided by other organizations)
to the needs of severely distressed public housing residents
should be included in a management plan approved by
HUD.

Step 2: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize
changes to other funding programs as indicated here to benefit
public housing residents—especially those residing in severely
distressed public housing—more directly.

a. Drug forfeiture funds should be directed to severely dis-
tressed public housing developments, and priority for their
use should be to train residents to be drug counselors and
community organizers, as well as to fund community pro-
grams such as education and drug abatement.

b. Resident organizations should be permitted to receive Public
Housing Drug Elimination Program and Youth Sports Grants
directly from HUD. ’

Additional Appropriation: Funds for Step 1 are included with
funds listed under Objective 1 under “Addressing Management
Needs,” which discusses the costs covering changes to the Performance
Funding System (PFS) AEL. No new funds are proposed because each
step provides for changes in the allocation and program control over
existing funds.




. The emphasis of the delivery program should be on the
development of 4 comprehensive, integrated, holistic system.

Objective 3: To promote economic development oOpportunities for
sidents of public housing by creating (1) programs and workshops
to encourage the formation of resident businesses, (2) Opportunities
for PHAs to contract for services with residents, and (3) jobs with the
PHA for residents in severely distressed public housing communij-

Step 1: The Commission urges Congress to authorize HUD to
amend regulations to give preference to contracting with
resident-owned businesses.
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a. HUD amends regulations regarding “Other program require-
ments” under subheading “Minority and Women-Owned
Business Enterprise Opportunity” to include PHA resident-
owned businesses.

b. HUD amends procurement regulations to allow sole-source
contracting with qualified resident businesses.

Step 2: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize start-
up and business development funds to be used for resident-
owned and resident-operated businesses.

a. Congress requires HUD and the Small Business Administra-
tion (SBA) to enter into an interagency agreement to provide
a small business development grant and/or revolving loan
fund for start-up and business development funding for
resident-owned and resident-operated businesses.

b. Congress encourages periodic conferences with HUD, SBA,
HHS, and union leadership to stress economic opportunities
for residents.

Step 3: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize HUD
to issue regulations giving preference to residents of severely
distressed public housing for employment in public housing.

a. Regulations must require PHAs to conduct outreach efforts
to inform residents of and identify residents for employment
opportunities.

Step 4: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize HUD
to include severely distressed public housing developments in
enterprise zones in localities where these housing developments
are located.

a. HUD should issue regulations that require that severely
distressed public housing developments be linked with
enterprise zones even if the housing development is not
located within the service area of the enterprise zone.

b. The regulations also must include language that encourages
PHAs and residents to develop strategies and partnerships to
pursue allocations of Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) funds during local public hearings where allocations
for these funds are made.

¢. HUD should issue regulations that include, as part of a
feasibility study of the implementation of homeownership
programs, language that requires the affected resident group
and the PHA to devise alternative strategies for marketing
the development of new units resulting from programs such
as Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere
and Section 5(h) of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, as amended

14 by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974.




Additional Appropriation: Funding is to be covered under existing
agency budgets and through other steps recommended for directing
funding provided by the agencies cited in this objective.

DRESSING THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

Chapter 4, “Capital Improvement Programs and Physical Condj-
tions,” and Chapter 5, “Assessing Housing Viability,” address the
physical condition and viability of severely distressed public hous-
ing developments. The Commission used a study of national mod-
ernization needs to estimate the number of housing units in the
public housing program that can be considered severely distressed
under its definition. (Appendix B contains the Commission’s defini-
tion of severely distressed public housing.)

The Commission conducted case studies and site tours of some
housing developments currently believed to be severely distressed
as well as some that were once severely distressed but have been
treated through efforts by PHAs, residents, HUD, and State and local
governments. These case studies and independent research, con-
ducted using information from a national study of modernization
needs and one on Occupancy in distressed public housing, supple-
mented findings from public testimony and site tours undertaken by
the Commission.

ommission estimates that approximately 86,000—6% of the
total 1.4 million public housing units—are severely distressed. This
estimate is based on the number of units that require modernization
improvements at 60% or more of HUD's total development cost
(TDC) guidelines.! The Commission believes there are housing
developments with units that have modernization needs below and
above 60% of TDC that are not severely distressed; however, it has
noted a strong relationship between severe distress and moderniza-
tion needs and considers the level of modernization needs the
appropriate basis for estimating the number of severely distressed
units.

The total estimated modernization cost for addressing the capital
improvement needs of these 86,000 units is $5.6 billion in 1992. This
=stimate includes 11% for administrative and related costs involved
n operating a public housing modernization program. The Com-
nission estimates that an additional 34%—$1.9 billion—is needed to
iddress related costs—architectural and engineering expenses (7%)
)lanning (2%), stabilization efforts (8%), relocation (2%), construc-
ion phasing (5%), and a standard contingency (10%)—involved in
g physical conditions at severely distressed public housing
levelopments.

7

he Commission believes that a separate unit within HUD should be
stablished to administer programs for severely distressed public
ousing and that the major funding program for revitalizing such

®Thete are great problems
with exterior and interior
plumbing, electrical
power, construction vices,
[plus] land and sidewalks
which creates waste
water ... . the quality of
life of the residents is
deteriorating as fast as

the project.®

Carlos Fiqueroa, Administrator, Las
Margaritas, San Juan, Puerto Rico
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housing should provide both for rehabilitation and for replacement
of units. The program could be a modified Major Reconstruction of
Obsolete Public Housing (MROP) program or a totally new program
funded separately by the Congress.

In planning to replace units to be demolished or disposed of as a
part of a comprehensive treatment program for severely distressed
public housing, the Commission believes that PHAs must be ex-
empted from impaction restrictions in neighborhoods. That is,
PHAs should be allowed to construct or rehabilitate the replacement
units in the same neighborhood that contained the original units,
even if there are “anti-impaction” restrictions. Research indicates
that many severely distressed public housing developments cannot
be renovated or redeveloped because of limitations on funds avail-
able to cover the cost of replacement housing and other factors
(including local resistance) that have contributed to a PHA's inabil-
ity to locate replacement housing sites outside of the neighborhood
in which the severely distressed public housing is located. The
Commission supports funding for new “hard” public housing
development units and 15-year Section 8 project-based assistance for
use as replacement housing for units demolished or disposed of as
part of an overall revitalization strategy.

It is important for PHAs to have the flexibility to construct replace-
ment housing on or near the site where the severely distressed
public housing is located. This flexibility will allow PHAs to con-
struct replacement housing in a timely manner when other accept-
able or accessible sites for public housing are not available. As part
of the overall strategy to promote neighborhood improvements, the
Commission recommends an increase in the funding appropriated
for 15-year project-based assistance to promote the rehabilitation of
housing in the neighborhoods as replacement housing for eligible
households. This replacement housing must be used as a method of
promoting an income mix in the neighborhood, and the units sup-
ported by the 15-year assistance should be available for long-term
lease or for ownership by the PHA. Special attention should be
given to continuing to use the recently enacted Home Investment
Partnership Act (HOME) program, low-income tax credits, and
CDBG funds as part of a comprehensive plan for redeveloping a
distressed site and economically integrating the neighborhood. The
Commission believes that PHAs need access to these funds to ex-
pand the choices and resources available for developing effective
revitalization strategies that can provide maximum benefits to the
residents and increase the likelihood of sustained improvements to
the housing development.

The action steps for addressing the physical condition of severely
distressed public housing are discussed here. Each step describes
the actions recommended by the Commission to develop a program
and process for treating the physical conditions in severely dis-
tressed public housing.



Objective 1: To provide sufficient funding to enable PHAs, in
cooperation with residents and other public and/or private entities,
to eliminate unfit living conditions in severely distressed public
housing. Many severely distressed public housing developments
have reached a level of physical deterioration at which they no
longer provide safe, sanitary, and decent housing for low-income
families. Such substandard conditions fail to meet basic building
and sanitary codes and contribute to a sense of systemic failure.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize
through new legislation a separate funding program specifically
targeted to severely distressed public housing.

a. The program should be based on a redefined MROP
program.

b. The program should be limited to the rehabilitation and
replacement of that portion of the public housing stock
that meets the criteria of severe distress as defined by the
Commission.

Step 2: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize funds
earmarked for the program to be usable for rehabilitation or
replacement of existing units, allowing significant latitude to
PHAs on that decision.2 Where an RMC exists in a severely
distressed public housing development, the RMC plan must be
given preference with regard to proposals offered for the
development of replacement housing.

a. The legislation should waijve restrictions regarding the
location of new public housing units within affected areas,
because these units would replace units lost through demoli-
tion or disposition.

b. The funds should be usable for a broad range of rehabilita-
tion and replacement purposes, including residential and
community service facilities designed as an integral part of
public housing turnaround plans as well as project adminis-
trative and “soft” costs such as planning, architectural and
engineering service (including construction inspection),
stabilization, construction phasing, and relocation costs,

Step 3: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize HUD
to prepare and promulgate regulations and a handbook for the
revised MROP program that would define the process for
designating public housing as severely distressed, planning and
approval requirements, standards and criteria to be used in
reviewing applications and proposals, and procedures to be
followed in each phase of the process.




Step 4: The Commission calls upon Congress to make the
replacement of units lost through all forms of demolition or
disposition as well as through homeownership uniform, with no
diminution in the total number of units to accommodate the
homeownership program. If a PHA is unable to implement a
replacement plan because of judicial or governmental actions,
the 6-vear deadline should be extended.

Additional Appropriation: Congress should appropriate 7.5
billion over a 10-year period for the capital improvement and related
needs of the estimated 86,000 scverely distressed public housing wiits.
The $7.5 billion in 1992 dollars should be appropriated i1 annual
increments of approximately $750 million.”

Objective 2: To provide effective national leadership and guidance
to PHAs in the planning, design, and ongoing operations required to
turn around and manage severely distressed public housing devel-
opments. This effort will require, within HUD, an adequate
administrative capacity and substantive knowledge on distressed
public housing.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize the
establishment of a new administrative unit within HUD to direct :
all efforts dealing with the rehabilitation of severely distressed

public housing. The scope of this unit would include but not be
limited to the following:

a. Administration of all HUD funds provided for severely
distressed public housing

b. Establishment of a roster of severely distressed public hous-
ing based on the applications submitted by PHAs using the
criteria established in the Commission’s definition

¢. Promulgation of regulations and appropriate administrative
procedures related to rehabilitating and replacing severely |
distressed public housing

d. Collection and dissemination of data on severely distressed
public housing developments, the rate of progress in elimi-
nating distress, and successful methods for treating severely
distressed conditions

e. Establishment of a network of PHA, resident organization,
and consultant resources to share ongoing experience with
turnaround efforts

f. Evaluation of completed projects

Step 2: The separate HUD unit for severely distressed public
housing should be directed to complete data collection and
evaluation of the record to-date in turning around severely
distressed public housing using the extensive information
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gathered by the Commission* and other sources. This task is to
be completed within 18 months of enactment of the revised
MROP program. The effort is to include

a. Identification of those severely distressed housing
developments that have been substantially rehabilitated

and/or replaced

b. Collection of data regarding methods of rehabilitation and /
or replacement, including the process of decisionmaking
and construction

¢. Postoccupancy evaluation of revitalized developments to
determine the effectiveness of actions taken, including the
ability to sustain improvements, resident satisfaction, and
effects on security

Additional Appropriation: HUD administrative costs associated
with establishing and maintaining this separate unit are estimated to
be approximately $800,000 for the first year.®

Objective 3: To establish a model planning process to be used by
PHAs in eliminating the causes of severe distress in public housing,
ensuring that appropriate issues and options are addressed and used
as input to the recommended actions in each local development.

The rehabilitation of severely distressed public housing requires
substantial skills and knowledge beyond those needed for standard
modernization activities. Critical decisions and considerations
facing PHAs include the general causes of distress; the organization
and mobilization of a planning process that involves the appropriate
actors and leads to timely decisions; identification of the magnitude,
location, and severity of planning and design problems; definition of
the level of intervention and treatment approaches necessary to
eliminate root causes of distress; and management of a complex,
multiyear sequence of actions to improve and eliminate conditions.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize a
separate funding allocation within the modified MROP program
for planning activities related to the redevelopment needs of
severely distressed public housing developments. Through a
separate application process, these funds would be made
available to PHAs with developments designated as severely
distressed.

Step 2: Congress calls upon PHAs, with HUD support, to enter
into a memorandum of understanding (that defines roles and
responsibilities and gives a schedule for decisionmaking) with
key participants in each turnaround effort. Key participants
include PHA staff, resident organizations, local service
providers, and representatives from local government as well as
the immediate neighborhood and funding agencies. Resident
participation and involvement at all stages of the turnaround
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effort is a basic requirement. The planning process should
include activities that can be used to promote homeownership
opportunities as part of the overall revitalization of severely
distressed public housing.

Step 3: Congress calls upon PHAs to develop and implement
interim procedures to stabilize severely distressed public
housing developments during the planning and design phases.

Additional Appropriation: 2% of the total estimate of $7.5 billion
in 1992 dollars will be available for planning, and 8% will be available
for stabilization activities.®

Objective 4: To provide encouragement and incentives to achieve
coordination among government programs that support the rehabili-
tation of severely distressed public housing, strengthening HUD and
PHA capital investment efforts. Severely distressed public housing
developments are typically located in deteriorated, service-poor
neighborhoods that also suffer from general disinvestment. Because
the long-term viability of a turnaround development depends to
some extent on the health and vitality of the larger community, it is
critical that supportive community investments occur in tandem
with the rehabilitation of severely distressed public housing.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize HUD
to provide coordination, through the separate unit, for Federal
programs in the neighborhoods immediately surrounding or
abutting severely distressed housing developments. HUD
should make information and materials on relevant programs
available, including private residential development, economic
development, and commercial revitalization opportunities.
Resident participation in these programs should be a priority.
Coordination should be undertaken (1) by ensuring that HUD
programs are consistently and compatibly conducted and (2) by
requiring that HUD assistance be based on evidence of
coordination and cooperation with other organizations
including other Federal agencies.

Step 2: The Commission calls upon Congress to increase the
availability of 15-year Section 8 project-based assistance through
appropriations to be used as replacement housing in the
neighborhood in which the severely distressed public housing is
located to support the rehabilitation or creation of privately
owned (or nonprofit) housing for low-income families.

Additional Appropriation: This component requires a separate
allocation of $10 million to support neighborhood revitalization. In
conjunction with a program for treating severely distressed public
housing, these funds will be used as “incentives” to communities in
which this housing is located.”
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Objective 5: To address the limitations imposed by the using of
HUD TDC guidelines for severely distressed public housing and to
provide opportunities for waiving these guidelines to support the
successful turnaround of severely distressed public housing. Some
f the most successful turnaround efforts have required expendi-
ures in excess of 100% of TDC.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize wide
latitude to HUD in granting waivers for sound revitalization
programs that require expenditures in excess of 100% of TDC.

Step 2: The Commission calls upon HUD to develop a set of
administrative guidelines to establish criteria for waivers and
the granting of waivers for revitalization of severely distressed
public housing developments with projected costs in excess of
100% of TDC.

Additional Appropriation: These programs are to be supported with
the funds estimated under Objective 1 and under Objective 2 for the
separate unit within HUD.

ADDRESSING THE MANAGEMENT NEEDS

Chapter 3, “Management and Operation,” covers the ways in which
housing Inanagement operations can control or at least mitigate
onditions in severely distressed public housing developments, and
hapter 7, “Evaluation and Performance Standards,” recommends
the implementation of a national accreditation system for organiza-
tions that manage public housing. This section of the Nationa]
Action Plan addresses the content of both chapters.

A PHA’s primary function is to provide decent, safe, and sanitary
housing for its residents. When a PHA fails in that goal and loses
control of its properties, the result is often severely distressed public
housing. Although factors external to a PHA certainly influence the
extent to which it can address severely distressed developments, a
PHA's operations and service delivery system can have a tremen-
dous impact on the efficient use of resources and the maintenance of
internal controls to ensure continued effective delivery of services.
To determine which systems and practices are most effective in
treating severely distressed public housing, the Commission con-
ducted a series of case studies and solicited comments and sugges-
tions from groups that represent organizations involved in manag-
ing and operating public housing.

werely distressed public housing is strikingly different from stable
public housing. At some severely distressed public housing devel-
opments, buildings are now in their sixth decade of use, have obso-
lete mechanical systems that require enormous amounts of mainte-

%As far as maintenance is
concerned, there are things
that we cannot do, so we
do have to call
maintenance in for it. But
in calling maintenance,
we want them to do a
good job. We want them
not to come in and
haphazardly do the work
because if they do
haphazard work the
apariment is still going to
be rundown.*®

Aretha Edwards, Resident,
Columbus, Ohio
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nance time, and have received limited modernization. Some old and
even some relatively new housing developments (those less than 25
vears old) that appear to be severely distressed seem to suffer from
conditions resulting from inappropriate design and related factors.
A study conducted by the Commission indicates that residents of
these developments are poor and getting poorer. And, many hous-
ing developments no longer provide adequate protection and living
facilities for residents; physical deterioration makes the buildings
accessible for drug dealing and other criminal activities.

Because of a combination of factors ranging from a history of neglect
to changes in the resident population, severely distressed develop-
ments present management challenges that point out the weaknesses
in traditional housing management. The causes of severely dis-
tressed public housing are numerous, and the Commission believes
that a PHA should not be penalized for problems that it did not
create or that are beyond its control. Thus, the Commission makes a
distinction between a “troubled PHA" and a “severely distressed
development” and focuses on ways to treat severely distressed
conditions at housing developments because the problems are often
site specific and, therefore, should be addressed at the public hous-
ing development level.

The Commission finds that HUD micromanages PHAs to the extent
that there is little flexibility in the public housing program. For
example, certain PHAs that own and operate severely distressed
public housing have little or no flexibility to change or modify the
line items in the operating budget without first obtaining HUD
approval. The process for obtaining approval is often long and the
ability of the PHA to respond to needs at its housing developments,
especially severely distressed ones, can thus be impeded. PHAs
need the authority to make decisions and to allocate funds in wayvs
that they feel will best meet the needs of the housing developments
they own and operate.

Management operations can be broken down into field and central
operations that must be mutually supportive. All of a PHA's central
operation should be geared to support its field staff because the
actual delivery of maintenance and propertv management services
occurs in the field where residents come into contact with PHA staff.
Commission research indicates that the most successful efforts at
revitalizing severely distressed public housing are site intensive,
where a PHA takes control of its distressed public housing develop-
ments “literally” building by building.

To implement site-intensive management improvements, a PHA
must have sufficient funding to address needs that have long been
neglected. The PFS for PHAs does not provide sufficient funding to
support the activities required to address the management needs of
severely distressed public housing. The proper operation of such




housing requires much more than basic real estate management
activities; the definition of management services needs to include
social and support services as essential operating services.

The Commission has found that for severely distressed public
housing, it has been difficult to mobilize outside agencies to provide
the social and support services needed to treat existing conditions
effectively. Therefore, the Commission believes PHAs must take
steps to ensure that essential social and support services are deliv-
ered to the residents of severely distressed public housing. Clearly,
resources to support additional security and social services must be
available for severely distressed public housing.

The following action steps are recommended to Congress and to
HUD to provide PHAs with the management flexibility and
support needed to provide essential services to severely distressed
public housing.

Objective 1: To adjust the PFS to reflect the current needs of se-
verely distressed public housing. Living conditions in severely
distressed public housing developments are such that tunding is
needed to support security and other services for which funds are
not generally available. Also, the performance contracting rules
promoting private investment in energy conservation Improvements
should be modified to benefit certain high-vacancy severely dis-
tressed public housing developments.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize that
the PFS be modified to include the provision of security services
for severely distressed public housing developments.

a. HUD should issue regulations that provide the funding of
security services as an allowable add-on to the AEL.

Step 2: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize HUD
to change the method for determining AELs under the PFS for
severely distressed public housing so that AELs will be
calculated based on a management plan for the housing
developments.

a. HUD issues regulations governing the setting of AELs based
on a management plan that outlines the cost of operating
services required for full management services, including
social and support services. The costs for services should be
limited to essential services that are unavailable in an accept-
able manner to severely distressed public housing develop-
ment as well as the coordination and “mobilization” of
existing services available in the locality.

Step 3: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize a
change to the Housing and Community Development Act of
1987 to allow PHAs and HUD to estimate energy costs for
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vacant units and buildings to establish a baseline utilities
expense level for severely distressed public housing to promote
performance contracting.

Additional Appropriation: The estimated cost of additional security
services is $93 million per year.® The other additional cost for the
revisions to the AEL is $52 million per year.”

Objective 2: To develop a new system to appraise the performance
of housing organizations. HUD's evaluation of performance is too
narrowly focused on agencywide operations and not the operation
of individual public housing developments. Management indicators
covering such areas as vacancy rates and modernization spending
can give the appearance that the PHA is poorly administered or has
organizationwide problems even though they result primarily from
conditions at one or more—but not all—developments within the
PHA. Monitoring systems should also be directed toward the
operation of housing developments to address more effectively the
problems with severely distressed public housing.

Step 1: The Commission calls upon Congress to authorize a
newly funded program specifically established to provide for
management improvements so that the PHAs do not have to
choose between funding management or capital program
expenses, as often happens under the current modernization
program.
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